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Abstract: In much of the literature, the Nordic states amspnted as models for woman-
friendly and gender equality policy. Differencestvibeen the gendered dimensions among the
Nordic countries are less frequently explored. Franhistorical perspective, Norway was a
latecomer in supporting women working outside tleenf, yet the Norwegian welfare state
pioneered support for motherhood and lone mothéosway is one of the few countries in the
world with a specific allowance for lone mothereday, the need for special welfare benefits for
lone mothers is in question. This article followse trise and reduction of the Norwegian
allowance for lone mothers throughout thd"2@ntury and into the early $Tentury. While a
core reason for developing welfare benefits forelanothers at the start of the 1900s was to
support women in their traditional, unpaid motherthaoles, this article shows how today’s dual-
earner and dual-career model and workforce polieeslude lone motherhood as a social
category in need of particular support.
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The Nordic welfare states are often seen as fonemsnof gender
equality. Key indicators of this are women’s highiess of participation in the
labour market and politics, generous parental lgmbeies and state-sponsored
childcare and unemployment benefits. Many havetpdito Scandinavia as an
example of best practices, best-case scenariogs®d‘Nordic Nirvana” (see
Lister 2009 for a review of this literature). Whws often been left out of such
accounts is the historical differences betweenNbedic countries with regard
to motherhood and paid versus unpaid work. Whitenfra Nordic historical
perspective the Norwegian welfare state has begarded as a latecomer in
supporting women workers, Norway was actually eanyits support for
motherhood and lone mothérdhe Norwegian case can be characterized as
collaboration between traditional family values agdnder equality ideas
(Ellingseeter & Leira 2006).

! Hageman (2007) suggests economic as well agcpblind cultural traditions as reasons for

the Norwegian case. She underlines the existenaepaigressive maternalism in Norway in
the early 28 century, with connections to liberal feminism ancbrganized feminist movement.
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In this article, the rise and reduction of the Negrman allowance for lone
mother$ is followed throughout the 3entury and into the early $tentury.
Norway is one of the few countries in the worldwét specific allowance for
lone mothers (Kamerman & Kahn 1988; Kilkey 2000g8k 2005). Why did
Norway develop a benefit that included supportvimmen who care for their
children at home as well as for education and chile benefits for women who
worked outside the home? Further, why has theihegty of supporting
women who provide care for their children graduallgappeared in the 21
century? The valuing of unpaid care has always b&e@ordian knot in
discussions about the welfare state and genderligggaster 2003, 2009;
Pateman 1989). To support women in a traditionathering role has been
considered a way of keeping women in this role.tl® other hand, to only
support women as workers outside the home may dre & supporting women
only if they embrace a male norm. These have dissn presented as choices.
Acknowledging gender differences traps women ingheate sphere, while a
gender-neutral model has difficulty winning recdgm for the value of family
care (Lister 2003, 95). To move beyond this dichoto Lister (2003, 9)
suggested the concept of gender-inclusive citizpnshhe history of the
Norwegian allowance for lone mothers is interestgrause it presents a
particular mixing of these perspectives. Explorihg history of this benefit in
greater detail provides an in-depth understandinipe woman-friendliness of
the Norwegian welfare state (Hernes 1987).

This article discusses the development of the @im& for lone mothers
in Norway from 1919 through 2014. This discussisrtbased on my own and
others’ research on the public policy for lone neosh during this period
(Grgdem 2010; Haavet 1994; Hatland 1987; Seip 19894; Skevik 2001,
2005; Syltevik 1996, 1999; Terum 1993). This agtElcontribution is that it
places previous contributions into a wider timefeasaind follows the development
of the allowance through current times. The primaaterial for my analysis is
parliamentary debates about the allowance from 196®98 (Syltevik 1996,
1999). The focus is on the way in which the longhags role as carer versus
provider/ worker was discussed by politicians. Htid/ they picture the situation
of lone mothers in paid and unpaid work? What wier thoughts about
fathers’ and society’s responsibilities? From eotké&cal perspective, the point

2| chose to use the term ‘lone mothers’ becauseviers all groups (divorced, unmarried

and widowed) who have children and who live witho#n. | use ‘mothers’ since this has
been and is now a group of predominantly women.

The debates were about the allowance law for widand unmarried mothers {12and
19" of June 1963), changes to the law for widows amarried mothers (9and 14' of
June 1972), social insurance law (18nd 2" March 1980), debate about the official
welfare report (1% of May 1996) and changes to the law of social iasce (1% and 28"

of February 1997). All of these are available & Website of the Norwegian parliament;
http://sok.stortinget.no/?aid=185&querytext=stagsforhandlinger 1814 2001&I=no.
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of departure is from the literature on gender, arelfstates and citizenship
(Hobson 1994; Lister 2003; Skevik 2005). The cohoéitizenship allows for
broad discussion of aspects of the relationshipvdet women and the welfare
state and is here understood in its broadest sercsenprise rights, obligations,
belonging, participation, inclusion and equality. t&st of the gendered
dimension of a welfare regime is the degree to Whidividual adults can
uphold a socially acceptable standard of livingdeipendent of family
relationships either inside or outside a coupleldtimnship. This may be
realized through either work or social securitysfer 2003, 172).

The extended historical timeframe taken here née#ss some
limitations. Although there are other welfare béisehighly relevant to lone
mothers (e.g., older child care by the state) aitemservices that benefit all
families with children (e.g., kindergartens andegpaal leave) that are highly
relevant to lone mothers, the discussion here isemgdly restricted to
transitional allowance for lone mothers. | do, hoere briefly present some of
the most important changes for parents when ielievant for understanding
shifts in the historic discussions. | also focugtmndiscussions of the allowance
and the tensions between securing childcare ankralble groups’ needs (care
and redistributive concerns) versus concerns aeutonduct of lone mothers
with regard to marriage or paid work norms (morel provision considerations).

In the 100 years covered here, both lone mothedstlanse who have
been considered lone mothers in the allowanceypbbwe changed. At the start
of the 1900s, widows made up the dominant cate@aagland 1987) while the
largest group today is separated or divorced woarh unmarried mothers
(Grgdem 2010). In addition, today immigrant womeakenup a considerable
proportion of lone mothers with benefits in Norw@rebstad & Tgnseth 2012).
To be a lone mother today is considered an ordiplaage of life. Most Norwegian
children are born outside marriage, divorce is command there is no particular
stigma associated with being a lone mother. Thiglig different from the start of
the 28" century, when debate about the Norwegian allowfamdene mothers began.

A Pioneering Reform — The Oslo Social Insurance (19)

The conditions for lone mothers and their childeMNorway at the start
of the 2" century were harsh. This became a public problem @ part, to
demographic factors (e.g., alarming rates of cimftality) and in part to their
impoverished situation (Haavet 1994). Lone mothéased great economic
difficulties: very few unmarried mothers receivddld support or alimony from

4 The lone mother category at that time in Oslosistad of widows (63%), separated and

divorced mothers (14%), abandoned wives (12%) anchawried mothers (11%).
Abandoned wives are not a category used todaydhi&tl 987, 34).
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the father; childcare alternatives were badnon-existent for working mothers;
and the mortality rate among children born out efileck was alarming. There
was a considerable stigma associated with givirth butside of marriage (Seip
1994). A central actor who put lone mothers’ praideon the public agenda
was Katti Anker Mgllef. From 1901 to 1909, she made 70 public speeches
about the conditions faced by illegitimate childr@eip 1984, 194). She also
argued that motherhood ought to be recognized ak amd campaigned for a
motherhood wage.

The Oslo Social Insurance followed a series ofcadiamily reforms in
Norway. Consistent with the other Nordic countridsyway passed a marriage
act in 1909 ending the husband’'s legal power overwife and enhancing
women’s individual rights. The law also allowed fiaoit divorce (Melby et al.
2006). Norway passed ‘The Castbergian Childrenisd @hat were adopted by
Parliament in 1915 and provided significant charfgesone mothers and their
children. Regardless of their parents’ marital .®atchildren were given the
right to inherit their father’'s name and inheritan€his was a radical step even
in a Nordic conteXt(Hageman 2007). One of the ‘Children’s Relief Laalso
provided mothers with cash benefits through six themfter birth if the father
was unknown or too poor to provide for the chilchder these laws, mothers
also received help with claiming child support atichony.

When the Labour Party gained control over the Ldgakernment in
1916, they began developing a Social InsuranceeBysttended to serve as a
model for an eventual national program. As pathaf plan they introduced an
allowance for lone mothers. The Oslo pension wawiged to widows and
unmarried, separated or divorced mothers. To qu#dif the pension, lone
mothers had to have lived in Oslo for the precediBgyears. If the mother
remarried she lost the pension. This was also #éise d she cohabited with a
man who was the father of the children, or if sleglacted her children. In
addition to the pension, mothers and children vgiven free medications and
medical and hospital care (Hatland 1987).

Providing support for all lone mothers in a singi®gram outside the
poverty relief system was exceptional in Europdhat time. Hatland (1987)
argues that the idea must have come from the cdaeemiembers, as there are
no references to other models or suggestions indhmemittee’s written records.
The committee included members of different parttmst the majority were
from the Labour Party because the chairman hadibldwote (Hatland 1987).

At the start of the century the so-called ‘makefsingels’ were charged for murdering
children for whom they were supposed to provide ¢piaavet 1994).

Katti Anker Mgller was from a bourgeois familypether of three children and the sister-
in-law of Johan Castberg, the first Minister of Sbchffairs (Haavet 1994). She and

Castberg are referred to as the mother and fathbedf915 Children’s Acts.

" Similar legislation was not passed in Sweden 4669.
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The committee minority (conservative party membevanted to reserve this
entitlement for widows (Seip 1984, 198). The corneritmajority (representatives
of the Labour Party) argued that other lone mogeups had similar economic
needs. In the debates both within the committeelated in the City Council,
the arguments against a common program were thaalhgroups should be
considered worthy recipients and that public respmiity had to be limited.
The minority questioned the ability of unmarried theys to form their own
family and become ‘a real mother for her childrefhey also argued that the
social security system would reduce the respoitidsilof living fathers and
that a benefit for divorced and separated womendweaken family ties and
make divorce an easy solution (Seip 1994, 177;dddtl1987, 35). Another
concern was the relation to the child’s father.sTwas important when deciding
whether a lone mother could claim support or nbtwas stressed that the
responsibility of living fathers should not be lesed and the benefit should
therefore be reduced by the amount the fatherpaiid

From the start, there were many contradictiondhéallowance for lone
mothers. On the one hand, the aim of the pensiantavgive lone mothers the
opportunity to provide greater care for their cheld and in recognition of their
unpaid work: For all these categories the issue is the saméret® the mother
from work outside the home as much as possiblgiyéher time and opportunity
to make a home for her children so that she petdbpran take care of their
nutrition and upbringing (The majority of committee; Hatland 1987, 33).

On the other hand, the allowance was not meantpplant paid work
(Skevik 2001, 210) and for this reason, the pengiasa too low to completely
support lone mothers and their children. Lone matheere supposed to be
engaged in paid work, unless they were considenéitd TThis was also assumed
to be the wish of lone mothers themselves: mother with only one or two
children would not have enough to do at home andldvaot be happy going
home without providing for herself and her childréRrom the discussion in
the City Council; Seip 1994, 177).

This was contrary to the housewife ideology appigechiddle-class women
by groups such as the Norwegian Housewife AssonigBeip 1994, 177). However,
the Norwegian Association for Women’s Rights (Notskinnesaksforening,
NKF) warned against disallowing paid work in thdoafance policy and
campaigned for paid work opportunities for all wame

Many Norwegian municipalities established bendfitslone mothers in
the following years and by 1955 half the municipadé had such benefits.
However, the benefits were most often limited talavis (Seip 1994, 178).
Norwegian lone mothers had to wait until the 1980w national system.
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A National Allowance for Lone Mothers

The national allowance for widows and unmarried o began in
196482 Separated and divorced mothers were not, unlike @slo Social
Insurance, included in this law. The policy inclddEn extra maternity grant at
a child’s birth, transitional allowance for a petiafter birth and economic
support for education and childcare expenses. Timciple of vocational
rehabilitation that dominated the social policy afehin the 1960s was central to
this law. The stated aim was to enable widows amdanried mothers to support
themselves after a period on the allowance. Themppity to remain at home
to look after children was considered to be a rightil the children were old
enough for it to be considered proper for the motbdake paid work outside
the home (Skevik 2001, 215). However, there watime limit and each case
was to be considered individually, taking into aguothe local labour market.

The debate at that time was concentrated on the isspaid and unpaid
childcare. Before the debate in Parliament, thewsas discussed at a meeting
arranged by NKF. The main speaker claimed thatlahewould reward the
least efficient, lazy and most passive women (968i84). The argument was
that matrimony was a lifetime provision and thatnvem’s roles as housewives
were taken for granted. This was met by reactionthé Parliament stressing
the value of unpaid work. A typical response followAllowance will be a
reward for the lazy and make them give up! Thatw twidows are pictured.
They have for certain done their best for sociatyd even if this has been as
wife and mother, | think most of us are negatiwgatals this downgrading of
housewives’ work (Gunvor Eker, the Labour Party, Parliamentanpate
12" of June 1963).

Working in the home was considered of equal impm#ato society as
paid work outside the home. The importance of nmsthearing for their
children was also mentioned by members of Parliansen important for
supporting the law. After the first years, howeveajd work was considered
possible: Tn my view we ought to go as far as possible tee giwothers
allowance. | know this is a question under debatiay, but in my view nothing
can substitute the relation between mother anddchil the first years of a
child’'s life. What ought to be the solution for wemmwith older children, is a
type of part-time work (Karen Grgnn Hagen, the Centre Party, Parliaargnt
debate 12 of June 1963).

The law also included so-called ‘family widowsiomen who had taken care of their
elderly parents or other relatives and who, afer death of those for whom they had
cared, were unable to provide for themselves. Wthenlaw was later included in the
1967 National Insurance Act, the rules concernirigows (and family widows) and

unmarried mothers were written into different cleapt
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This speaker continued on to state that if reliabi¢dcare were available,
three to four hours of daily paid work could be ddor both the mother and the
child. However, she considered full-time work a glanto the mother-child
relationship. There was ambiguity in the 1960s wagard to lone mothers’
roles as potential workers and there was a doutdladard for different
categories of lone mothers. Discussions of thedhdge at which it would be
relevant for the mother to take paid work madeimtison between widows and
unmarried mothers. While for widows it was deemadeasonable to demand
that they take paid work outside the home whilecthiédren were in school, the
primary time limit for unmarried mothers to remanhome was the first three
years after a child’s birth (Terum 1993, 37).

The debate at the time concentrated on which catsgof lone mothers
should be included in the allowance scheme (Sk&0K1l, 56). In the
parliamentary debate, widows’ difficulties were tin@in argument for the law
and the numbers of unmarried mothers was histdyidal (Syltevik 1999).
Widows and unmarried mothers had comparable swousitwith regard to the
fathers of their children because unmarried fathe a legal commitment to
pay for child support but not alimony for the mathénother important
consideration was that benefits for unmarried mmsthead been previously
established in many municipalities and politiciavented to fill the ‘last holes’
in the National Insurance Scheme. At that time, tbeds of separated and
divorced mothers were considered so diverse thatllawance would not be
adequate. Instead a means-tested benefit, the mewof Social Assistance
(following the poverty law) was established. Theirmargument for this was
the economic responsibilities of ex-husbands. Wnkkidows and unmarried
mothers, the divorced father was obliged to provimehis former wife. The
state did not want to take over this responsibffityn male providers.

All Categories of Lone Mothers Included
in the Law of National Insurance

In 1980, the Norwegian Parliament included sepdrated divorced
mothers in the Law of National Insurance, whichutesl in changes to the
allowance for unmarried mothers. Until then theowlnce for unmarried
mothers had not been reduced if they received chifgbort payments from the
father. This was now changed so that unmarriedara¢ggd and divorced
mothers were treated alike. In addition, the lawapee gender-neutral so that
fathers too had a right to the allowance. The henafcluded the transitional
allowance, as well as support for education anttchie arrangements if the
lone mother had paid work or attended an educatiogram (Skevik 2001).
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Children’s care needs were a central theme in éiateé and the role of
mothers in relation to childcare was discussedngsoitant and demanding
work. Lone mothers’ situations were compared te¢hof married women who
worked part-time. Paid work was seen as good foe Imothers and to be
encouraged when their children were old enough. Tlwear child age limit
now covered all groups of lone mothers (Terum 13%3, However there was
also an understanding of lone motherhood as barnirplarly demanding and
thus there was a need for flexibility with regaodchildren’s needs:This leads
me to the question about ending the allowanceHos& who are at home, that
today is mostly done when the youngest child tithgears of age. | am happy
that the committee agrees that the conditionsdoelparents and their children
are so different that we have to be cautious whhkadute age limits. A child
who is 10 years of age is still a child who demaadist of care and attentioh
(Gunn Vigdis Hagen, The Labour Party, Parliamentatyate 18 of March 1980).

Care for children is understood as a hindrance doe | mothers’
participation in the labour market and the pressgmm of the parliament
speakers was that lone mothers needed support domety to be able to
combine care for their children and paid work. Thias in a context of a
shortage of available childcare and after-schotiVities and a resulting sense
that many lone mothers really had no choices.

In the parliamentary debate of this time a mairudssvas still the
relationship with male providers. Compared to thbale in the 1960s there was
a new group of male providers who received attanfitembers of the parliament
suggested that lone mothers should lose their suggbey married, cohabited
with the child’s fathers (as had been the caseiqusiy’) or cohabited with a
new partner under ‘matrimony-like’ circumstanceleTnain argument was that
it should not pay to not marry. The majority arguledt cohabiting fathers did
not have any legal obligation to either supporirtpartner’s children or their
partner and that there were difficulties determgniwhat the actual living
arrangements were, so the discussion at the tichedeihere.

The Lone Mother Allowance and the Activation Policy

The discussion about male providers continued tirdbhe next decade.
In 1993, the family allowance rules changed so #hiane mother lost her extra
family allowance if she cohabited with a man eviehe was not the father of
her children. If the cohabitation lasted at lea®tmonths, this was called a
stable ‘matrimony-like’ relationship. It was thdatonship between the couple

® According to the law in 1964, matrimonial statuas the criteria for claiming support.

This was altered in 1972 so that unmarried motbemsbiting with their children’s father
lost their right to the allowance.
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that was considered important and excluded, fomgka, adults sharing a flat.
From 1998 this was also the case for the transitialowance. The argument
was that it should not be possible to gain findhclay not marrying. Legally, a

cohabitant had (and still has) no commitment toviol® for either his or her

partner or the partner’s children, unlike marriedtpers.

The next change concerning lone mothers came i8,298en the period
for staying at home with a child was limited. Thewntime limit was lowered to
a maximum of three years and the oldest child age lwered to eight years.
In addition, mothers of children three to eight ngeaf age had to have paid
work or be in an education program at least 50%heftime to receive support.
Nearly half of those who had previously receivepipsrt lost their benefitS.

In the discussions in Parliament at that time, ttiaesitional allowance
was seen by the majority as a hindrance to the @mpnt of lone mothers.
The allowance was thought to be in need of modatioiz with regard to
mothers’ roles. In addition, there was a new urtdading of the implications
of fatherhood with regard to caring for childrenhel family with a male
provider was no longer the yardstick against whiohe mothers were
measured. Instead, the two-income family in whiokhiparents were engaged
in caring for their children as well as paid worlasvpresented as the norm.
Non-resident fathers were thought of as still bamglved in caring for their
children and the ideology of the involved fatharrbéd the distinctions between
lone mothers and mothers living with partners. Caragd to the debate in the
1980s, it is striking how caring for children wae fonger mentioned as a
hindrance to paid work. From one official reportoprto the debate: Today
even the care of infants alone is no hindranceHerparents to have paid work
on a part- or full-time basis (Norbomutvalget 1993, 85).

There was a certain disagreement with regard t6 parsus full-time
work. While the majority defended the ideal of thdi-time working parent
after the first year, the minority argued that ¢heray be good reasons for one
parent or a lone parent needing to care for thieildat home for a longer
period (e.g., after a divorce). The minority alsanted to provide greater
flexibility for combining education, paid work arkle allowance. Compared to
the earlier debates, it is apparent that while 964Lit was difficult to defend
mothers working full-time, it was now difficult tdefend parents caring for
their children at home. A new rhetoric, includingetterms ‘active’ and
‘passive’ welfare benefit recipients, was also adtrced to the Norwegian
debate (Syltevik 1996). ‘Active’ recipients wereose in education programs
who had paid work and whose allowances were redaceeho only received
childcare assistance; ‘passive’ recipients weresg¢havho received a full

10 While there were 46,340 recipients in 1995, themze just 26,083 in 2001 (Fjeer &
Syltevik 2002).
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allowance. The application of the term ‘passivethildcare and the upbringing
of children was a symptom of the trend towards asleustanding of caring for
children as something done outside paid work hours.

The context had also changed. In the 1990s, th&farer and activation
policy took hold in both Norway and international§kevik 2005, 2006). It was
assumed that in the modern family both parents aeriutside the home.
Politicians concentrated on the need to build miirelergartens and after
school programs and development of a more gengranental leave policy. In
1993 there was a substantial expansion of partraeé (42 weeks with 100%
compensation) with a non-transferable quota ofrapath reserved for fathers.
Full coverage for kindergartens was approved in26@0s and since spring
2011, Norway has guaranteed state-sponsored ctéldoam the age of one
year. Thus, support and services for combiningdchile and parental paid work
in general improved significantly.

Recent Developments

The transitional allowance benefit has been usethagy of those who
are eligiblet® A report concluded that the reform was a succedheé sense
that more lone mothers now provided for themselvéswever, it was also
reported that many had problems with the transiiom benefits. About 50%
succeeded in obtaining paid work and many of theeee also in part-time
employment (Rikstrygdeverket 2006). Following a pémof lone parents
over two years after the change in law in 1998 Fged Syltevik (2002)
identified a group of lone mothers who faced paittic difficulties from the
change. These were lone mothers who had problemsadiheir own or their
children’s health issues, who had difficulty findiremployment or who
needed further education. In addition, the samplthis survey also reported
having trouble finding satisfactory childcare aftatives and paid employment
that allowed them to also care for their childréther studies have also
confirmed that lone mothers still face particuldralenges. Lone mothers
experience discrimination in the labour market hodsing costs are high on a
single income. Young lone parents without educasiod work experience are
particularly vulnerable and children of lone passhave higher risk of living
below the poverty line (Kjeldstad & Skevik 2004;I&pd & Kirkeberg 2008;
Skevik 2008; Kaur 2013).

Children with parents without paid work have botlp@orer material
living standard and are at increased risk for thepltoblems and a weaker

1 Sixty per cent and 70% of lone mothers used Hesvance according to calculations in
the 1980s. Very few had transitional allowance lutiildren were 10 years of age, and
many of those who used it while they got higheroadion (Terum 1993).
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social network (Grgdem 2008). Changes to the bensfistem have also
impacted grades in school among the children ofngoene mothers (Reiso
2014). From 2002 to 2012, a greater share of lom¢hens with social
assistance also relied on this benefit as themany income (Grebstad and
Tenseth 2012). The group who receives social asgisthas also changed; in
2012, 52% of lone mothers with social assistanceevwamigrants. For some
lone mothers, the changes during the late 19908 bhaused a worsening in
their living conditions.

The most recent development in the history of stpfjpo lone mothers in
Norway is a proposal that the government sent outaf Public Hearing in
December 2014. The proposal (prop. 14 L 2014-18nfthe contemporary
blue-blue Norwegian government would restrict thepert period to a
maximum of one year or until the child has a right place in a kindergarten.
If the recent changes are voted through the pagldnthere will be nearly no
difference between lone and married mothers. Ictipe, this will make the
transitional allowance a benefit for lone mothersvhave no right to ordinary
maternity leave (because they have not worked &mgugh). The Norwegian
parental leave scheme is generous but is basedrorerf paid work by the
parents. For women who have not worked at leagifdixe last 10 months prior
to the birth of their child, the state support vad about one month’s salary. On
the other hand, there will still be benefits fondoparents whose children have
special needs and support for lone parents whanaam education program.
The stated aim of the benefits is to make lonernarable to support themselves
through paid employment; the aim of securing incatoeing a demanding
period is neglected.

Concluding Remarks

The 20" century has been called the century of lone methreNorway.
The century started with shame and little suppoomf society and the
implementation of remarkably radical laws that ioyed the situation and
started the long process towards undermining thésne. The century ended
with lone motherhood seen as a common and nornadepbf life. There are
still specific benefits for lone mothers and thergenerous support for making
it easier to combine caring for children and paatkvfor families with children
in general. We have generous parental leave sch@mnesothers who have
been working long enough before the birth of thehild, a paternity leave
guota, after school programs and, in the last deddddergartens for nearly all
children beginning at one year of age. Genderedlagy has changed. Fathers
are expected to participate in the care of theldadm, whether they are living
with the mother or not, and after a divorce shamgponsibility for care is
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common. Women are still doing most housework aritticdére, but there are
clear indications of more involved fathéfd.one mothers have always been a
heterogeneous group, perhaps more so today thamefore. While some have
sole responsibility for their children, others gsharesponsibility for both
financial support and care with the child’s father.

The rise and reduction of the Norwegian allowange lbne mothers
teaches us several lessons about the Norwegiaiowversthe Nordic model of
motherhood as paid versus unpaid work. For a centue allowance has
combined supporting lone mothers as both citizensaaers and citizens-as-
workers. To support paid work participation hasalsrbeen an integrated part
of the benefits. The aim has been to make it edsiewvomen to get an
education and work while providing sole care faitlchildren. The allowance
has also always supported unpaid care work. Tippa@t was at its height in
the 1980s with ample opportunities to prioritizeéecaHowever, after that time
the development has been in the direction of a mnénalist gender-inclusive
model, in which lone mothers are supported for nionéed periods as carers
and mostly as paid workers. Since the 1990s, wasitthanged are the notions
of care and combination of work and care. The Ngram version of the Nordic
model has turned more toward the direction of scippgp lone mothers when
they act in a traditionally male role with regaoddaid work (a gender-neutral
model). Care for children is not seen as a hindrdaagaid work after the first
year of a child’s life and care for children is looager considered demanding of
effort beyond what is possible after working houls.is also no longer
considered particularly demanding to be a lone srotiompared to taking care
of children as a coupfé.Perhaps even more than recognition of motherhsod a
work, state support for lone mothers taking car¢hefr children at home was
seen as an alternative to the male provider for @omho were missing one.
Women'’s role at home was valued as a part of thie-ambreadwinner and
female-as-homemaker family model. Today we havéviddalistic provider
norms that leave little room for viewing lone matiesituation as different
from women in general.

This article has discussed how the value of unpaick and childcare by
lone mothers in Norway has changed over 100 y&arsione mothers, concern
has shifted from concern about breaking the norfnsgxuality and marriage, to
concern about breaking the work-ethic norms. Faelmothers today, to be
seen in relation to the two-income families haschallenges, as being seen in

12" The proportion without weekly child contact fatlad 24% have 50-50% shared physical
custody (Lyngstad, Kittergd & Nymoen 2014).

Since there is also a cash-for-care benefit &mempts with children from one to two years
of age if the children do not attend kindergariemay also be argued that it is easier for
women in a couple relationship to take care ofrtbee-year-old at home since the benefit
is for doing so without having a full-time additarincome.
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relation to the male breadwinner family. In the efawo-income families it is

particularly difficult to manage on one income. &viise, it is perhaps even
more difficult not to have a partner who particggin childcare in an era of
involved fatherhood. The changes in the Norwegi@mefit system have
resulted in more children and mothers with econadiififtculties. The situation

of lone mothers has, however, disappeared fronptitdic agenda and unpaid
work is as difficult to reconcile as it was 100 seago.
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