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  Editors’ Foreword




  The family is not only the place where groundwork is laid for the human resources of a society; it is also the foundation for a lifetime of generational solidarity and the willingness to take responsibility for the care of others. The present volume offers 35 contributions from noted scholars in sociology, political science, ethnology, economics, psychology, and anthropology, from many different regions of the world, on the subject of safeguarding the provision of care within the family, ensuring care, and supporting the older generation.




  As part of this collection, we take up the perspective of William J. Goode (1963) in his book World Revolution and Family Patterns and present studies on developments in the family, family lifestyles, and children’s living conditions that can be recognized at the local level in regions such as Europe, the United States of America, Japan, China, Africa, and the Middle East. In contrast to Goode’s approach, however, the future developments in these countries are predicted on the basis of studies by authors who work and do research in the regions. The structure of the book thereby establishes two perspectives: we present the stages in the development of family lifestyles that vary from place to place and the ones that coincide, and at the same time we specify ideas for the future with reference to the respective cultural contexts. This method allows us to identify the cultural differences in the respective developments in addition to the commonalities, and to depict the plurality of modernity.




  The first part of this volume explores the disappearance of the male breadwinner role in industrial society, prompting a discussion of fatherhood, marriage, and models of care. The next section, on challenges in the evolution of attachment and care, focuses on strategies that go beyond combining care, work, and gender roles to conceive of a social policy for the 21st century. Following this, we turn our attention to individual regions – Europe, Japan, China, Africa, and the Middle East – to make demographic, economic, family- and gender-specific assessments and to discuss the problems and solutions inherent in intergenerational relationships and the care of the elderly.




  The editors give special thanks to the Ernst Freiberger Foundation, without whose financial support this book would not have been possible. Ernst Freiberger, the head of the foundation, deserves particular thanks for allocating the funds for such a comprehensive work. This book is based on his idea of world visions, which are already reflected in the volume previously initiated by the foundation, Religion – Humanity’s Blessing or Curse?1 This book would not have come about without Freiberger’s fundamental perspective that the future of the family decides the future of humanity, and his understanding of the foundation as a bridge between scholarship and society.




  We owe our thanks also to the authors, who with their work have contributed to a vibrant spectrum of analysis and country-specific reports. We are grateful for their collaboration, which offers the reader a current, comprehensive view of regions across the globe, one that reflects many years of research by the scholars involved and thus guarantees a diverse array of scientific insights. Barbara Budrich, the publisher, provided knowledgeable and competent support and has our gratitude for her patience throughout the process of completion of this collection. Her precise and personal counsel and encouragement were decisive factors in the success of this book. We also thank Casey Butterfield, who translated the German contributions into English with great care, as well as Antje Korsmeier and Marie Naumann, who carried out the translations from English into German with precision. We thank native speaker Máiréad Collins for her professional editing of the English translations. We also thank Katrin Konrath and Mira Pielen for their helpful editorial support. Finally, the editorial work on this volume was made possible through cooperation and mutual trust, and the editors are grateful to each other: Hans Bertram directed the project with great inspiration and a wealth of ideas, and Nancy Ehlert acted as liaison with the contributors and oversaw the editorial preparation of the manuscript.




   




  1von Brück, Michael (ed.) (2008): Religion – Segen oder Fluch der Menschheit? Frankfurt: Verlag der Weltreligionen.




  
Introduction: The Plural Modernity




  Hans Bertram




  We often characterize the “traditional” family as one in which the children live in one household with both of their parents, where a loving and caring mother looks after the children, keeps house, and spends her free time with the father and the children. Meanwhile, the father provides the economic foundation of the family and at the same time represents the values of career and society to the children. Many academics and journalists today who are between the ages of 40 and 70 have experienced this lifestyle. In this generation of children, who grew up after World War II, the perception of the family and the duties of the family in our society has been deeply shaped by the image of the “good” mother who was caring, always available, and had an eye toward her children’s needs and fears, and the father who was predominantly committed to his work and and was almost never around during the day, only able to look after his children in the evenings and on weekends.




  However, the historical demography of Peter Laslett, Jean Louis Flandrin, Richard Wall, and Tamara Hareven has shown that this idea of family and this sort of family life was an achievement of a developing industrial society that increasingly separated economic wage labor from work that was done in the household. Donald Hernandez (1993, 2005) uses data from the U.S. census to show that until the mid 19th century, most children in the United States grew up in farming families, where they could not experience this type of division of labor between mother and father because of the production conditions of agricultural work. The model of the “traditional family” reached its peak in precisely the era when those who are writing and arguing about the family today developed their ideas of what it is – namely, after World War II. A division of labor of this kind requires not only the separation of housework from jobs outside the household, but also the availability of the appropriate living space for this lifestyle. This living space was first realized through the expansion of suburbs in the United States (Levittown 1949) and Europe – a development that began after World War II (Aries/Duby 1993).




  This form of love and caring, along with the support of children in the private context of family and household, was usually interpreted by mothers in the Fifties and Sixties, as well as in academia and in policy, as being “quasi-natural” and “universal” in theory. When the American sociologist Talcott Parsons referred in his writings to families as “factories” that produce the personalities of modern societies, he was therefore simultaneously formulating the idea that a mother transmits her expressivity, emotionality, and orientation toward the family and the household to her daughters, and that a father transmits his more rational action, oriented toward universalist values and norms, to his sons.




  This interpretation is by no means limited only to American sociology; textbooks from German sociologists and even government reports (Zweiter Familienbericht 1975) were oriented toward this normative picture that interpreted love and caring as the familial basis of children’s personality development and above all as elements of the maternal personality and mode of behavior. Of course, in this model the father’s economic efforts to support the family and the manner in which he brings up the child on the basis of universal values and norms are also informed by caring, but this is based to a large extent on rationality, without the expressivity and emotionality that has been and continues to be ascribed to the mother’s role.




  Today, when 60 to 80 percent of mothers in most European countries and the United States who have children in day care, kindergarten, or school (depending on lifestyle and number of children) are employed in the workforce, this 1950s image of the family seems antiquated, because it is rarely experienced. The increasing participation of mothers in working life has also been accompanied by a differentiation in familial lifestyles, so that children today are more likely to experience a parental separation or to have parents who date, than children in the Fifties and Sixties. These newly developing family forms can also be comprised of very different familial contexts. Even if in most highly developed industrialized countries the great majority of kindergarten- and school-aged children live with their natural parents, a diverse array of lifestyles and various relationship models has developed.




  These far-reaching changes are described in detail in several chapters of this book. Yet it still seems to be the case today that in spite of the increasing frequency of women’s employment outside the home, the expectation remains that the care of children and the responsibility for their development is substantially the mother’s responsibility. Thus a “good mother” is equally responsible for the care and development of her children whether she is as just as busy with her career as the father or whether she embodies the model of the “traditional” mother who is oriented toward the household and the family.




  A crucial motive for this book was to analyze and discuss solutions to the “cultural contradiction” (Hays 1996) that is appearing between the expectation of a good mother who is there for her children wholeheartedly, and the expectation on the other side that she stand her ground in the working world. This contradiction has been described and discussed by many authors, male and female (Pfeil 1966, Tilly/Scott 1987, Lewis 1991, Hayghe/Bianchi 1994), in many different countries, and will also be addressed in various essays in this book. Most authors have not attempted to simply analyze this inconsistency, however, but rather have continually developed perspectives on how these discrepancies can likely be avoided in a society that feels obligated to ensure the equal participation of all its members in social development.




  Stephanie Coontz, thus, not only describes in her contribution the historical evolution of the “traditional” family model and the triumph over it, she also shows that Betty Friedan’s 1960s work “The Feminine Mystique,” which emphasized women’s dissatisfaction with their living situation as housewives and mothers and their marginalization from other social spheres, no longer applies to young women today. But today there is still a “career mystique,” or the expectation that subjective satisfaction with one’s life is primarily dependent on the complete integration of the individual into the labor market. As a consequence of this, people invest as much of their own energy and time into their careers as possible, while at the same time it is accepted that their employers will take these things for granted.




  While in the Sixties these career expectations were usually associated only with the role of the male breadwinner, today they are equally valid for all women and mothers, and obviously also for those fathers who intend to combine the different spheres of life. But if politics, economics, the media and the labor world all hold to the idea and expectations that social participation can essentially only be realized through above-average performance and attendance in the workplace, then it is relatively unlikely that fathers and men will develop a new form of caring, and mothers who wish to combine both spheres are subject to precisely this cultural contradiction.




  In conceiving this book, we began with the theory that the idea of a complete (mostly male) dedication to career and of subordinating other social requirements and options to the demands of the labor market and the professional world – an idea that is generally accepted in society and continues to have an effect – is also connected to the reflexive assumption in highly developed industrial societies that society can only be modernized once all of those fit to work are as highly integrated into the labor market as possible. This theory is borne out well in Europe with, for example, the “Lisbon Strategy of the European Union” (Rat der Europäischen Union 2001). In this jointly adopted strategy, all European governments assume that European economic development can only be ensured if at least 70 percent of men and women are integrated into the labor market in all European countries. At the same time there are thoroughly critical debates over whether this strict labor market orientation can, realistically, be successful in the long term, because this also requires that there is appropriate employment available for all of those willing and able to work. Paul Krugman (2008) critically asks of some studies whether it is precisely the advances in modern information technologies that could be putting highly skilled occupations into question.




  This touches on a second question that again is dealt with in the various contributions throughout the book: without exception, care that includes the willingness to take on the responsibility for another, to make a commitment and support another person, is interpreted as a highly private and personal decision, one that, in contrast to work, is to be performed voluntarily and without social expectations and norms. At the same time, however, doesn’t such an idea of care and support for others also mean that one’s own life course and life path is directed toward those spheres that can use sanctions to ensure that the efforts expected in these areas will be made?




  Phyllis Moen, Erin Kelly and Rachel Magennis undertake the difficult endeavor of integrating the meaning of care for others – and not just for children, but also for older people – into a life-course theory perspective that does not center the organization of daily life and the life course on labor and the labor market alone, but where there are also opportunities to integrate those spheres of caring and supporting others into life, such that this sphere is not permanently subordinate to the labor market.




  However, such a model also requires the suspension of traditional gender roles. Thus, Janet C. Gornick and Marcia K. Meyers delineate a model of an earner-caregiver society in which men and women have the right, independent of their gender, to both care for those they love and to participate in all other social spheres. The authors also admit how difficult it would be to actually implement such utopias.




  According to the historical analyses of Arland Thornton, William G. Axinn, and Yu Xie, the relationships between men and women and between parents and children also depend on their respective societies. They show that many parts of Europe and the United States exhibit a high level of agreement in their development of increasing liberalization and acceptance of various lifestyles, and the institutional regulations associated with these. At the same time, however, it also becomes clear that such processes of liberalization do not necessarily lead to a change in gender roles. Just as Coontz convincingly demonstrates how the economic structure, cultural developments and normative expectations in certain historical contexts influence gender roles, partnership, and the relationships to parents and children, Thornton, Axinn, and Xie show how these connections are once again embedded into certain institutional contexts. This begs the question of whether and how modern societies are in the position to develop such earner-caregiver societies at all.




  The response to this question from John R. Gillis turns out to be rather sobering: as long as the role of men derives chiefly from their social participation in professional roles, and the role of fathers is largely as breadwinners, Gillis views the role of the father in modern society as increasingly marginalized. Many men can no longer fulfill the traditional breadwinner role at all, because their opportunities for income in post-industrial society are not nearly sufficient to provide for their families. Or, the middle and upper classes become slaves to the career mystique and have no more time for their families. Gillis sees a chance in reconstructing the role of fatherhood if it is no longer solely defined through the male gender role.




  This consideration is shared by Barbara Hobson and Susanne Fahlén, who confront the issue of whether and to what extent it is possible in post-industrial societies to also define fathers’ participation in social development by their capacity for care. Comparing various European family policies, Hobson and Fahlén are cautiously optimistic; at least, the reader has the impression that through influencing the cultural context of gender roles and also, through a family policy that centers on fathers, more fathers may be motivated to discover that the capacity for caring can be worth taking a stand for. Their chapter also clearly shows that the policies in individual European countries and parts of the United States are developing through comparisons with other countries, as measures and perspectives from other countries are adopted and implemented in each particular cultural context. Michael Mitterauer (2003) considers this strategy to be typical of the historical evolution of family, the family household, and the economic basis of the family in Europe.




  Against this background, then, it is hardly surprising that Hilary Land not only endeavors to break the connection between care and gender roles and redefine it, she also attempts to formulate a social policy that makes care and caregivers the focus of policy for the welfare state. Thus, work and family are not discussed as just a simple issue of mutual compatibility, but also as a question of the integration of care into the infrastructure and institutions of civil society. From this perspective, care is not only central to the family sphere, but must also be integrated into other spheres of the welfare state in the same way.




  Phyllis Moen, Erin Kelly, and Rachel Magennis attempt to anchor this way of integrating care into women’s and men’s lives in a life-course perspective, which makes Land’s theoretically grounded claim appear to be a possibility, at least in terms of perspective. Care as a part of women’s and men’s own life plans obviously has a different status than care that mostly affects the children in one’s own family. However, they believe that such a perspective could only have a chance of being realized if the monopolistic obligatory character currently claimed by the work world were redefined to also benefit other social obligations.




  Rhacel Salazar Parreñas presents a completely different solution for redefining care in our societies and separating childcare from being the exclusive responsibility of the mother. According to Parreñas, a society can also take the burden off of its highly qualified and professionally aware women during the time that they need for their professional obligations and development by bringing in the support of women from a developing or threshold country, as part of an international division of labor. On the one hand, the international caretaking transfer takes the burden off of privileged and high-income women in highly developed industrialized countries, and on the other, it gives the women who take on this caregiving work the opportunity to purchase reproductive labor for their own children in a similar way in their home countries.




  Arlie Russell Hochschild not only continues this discourse, she also criticizes this “care drain” for infringing upon the rights of children, who are entitled to have contact with their own parents without hindrance. She agrees with the preceding authors that the process of ultimately always “passing down” the work of care will only stop when it becomes possible in this process to include men into the core area of the work of care.




  In view of this development, Nancy Folbre establishes that ensuring care for children and the elderly requires either reverting to the old structures in which women are subordinate to men, or potentially establishing a low-wage sector that could cover care for others by means of immigrants, who are especially inexpensive for reception societies. Her suggested solution primarily involves making sure that the societies where the migrants come from establish labor conditions and pay wages that will render migration unnecessary.




  While Land and Moen, Kelly, and Magennis argue for separating the issue of care from the tight sphere of family and gender relations and integrating it into the general context of a redefinition of welfare state policy and life-course policy in general, Parreñas, Hochschild, and Folbre summarize the current developments as largely an “outsourcing” of care among highly qualified women. In addition, the obviously dependent relationships among countries of various levels of wealth are used by affluent countries to their full advantage, which can presumably be interpreted as a right to exploitation. These three essays should be interpreted as a warning about how care could develop in modern societies if there are no new reflections on the transformation of gender roles, the redefinition of care and work, or the reconception of social policy over the life course.




  Toward this purpose, Nel Noddings delineates a model of social policy with a new form of morality of care. This morality of care sets aside the model of career mystique and its appeals („I give everything for my career; I am the best; I’m at the top!”) in favor of a cooperative relationship between the members of society carried by the awareness that everyone is dependent on one another in the same way. Care relationships are “good” relationships that interpret mutual understanding and the insight into mutual interdependence as the foundation of one’s own actions.




  Along with the contribution from Noddings and the previous articles on care, we cannot overlook the studies by Sarah Blaffer Hrdy. She presents a picture of family, parenthood, and care that not only radically differs from the model of the “classic” father-mother-child family, but also potentially delivers a series of suggestions on how care could be organized in societies with a different model of the family. According to her analyses, children’s survival in the history of our evolution presumably depended on the fact that their natural parents, who conceivably were together for a certain amount of time, not only supported each other but were mutually supported by other parents, usually other mothers in similar situations or with the appropriate experience, in order to give children the safety that was necessary in such highly dangerous life situations. In Hrdy’s vision, family is therefore not only the nuclear family, but also the flexible and highly mobile family that was propped up by relatives but could also fall back on freely chosen paternal involvement. The cooperative raising and development of children in such a unit includes fathers without binding them in the long term.




  Against the background of the crises discussed above, Hrdy’s analyses can have two results. On one side, children rely during their development on the continuous support of (at least) one adult, who themselves can fall back on a network of sympathetic persons in similar situations, generally other mothers, grandmothers, sisters and aunts; genetically related fathers in this context are voluntarily incorporated into this support process. Thus, modern societies offer the opportunity to substantially rely on such networks, even in the form of exploitative relationships as have here been described in various essays, as well as to reflect on how the resources of male care can be incorporated into this process.




  Hrdy’s analysis concludes on a very positive note with a call to develop and encourage male care resources. If the above discussions in the individual chapters in this book that deal with sex roles are developed further into the future, however, we could also arrive at the idea that Hrdy’s model does not imply an optional paternity and a reinforced male care construct in developed industrialized countries, but rather that it emphasizes “multiple maternity” because the solidarity that women and mothers share with one another and with their children gives the necessary safety to children, and the networks of solidarity between mothers and women render paternal efforts at support redundant.




  The articles that follow deal more specifically with individual regions, beginning with Europe. The contribution from Norbert Schneider on the evolution of the family in Europe can almost be interpreted in this direction: he engages with the diversity of family lifestyles, particularly over the life course, but at the same time he, like the foregoing articles, emphasizes the constancy of gender roles as a specific feature of this development. For him, plurality is a specific characteristic of the evolution of family lifestyles in Europe amid the partial equalization of the economic circumstances of family life. He also, very likely, sees the cultural particularities of the individual countries, even if the commonalities clearly predominate.




  Alexia Fürnkranz-Prskawetz and Thomas Fent deal with a topic that has intensively shaped the European debates of the last few decades. Even though Europe is an aging continent, some of its countries, such as France and Great Britain, have a replacement-level fertility rate; taken together, however, low rates of reproduction and significantly increasing aging are leading to a new demographic structure in these societies. While some authors call these processes catastrophic, Fürnkranz-Prskawetz and Fent make it very clear that such catastrophes will very likely fail to appear. According to their analysis, the potential of the workforce has not been exhausted, nor has the potential of older generations and their resources yet been used for the economic development of society.




  Rosemarie Nave-Herz refutes another myth in the history of the family that is not only still present in today’s scientific debates, but also has served in politics and the media as a justification for familial solidarity between the generations, namely the idea that the older generation used to receive financial and custodial support from the younger generation. Economic theories of reproduction frequently explain the higher numbers of children in families of the early 19th century with the argument that these children would be necessary as old-age insurance for their parents in later years. Nave-Herz now shows that such provisions of support were not only impossible because of the low life expectancy and the very high rate of child mortality, but also that many social regulations actually led the older generation to care for themselves as long as possible, or to be institutionalized. A crucial idea in her essay is that, at least in Europe, the care and support provided to the older generation today is more pronounced than it ever was in earlier eras. This does not constitute a decline of the family, but rather a gain in solidarity between the generations. Nave-Herz also shows that these benefits are not necessarily one-sided, but instead that there are also benefits that the older generation provides to the younger generation and should, in turn, be identified as a new development.




  A a new theoretical challenge thus presents itself, based first on the very demographic analysis from Fürnkranz-Prskawetz and Fent and then on the essay from Nave-Herz: to define and substantiate a familial solidarity that clearly leads beyond the discussions of care and the provision of care as a division of tasks between the sexes.




  Margund Rohr and Frieder Lang take up this subject from a theoretical perspective focusing on psychological motivation and the life course. In their essay they show that solidarity between the younger and older generation should sensibly be interpreted as a reciprocal relationship that is shaped by the caregiver and the recipient of care and is embedded in life-course decisions. Here the sociological and sociohistorical perspective of Nave-Herz is justified by motivational psychology; at the same time, however, it also becomes clear how little we know thus far about this development of familial solidarity.




  Umut Erel broadens the family research discourse dealing with a subject that is very present in European political discussion, namely the care of children and their socialization and upbringing by mothers who have a migration background. In addition, she concentrates on the largest group of migrants in Germany, Turkish families and their mothers, and shows how these mothers attempt in a very difficult process to introduce both elements of the society of origin and elements of the society in which they live into their childrearing, in a process that is conscious and actively shaped. After the “Tiger Mom” debates of how mothers with Chinese ancestry integrate various ideas of care and childrearing from different cultures, it has become clear that the shape of care for children and for their aging parents in Europe in the future will not develop only on the basis of European traditions. To the contrary, we can assume that the intercultural experiences and reinterpretations of contexts will also change the cultural model in Europe itself.




  Bernhard Nauck takes this expansion of perspective further in his international comparative study on the desire for children. Starting from economic theories on the rational decision to have children, Nauck is able to show on the basis of comparative data that, just as in intergenerational relationships, the value of children to their parents depends on the specific constellations within various social developments. Both intergenerational relationships and the desire for children closely correlate with the respective social developments, which allows us to expect certain results when it comes to the associated political reactions. Nauck takes a theoretical perspective and puts primary emphasis on the necessity of putting the prevailing development of the family, explained here by the example of inter-generational relationships and the desire for children, into a cross-cultural context. Doing so allows us to avoid treating the developments in a certain cultural space as a general or even universal phenomenon.




  Gisela Trommsdorff and Boris Mayer take up this subject and analyze inter-generational relationships from a similarly cross-cultural perspective. In the process they are able to establish a correlation between prosperity level and relationship quality. It also becomes clear that the previous models of cross-cultural comparison and of intergenerational relationships should be further differentiated in order to better understand the interactions between cultural context and the sociopsychological and psychological conditions of intergenerational relationships.




  If we are to attempt an interim result based on the chapters that have been rather briefly introduced above, we must first declare that virtually all authors work out quite clearly that the dominant picture of the family in European and Anglo-Saxon countries has become the practical reality for a mere fraction of families, and that it has been this way for only a relatively brief period in the development of family lifestyles in Europe and the United States. But although this model has had greater importance for only a relatively short period of time, today we are still experiencing the sustained continued effect of certain expectations and role models that were developed as part of this model of the family, even as family lifestyles have become greatly differentiated. What’s more, the role of women and mothers in most countries has distinctly changed, because education and wage labor is an obvious part of women’s life plans today, but the expectations of a “good” mother have not necessarily changed. The paternal role may have disappeared as that of breadwinner, or has certainly lost some of its significance, but we cannot say that the paternal role has become any more caring in practice than it was in the 1950s. It is therefore also unsurprising that the suggested solutions for future development are strongly concentrated on the issue of separating caring from its gender-specific allocation in order to develop care into a central element of a forward-looking social policy; the development of a morality of care would certainly go along with this. We must ask ourselves whether the exploitative relationships that result from importing the provision of care into highly developed industrialized sociaties can be prized open by an appropriate policy. It is also to be hoped that the available care potential in men will be better utilized in future.




  The chapters introduced up to this point are strongly concentrated on the European discussion. In addition to their perspectives on the differentiation of lifestyles and certain convergences in Europe, however, they have also made it clear that the far-reaching changes in demographic development in Europe, particularly the gains in life years, have not only generated new expectations of care among the older generation, but have also witnessed the emergence of new forms of care relationships between the generations that individuals are integrating into their life courses in very specific ways. At the same time, however, it has become clear that the question also occurs in this debate as to how much the existing care cultures and care relationships are changing because of the experiences and ideas of migrants from other cultures, who are developing new concepts of care and relationships between parents and children in highly developed industrialized countries. Until now, there has been relatively little to say on this because there are few cross-cultural studies on such developments.




  All authors have also attempted to highlight perspectives on further evolution in the future, but without outlining precisely what underpins their expectations and perspectives for the future. Neither were they asked to do so, which could be interpreted as an oversight by the editor. But this circumstance has a very interesting and important effect: in the social sciences, we tend to outline future development against the background of our own cultural experiences and the theories developed within these cultural contexts. This is also true for research on the family, which took the model of a couple living together with their children under one roof as an almost universal model, especially in the fifties and sixties (Parsons/Bales 1955). William J. Goode (1963) not only considered this structure of the family to be universal, he even presumed that this division of labor within the family would be implemented worldwide. Stephanie Coontz is already considering this idea to be historically problematic in her introductory article, because this family form did not even emerge in industrialized countries until the 19th century, and presumably only became the dominant interpretive model of a “family” after World War II.




  The title “The Plural Modernity” was chosen for this introductory chapter in order to indicate that this book, with its selection of other regions such as Japan, China, Africa, and the Middle East, makes another analytical assumption that is not only to be found in research on the family. William J. Goode justified his idea that the American family of the 1950s would spread across the globe as a model of development with the argument that the challenges of modern industrial societies and the social, cultural, and political transformation they induced worldwide would more or less follow the same model that Western industrial societies had gone through. For Goode and for many authors of his era, such as Parsons, this idea was very plausible against the assumption that the functional requirements of the social and technical systems that were differentiating themselves from one another would lead to specific solutions. Assuming that the family is primarily the production site of human personality in industrial society (Parsons/Bales 1955), we can very likely also presume that the organizational division of labor of industrial society, with its functional differentiation of tasks in order to increase efficiency, will be fully realized within the family as well. There is a reason that the “breadwinner” model of the family was reproduced in Goode’s theoretical explanation (1963) for the organization of small groups in the working world. The “universalist” leader of a group can only ensure his group’s efficiency what there is a simultaneous “expressive” leader looking out for the emotional interests of the group and making sure that as tasks are being carried out, the personal and social needs of the group are being considered along with the rational decisions and universalist orientations of the firm. From this perspective the family, as the “production site” of personality, was the optimal solution for the socialization of children in the breadwinner model of industrial society.




  This model shall not be criticized in detail here, because the essays in this collection include a wealth of arguments compiled against this position. The articles from various regions of the world have now been put together into one collection of articles, just as William J. Goode undertook for his compilation. This was not done in order to ensure that these regions exactly followed the perspectives on the future as they had been developed from the European and American context, but rather to show that similar challenges of industrial and post-industrial developments in various cultural contexts need not lead to the same solutions at all: instead, solutions are being developed according to the respective cultural structures that are appropriate to each specific context. Perhaps it may even be very plausible that Japanese social philosopher Kenichi Mishima (2005), in his comparison of the developments in Japan and Germany in the 19th century, has formulated a triad of the evolution in dealing with the challenges of industrial society and their consequences.




  The 19th century, in which Europe and, to some extent, the United States attempted to subordinate the world through strategies of colonialization, is dubbed by Mishima as the divided modern age, because in these strategies was planted the idea that the model of European development, along with European technology and European political development, implied a world model. Even the sociologists of the fifties and sixties like Parsons and Goode pursued this model in their assumption that the family model that had developed in the United States was the appropriate reaction to the challenges of industrial society. As Mishima also asserts, deeming the 20th century the riven modern age is presumably a good characterization of the endeavor to take divergent paths in family lifestyles, just as these paths have emerged in disparate regions with the processes of urbanization and qualification in response to the various challenges in the transition to highly industrialized societies. Mishima now characterizes the 21st century as a century of “multiple modernities” because the different regions have developed specific models in the economic, political, and cultural spheres that are now opening up certain culturally specific solutions to new challenges.




  His comparison, similarly to those of other authors who have confronted these developments (Zapf 1991, Eisenstadt 2001, 2006, Wittrock 2002, Berger/Huntington 2002), generally refers to the social developments as a whole and less to the more specific sphere of the development and organization of care, attachment, and love in a society. Nonetheless, it is an extraordinarily rewarding perspective to assume that for most of the regions studied by Goode, the 20th century also brought a wealth of new challenges with it in the sphere of care, family relationships, partner relationships, children’s growth, and the support of the older generation, challenges that in the 21st century may now be converted into new solutions. One should begin with such a perspective when confronted with the cross-cultural comparison of many regions and cultures with similar problems, without having to assume that there can be only one path to solving these problems.




  One particular advantage of this concept, however, lies in the fact that cultures and regions do not develop completely independently from one another, as Mishima shows, but rather are interconnected in diverse ways. These are mainly economic connections, but also include those that emerge because of mobility, the media, and processes of migration, as well as connections arising from the communication and interaction of subjects with one another as an expression of the interaction between the various regions and cultures. In a certain way, perhaps, it is also paradigmatic that a Japanese scholar who studies Japan and Germany has so clearly worked out these very interdependencies in situations of simultaneous independence.




  Those who use such a perspective when reading the articles presented above will ascertain that the assumption of plurality is a running theme in most of the essays on family lifestyles that are written in the context of Europe and United States. In the essays on care in the European-Asian cross-cultural comparison, interdependencies receive just as much discussion as the issue of how cultures deal with ideas and views from other cultures, as is evident in the essay from Umut Erel on the issue of the socialization of children from different cultural contexts in one specific culture.




  In this respect, then, this perspective on the diversity of the modern age and its associated connection to various regions and cultural living spaces fits well with the discussion on the development of the family. But the articles that follow were not chosen in order to put the model of the plurality of the modern world in various regions up against the concept of the divided modern world of Goode, which is how we believe that the dominant model of the 19th century should be viewed. To the contrary, the aforementioned essays from the U.S. and European context have already made it clear that when it comes to how love, care, and attachment are anchored and organized, even in highly developed industrial societies, there is a wealth of unanswered questions. It can therefore be singularly exciting to reconstruct such developments from the point of view of other regions in order to perhaps also learn the interconnections in how other societies deal with organizing care for the elderly, for example. This question has received a good amount of scientific attention in Europe (Kocka/Staudinger 2009), but there are still no solutions in sight that allow for certain fixed models to be recognized at the individual level of relationships among the generations.




  In the concluding section of the book, which again includes commentary on the articles, it will be determined whether we should also react constructively to the interconnections in some of the designs and ideas from other countries. It is obvious that Japan would follow as the first country, because the interactions between the cultural developments among Japan, Europe, and the United States are presumably quite close, and we have frequently assumed in our ideas that this country in many respects is the most similar to ours.




  In Makoto Atoh’s article on the evolution of the Japanese family, he takes up a theme that also played a large role for Thornton, Axinn, and Xie: namely, the prevention of the legal regulation of familial obligations and relationships. Until World War II, the Japanese family was strongly oriented toward the model of the stem family, with the corresponding obligations between the generations to support each other; legal developments in postwar Japan also led to increased significance for the neolocal husband’s family. Despite these institutional changes and other processes of transformation in Japanese society, however, Atoh considers these relationships and the obligations between the generations owing to the Japanese culture to still exist today. In addition, the discussion that has taken place in Europe and the United States on gender inequality has also become part of the Japanese discussion.




  Bernd von Maydell draws attention to the similarities and differences in legal regulations in family and social law between Germany and Japan. For example, the long-term care insurance in Germany gives stronger legal and financial support to care by family members than does the system in Japan. This leads to the question of whether and to what extent such different regulations may also have something to do with the fact that the obligation to provide the older generation in Japanese families with support and care is interpreted as such a natural element of that same culture that it does not even have to be supported by appropriate financial provisions. According to the arguments from Nave-Herz, these provisions of support in Germany are socially desired, but may not be viewed as such a natural thing as they are in Japan.




  Sepp Linhart also deals with this subject and shows that in contrast to Germany and many parts of Europe, there is indeed a larger proportion of the older generation in Japan that is coresident with the middle generation, and that for this reason the provision of support and care as an issue presents itself differently than in the European context, at least in Northern Europe. He offers a series of reasons for this difference. Taking into account the arguments by Atoh and von Maydell, the question also presents itself here of whether and to what extent these forms of intergenerational relationships and provisions of support for older generations are not the expression of that plurality of the modern world that Mishima describes as a development of the 21st century.




  The contributions from Susan Orpett Long on the transformation of care and from Margund Rohr and Frieder Lang deserve to be summarized. First, Long once again emphasizes the obligatory character of generational support in Japan, but does so in order to show that not only do traditions and cultural models play a role at the level of acting subjects, but so do individual life experience over the lifespan, motivations, feelings of responsibility, and relationships to those in need of care. She also outlines how the model of support through caring that has been passed down and is concentrated mainly on daughters and daughters-in-law is being transferred to a new system today and in the future in which gender roles alone no longer play a role, and professional support for caregiving family members is also involved. At present, Japan has the highest percentage of people of advanced old age in the world and at the same time demonstrates a model in its economic development for many countries. Perhaps we may at least learn from dealing very sensitively with certain cultural models and new responses to this model how the interplay between the challenges of the modern world and the cultural developments particular to other cultures may be addressed with possible new solutions.




  Thomas Scharping reports on the demographic development and the consequences of the population policy in China; although it represents only one individual case, it is quite a large one. Goode took the one-child policy in China as an example that China would develop in the direction of the North American model of the family. Scharping now reports on the astonishing situation that the one-child policy was to continue to be implemented at great expense, as well as force, even as ideas were developed on family sizes and numbers of children during the latter third of the 20th century that made the one-child policy rather superfluous, since naturally the young adults in China increasingly observed one child as “normative.” As a consequence, the “soft landing” of the Chinese population policy with the goal of 1.8 children per woman has actually become a permanent one child per woman. Scharping describes high uncertainty in the workplace, mobility processes within the society, and urbanization and migration as causes of this development; we are seeing all of these processes in Europe as well.




  Baochang Gu takes up this subject and shows on the basis of his own empirical surveys in a relatively affluent Chinese province that the desire for children among Chinese women is now closer to one child than to two or more. But the extremely low desire for children is not related to the population policy; to the contrary, in surveys on decisions to have children the primary reasons cited are economic. Since in China care for the older generation is also predominantly the responsibility of women, the low number of children also has the consequence that the burdens in the demographic transition will permanently increase, substantially influencing women’s economic independence and the possibility of their social participation. Gu estimates the social challenges presented by the aging process to be much larger than the individual support of the elderly by the younger generation.




  Juhua Yang begins with the previously described demographic development in China and studies which population groups may expect to be disadvantaged by these demographic changes. Until now, the predominant assumption was that reducing the number of children would reduce the relative poverty of children and families. In an aging population, however, this can also lead to the positive effect, with regard to the children, having an opposing negative effect for the older generation. In order to theoretically illustrate the connection between fertility development, aging, population structure, and poverty, Yang develops a multi-level model that clarifies these different effects.




  In all three texts, the authors (who had not read one another’s articles) tend to highly concur with the view that, despite the clear decline in births and very low desire for children, demographic change does not contribute to improving women’s position in Chinese society and providing them with possibilities for participation at all ages. Cultural traditions, such as the gender-specific division of care (particularly of the older generation) and the poverty among the elderly that is to be expected for at least some older women, are determining factors that these women will benefit very little from development.




  In order to vividly evoke the meaning of Mishima’s term, the “riven modern age,” the articles on the development of the family in Africa are an impressive and sometimes nightmarish example of how 20th century epidemics such as HIV and AIDS, civil wars and guerrilla wars, but also droughts, as possible harbingers of climate change, have not only stricken this continent but presumably have also changed it profoundly. This is clear early on from the description of the demographic situation in sub-Saharan Africa by James P. M. Ntozi. Alongside the increasing population development that continues to be shaped by a very high, albeit decreasing, fertility rate as well as by a high level of infant and maternal mortality, poverty in rural regions is growing because of increasing processes of urbanization, alongside migration processes that are leading to a brain drain of precisely those qualified experts needed in the regions. These immigrants in turn earn money in their reception countries that they then send back home. Here we can see a demonstration of the process described by Folbre for Asian countries and the United States, shown from the point of view of a part of Africa, with largely consistent implications.




  Against the background of these far-reaching trends of transformation, Erdmute Alber and Tabea Häberlein formulate the theory that attachment and every-day care for others represents a central element of family relationships for all African societies, but the relationship structures – the values and norms that regulate these attachments and care – are not safeguarded by fixed institutional structures. Not only do attachments and relationships change in the course of life as a result of critical life events such as divorce, poverty, or illness, but they also lead to social and cultural changes that require attachments and everyday care in this relationship structure to be continually recreated. Alber and Häberlein therefore argue very explicitly in the case of Africa for what the editors generalize as their theory: that attachments and care for others should not be connected from the outset with a specific family form but rather that the different social networks that emerge in societies in order to organize attachment and care should be researched and strengthened as regards their fulfillment of this function. They use the example of West Africa to show that the rigid focus on certain family types cannot possibly appropriately describe the diversity of role models in the relationships between children and parents, men and women, grandparents, brothers and sisters, because the organization of attachment and care in these social networks is constantly changing.




  Deborah Fahy Bryceson takes up the subject of transformation when she studies the consequences of the HIV/AIDS epidemic and shows that in this situation, when frequently both parents and sometimes also grandparents, aunts and uncles, and great-aunts and great-uncles have passed away, the survival and welfare of children cannot be absorbed by the family lineage, but rather that other networks of social support should be developed. In other words, children must find someone on their own who is willing to care for them. On the whole, this is easier for girls than it is for boys, since girls can find work as domestic servants. In such extreme situations, family networks based on lineage seem to reach their limits as far as care and attachment are concerned. According to Bryceson, this also leads parents to concentrate on their nuclear family and children and to “pool” their attachment and care. This example shows how care and attachments are continually reconstructing themselves even under extreme conditions, which Alber and Häberlein’s theory confirms.




  While Bryceson clearly discusses the limits of the resilience of social networks based on rules of lineage when faced with this crisis situation, Reimer Gronemeyer and Michaela Fink see these burdens as well but also show that these systems of lineage families in rural regions sometimes continue functioning, even if these burdens are usually borne by mothers and grandmothers because the men are either deceased or have migrated. In these contexts too, care and attachment are evidently maintained and safeguarded mainly by women. In the urban regions, these lifestyles are in more of a decline, and here it is frequently the grandmothers who endeavor to bring up a larger number of their grandchildren under difficult conditions. But Gronemeyer and Fink emphasize that even in such emergency situations, not only can a high organizational capability be observed, but rituals and family celebrations that are of great importance for social cohesion also continue to be maintained in the rural and urban regions.




  Gerd Spittler very impressively illustrates the division of labor in the farming families that Coontz describes in the first essay of this book, when in his group of Tuareg the men and women cooperate in the production of agricultural goods. He also makes it clear that this production of goods in the family economy is dependent on the involvement of children in the work. When analyzing such forms of the family economy, he rightfully demands that we not use our “Western glasses” to interpret child labor, the production of agricultural goods, and the family economy, because under the given conditions, this form of economy may be one of the few strategies for those who live there to survive at all. In this context, work and family are not opposites; attachments and relationships are not concentrated on the immediate family alone, but rather involve the neighbors and the whole oasis. But Spittler also impressively describes the fact that even in the famines he describes in these family economies, it was not just about survival but also that in such emergency situations morals and customs were maintained, and in this way the possibility of surviving “honorably” was created.




  Ute Luig begins with an outline of the change in gender relations in modern Africa in the context of the continent’s integration into the global economy in order to then analyze these gender relations in the civil and guerrilla wars that Africa suffered so intensely during the second half of the twentieth century. There were obviously also new concepts of gender relations discussed, argued, and fought over in these armed conflicts: the female guerrilla warrior as an “emancipated” woman, one, however, who more or less must give up her essential femininity and behave like the men, and at the same time ought not to enter into any sexual relationships with other warriors. Some of these women paid a high price for this role, because after the conflicts ended, it was incredibly difficult for them to reestablish attachments and relationships in civilian life. But Luig also shows that, despite the unbelievable atrocities in these civil wars and the difficult initial situation in the development of a civil society, falling back on cultural traditions can help to reestablish moral principles, stable relationships, and mutual care. Her argument shows that it is once again mainly women who initiate such things and who also press ahead with them.




  Valentine M. Moghadam describes the changes in familial relationships in the Middle East and in North Africa that used to be described as patrilineal, patrilocal, patriarchal, endogamous, and sometimes polygamous. Today, however, these have changed significantly because of the reforms in family law that have taken place in these regions. First, she again outlines the duty of the men in these societies to provide for the maintenance of their wives and children, while the wives manage the household and provide for the children. According to her analysis, this conservative view of the family has much to do with Parson’s interpretation of families in industrial society, with a similar distribution of tasks as is functional for industrial society. The increasing participation of younger women in the education system, together with the urbanization of lifestyles in combination with women’s increasing work outside the home, is also leading to a transformation of the gender contract, because now women who are better educated and frequently professionally established are not marrying until a later age, which in turn has an effect on family law.




  Hoda Salah describes one of these changes with the example of the “pleasure marriage” in the Sunni world. Whereas the conventional Muslim marriage stipulates the rights and obligations of the partners, as Moghadam describes, the pleasure marriage facilitates a rather amorphous commitment by witnesses to a marital attachment that can exist in addition to the main marriage, and has as its goal the mutual sexual satisfaction of the couple. The “wife” has no claim to financial support, but in this way the rules on sexuality can be followed. In Salah’s view, the pleasure marriage is a legitimate instrument for both young adults and older couples to give full expression to their sexuality even outside of traditional marriage.




  The extent to which this model has actually spread in the countries where Muslim marriage predominates has no role in our discussion, because it can serve as an example of how there can be different ways of reacting to certain changes and problems that come with social change than one would expect from a European or even an American perspective. Here we can see a part of the plurality of the modern world outlined above: in this world, as both authors report, care and attachments are incorporated into a patriarchal model of marriage with clearly stipulated duties for men and women. At the same time, however, within the framework of a certain religious perspective there have evidently been opportunities created to combine classic lifestyles with variations from other lifestyles. This strategy can also be interpreted as an attempt to hold on to certain forms while nonetheless accepting changes.
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  I.The Retreat from the Male Breadwinner Family in Industrial Societies




  
The Late Arrival and Early Demise of the Male Breadwinner Family




  Stephanie Coontz




  Just half a century ago, Betty Friedan’s book, The Feminine Mystique, identified a very different kind of problem than the one that plagues so many men and women today. Friedan described the sense of emptiness that women and men felt when they had too few pressures – or too few opportunities – to juggle work and family (Friedan 1963).




  During the heyday of the male breadwinner family in the 1950s and 1960s, women were pressured to put aside any aspiration beyond the home and to seek complete fulfillment in being good wives and mothers. But, Friedan reported, many women who did this experienced a gnawing, guilt-ridden discontent that she called “the problem with no name.”




  Millions of women identified with Friedan’s description of the pain caused by their constricted lives, and they made The Feminine Mystique an international bestseller. But there was a less-discussed masculine counterpart to this ideology about womanhood – the equally limiting idea that men derive all their meaning and satisfaction in life through breadwinning and that men are not concerned with, or competent at, the care-giving aspects of family life.




  Just as the feminine mystique deprived women in the 1950s and 1960s of any source of meaning other than family, the male breadwinner mystique deprived men of any source of meaning other than earning a wage. In interviews and oral histories, women who lived through that era often talk about their disappointment at not being able to pursue their aspirations for higher education or interesting careers. And just as often, men report tremendous regret, at least in retrospect, that they did not participate more in the daily routines of childcare and family life (see Coontz 2011).




  If the male breadwinner family was not as idyllic as we sometimes imagine, it was also not as traditional as many people believe. The notion that males must specialize in providing material necessities for the family while females take charge of care-giving, emotional work, and the maintenance of family solidarities was unknown in ancient, medieval, and even early modern times.




  For thousands of years, work and family life were organized on the assumption that both men and women needed to provide for the family materially and that both were responsible for weaving bonds of emotional and practical support with other families and between family members. Through most of history, workers didn’t “balance” work and family but instead combined them. Men and women worked together on farms and in household enterprises where the rhythms of labor had to take into account the rhythms of birth, illness, death, and neighborly obligations.




  Wives were not seen as non-producing dependents but as “yoke-mates.” Cultural arbiters did not tell a wife that she should not “worry her pretty little head” about matters beyond the nursery and kitchen. A good wife was expected to know arithmetic and surgery, be a skilled brewer, cheese-maker, tailor, and farmer, and have a shrewd head for bargaining when she took her wares to market.




  Conversely, men were not seen solely as economic actors who could count on their wives to take care of all social engagements and emotional relationships. Men had to balance their political and economic pursuits with a wide range of interpersonal obligations. Most men did the kind of kin- and social-networking chores that were later assigned primarily to women. They arranged visits with relatives and neighbors, agreed to train relatives’ children in their home, kept tracks of births, deaths, and who was marrying whom, and often offered their support to arrange marriages.




  Men established lines of emotional as well as financial credit in ways that would later become the provenance of women. For wealthy or socially-prominent men, an important part of daily life involved dispensing patronage and socializing with or “treating” social inferiors. Men of more modest resources knew that their reputation was linked to participation in community gatherings and mutual aid associations, as well as attendance at social events sponsored by elites. The dependent poor offered personal services and deference to those above them in exchange for charity and favors (Tadmor 2001, Gillis 1985, Coontz 1992).




  People did not expect a man to single-handedly support his “own” family, or a woman to focus exclusively upon her own children. Child care was often delegated to older siblings or to poorer neighbors working as apprentices or servants in the households of the propertied members of society. Men and women alike took part in the acts of socializing and mutual aid that established complex systems of reciprocity with other households.




  This does not imply that men and women were equal in the past. Male dominance was the rule throughout most of history. But one reason male dominance was so widespread in ancient agricultural societies was that men were utterly dependent on the labor of their wives and children and therefore needed to exercise strict control over their behavior. Patriarchy, unlike the paternalism that developed later in history, was not based on women and children deferring to men because men were supporting them. Patriarchy involved men’s direct extraction of labor, services, or wealth from their families.




  Consider the charming but misleading 16th-century wedding ritual where the man pledged that “with all my worldly goods I thee endow.” The reality was that upon marrying, a husband assumed control of everything a woman brought with her to the marriage – her dowry, personal property, even her jewelry – and anything she inherited or earned after marriage.




  With the emergence of a more mobile labor force and wider markets, these patterns gradually changed. Households became less economically and socially dependent upon their neighbors. Within the family, a distinction developed between the traditional tasks needed to keep the farm, household, or shop going, including the exchange of goods and services with neighbors, and the new ways of earning cash, without which it was increasingly difficult to survive. As the division between a husband’s wage-earning activities and a wife’s household activities grew, so too did the sense that men and women lived in different spheres, with the male a stranger to the workings of domesticity and the female a stranger to the workings of the “economy.” This was the beginning of the male breadwinner/female homemaker divide.




  A historian of the German Enlightenment, Marion Gray, writes that in earlier centuries, when economic production was still centered in the household, “domesticity was a virtue shared by males and females, a shorthand term for thrift, hard work, and order.” (Gray 2000: 301f.). Advice books at the end of the 17th century urged husbands as well as wives to practice domesticity. However, “a century later, domesticity had tumbled out of the constellation of masculine virtues.” (Gray 2000: 301f.), and, for women, domesticity had ceased to be equated with economic productivity.




  The husband, who had once been the supervisor of the family labor unit, came to be viewed as the person who, by himself, provided for the family’s subsistence. The traditional tasks of wives that remained in the home – growing food for the family table, dairying, cooking, and making clothes – were no longer viewed as economic activities but rather as care-taking. Historian Deborah Simonton argues that throughout Europe there was a transition from housekeeping to homemaking in the period from 1780 to 1840. The older notion of housekeeping recognized women’s labor as a vital contribution to the economic survival of the family. Homemaking, by contrast, was seen as an act of love rather than of family provisioning, and the material value of women’s activities became less visible (Simonton 1998, Davidoff 1987, Wunder 1998, Coontz 2005).




  It is important to remember that the growing specialization between the activities and locations of husbands and wives arose out of a temporary stage in the history of the market economy – a transitional period when households could no longer get by primarily with things they made, grew, or bartered, but could not yet rely on mass-produced consumer goods available for purchase. For example, many families no longer produced their own homespun cloth, but ready-made clothing was not yet available, at least at prices most families could afford. Women still had to sew clothes, but now from cloth that men purchased with their pay rather than fabric made within the family. Somebody had to earn cash in order to purchase the things the family needed; but somebody else had to stay home and turn the things that were bought into things the family could actually use.




  Given the pre-existing legal, political, and religious traditions of patriarchal dominance, husbands (and youth of both genders) were usually the ones assigned to work outside the home. Wives assumed exclusive responsibility for domestic matters that they had formerly shared with husbands or delegated to older children and apprentices.




  Many women supplemented their household labor with income-generating work that could be done at or around the home – taking in boarders, doing extra sewing or laundering, keeping a few animals, or selling garden products. But this often arduous work was increasingly seen as secondary to the “real” work done by husbands, and wives’ roles were usually described in terms of their domestic chores and nurturing activities.




  The changing division of labor between husband and wife removed much of the rationale for the hierarchal relations that had governed the old household workplace. Although women’s economic work was devalued, the psychological ministering she did to her husband and children was accorded a new sentimental reverence. But even as women gained a sense of moral superiority as mothers and wives, they lost their former confidence in themselves as economic producers and family co-providers. In England and the United States, women’s diaries in the early 19th century reflected a new self-doubt about the worth of their contributions to the household economy, even while recording the huge amounts of unpaid work they continued to do – tending livestock, carding wool, sewing clothes, churning butter, hauling wood, and making preserves (Cott 1977, Kelly 1999).




  Over the course of the 19th century, unpaid domestic work became less physically demanding for middle-class women, as the spread of market relations, commerce, and industrialization created improvements in household technology and new consumer goods. The same changes also created a growing class of individuals who had no choice but to work as laborers in factories or in the homes of other people. Both these trends increasingly relieved middle-class housewives of the most arduous productive tasks for which they had formerly been responsible, allowing them to devote more time to child care and to making the home comfortable for their husbands.




  The cult of true womanhood, which defined wives and mothers as the emotional core of the family, was the 19th-century forerunner of the 20th-century feminine mystique. In popular magazines and sermons, the wife was no longer described as a yoke-mate but as “A Being to Come Home to,” or the “Source of Comfort and the Spring of Joy.” The old wifely skills of surgery and accounting were not only less necessary now, in the new view of woman, but they might also be too taxing for her. American gynecologist Dr. Charles Meig summed up the prevailing middle-class view of female nature in 1847, when he observed that woman “has a head almost too small for intellect and just big enough for love” (see Coontz 1988).




  The ideal of a family based upon a male breadwinner and a female homemaker, in sum, was a relatively late arrival on the historical scene, developing only in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. As a family form in which most people actually lived, the male breadwinner family is even more recent. The male-provider model of marriage remained beyond the reach of most families throughout the 19th century. On farms and in small businesses, men and women continued to work together as co-providers for their families. And, in the early days of industrialization, many women and children had to leave the home to work for wages in mills and factories, because male wages alone could not support a family.




  Even as more wives withdrew from paid employment in the late 19th century, children continued to go out to work to contribute to the family income. It was not until the 1920s that a bare majority of American children lived in a home where the father was the sole wage-earner and the mother was a fulltime homemaker.




  The Depression and World War II set back the actual numbers and the cultural hegemony of male breadwinner families. But the intense hardships and the instability of family life and gender relationships in those times set the stage for a cultural reaction in favor of marriage and male breadwinner families after the war. Children who grew up in the 1930s were sharply aware of the psychological pain their fathers felt when they lost their jobs and could not provide for their families. Often, they had seen their mothers forced to take work that was difficult and demeaning. In consequence, this generation of youth was more inclined than the preceding or following generations to re-establish clear gender roles when they started their own families. Their desire for stability was reinforced by the wave of divorces that swept across Europe and North America immediately after the war.




  In the immediate postwar era, men and women became especially eager to embrace marriage and parenthood. By 1950, American women were marrying at a younger age than any time in the previous half century, and the age of marriage continued to fall for the rest of the decade. By 1960, half of all U.S. marriages involved women below age 20. There was a similar trend in England, where the average age of marriage dropped by almost two years for both sexes in the 10 years following World War II (Historical Statistics of the United States 1975, Weiss 2000, Owram 1998, Braybon/Summerfield 1987, Goode 1963, Ponzetti 2003, Gillis 1985).




  In both West and East Germany, the rate of marriage rose so much during the 1950s that by the early 1960s, even women of the World War II generation, who had experienced the massive loss of men in their age categories during the war, were as likely to be married as women of the same age had been in the prewar period. Furthermore, younger women were much more likely to be married than their prewar counterparts. In France, the marriage rate peaked between 1946 and 1950 and remained at historically high levels until the mid-1960s. By 1952, the percentage of 24-year-old French men who were married was twice as high as it had been in 1890. Italy and Switzerland were among the few European countries that did not see a rise in marriage rates during the 1950s (Heinemann 1999, Duchen 1994).




  Despite what many people believe, the postwar surge in marriage was not a return to “tradition.” Both the prevalence of marriage and the form that those marriages took were both unprecedented features of what some historians call the “long decade” of the 1950s, a period that began in 1947 and lasted until the early 1960s in the United States and until the close of the 1960s in much of Europe. Belgian demographer R.L. Cliquet calls the marriage pattern that flourished during the 1950s and 1960s historically “unique” (Festy 1980, Saraceno 1991, Kamerman/Kahn 1997, Cliquet 1991).




  Almost everywhere in Europe and the English-speaking countries of the world, the age of marriage fell and the rate of marriage rose. In consequence, by the end of the 1960s, marriage had become nearly universal in Western Europe and North America, with 95 percent of all persons marrying, and doing so at younger ages than at any time over the previous 500 years. This was accompanied by a sustained rise in birth rates in North America, Western Europe, New Zealand, and Australia.




  The prevalence of male breadwinner families was equally unprecedented. Women who had worked during the war effort left the labor force in droves, willingly or unwillingly, with the return of peace after the war. In the United States, more than 3 million women had been laid off from their wartime jobs by 1947. In West Germany, only one-quarter of all married women were in the labor force by 1950, the lowest percentage in the entire 20th century. The disappearance of child labor and lengthening time children were beginning to spend in school also contributed to the rise in families supported by a single male earner.




  Although the employment of wives began to increase again during the 1950s, this was mainly accounted for by wives who joined the paid labor force after they completed their child-rearing, which was now taking place at a younger age than ever before. Despite the increase in married women’s employment during the 1950s, writes researcher Chiara Saraceno, “Western industrialized countries had the highest proportion ever of full-time housewives among the adult female population.” (Saraceno 2002: 207). And in this era before rising divorce rates had counteracted falling death rates, more children than ever before or since had both parents in the home throughout their childhood.




  The material basis for the spread of youthful marriage, increased childbearing, and male breadwinner families was the astonishing postwar economic recovery and establishment of a consumer society in developed countries. Although there were several years of hardship and shortages in Europe following the war, the postwar economy soon began bringing to market an extraordinary array of new products that dramatically enhanced the quality of home life. Between 1945 and 1963, the gross domestic product grew by almost five percent a year in France and the Netherlands, 6 percent in Italy and Austria, and 7.6 percent in West Germany. A recent survey of European history concludes that “never before or since” did real income grow so substantially for so many people. In Britain in 1959, Conservative Prime Minister Harold MacMillan organized his successful reelection campaign around the slogan “You’ve never had it so good.” (Kaelble 2001, Coffin et al. 2002).




  In the United States, the number of people with substantial discretionary income – money left over after the basic bills were paid – doubled during the 1950s. By the mid-1950s, nearly 60 percent of the population had what was labeled a “middle-class” income level, compared to only 31 percent in the “prosperous twenties”, before the Great Depression. By 1960, nearly two-thirds of all American families owned their own homes, 87 percent had a television, and 75 percent owned a car (Coffin et al. 2002, Coontz 1992, Hurley 2001, Chafe 1986).




  Progress was slower in war-ravaged Europe, but there too each year brought measurable gains. By 1963, two-thirds of the households in Belgium and the Netherlands and almost half the households in Great Britain and Switzerland owned washing machines. Most homes in Europe had vacuum cleaners by that date. While only a third of West German households had washing machines, almost 60 percent had refrigerators (Simonon 1998, Loehlin 1999).




  In the transition to a modern consuming household, an international industry of women’s magazines teamed up with television producers and advertisers to encourage families to equate progress and modernity with the presence of a fulltime homemaker in the house. “Are You a Modern Woman?” asked Elle in 1956, listing the appliances and household comforts that would allow a housewife to answer yes. A 1954 article in Marie-Claire described modernity as “abundance, emancipation, social progress, airy houses, healthy children, the refrigerator, pasteurized milk, the washing-machine, comfort, quality and accessibility” (Fergusson 1983: 31, Coontz 2011).




  Government laws and social policies also promoted male breadwinner families. In 1948, the U.S. changed its federal income tax code to favor married couples who had a single or primary earner. Married couples were now allowed to file jointly and split their income, even if only one was employed. As a result, the high earner in the family – usually the husband – could reduce his tax rate by attributing half of his income to his wife even if she had earned little or nothing. They were then taxed as two low-to-moderate income individuals rather than as one high-income person. A man who supported a homemaker wife often paid only half the taxes of a single man making the same amount of money but without a wife to split the income (Surrey 1948, McCaffery 1997).




  U.S. welfare and redistribution policies also favored male breadwinner families, distributing benefits to women mainly as dependents of men. Men’s benefits were attached to their work, while women’s benefits were attached to their marital history. Britain adopted a more universal welfare policy than the American model, but one that was similar in its gender distinctions (Offen 2000).




  France, in contrast to the United States and Britain, provided women with social entitlements not as wives but as workers and as mothers, whether married or not. As workers, women could take advantage of a comprehensive system of nursery schools that allowed them to return to their jobs while their children were still young. As mothers, single or married, women received universal family entitlements such as free maternity care, birth premiums for each child born, and prenatal allowances to cover extra expenses during pregnancy (Offen 2000, Lewis 1992).




  In East Germany, facilitating women’s work was an explicit social goal of the Communist government in the postwar period and beyond. In line with that policy, the state provided inexpensive child care for working mothers. In West Germany, women’s employment was seen as a temporary necessity given the massive loss of men in the war, but most welfare entitlements and legal rights were designed to encourage male breadwinner families whenever possible (Heinemann 1999, Torstendahl 1999).




  In all these countries, despite significant progress in democratizing political systems during the 1950s and 1960s, legal codes and social policy continued to reinforce male authority in the household and male advantage in the workplace, giving women few attractive alternatives to rooting their identity in their sociallydesignated roles as housewives and mothers. In West Germany, under a law that remained in force until 1977, a wife could not work outside the home if her husband objected that it interfered with her primary duty, which was to run the household. In France, a wife needed her husband’s permission to work outside the home until 1965; the man remained the officially designated “head of the family” until 1970; and until 1975 the husband had the sole right to determine where the family would live. Reviewing the history of family law in England and the United States, legal scholar John Eekelaar concludes that the provisions of marriage law in those countries during the 1950s had more in common with the legal codes of the 1890s than the 1990s (Loehlin 1999, Eekelaar 2003).




  In the Netherlands until 1971, the minimum wage for men was set at a level that would support a married man, his wife, and two children under the age of 16 while the minimum wage for women workers was set at 60 to 80 percent of the male rate. The British and Australian states also regulated wage rates to ensure that male workers, but not females, received an income sufficient to support a family (Lewis 1992, Knijn/Selten 2002, Orloff/Monson 2002, Wilson 1980).




  When some British trade unions and women’s rights activists campaigned to institutionalize equal pay for men and women, a Royal Commission explicitly rejected the idea that this should be a guiding principle of British postwar workforce policy. The majority report concluded that “individual justice” had to take a back seat to the “social advantage” of preserving jobs for men and making sure that motherhood remained a desirable occupation for women (Lewis 1984).




  The overwhelming consensus of opinion-makers in the 1950s and 1960s was that the male breadwinner family was the best form of family ever devised, representing the high point – and the end point – of all the developments in family life over the ages. Academic researchers, psychiatrists, legislators, and employers almost invariably assumed that this would be the family form of the future.




  In Canada, says historian Doug Owram, “every magazine, every marriage manual, every advertisement … assumed the family was based on the … male wage-earner and the child-rearing, home-managing housewife.” (Owram 1998: 22). In the United States, France, Great Britain, and West Germany, women’s magazines told their readers that being a housewife was the ultimate source of fulfillment for a woman and that harboring any other aspirations indicated the presence of serious psychological problems (Owram 1998, May 1988, Ehrenreich 1983, Duchen 1994, Ferguson 1983, Moeller 1993).




  The influential American sociologist Talcott Parsons and other social scientists of the 1950s and 1960s believed that the division of labor between male breadwinner and female homemaker was vital to the proper functioning of modern industrial systems. Workers needed to be more mobile and more focused on career paths than traditional family systems allowed, but they also needed something to compensate for the impersonal demands of the modern workplace – and that something was a homemaker wife who would focus on meeting the emotional and physical needs of her worker husband and the future workers she was raising (Parsons 1954, 1965, Parsons/Bales 1955).




  Similarly, British sociologists Peter Willmott and Michael Young argued that the rise of the male breadwinner, home-centered, affectionate family was the culmination of an evolutionary process that had gone through three stages. In stage one, the pre-industrial family had been the basic unit of production, and marriage was an economic partnership, although wives were subordinate to their husbands. Stage two, they said, was the “stage of disruption,” when early industrialization pulled men, women, and children out of the home into factory work. In stage three, however, the present era, the unity of families was “restored.” But now the central focus of family life was leisure and consumption rather than work, and that was organized primarily through the activities of the housewife (Young/Willmott 1973).




  Few social scientists anticipated that significant numbers of women would ever reject being assigned exclusively to these home-based activities. In the early years of the 20th century, many observers had feared that feminism would pull women away from family life, but these fears receded in the 1950s. In the middle of that decade, German psychologist Joachim Bodamer spoke for many family experts in Europe and North America in claiming that struggles for “women’s emancipation” were “history.” Today’s “woman question,” he wrote, is how to “give woman back” to the family, where she really wants to be. A 1955 study by German sociologist Helmut Schelsky concluded that, after a period of “exceptional danger” during and immediately after the war, marriage and family life were now “safe from catastrophe.” With the notable exception of Simone de Beauvoir, French social commentators in the postwar period also insisted that women were completely committed to marriage and motherhood (Schissler 2001, Duchen 1994, Frevert 1989, Carter 1997, Loehlin 1999, Moeller 1993, Wilson 1980).




  In his influential 1963 work, World Revolution and Family Patterns, American sociologist William Goode reviewed surveys from across Europe and North America and concluded that men and women on both continents wanted wives to stay home rather than pursue careers. Despite winning the vote and other legal rights, women in Europe and the United States had not become more “career-minded” since 1900, he contended. In his 380-page survey of world trends, Goode did not record even a single piece of evidence to suggest that women might become more career-minded in the future.




  Given the unanimity of scholarly opinion and popular belief on this question, it is no surprise that most governments and employers fashioned their social policies and work practices on the assumption that most people who earned paychecks would have wives who would take care of family life.




  I do not have space here to discuss the many factors that overturned the male breadwinner family model. But it is clear that beneath the placid surface of 1950s and 1960s family life, women’s discontent was simmering. Long before the economic setbacks of the 1970s and 1980s pulled even more wives into the labor force, educated women in particular had begun to reclaim their more traditional functions as co-providers for their families, only this time on the basis of more equality within marriage and more options to live independently outside marriage. Many women sought careers to provide more meaning and excitement in their lives while others wanted jobs that brought in extra money for the family and allowed them to get out of the house and meet new people. Still others were pushed into the labor market by their husbands’ declining real wages or stagnant employment options, or by the experience of divorce or unwed motherhood.




  Today, few family researchers believe that the increased labor force participation of women, including wives and mothers, will be reversed. In the United States, 70 percent of children now live in households where every adult in the home is employed. And nearly 25 percent of American workers have elder care responsibilities. Yet the United States continues to organize its work policies, social programs, healthcare practices, and school hours on the assumption that every worker can be constantly available to the employer and will have someone else available to shoulder all care-giving responsibilities.




  Other countries have instituted limits on the workweek and on the demands that employers may make of workers. But the United States continues to promote and exalt, what Phyllis Moen and Patricia Roehling call the “career mystique” the idea that a successful worklife requires employees to devote “all their time, energy, and commitment throughout their ‘prime’ adult years” to their job, and that employers have every right to require this.




  The “career mystique” is especially strong among professionals and managers in the United States. This has created a historic reversal in the nature of occupations. To the extent that work undermined family life in the past, that was the mark of a bad job, not a good one. A century ago, the most prestigious and remu-nerative careers were those that required the least amount of time away from home. In those days, blue-collar workers envied the “bankers’ hours” that allowed managers and professionals to come to work later and leave earlier than less wellpaid employees.




  Today, however, the greatest amount of overwork is found among professionals. A recent study by Joan Williams and Heather Boushey found that 38 percent of high-earning professional men, and almost one-quarter of middle-income men, work more than 50 hours a week. Professional women are less likely than their male counterparts to work such hours unless they are single, but even as wives they are twice as likely as other women to do so.




  In many cases, these workers would prefer to work fewer hours, but cannot do so, either because they would lose their jobs if they did, or because the financial penalties for cutting back would be far greater than the actual reduction in their hours. At the other end of the occupational hierarchy, however, we find another large group of workers who cannot work enough hours to meet their financial needs.




  Work-life conflict is high among both these groups of workers. In the highhours group, workers lose access to family life, while their partners, usually the wives, must organize their own lives around the demands of the other’s career, often losing access to desired work. Workers who are underemployed or underpaid in their main job must often take a second job in order to earn enough to get by. Additionally, low-wage workers in the United States are frequently forced to work evening hours, weekends, or rotating shifts, all of which can wreak havoc with family life.




  United States law does not provide subsidized parental leaves or mandate flexible workplace policies. There is no nationally-regulated child care program. Workers are not even guaranteed the right to request workplace flexibility without retaliation. One result is that 90 percent of mothers and 95 percent of fathers in the U.S. report work-life conflict, a far higher proportion than in other industrialized countries (Williams/Boushey 2010).




  The adoption in the United States of a number of policies that are already implemented in many parts of Europe would do much to lessen work-life conflict. Such policies include: the establishment of proportional wages for part-time work, limits on mandatory overtime and erratic scheduling of workers’ shifts, and prohibitions against employers requiring workers to be constantly available during non-work hours.




  But much remains to be done in Europe as well. Subsidized parental leaves are essential, but in some European countries, these have become a substitute for high-quality, accessible child care and after-school care. Some European protective laws for workers, such as mandatory limits on store hours, create problems for dual-earner families, who find it difficult to shop, schedule household repairs, and take care of other activities since they do not have one partner at home during the work week. And while the United States has much to learn from Europe in developing more effective anti-poverty measures and protections for low-income workers, in many European countries “guest workers” end up in the same second-class status that America’s low-wage citizen workers occupy.




  Work-family policies need to be designed in ways to ensure that reductions in the barriers to spending time with family do not involve increases in the barriers to participating in paid work. As U.S. researchers Jerry Jacobs and Kathleen Gerson point out, a comprehensive work-life program for the 21st century must combine policies that facilitate time with family with policies that also make it easier to enter and stay in desirable jobs. Such a program must also incorporate equal opportunity policies to make sure we do not recreate gender inequities in the process of solving work-family ones (Jacobs/Gerson 2004, see also Henneck 2003).




  One hundred years ago, the emerging male breadwinner family faced every bit as much stress as today’s dual-earner and single parent families. In the struggle to earn enough to support their families, male breadwinners had to work long hours under dangerous working conditions. Even if they avoided the dangers of being maimed or killed on the job, workers were often physically spent before they were out of their 30s and 40s. In the absence of unemployment and disability insurance, they were then forced to rely on the earnings of their children. Women who did not have an able-bodied man who was willing to support them had to deal with pay rates and hiring policies that made it almost impossible for them to support themselves, far less a family.




  Accordingly, two pressing work-family issues occupied 20th-century activists. The first was occupational health and safety. Activists demanded that governments create new regulations limiting the hours of work and mandating new safety equipment and standards. And as they won these reforms, they turned their attention to establishing equal access to work and equal pay for equal work for everyone, regardless of race, color, or gender.




  The overwhelming occupational health and safety issue for the 21st century is finding enough time for family needs and obligations. The equity issue that accompanies it is providing both men and women the opportunity to meet their care-giving responsibilities while building a rewarding work life. The challenge today is to do for 21st century families what the labor movement began to do for factory safety issues and the feminist movement began to do for work equity issues in the last century. Our workplaces and career paths must be made compatible with family life, and our family lives must be made amenable to a true sharing of breadwinning and nurturing between men and women.
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Thoughts about the Earner-Caregiver Model




  Janet C. Gornick and Marcia K. Meyers1




  In our 2003 book, Families That Work, we first presented our collaborative work on policies for reconciling parenthood and employment. During the course of writing our book, we understood that we were making an ambitious policy proposal, and that we had embedded it in a radical end-vision, but we did not overtly conceptualize these components as utopian.




  In extending the analyses of that earlier work for this book in the Real Utopias Project (RUP) series, our first task was to identify what exactly defined “our” Real Utopia. As we saw it, and still see it, our Real Utopia is defined by the end-vision of the dual-earner/dual-caregiver (henceforth, “earner-caregiver”) society. The earner-caregiver society is defined by gender symmetry in work and care; by the participation of both mothers and fathers in the care of their own children; by high-quality care for all children, whether by parents or well-trained and well-compensated non-parental caregivers; and by the socialization of a portion of the costs of raising children through redistributive social policies. To advance these ends, we recommend a package of work-family reconciliation policies that we believe would, in the short run, enable individuals and families to care for their children and live more gender-egalitarian lives and, in the longer run, to increase the value that society places on caregiving work, and greatly reduce, and ultimately dissolve, the gendering of divisions of labor.




  Wright, in his discussion of emancipatory social science, charges us to develop coherent, credible theories of the alternatives to existing institutions and social structures that would advance the goals of social and political justice. We take up this charge in this essay by organizing our comments to address two of the three criteria he recommends for evaluating social alternatives: the desirability of the ends, imagined without the constraints of feasibility; and the viability of the proposed social and institutional approaches to achieve these ends. The third of Wright’s three criteria, achievability, involves the “practical work of strategies for social change” within the contingencies of present and future conditions. For the purposes of this essay the question of achievability is largely left aside to make room for the central questions posed by the Real Utopias process: What are the ideal ends? And what would be the institutional designs to achieve them?




  1.Desirability




  As Wright defines it, the project of imagining a Real Utopia begins with the specification and defense of the desired outcomes. Our earner-caregiver society imagines four social outcomes: gender symmetry in market and care work extensive parental involvement in caregiving, particularly during children’s early years; high-quality, non-parental care for children, provided by well-compensated care-workers; and the socialization of a portion of the costs of raising children. Are these outcomes in fact desirable?




  First these outcomes may be desired by some individuals, but that there is enormous diversity in family forms, allocations of time to market and caregiving work, and beliefs about gender roles. Ann Orloff takes us to task for not sufficiently respecting the merit to be found in “the different visions of the good held by members of the polity, that is, in pluralism” (Orloff 2009); our Utopia, she adds, is not defined in terms of choice. Michael Shalev argues that, although the majority of women from all class backgrounds reject the male breadwinner model of gender roles, there are also systematic differences by education and occupational class. In Shalev’s view, our proposals are most consistent with the orientations of relatively privileged women. Rosemary Crompton also reminds us that attitudes toward gendered divisions of domestic labor vary widely within and across societies. Lane Kenworthy draws out the practical implications by arguing that our proposal for equal and nontransferable leave benefits may be unacceptable for many families in which mothers want to take longer leaves than do their male partners.




  In short, these critics argue that, by specifying the earner-caregiver society as an end-goal, we may be imposing “one size fits all” social arrangements that run roughshod over individual preferences and social and cultural diversity. This criticism could be leveled at each of our utopian outcomes. Some parents may not want to devote time and energy to caring for young children. Others may not want to place their children in any non-parental care arrangements. A fair number of individuals, especially those with abundant private resources, may object to socializing the costs of raising children. Most commonly, however, the critique that our proposals involve social engineering targets the outcome of gender symmetry in both market and caregiving work.




  To some extent, these criticisms overstate the extent of social engineering in our policy proposals. When we envision an earner-caregiver society, it is one in which men and women share equally in market and caregiving work on average, and in which children receive intensive parental care and high-quality substitute care as appropriate. Our Real Utopia does not require adults in all dual-parent families to allocate exactly the same time to market and care work, nor does it require all families to use the exact same combination of parental and non-parental care for their children.




  That said, we readily admit that our proposed policies do require state action to redistribute resources and secure workplace rights. More subtly, some specific policy features are intended to apply what Norwegian sociologist Arnlaug Leira calls “mild structural coercion” (Leira 2009) to de-gender caregiving and encourage parental care. Most notably, non-transferable, individual leave rights are intended to create incentives for equal participation by mothers and fathers. At the same time, generous wage replacement for paid leaves enables parents to reduce paid hours of work in the first year after the birth or adoption of a child. Limiting paid leaves to six months, and subsidizing non-parental care, makes it feasible for all parents to enter or return to employment shortly after childbirth or adoption.




  Can this institutional coercion be reconciled with respect for individual choice and diversity? It can if we recognize that these policies are means to an end, not an end in themselves. Our proposed work-family reconciliation policies are designed to create options for combining market and caregiving work, and parental and non-parental care. In a world in which all adults had these options, unconstrained by gender or private resources, we would be agnostic about the actual distribution of these choices. In the real world, in which gender and parental identities are socially constructed within historical and social contexts that are inegalitarian and overwhelmingly patriarchal, we are not agnostic. While respecting diversity, we cannot and should not interpret existing distributions of family forms and gender relations as revealed preferences – that is, as the “true” distribution of how men and women would choose to spend their time and organize the provision of care in the absence of institutional and normative constraints.




  Individuals cannot make unconstrained choices until they have both realistic opportunities and social approbation for those choices. Work-family reconciliation policies can increase parents’ choices by, for example, replacing wages during parenting leaves and subsidizing non-parental care. In the absence of changes in social norms about gender, work and caregiving, however, parents’ choices will remain constrained by their own constructed identities as “male breadwinner” or “female caregiver.” Through the gentle coercion of incentives – for example, for more paternal leave-taking and for higher levels of maternal employment – social policies can also contribute to changes in social and gender norms that allow meaningful choices. As Harry Brighouse and Erik Wright (2009) argue, policies operate not only by changing opportunities and incentives, but also by reinforcing or challenging social norms that inform both public behaviors, such as employment decisions, and private identity formation.




  A second, and very important critique of the desirability of our Real Utopia is that the outcomes are limited to de-gendering child care and improving the quality of care for children. As several critics point out, social and gender inequalities result from what Nancy Folbre terms “the general social organization of care,” (Folbre 2009) not just the care of children. Heidi Hartmann and Vicky Lovell (2009), likewise, argue that both moral and practical concerns require us to broaden our policy package to extend support for other forms of caregiving. Johanna Brenner (2009) also urges us to go further “toward socializing and democratizing the organization of care over the life-cycle.” Myra Marx Ferree (2009) places this argument squarely in the American context:




  “Rather than expanding maternalism to encompass men in families, as the more progressive elements of the European systems have done, American feminists should expand the concept of ‘social security’ to be more truly inclusive across gender and generational lines.” (Marx Ferree 2009).




  In our original formulation of the earner-caregiver society we argued that the provision of care for children in families headed by two heterosexual parents provided the most pertinent “test case” for gender-egalitarian policy design. The birth or adoption of children is particularly disruptive for women’s employment, and an especially crucial moment for the negotiation of gender roles in heterosexual couples. We were also persuaded that the “public goods” dimension of child-rearing, and the lifelong consequences of poor-quality early care, elevated the importance of child care issues.




  The essays and discussions provoked by the Real Utopias Project have challenged our thinking on this formulation. As Folbre (2009) argues, arrangements to care for other dependents are often intertwined with care for children, and pose many of the same dilemmas, including the limited substitutability of paid and unpaid care work, the economic vulnerabilities for both paid and unpaid caregivers that result from prisoner-of-love dilemmas, and the regressive distribution of private support for caregiving. Efforts to “de-gender” caregiving for children while ignoring other forms of care are unlikely to bring about the social transformations that we envision.




  We have been persuaded that the desired ends of the earner-caregiver society would include de-gendered caregiving for all dependents; realistic opportunities for men and women to be involved in all forms of caregiving for loved ones; high-quality and well-compensated substitute care arrangements for the elderly and disabled, as well as for children; and greater socialization of the costs of these care arrangements.




  Broadening the focus of our analysis raises the question of normative justification. The “public goods” argument typically justifies distributing the costs of raising children more broadly on both efficiency and equity grounds because “wellraised” children are expected to be economically productive workers in the future. This instrumental justification could be more difficult to apply to the case of other dependents, such as the disabled and elderly, whose current and future economic contributions are usually limited. As Folbre argues, children represent a specific kind of public good “but care in general also has public good aspects and spillover effects that make it vulnerable to undervaluation by the market. Children cannot exercise consumer sovereignty – neither can other dependents.” (Folbre 2009: 107).




  In the end, the strongest justification may be that of social rights: everyone should have the right to care for loved ones and the right to be cared for. In a Real Utopia, these rights would be protected for all, and their costs, in terms of time and money, would be shared between men and women and between the family and the state.




  2.Viability




  Wright (2009) argues that the viability of all proposals for utopian institutional development or reform must be assessed, because “not all desirable alternatives are viable.” He suggests several criteria for assessing the viability of proposed reforms. First, we should be concerned with “whether, if implemented, they would actually generate in a sustainable, robust manner, the emancipatory consequences that motivated the proposal.” Second, we should question whether there are “contextual conditions-of-possibility” that are needed for the proposed policies to achieve the desired outcomes. Finally, we should consider whether there are potential “perverse” unintended consequences that could actually subvert or prevent the achievement of these outcomes.




  We consider three compelling questions below: whether the proposed policies could substantially affect the gendered distribution of work; whether some policies might actually exacerbate gender divides; and finally, whether these policies are only viable in the rich countries and might, in fact, contribute to the exploitation of the developing world.




  First, several authors argue that the policies we propose are simply too weak to advance gender equality because men and women will be unwilling to relinquish the immediate rewards of existing gendered divisions of labor. Ann Orloff is especially pointed in her critique of our analysis of the persistence of gender roles. While she recognizes that both men and women are invested in existing gender relations, she emphasizes men’s recalcitrance, in particular, because men stand to lose the most from a realignment of gender roles:




  “To my mind, [Gornick and Meyers] take too lightly the deep investments people have in gender … Of particular concern for the prospects of a gender-symmetric utopia that will depend on men’s recruitment to caregiving, men’s attachment to the powers and privileges of masculinity seems to be underplayed in Gornick and Meyers’ account. I am thinking here of men’s attempts to maintain gendered divisions of labor by avoiding dirty work at home and in the workplace, or by excluding women from favored positions in the paid labor force through sexual and other forms of harassment, or through discrimination in hiring, pay, or occupational access.” (Orloff 2009: 137-139).




  Cameron Macdonald (2009) makes a somewhat parallel argument about the powerful hold that mothering has on many women, perhaps even more so in the US than elsewhere. Macdonald argues that the




  “Power of intensive mothering as a cultural context in which even mothers who lack the financial resources, time, flexibility (or sleep) to approximate the at-home mother will go to great lengths to produce the image of the at-home mother. They produce the image because, in addition to being accountable to others, they are accountable to themselves and to the ideal of motherhood they hold.” (Macdonald 2009: 419).




  Macdonald concludes that institutional change cannot be sufficiently powerful to alleviate the fear of being an inadequate mother that plagues so many women. Thus, large numbers of mothers will resist relaxing their intense engagement with their children, regardless of public policy supports.




  We agree that both men and women are invested in existing gender roles. Men’s power is bound up with their disproportionate engagement in employment and commerce, and they reap benefits from their higher-status jobs and their greater levels of income and wealth (relative to women’s), and from the various forms of power and control that those resources confer. Many women find deep satisfaction in caregiving, and their greater investment in care work (relative to men’s) provides other forms of status, legitimacy, and power within the family and society. There is no question that preferences for employment and caregiving vary across individuals and sometimes on the part of individuals over time. As we argue above, however, it is impossible to know the extent to which the gendered distribution of these preferences is socially constructed by material conditions as well as social norms. If we believe that gendered identities are socially constructed we must also acknowledge the possibility that they would be different in the context of different conditions and norms.




  We are not policy determinists; we know that policies operate alongside many political, social, economic, and psychological factors that shape preferences and inform behaviors. But to the extent that gender identities, expectations, and preferences are socially constructed, social policy is one of the factors that influence them. Orloff reminds us, however, that this understanding of the socially constructed nature of gender, and the capacity of social institutions to change existing norms, may fail to address the strength of existing power and privilege. Power differentials between men and women remain large, and history suggests that existing systems of power and privilege are not easily disrupted. The “mild structural coercion” of policy reform may not be enough to alter the gendered divisions of labor without more direct and forceful action by the state and polity.




  On the other hand, we are perhaps more optimistic than Orloff about men’s commitment to current arrangements. Our optimism is shared, to some extent, by Scott Coltrane. He reviews a substantial literature on men’s involvement with care-giving. Coltrane is not sanguine about men’s willingness to alter domestic divisions of labor. He notes that many men resist change because “it is in men’s interest to do so … as [current divisions of labor reinforce] a separation of spheres that underpins masculine ideals and perpetuates a gender order privileging men over women.” (Coltrane 2009: 401). However, Coltrane also finds evidence that new “fatherhood ideals” are emerging in many of the rich countries; substantial numbers of men show signs of willingness to invest more time at home. Synthesizing recent research, Coltrane reports that, “as men’s and women’s jobs and work histories begin to look more alike, they are also likely to share similar family concerns.” (Coltrane 2009: 399). He notes that, in the US, over 60 percent of both men and women report that they would like to work fewer hours on the job, while 60 percent of men and 55 percent of women say that they experience conflict in balancing work, personal, and family life. The majority of both men and women also report that they feel torn between the demands of their jobs and wanting to spend more time with their families. Coltrane concludes that there is good reason to believe that employer and state policies are important influences on men’s engagement in caring and other domestic work. In the end, he says, “[p]olicies designed to help families should assume that both men and women want to contribute to their families through both breadwinning and the provision of everyday care and unpaid support work.” (Coltrane 2009: 406).




  The formidable challenge of changing gender roles is closely related to a second especially compelling question. A number of authors argue that, in the absence of a major realignment of gender roles, policies that enable parents to take breaks from paid labor or to reduce working time could actually cause more gender inequality by exacerbating gendered divisions of labor and slowing women’s labor market advancements.




  Barbara Bergmann (2009) argues that our policy proposal is, in a word, dangerous. She believes that women will always take up options such as paid family leave and part-time work at higher rates than men. As a result, enacting or strengthening policies that support these options “would have adverse effects on gender equality in the workplace as well as the home” (Bergmann 2009: 64). The only way to ensure an equal labor market is to restrict these options – for intermittent and reduced-hour work – for both women and men.




  Michael Shalev (2009) raises a related set of concerns. Shalev draws on his own comparison of labor market outcomes in the US compared to Sweden, as well as on a growing cross-national empirical literature on this question, and concludes that highly educated, highly skilled women in settings with generous work-family policies might face a lower and more impenetrable glass ceiling than will women where policy supports are more limited. Where policy offerings are generous and take-up is disproportionately female, employers are motivated to statistically discriminate against women. That discrimination will be most intense with respect to women in (or seeking) upper-level occupations, because their temporary labor market absences are understood to be especially costly. Shalev cites a recent finding that women’s probability, relative to men’s, of having a managerial occupation is more than 80 percent greater in the US than in Sweden.




  Kimberly Morgan (2009) adds to this chorus of worries the possibility that countries could start the process of implementing gender-egalitarian policy packages, but then get stuck with a partial package that could cause harm. “Rather than arriving at a set of gender-egalitarian arrangements for work and care,” she notes, “countries may stall halfway there in a modified male-breadwinner model.” (Morgan 2009: 316). A country might, for example, adopt generous paid family leave but lose the gender-egalitarian requirements and incentives – a result, she argues, that would undermine gender equality. Finally, Kathrin Zippel (2009) warns that, without effective anti-discrimination and affirmative action policies, the policy package that we propose could create more damage than good. She argues specifically that workplace inequalities will foreclose the intended positive effects of work-family policy: “Given the persistence of gender inequalities at work, optional leave and the reduction of working hours are likely to be taken up by mothers, and to reinforce rather than ameliorate inequality in workplace and home.” (Zippel 2009: 213).




  We consider the claim that, in the absence of major transformations in gender roles, our proposals for paid leave and reduced-hour work would do more harm than good to be one of the most serious and worrisome critiques in this volume. These concerns about the possibility of worsening gender inequality have pushed us to think more analytically about the potential hazards, and to disaggregate the underlying causal arguments more carefully.




  While we are sympathetic with Bergmann’s overall logic that higher take-up of these benefits by women is problematic, we are at least somewhat optimistic that this risk can be minimized through policy design. As she hints in the title of her essay – “Long Leaves, Child Well-Being, and Gender Equality” – Bergmann’s main concern is that long leaves will encourage women to leave employment for long periods of time, with a consequent erosion of human capital and increased risk of being shunted by employers into low-quality jobs. In light of these concerns, and of empirical evidence that suggests that long leaves are associated with greater labor market inequalities, we specifically limit the duration of paid leave to six months following the birth or adoption of a child. Short, highly paid leaves have been shown to increase women’s employment rates, to increase their likelihood of returning to work within a year after birth or adoption, to raise the chances that women return to the same employer, and to diminish the wage penalties associated with childbearing. All of these factors ultimately narrow, not widen, gender gaps in employment.




  We find Shalev’s argument about statistical discrimination (presumably associated even with short leaves) and its impact on the glass ceiling for women to be more challenging. As with Bergmann’s argument, the concern that high-achieving women will hit the glass ceiling (due to adjustments that they make for caregiving) assumes that women will be much more likely than men to take up paid leaves and opportunities for reduced-hour employment. Shalev, and others contributing to this growing literature, suggest that, if gendered differentials in take-up persist, employers will impose limits on women’s advancement because they assume that women will be more costly employees than men.




  There is no question that this is a worrisome scenario. As we see it, this underscores the enormous importance of policy design. If “god is in the details” in any policy arena, it is surely true in the case of work-family policies. Peter McDonald argues persuasively that “good ideas can founder on matters of detail” (McDonald 2009); we agree wholeheartedly. Policies that support parents’ caregiving time are not necessarily gender-egalitarian, but the converse is true as well: they can be designed to maximize incentives for gender-egalitarian take-up and outcomes. If men’s take-up increases substantially, the glass ceiling may remain in place for parents, but it will become de-gendered. Arguments about incentives for statistical discrimination also remind us that we need to evaluate our policy designs constantly so as to ensure that they subject employers to as little hardship as possible; strains and costs for employers can be alleviated through required notification periods, cost-sharing mechanisms, and the absence of experience rating.




  We are also particularly challenged by the political hazards raised by Morgan. The passage and enactment of “half of a policy loaf” could in fact be worse than no policy change at all. Introducing generous leaves for women without options and incentives for men, for example, or without ample quality child care, could have the perverse effect of creating incentives for women to withdraw from the labor market. Raising the availability of part-time work without raising its quality could have the perverse effect of further feminizing part-time work and entrenching the existing part-time compensation penalty. In advancing reform proposals, it is crucial to think not only about the design of each but about potential interactions between policies that have the capacity to further or impede progress toward an earner-caregiver society.




  The possible synergy between policies underscores the importance of Zippel’s emphasis on anti-discrimination and affirmative action policies. We agree fully that such policies are part of a comprehensive approach to gender-equalizing work-family policies. To the extent that they protect women’s right to participate on an equal footing with men in the workplace, these laws promote gender equality and reduce the risk that work-family reconciliation policies will have perverse, unintended effects. That said, anti-discrimination laws based on gender may not be enough to reduce the risks associated with supporting parents in their caregiving activities. Our reading of the literature leads us to conclude that it is no longer gender per se, but gendered divisions of caregiving labor – especially mothers’ withdrawals and reductions in employment – that are the primary cause of continued male-female disparities in wages and occupational attainment.




  Zippel’s argument prompted us to think again about how anti-discrimination policies should be constructed and targeted. We have come to agree with the many social activists in the US and Europe now calling for anti-discrimination protections aimed at caregivers (men as well as women) as an important complement to protections targeted on women. Employment penalties associated with caregiving harm men’s employment prospects, and women’s even more so. However, even if the (unfair) discrimination against caregivers per se were successfully eliminated, caregivers might still command less compensation and fewer advancement opportunities than non-caregivers. That would be the case if caregivers are less productive in their paid work, all else equal, due to the extra demands on their time and attention. (Whether caregivers are less productive is an empirical question – one that has not yet been resolved.) If they are less productive, the overall question might be: How large a productivity-related penalty is fair? In many rich countries, this penalty may simply be too high now. Equity and reproductive concerns might suggest that states should offer some compensatory support.




  A third, particularly compelling, question about the viability of our proposals is raised by Shireen Hassim (2009) in her essay “Whose Utopia?” She argues that, given the existing distribution of resources and state capacities, our proposed work-family reconciliation policies are simply not viable in much of the world without radical changes in economic and institutional arrangements. Even more problematically, the implementation of these policies in rich countries might depend on continued exploitation of the developing world.




  In making her case that our proposed work-family reconciliation policies are not viable in much of the world, specifically the global South, Hassim describes formidable barriers to the development of gender-equalizing, redistributive work-family reconciliation policies. Formal economies are dwarfed by informal economies in much of the developing world, while work-based benefits are rare and inequitably distributed to privileged elites. Possibilities for de-gendering market and caregiving work are hampered by both traditional gender expectations and the exclusion of women from the formal economy. Weak and unstable government institutions greatly limit the capacity of the state to redistribute resources, regulate private employers, or extend social protections. The globalization of capital, production and labor markets has exacerbated the problems of the developing world, as have demands by supranational and international financial institutions that poor countries forgo the development of state-centered social protections in order to grow their labor and export markets.




  We agree with Hassim that some level of economic and state development is a critical precondition for the implementation of the work-family reconciliation policies that we propose. But this would preclude the development of gender-equalizing work-family policies only if these preconditions can never be achieved. Given the necessary economic and institutional capacity, there is no reason to conclude that currently developing countries will not have the political will to pursue these policy developments. In fact, many developing countries do provide some protections for working parents, if only in the formal economy. Jody Heymann and her colleagues (2007) have studied work-family policies in 173 countries, and found evidence of relevant policy developments globally. Heymann’s team reports, for example, that 169 countries offer some guaranteed leave with income to women in connection with childbirth; 66 countries ensure that fathers either receive paid paternity leave or have a right to paid parental leave; at least 107 countries protect working women’s right to breastfeed; 137 countries mandate paid annual leave; at least 134 countries have laws that fix the maximum length of the working week; and at least 145 countries provide paid sick days for short- or long-term illnesses.




  As Hassim points out, these protections are limited when only a small portion of the workforce participates in the formal economy. Many are also maternalist, reinforcing gender inequalities by increasing the costs of employing women relative to men. Although they are far from complete, the adoption of policies protecting the health and time of working parents in so many countries, rich and poor, suggests that there is no absolute North-South divide in the political will to develop work-family policies.




  A potentially more damning charge against our blueprint is that it actually depends on the continued impoverishment and exploitation of poor and developing countries. In the broadest terms, this critique suggests that the wealth of the rich countries would not be possible without continued economic imperialism. More narrowly, the argument advanced by Hassim and others is that of a “global care chain” in which the equalization of labor market opportunities for women in rich countries depends on the exploitation of low-wage, often immigrant, female workers who forgo the care needs of their own families to work as caregivers for affluent families in rich countries.




  The existence of “global care chains” that exploit female workers from poor countries is well documented. We would argue, however, that the policies that we propose challenge rather than reinforce these arrangements. By valuing caregiving labor, increasing public financing, and regulating the quality of non-parental care, our proposals will increase the skills needed by, and the wages provided to, non-parental caregivers. In the rich countries, these changes hold promise for reducing severe gender imbalances in the paid caregiving workforce and for encouraging workers to shift from the informal to the formal economy, thereby improving their conditions of work. Higher wages for caregivers in the rich countries will also reduce the demand for low-skilled, low-wage labor from developing countries. Whether these policies reduce total demand for non-parental caregiving labor by immigrant and non-immigrant women is an empirical question. Giving parents the right and opportunity to care for their own children is likely to reduce demand for non-parental care for infants, but this may be offset by an expansion of subsidized care for pre-schoolers, and of before- and after-school care for older children. Whether or not these policies would reduce the importation of caregivers, they promise to reduce the exploitation of these workers as cheap alternatives to parental labor.




  Higher wages for caregivers in the rich countries may weaken the links in the “global care chain.” They will not directly improve conditions for women in poor countries (including those who may be effectively expelled from care work in the rich countries). For parents and children in the developing world to benefit from gender-equalizing reconciliation policies, the rich countries of the world will need to invest more directly and much more generously in the development of the state, market, and civil society institutions that are a prerequisite to the effective adoption of these policies in developing countries.




  Hassim describes one intriguing mechanism for redistribution, first proposed by Ruth Pearson: A “Maria Tax.” Such a tax could be imposed on the value of exports to reflect the proportion of women in the export labor force. It could be levied by governments (on, for example, producers or importers) and reinvested in initiatives to achieve gender equity for women workers. The raised revenues could be spent on child care facilities, healthcare facilities, and insurance, and on educational and social welfare programs.




  Less directly, it is reasonable to believe that the adoption of more egalitarian policies in the global North is consistent with, and may even encourage, investments in the developing world. To the extent that we can promote the adoption of egalitarian, non-exploitative work-family policies in the rich countries, we can hope to de-legitimize continued economic imperialism, slow the exportation of neoliberal social reforms to the global South, and reduce international pressures on poor countries to delay investments in their social and educational infrastructures. The more egalitarian Nordic countries contribute more to international aid, as a share of their GDP, than do the less egalitarian rich countries. Rather than intensifying global inequalities, a more egalitarian and gender-equalizing organization of caregiving within the rich countries is compatible with, and might advance, a commitment to greater global redistribution and equality.




  As we explain in the essay, our work on the earner-caregiver society was motivated in part by our observation that scholars and policymakers have been engaged in at least three parallel but distinct conversations about work and family life. We hoped to stimulate conversations that link concerns about child well-being in high-employment societies to the problem of work-family balance and to long-standing feminist demands for gender equality in the home and workplace. We had a critical breakthrough in our thinking when we recognized that the apparently competing interests of women, men and children reflected the failure of social, market and policy institutions to address adequately the care of children in high-income societies. The insight that the solution to the triad of problems had to involve men as well as women, and the state as well as the family, informed our subsequent analyses and recommendations for policies that, we believe, promise simultaneously to reduce gender inequalities and improve care for children.




  In this essay we have considered a few of the penetrating critiques and challenges to these proposals that were raised by our colleagues during the Real Utopias process. Although we remain convinced that the earner-caregiver society offers both a worthwhile long-term ideal and a useful framework for policy development in the short term, grappling with these issues has been a daunting task.




  One of the issues raised by a number of the participants also gives us renewed optimism about the desirability, viability, and ultimate achievability of a more gender-egalitarian, caring society. We are persuaded that expanding the focus of policy development to include care for all family members and loved ones – including the disabled, the ill, and the elderly, along with children – is normatively and strategically sound. It forces us to rethink the justification for these policies and to deemphasize instrumental concerns in favor of the more basic claim that, in a just society, all individuals should have the right to provide care and the right to be cared for. Expanding the focus of concern to include other dependents knits together even more clearly the interdependences within and between families, employers and the state. Recognition of the commonalities in the interests of adults caring for the youngest and the oldest, often at the same time, holds promise for building broader and more effective coalitions in support of gender-equalizing reconciliation policies. Ruth Milkman’s essay further encourages us; she demonstrates the possibility of successful coalition-building in support of policy reforms that meet the “human needs of children, the seriously ill, and the elderly.” As Folbre (2009) astutely observes, there is also a potential political alliance between paid and unpaid caregivers. Acknowledgement of the common interests and continuing exploitation of caregivers – in the home and in the market, in the rich countries of the North and in the developing countries of the South – offers even greater promise for advancing political demands that call for the recognition, honoring and support not only of earning, but of caregiving as well.
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Historical Perspectives on Marriage




  Arland Thornton, William G. Axinn, Yu Xie1




  We outline trends across both centuries, but place particular emphasis on the second half of the 1900s – an emphasis dictated both by the availability of data and by the setting of our detailed analyses in subsequent chapters in this period. Continuity and change in a number of dimensions of social and economic life are traced across these two centuries: the place of the family in society, the institution of religion, and the culture of liberty and equality. We also trace trends in marital status, marital dissolution, the process of contracting marriages, courtship, sexual experience, childbearing, and unmarried cohabitation. Although our primary focus in this period is the United States, we also look secondarily at Northwestern Europe to provide a comparative perspective. Again, we describe general trends without providing a full picture of counter trends and differences across societies.




  Our historical review is limited to the past several hundred years, but we note that humans were mating and rearing children long before we had historical documents to record that experience. In fact, evolutionary scholars suggest that the patterns of human mating and reproduction observed during the past several hundred years co-evolved with many other features of the human condition over a very extensive period of time (Broude 1994, Buss 1994, Daly/Wilson 2000, Diamond 1992, Hrdy 1999).




  Although human marriage and family life have strong biological foundations and appear to be universal, different world cultures exhibit an extensive array of family and marriage forms (Broude 1994). This variability among different societies, and the complexity of translating meaning across languages and cultures, have made it very difficult to define in any universal way the concepts of marriage and family. Among the central and unique features of the Northwestern European family, marriage, and household formation systems were: households primarily consisting of mother, father, and dependent children; a relatively late age at marriage; significant numbers of people never marrying; and an extensive involvement of young people in the mate selection process. Although a comparative analysis of cross-cultural family differences is beyond the scope of this book, we note some of these unique features in our discussion below.




  Two Centuries of Change and Continuity in Social and Economic Life




  The 1800s and 1900s in Northwestern Europe and North America witnessed dramatic economic, social, demographic, and family change, accompanied by substantial continuities. Here we outline many of these, with emphasis on the last part of the 1900s when certain changes were particularly dramatic. We begin with three sections documenting some of the central trends in social and economic structures, including the place of family life in the larger society, the content and authority of religious groups, and the growing emphasis on freedom and equality associated with the Enlightenment. Then come several sections devoted to continuity and change in marriage and personal life. In these sections we discuss, in turn, trends in the status of marriage and single life, marital dissolution, the process of contracting marriages, courtship practices, sexual experience, childbearing, and unmarried cohabitation. The breadth of these topics means our discussion provides only an overview. We do not attempt to cover all of the ups and downs in the trend lines or the many differences in various geographical areas.




  1.Changing Modes of Social Organization




  A key change during the 1800s and 1900s was the shift of social organization from its primary locus within families to a broader arena that included many nonkinship-based organizations and relationships (Coleman 1990, Durkheim 1984, Seccombe 1992, Thornton/Fricke 1987). The activities of individuals in these societies were increasingly conducted within schools, factories, and other bureaucratic nonfamilial organizations. In addition, individuals increasingly depended upon such nonfamilial entities as the government, medical organizations, schools, businesses, the mass media, commercialized entertainment, and the police for information, sustenance, and direction. Over these two centuries improvements in transportation and communication – including the advent of the automobile, airplane, telephone, radio, computer, and television – dramatically improved both the speed of interaction and the range of people, institutions, and ideas with whom people could interact. Today, these other institutions increasingly organize human life, although families continue to be important organizations.




  Particularly important in this shift to nonfamilial institutions is industrialization and paid employment. Whereas economic production was previously centered primarily within families and households, industrialization in the 1800s and 1900s moved many of the work activities of family members outside the home to factories, offices, and other bureaucratic organizations. In the beginning, this movement away from the home for economic production was concentrated among men and unmarried women (Davis 1984, Hochschild 1989, Tilly/Scott 1978). With their primary commitment to home and family during this period, married women were increasingly cut off from many of their previous economic activities and became more focused on taking care of home and children. Consequently, as recently as the years immediately prior to World War II, relatively few married women participated in the paid labor force (Oppenheimer 1970, Spain/Bianchi 1996). This situation changed dramatically during World War II as numerous women were pulled into the war industries. In the last several decades of the 1900s married women, including mothers of young children, continued to increase their participation in the paid labor force while retaining primary responsibility for home and children (Davis 1984, Goldscheider/Waite 1991, Hochschild 1989, Spain/Bianchi 1996).




  The movement of economic production and the livelihoods of families to factories and offices fractured the historic link between economic production and marriage and households. Whereas in the past economic production was largely coterminous with the family and its married master and mistress, husbands and wives no longer produced their means of sustenance in their marital and family roles but as individuals interacting with nonfamilial institutions. Paid employment outside the home also shattered the historical integration of women’s economic activities with their care of home and children. Married women, especially mothers, increasingly have demanding dual careers in which they simultaneously hold jobs outside their families while maintaining primary care of the household (Goldscheider/Waite 1991, Hochschild 1989, Spain/Bianchi 1996). Women’s growing involvement in paid employment has greatly diminished their economic reliance on their husbands’ paychecks and provided important economic options to marriage. In fact, today’s women may find that marriage and motherhood are impediments to reaching their full career aspirations. The employment of both spouses in the labor market has also decreased the specialization of roles associated with marriage (Becker 1991, Goldscheider/Waite 1991).




  Over the past two centuries, industrialization and paid employment outside the home have also affected the living arrangements of adolescents and young adults in Western societies (Goldscheider/DaVanzo 1985, Goldscheider/Goldscheider 1993, 1994, Kobrin 1976, Modell/Hareven 1973). As noted in the previous section, adolescents and young adults in Northwest European societies frequently worked and lived in the homes of other people as part of apprenticeships or life course servanthood. Industrialization and paid employment brought to an end the need for young people to leave their parents’ home for the households and economic units of other families. However, because new economic opportunities were more geographically concentrated, often in cities, young people in the 1800s and early decades of the 1900s frequently migrated from their farm homes to cities where they obtained room and board in private homes or factory-owned dormitories. In the later decades of the 1900s, with a very large proportion of the population living in cities, this kind of boarding and lodging virtually disappeared in the societies of Northwestern Europe and North America (Modell/Hareven 1973). Today, substantial fractions of young people leave their parental homes for college, for military service, or to live independently (either alone or with unrelated housemates) in apartments or houses. This means that many young adults live as independent householders between the time they leave the parental home and the time they enter a marital or cohabiting union (Goldscheider/Goldscheider 1994, Goldscheider et al. 1993).




  The growth of school attendance and the increasing reliance on educational attainment for occupational achievement has also modified the transition to adulthood and the possibilities of entrance into courtship and marriage. As the duration of school enrollment has extended, with virtually all Americans now attending school into their late teenage years and many continuing into the twenties and even thirties, education has assumed an increasing fraction of the life course. This typically increases the time of economic dependency and investment in human capital for young people, and thereby delays their entry into independent adult roles. It also affects living arrangements, since many young people who attend college live away from home in dormitories or apartments, either by themselves or with housemates. Of course, the usual presumption is that college will lead to a wellpaying job that will facilitate a higher standard of living and the ability to support a family.




  The implications of these shifts in social organization for marriage and family relations are dramatic and far-reaching. Of central importance is the toppling of the privileged position of marriage in structuring and defining adult life (Axinn/Thornton 2000, Gillis 1985). In the past, marriage was closely associated with household headship, independent living, and co-directorship of a unit of economic production, but it has become straightforward for a young person to attain independent living, household headship, and a good job without being married. In addition, as we discuss below, it has become increasingly acceptable and common for unmarried people to bear and rear children, activities previously associated with both adulthood and marriage. Marriage is, thus, no longer automatically and directly integrated with the other markers of independent adult status in Western societies (Axinn/Thornton 2000, Goldscheider/Waite 1991, Mead 1949, Rothman 1984, Thornton/Freedman 1982).




  The establishment of work outside the home severed economic production from marriage, but it did not disconnect marriage from economic independence or household headship. Self-sufficiency before marriage and nuclear households remained standard features of family life2 (Gillis 1985, Franklin/Remmers 1961, Rothman 1984). In the United States today, the idea of economic independence as a prerequisite for marriage still predominates. In 2001, about five out of six never-married Americans in their twenties agreed that “it is extremely important to be economically set before you get married,” and four-fifths agreed that “educational pursuits or career development come before marriage at this time in your life” (Whitehead/Popenoe 2001: 11).




  Men served as the primary breadwinner for families throughout most of the past two centuries, and prospective grooms were expected to hold jobs that earned a family wage (Oppenheimer 2000, Franklin/Remmers 1961, Rothman 1984). As women have increased their participation in the paid labor force, they are increasingly able to contribute to the establishment of independent married households and to post-marriage family economics. Nevertheless, the historical pattern of a couple depending more on the man’s earning capacity to marry continues to prevail (Oppenheimer 2000, Oppenheimer/Lew 1995, Smock/Manning 1997).




  2.Changing Status of Marriage and Being Single




  We believe that these substantial changes in social and ideological structures have been important forces changing the ways in which people view and approach marriage and family life (Axinn/Thornton 2000). They have probably been especially powerful because, despite marriage being privileged structurally, Western culture and Christian traditions have long had an ambivalent attitude toward celibacy (Chambers-Schiller 1984, Seeman 1999, Shahar 1990). Roman Catholicism – basing its views on Saint Paul in the Bible – has a history extending back into the first millennium valorizing the celibate role that denies marriage and sexual relations (Brundage 1987, Chambers-Schiller 1984, Seeman 1999). In fact, this history suggests that true celibacy and the devotion of service to God and the church is superior to marriage itself – a belief that has spawned a substantial celibate clergy within Catholicism. Without this kind of service and commitment to abstinence, however, remaining single was viewed as both inferior to marriage and possessive of the potential for spiritual damnation.




  Despite the negative connotations surrounding celibacy in America, several non-Catholic religious groups formed in the 1700s and 1800s to renounce sexuality and marriage and to advocate celibacy as a superior way for ordinary people to serve God (Chambers-Schiller 1984, Kitch 1989, Seeman 1999). The Shakers were probably the best known of these groups. Other groups also questioned the historic pattern of marriage and advocated communitarian forms of life that did not rest on the marriage patterns of the past (Gillis 1985). Although none of these groups accumulated many followers, they did offer a challenge to the idea that marriage was necessarily the best state for women and men.




  The 1800s in America also witnessed a new movement outside of Catholicism that suggested that although marriage and motherhood were valued professions, they were not the only ways to happiness and fulfillment of one’s destiny (Chambers-Schiller 1984, Norton 1980). By forgoing marriage young women in this new movement would have the freedom and flexibility to pursue self-fulfillment and the noble vocations of nursing the sick, helping the poor, and assisting the oppressed. A small, but significant, number of women followed this route, but most were disappointed in the rewards of remaining single as they found that they were never able to outgrow the dependent status of daughter and enjoy independent household headship.




  Despite these movements, many of the old views concerning marriage and single life continued into the first several decades of the 1900s. Marriage continued to be viewed by many, both in popular opinion and literature, as the natural and desirable condition of adult life (Ehrenreich 1983, Hurlock 1968, Kuhn 1955a, Mead 1949, Rothman 1984). Mature unmarried men and women were still portrayed in literature in unflattering and negative ways (Cargan/Melko 1982, Deegan 1951, Ehrenreich 1983, Gillis 1985, Mead 1949, Ruitenbeek 1966).




  The systematic survey data that became available after World War II demonstrate that a substantial number of people continued to hold negative views of remaining single, but that such views were far from universal during this period. In a 1957 national survey of adults in the United States, slightly more than half reported negative (sometimes very negative) views of people who did not want to marry, while nearly one-half were neutral or positive (Thornton/Freedman 1982, Veroff et al. 1981). The same study asked people how they thought marriage changed a person’s life, and two-fifths suggested a positive influence, meaning that three-fifths thought the changes were neutral or even negative.3 Despite some of the ambivalences about marriage and single life, young Americans in the 1960s clearly envisioned marriage in their futures. Only eight percent of female and three percent of male high school students in the United States in 1960 said that they did not expect to marry (Thornton/Freedman 1982).




  The marriage behavior of young people in Northwestern Europe and the United States in the years immediately after World War II showed little ambivalence about the relative merits of marriage and remaining single. Although marriage timing and prevalence had fluctuated significantly in the United States and elsewhere, the marriage boom following World War II was probably the most prominent change throughout the 1800s and 1900s (Fitch/Ruggles 2000, Gillis 1985, Haines 1996). During this period the rate of marrying increased dramatically and the age at marriage dropped (Cherlin 1992, Fitch/Ruggles 2000, Kiernan 2000, Rodgers/Thornton 1985). This marriage boom also helped to fuel the postwar baby boom that reversed, at least temporarily, the long-term decline in fertility that was occurring throughout the Western world (Morgan 1996).




  Although the marriage boom continued in most of the countries of Northwestern Europe and North America through the 1950s and most of the 1960s, these years were immediately followed by substantial and rapid declines in marriage rates and increases in ages at marriage (Carmichael 1995, Casper/Bianchi 2002, Cherlin 1992, Eldridge/Kiernan 1985, Kiernan 2000, Kuijsten 1996, Lesthaeghe 1995, Prinz 1995, Rodgers/Thornton 1985, Trost 1978, van de Kaa 1987, 1994). In fact, the age at marriage is now higher in the United States than at any previous time in our history (Fitch/Ruggles 2000).




  Accompanying these changes in marital behavior of the last few decades have been similarly dramatic changes in attitudes and values concerning marriage and single life. Although marriage remains a central element in the transition to adulthood as Nock (1998) has recently argued, it plays a smaller role in determining adult femininity and masculinity, and it is no longer viewed as the only mainstream course to happiness and fulfillment. Negative stereotyping of singles has declined sharply. A 1976 replication of the aforementioned 1957 American study found that the fraction of respondents who reported negative views on a person who did not want to marry declined from about one-half to one-third (Thornton/Freedman 1982, Veroff et al. 1981); and the proportion who thought that marriage changed a person’s life for the better declined from 43 to 30 percent. Similar trends occurred in several Western European countries (de Boer 1981, Thornton/Freedman 1982, van de Kaa 1987).




  In the United States in the 1980s, only about one-third of respondents in a national study agreed that “it’s better for a person to get married than to go through life being single.” (Bumpass et al. 1991: 924, Thornton/Freedman 1982). Furthermore, only about one-third of the eighteen-year-olds in the Intergenerational Panel Study (IPS) in 1980 said that they would be bothered a great deal if they did not marry, while an equal number would be bothered only a little or not at all (Thornton/Freedman 1982). The mothers of these young people expressed even less concern about the possibility of their children remaining single (Thornton/Freedman 1982).




  Among some people, the rejection of the necessity of marriage to achieve a satisfactory life has been accompanied by positive endorsement of forgoing marriage and remaining single. The percentage of adult Americans positively evaluating a person who did not want to marry increased from 10 to 15 percent between 1957 and 1976, and the fraction evaluating marriage as altering a person’s life negatively increased from 23 to 28 percent. Furthermore, in the IPS survey of eighteen-year-olds in 1980, about 30 percent endorsed the idea that “all in all, there are more advantages to being single than to being married,” a proportion that declined as they grew older and entered marriage (Thornton 1989: 879, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001). Yet, most Americans continue to believe that a good marriage and family life are very important and plan and expect to marry. For example, among adults under 35 in the United States in the late 1980s, all but 5 percent had married or expected to marry (Sweet/Bumpass 1992). Similarly, in recent decades less than 10 percent of high school seniors in the United States reported that they do not expect to marry (Thornton 1989, Thornton/Freedman 1982, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001, also see Axinn/Thornton 2000, Glenn 1996). In fact, the importance of marriage is high enough today that more than four-fifths of all college women participating in a national survey in the United States in 2000 agreed that “being married is a very important goal for me” (Glenn/Marquardt 2001: 4). In addition, even in economically poor communities where marriage often is postponed for many years, people express a high value for marriage, even giving it such importance that it should be postponed until after the achievement of economic success and stability (Cherlin 2004, Edin/Kefalas 2005, Smock 2004).




  3.Changes in Marital Dissolution




  The principle of marital indissolubility was breached, albeit only minimally, by the Protestant reformation in the 1500s (Rheinstein 1972). Although the Protestant reformers generally believed that divorce should be very difficult, they accepted its legitimacy in some very limited circumstances. The laws remained very restrictive for centuries, but were gradually amended to make divorce generally easier (Chester 1977, Phillips 1988, Rheinstein 1972, Riley 1991, Weitzman 1985). Big changes in divorce laws occurred in the 1960s and 1970s as no-fault divorce laws were adopted in almost every state, making it very easy to end a marriage (Freed/Foster 1980, Glendon 1976, 1977, Weitzman 1985). These no fault divorce laws also represented a long-term movement of the government away from its previous support of marriage as a lifetime commitment and toward support of individual autonomy and freedom (Glendon 1977, Regan 1999, Weitzman 1985).




  In addition, negative attitudes toward divorce have softened in the United States (Thornton 1989, also see van de Kaa 1987 and Lesthaeghe 1995 for the Netherlands). In 1962, about half of the mothers participating in our IPS survey disagreed that “when there are children in the family, parents should stay together even if they don’t get along.” (Thornton 1989: 880). In 1980, 80 percent of these same women disagreed with the proposition.




  The overall trajectory of divorce in the United States has been generally upwards for at least as long as we have had reasonably good records – back to about 1860 (Jacobson 1959, Preston/McDonald 1979, Riley 1991, Thornton/Freedman 1983). In fact, this trajectory has been so persistent that demographers in the 1890s accurately predicted the divorce rate nearly 100 years later in the 1980s (Willcox 1897/1981). With some fluctuations associated with depressions and wars, the American divorce rate increased slowly but steadily throughout the century from 1860 to 1960. Prior to 1960, this increase in divorce was countered by the steady decline in the mortality rate, which kept the overall marital dissolution rate relatively constant (Thornton/Freedman 1983). However, in the two decades after 1960 the divorce rate more than doubled, so that by the beginning of the 1980s approximately one-half of all marriages would end in divorce. The rate remained high throughout the 1980s and 1990s (Bramlett/Mosher 2001, Bumpass 1990, Casper/Bianchi 2002, Ventura et al. 1995, Whitehead/Popenoe 2001). The level of divorce in Northwestern Europe, while lower, also increased dramatically during the same period (Ahlburg/De Vita 1992, Kuijsten 1996, Prinz 1995, van de Kaa 1987, 1994).




  The rising divorce rate has undoubtedly reinforced the historical concerns of young people about forming a bad marriage. However, now these concerns are not centered as much on having to endure a bad marriage as having to deal with the social, personal, and economic dislocation and trauma that can be associated with a marital dissolution. In fact, about one-half of young single adults (in their twenties in 2001) indicated that one of their biggest concerns about marriage was the possibility that it would not last (Whitehead/Popenoe 2001). This concern over the fragility of marriage has very likely contributed to the increase in unmarried cohabitation, as three-fifths of all unmarried young Americans believe that a period of living together prior to marriage will facilitate marital stability (Whitehead/Popenoe 2001). It is interesting to note that this belief persists despite many studies showing that marital stability is actually lower among those who cohabit before marriage (Axinn/Thornton 1992a).




  This concern over divorce is also reflected in the recent finding that nearly 90 percent of young Americans believe the divorce rate is too high and should be lowered (Whitehead/Popenoe 2001). In fact, nearly one-half of Americans believe that laws need to be changed so that divorce is more difficult to obtain (Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001, Whitehead/Popenoe 2001). Modifications to no-fault divorce laws have been suggested in many states, and covenant marriage – a new form of marriage contract involving premarital counseling and more difficult divorce – is now available in at least three states with a large fraction of Americans wanting to make it more widely available (Feld et al. 2002, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001, Wardle 1999). However, the number of couples actually choosing covenant marriage is still very small (Nock 1998).




  4.Dating and Going Steady




  With the structural and cultural changes of the 1800s and 1900s came forces that influenced the ways young women and men met, interacted, courted, and eventually entered marriage and cohabitation. The expansion of schooling into the late teens and early twenties provided a new locus for extensive male-female interaction supervised by school authorities rather than by parents. School expansion also helped formulate a youth culture built around peer groups independent of parents. The growing tendency for young people to live in work and college dormitories or to reside in their own apartments – either alone with others – provided new opportunities for interaction and courtship. Automobiles provided both the means to spend time away from parental supervision and surveillance, along with many new forms of public entertainment.




  During the early part of the 1900s a system of dating and going steady evolved, and by the years preceding and following World War II, it had become an institution with its own expectations and norms (Bailey 1988, Fass 1977, Modell 1983, 1989, Rothman 1984). Although dating could include multiple couples, it frequently involved only one two-some. Dates generally took young people away from home where they could enjoy privacy and anonymity, frequently in public settings. An automobile was not necessary for a date, but it was frequently part of the dating scene, providing both privacy and accessibility to a wide range of activities.




  As Modell (1983, 1989) has suggested, dating seems to have been closely connected with the youth culture of the high schools and their extracurricular activities such as dancing. Dating became so extensive in high schools in the 1930s and 1940s that nearly all of the students – both male and female – had dated by the end of high school (Modell 1983, 1989). Substantial fractions had begun dating by their freshman and sophomore years. A 1960 national study of American high school students indicated that two-thirds or more of ninth graders had commenced dating (Modell 1983, Schofield 1965 for England). During these younger years dating was frequently a recreational activity not usually directly connected with the possibility of marriage (Bailey 1988, Fass 1977).




  Frequent dating of the same person often blended into “going steady,” which meant that each member of the couple was “taken,” even if only temporarily, and that neither “could date anyone else or pay too much attention to anyone of the opposite sex” (Bailey 1988: 51). Going steady provided both the security and status of having a stable partner (Bailey 1988, Modell 1989), and yet young people might have several steady boyfriends or girlfriends before becoming seriously engaged in courtship connected to the possibility of marriage. However, even with this distinction from marriage or even engagement, going steady frequently appropriated some of the symbols previously associated only with marriage – such as the exchange of tokens, including rings and articles of clothing (Bailey 1988).




  As young people matured into the later years of high school and college, their dating and going steady experiences often became more serious. Of the substantial fractions of young people who went steady in high school, many gave serious consideration to marrying their steady, and significant numbers made public or private commitments to marriage, even though these commitments may have fallen short of formal engagement (Heiss 1960, Modell 1989). Furthermore, some high school romances blossomed into marriage, especially following World War II when many marriages occurred at young ages. In fact, approximately 30 percent of young women during the postwar years had married at age 18 or younger (Michael et al. 1994). This connection with early marriage – and the added potential for sexual intercourse – probably motivated many parents to discourage their children from going steady at a young age (Hollingshead 1949, Modell 1989).




  As dating and going steady spread, it appropriated not only some of the symbols of engagement and marriage but some of the rights. Although firm data are scarce, it appears that kissing and fondling – previously acceptable only among older courting couples – became increasingly accepted and practiced at younger ages and at a time when marriage was only a very distant possibility (Bailey 1988, Franklin/Remmers 1961, Modell 1989, Newcomb 1937, Rothman 1984). In fact, the expression of intimacies in adolescent dating became so common and institutionalized that new terms developed – necking, petting, and making out – to describe the intimacies exchanged between dating partners. A common theme of the first half of the 1900s was increasing tolerance and frequency of necking and petting and its extension to younger and younger adolescents (Bailey 1988, Fass 1977, Franklin/Remmers 1961, Modell 1989, Newcomb 1937, Rothman 1984, Reiss 1960, 1967). By the early 1960s about one-half of adult Americans believed that petting was acceptable before marriage when accompanied by affection. Approval was even higher among young people, and greater among young men than young women (Reiss 1967).




  In more recent decades the formality of the dating and courtship system has declined substantially (Glenn/Marquardt 2001). Young people today interact more informally, “hanging out” with friends and “hooking up” in less steady relationships (Glenn/Marquardt 2001). Also, as we discuss in more detail below, the male-female scene has become much more sexualized.




  Although dating and courtship are often viewed as a system run by youth, these activities continued to involve the advice and consent of parents throughout the mid-1900s. For example, a survey of adolescents in the state of Minnesota in the late 1940s revealed that two-thirds believed that parents should be consulted before making or accepting dates, with such parental involvement accepted more by girls than boys (Modell 1989). A national study of American high school students in 1961 revealed that about two-thirds thought it was very desirable for their parents to approve their future spouse, with more young women than young men holding this view (Franklin/Remmers 1961). Furthermore, it appears that some dating and courting activities continued to be located in one of the parental homes, and, with engagement, the couple increasingly became integrated into their parental families (Le Masters 1957, Leonard 1980 for Wales).




  5.Marriage and Childbearing




  The rather close association between marriage and childbearing has also been substantially attenuated in the past two centuries. In the Northwestern European past, unmarried childbearing was both unacceptable and infrequent, while marital childbearing was “natural” in that few married couples consciously tried to restrict childbearing (Himes 1970, van de Walle/Knodel 1980). The “natural” connection between marriage and childbearing was broken in the 1800s and 1900s. Increasing numbers of couples used contraception, sterilization, and abortion to restrict their childbearing, and fertility rates fell. New and especially effective means of contraception in the 20th century made fertility regulation especially easy (Coale/Zelnik 1963, Dawson et al. 1980, Forrest/Singh 1990, Mosher/Pratt 1990, Sanderson 1979, van de Kaa 1987, van de Walle/Knodel 1980). Although fertility had declined substantially in the century before World War II, the norms for having at least one child remained strong and very few couples voluntarily remained childless. In the early 1960s, five-sixths of the mothers participating in the Intergenerational Panel Study said that all married couples who can have children ought to have them. However, the normative imperative to have children declined substantially in subsequent decades, and only about two-fifths expressed this view in the 1980s and 1990s. The adult daughters of these mothers in the 1980s and 1990s were even less insistent on universal parenthood than their mothers (Thornton 1989, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001, also see van de Kaa 1987 and Lesthaeghe 1995 for the Netherlands). Despite this attitude, however, little evidence indicates that personal desire for childlessness has increased (Thornton 1989, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001). For example, less than 10 percent of high school seniors from the middle 1970s through the middle 1990s thought that it was unlikely that they would want to have children.




  Just as the normative prescription for married couples to have children has declined, tolerance of childbearing without marriage has increased, although still below the acceptance of unmarried sexual union and cohabitation (Pagnini/Rindfuss 1993, Thornton 1995, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001). For example, among high school seniors in the United States the percentage saying that unmarried childbearing was destructive to society or violating a moral principle declined from about 45 percent in the mid-1970s to about 35 percent in the 1990s (Axinn/Thornton 2000, Thornton/Young-DeMarco 2001). Another study found that more than two-fifths of American adults agreed that “it should be legal for adults to have children without getting married”; similar fractions agreed that “there is no reason why single women shouldn’t have children and raise them if they want to.” (Pagnini/Rindfuss 1993: 334). Another study found that less than three in 10 young adults agree that “single women should not have children, even if they want to.” (Moore/Stief 1991: 373).




  Rates of out-of-wedlock childbearing have fluctuated substantially over the past centuries. They were apparently low in many Western countries before the middle of the 1700s, then increased through the last part of the 1800s, and then declined through the initial decades of the 1900s (Laslett 1980, Shorter et al. 1971). The decline in the late 1800s and early 1900s paralleled the decline in marital fertility and has been attributed to increasing contraception among both married and unmarried women (Laslett 1980, Shorter et al. 1971).




  Rates of non-marital childbearing have increased dramatically again in the past half century – by more than six times between 1940 and 1993 in the United States (Ventura et al. 1995). One of the essential forces producing this dramatic increase in nonmarital childbearing was the reduction in the likelihood of marriage among pregnant unmarried women (Abma et al. 1997, Bachu 1999, Morgan 1996, Morgan/Rindfuss 1999, Parnell et al. 1994, Raley 2000, Ventura et al. 1995). This substantial increase in unmarried childbearing, coupled with declines in marriage and marital childbearing rates, has produced equally dramatic increases in the percentage of children born out of wedlock (Bachu 1999, Casper/Bianchi 2002, Morgan 1996, van de Kaa 1987, Ventura et al. 1995). Although the fraction of American children born to unmarried mothers remained relatively constant at around onetwentieth between 1940 and 1960, the fraction jumped to about one-third in the mid-1990s – a period when the fraction of women’s first births that were out of wedlock reached two-fifths (Bachu 1999, Ventura et al. 1995). Substantial increases in the percentage of children born outside of marriage have also occurred throughout most of Europe (Carmichael 1995, Kiernan 1999, Lesthaeghe 1995, van de Kaa 1987, 1994). The one-third fraction of children born outside of wedlock in the United States is very similar to the fraction in the United Kingdom and France, but higher than the 13 to 15 percent in Germany and the Netherlands, and lower than the 46 to 50 percent in Denmark and Sweden (Kiernan 1999, Moore 1995, Prinz 1995). Another indication of the separation of childbearing and childrearing from marriage is the sharp decline in the percentage of children born out of wedlock in the United States who are adopted into the homes of married couples (Bachrach et al. 1992, Ventura et al. 1995). There is also growing evidence that in many economically poor communities childbearing is seen as a behavior that is highly valued in young adulthood while marriage should be postponed until after economic stability is achieved – often later in life (Edin/Kefalas 2005, Edin/Kafalas/Reed 2004).
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