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An interpretation of family change, with implications for socid cohesion

Abstract:

Data on family change point to a greater flexibility in the entry and exit from relationships, a
delay in the timing of family events, and a diversity of family forms. These changes have

under mined the complementary-roles model as women gained equal opportunitiesin a variety of
domains. Children have been affected such that their interests are no longer paramount in the
structuring of adult lives. On the whole, the family has been de-institutionalized with less
function and less power.

An inter pretation of the changes suggests that the family has shifted from a unit of survival in
which relations were based on division of labour to a unit of solidarity based on a sense of
common identity and expressive relationships. Policies that would further push familiesin the
direction of a collaborative model would promote new kinds of cohesion within families and at
the societal level.

The context of sgnificant socio-economic change, indluding that resulting from globdization, brings
attention to socid cohesion, one of the oldest concepts of the socid sciences. How will the society hold
together, and what will be the relation of individua to society? Similar issues are raised when there is
profound family change: what is holding families together and what are the links between individuas and
families?

Placed a the junction between individua and society, socia cohesion necessarily includes both
complementarity and tensons between the interests of individuas and groups. There needs to be both
differentiation and oneness, or individuality and togetherness. These dia ectics can be observed through
contrasting extreme versons of relationships between individuals and society. There can be “bad” socid
cohesion, which discounts the individua or at least certain kinds of individuas. This coheson may be
based on a common cultura or economic identity but it excludes others who do not belong, or it
reduces the agency of individuas. At the other extreme are views that focus on the individua, and the
society isonly there to promote individud rights and freedoms. This view neglects the wdl-being that
comes from belonging to a society.

Referring to pre-socratic philosophy, Cunningham (2000) observed an interest to speak of both spaces
and oneness, or differentiation and aliances. In today’ s philosophical debates there is the contrast
between a communitarian tradition and the priority of rights. “Good” cohesion would be based on
recognition of individuals, on equdity and inclusion. It is through common projects and associated
dliances tha individuas come together in socid cohesion. This* project de sociét€” or common
purpose can be defined in term of collective security and solidarity, but it can dso be defined in terms of
socid programs.



While families have become de-indtitutiondized, there are various ways in which common projects can
be defined, with the potentid for belonging, incluson and participation. Thereis of course the “marita”
relation between two people, which may be defined as a“projet de couple” wherein people create and
re-create their own relaionships. This“couple project” typically involves links across gender. Children
may be another common project between given individuas, providing links across generations. If one
defines families as individuas coming together to earn aliving and care for each other, then the common
project can be defined in terms of sharing in earning and caring (Beaujot, 2000). While thereis
complementarity and reciprocity in these relationships, there are dso tensions, between the interest of
men and women, adults and children, earning and caring.

Socid cohesion tends to be defined at the societd or community leve, but our interest hereisto
congder the family dimensons, induding ways in which family may be involved in cohesion a the
group, community or societd level. The objective of this paper isto consder family change, to suggest
interpretations of this change, and to propose some implications regarding socia cohesion thet cal for
further investigation.

Family change

Data on family change document a greater looseness of the marital bond as seen through divorce and
cohabitation, adday in the timing of family events, and agreeter diversity across families.

Second demographic transition

Oneway that demographers have crested a context for family change isin terms of a second
demographic trangtion. Focussing on childbearing, we speak of two demographic trangtions: along-
term change (from about 1870 to 1950), which brought smaler families, and amore rapid change
(from about 1960 to the present), which increased flexibility in marita relationships (Lesthaeghe, 1995;
Beaujot, 2000: 85-96).

Thefirg trangtion involved a change in the economic costs and benefits of children, dong with a culturd
environment that made it more gppropriate to control family size. In effect, this trangtion changed family
dynamics surrounding fertility from an emphasis on child quantity to afocus on child qudlity.

There is remarkable smilarity in the timing of the second second trangition in anumber of Western
countries. Given available data, the focus has been on changes with regard to the entry and exit from
relationships. This shows grester flexibility as manifest especidly through cohabitation and divorce.
Lesthaeghe (1995) proposesthat it is useful to consder three stagesin this second trangtion. Thefir st
stage, from about 1960 to 1970 involved the end of the baby boom, the end of the trend toward
younger ages a marriage, and the beginning of the rise in divorces. The second stage from 1970 to
1985 saw the growth of common law unions and eventudly of children in cohabiting unions. The third
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stage since 1985 includes a plateau in divorce, an increase in post-marita cohabitation (and
consequently adecline in remarriage), and a plateau in fertility duein part to higher proportions of
births after age thirty.

---Table 1 about here---

Table 1 presents some gatigtics that capture these trends in the Canadian case. In terms of the first
stage, the average births per woman, as measured by the totd fertility rate, had reached a pesk of 3.9
in 1957, declined to 2.2 in 1971, and has been very stable at about 1.6 to 1.7 births per woman over
the whole period 1980 to 1996. The median age at first marriage declined over this century to reach
alow of just over 21 yearsfor brides and 23 years for groomsin the early 1970s, then increased to
ages 26 and 28 for women and men respectively in 1996. The law permitting divor ces on grounds
other than adultery dates only from 1968. Per 100,000 married couples, there were under 200
divorcesin each year over the period 1951-1966 compared to 1000 in 1976 and 1130 in 1996. While
there had been along term increase in separation and divorce, we can speak of a substantia jump
garting in the 1960s. While most marriages remain intact until degath, there is greater loosenessin the
definition of relationships so that marriage is no longer forever.

Turning to the second stage, cohabiting unions were not specificaly enumerated in the 1976 census,
athough some 0.7 percent of couples indicated that they were living common-law. By 1986, most
Statistics Canada data no longer distinguished between married and cohabiting couples. The 1996
census determined that 13.7 percent of couples were cohabiting. The 1995 Generd Socid Survey
found that among persons born between 1951 and 1970, two out of five have lived in a cohabiting
union, and over half of firgt unions taking place since 1985 have been cohabitations rather than
marriages (Dumas and Bélanger, 1997: 135, 139). The proportion of births occurring to women who
are not married, and who are largely cohabiting, increased from 9 in 1971 to 37 percent in 1996. At
first cohabitation was seen as mostly affecting pre-marital relationships, but we now seethat it has dso
affected post-maritd relationships. In effect, aong with separation and divorce, it isakey indicator of

family change.

For the third stage, we find that by 1990, haf of divorced persons aged 30-39, and more than athird
of those aged 40-49, were in cohabiting relationships (Dumas and Péron, 1992: 50). Besides the
gablefertility of 1.7 to 1.6 births per woman over the period 1981-96 that has already been noted, the
proportion of births occurring to women aged 30 and over increased from 19.6 percent in 1976 to
43.7 percent in 1996.

These changes in births, marriage, cohabitation and divorce have brought fewer children, but dso a
higher proportion of children who are not living with both biologica parents. In particular, lone-parent
families as a proportion of dl families with children increased from 11.4 in 1961 to 22.3 in 1996.

These data a so confirm the uniqueness of the 1950s as a period between the two transitions. Various



authors have observed that this was a period when life was family centred. Not only was this the pesk
of the baby boom, but it was dso aperiod of marriage rush, as marriage occurred at young ages and
high proportions of persons married at least oncein their lives. It was possibly a "golden age of the
family,” where many families corresponded to the ided of domedticity, epecidly in the suburbs, and
consequently there was less variability (Skolnick, 1987: 6-16).

Subsequent research has made it clear that not al wasided in this golden age. Isolated housawivesin
particular experienced the "problem with no name"’ (Friedan, 1963: 15). Since the task of maintaining
the home had been assgned to women, men became less competent at the socia skills needed to
nourish and maintain relationships (Goldscheider and Walite, 1991: 19). The idedlism of thetime dso
introduced blinders regarding some redities of family life, including violence and abuse. Given agenerd
denid that such things could ever occur in families, there was little recourse for the victims of violence.
There was dso alack of autonomy, especialy for women, to pursue routes other than the accepted
path (Veevers, 1980). Childless couples were considered selfish, Single persons were seen as deviants,
working mothers were conddered to be harming their children, sngle women who became pregnant
were required either to marry or to give up the child in order to preserve the integrity of the family. For
instance, in the 1950s four out of five Americans described persons who did not marry as neuratic,
sdfish or immoral (Kersten and Kersten, 1991; Wilson, 1990: 99).

The regtriction on dternative life syles did imply few sngle-parent families, and consequently the pain
associated with this kind of variability was limited. In hindsight, we can nonethel ess observe that there
were pent-up problems that were preparing the way for the second trangition that started in the 1960s.

Timing of family events

We can spegk of family change in terms of greater looseness in the entry and exit from relaionships,
and thus the importance of separation and cohabitation as indicators of this change. We can aso spesk
of ashift in the average timing of family events, toward later ages.

In terms of childbearing, if one was to identify two trends over the past 20 years, it would be stable
fertility and delay in ages a childbearing. Thereisasmilar dday in severd other family events. Using
data from the 1995 Generd Socid Survey, Table 2 presents a summary of the median ages a which
various family life course events have occurred for birth cohorts 1916-20 to 1970-75. The patterns are
rather uniform. Over the birth cohorts 1916-20 to 1941-45 there as a genera downward trend in the
age a home leaving, first marriage, first birth, last birth and home leaving of the children. Conversdly,
the subsequent cohorts have experienced an upward trend. In the cohorts of the 1920s to 1940s, the
tendency was not only to marry early, but over areaively narrow range of ages (Ravaneraand
Rajulton, 1996; Ravanera et a., 1998a and 1998b).

—Table 2 about here—



These ddlays may be interpreted as alonger period of adolescence, that Coté and Allahar (1994) have
caled a Generation on Hold. But the delays a0 reflect the needs of both men and women to put off
the entry into relationships, and especialy childbearing, until they are better able to handle the trade-offs
between investing in themselves and investing in reproduction. All speciesface trade-offsin thisregard
(Kaplan et d.,1998). A longer period of investment in onesdf provides the individua with more
resources to then invest in reproduction, but there is the risk that reproduction will not occur.
Conversely, early reproduction represents a greater security that reproduction will occur, but the
danger of inadequate investment in oneself to have the resources necessary for effective reproduction in
qudity children.

From the point of view of children, one can observe a bifurcation of modesin terms of early and late
childbearing. Based on census data, Lochhead (2000) finds that delayed childbearing is more
pronounced among women who have university education, and that there are increasing income
differentids to the disadvantage of younger firg-time mothers, even in two-parent families. Using data
from the United States, Martin (2000) finds that delayed childbearers, who tend to have more
education, are increasingly likely to raise their children in intact marriages, while early childbearers are
more likely to raise children outside of marriage. Canadian data o indicate that women under 30 who
are formerly married are much more likely to have children than those who are single, cohabiting or
married (Ravanera, 1995: 18). Consequently, Bianchi (2000) spesks of a possible bifurcation of
models, with one group taking advantage of parental investment from both mothers and fathers, and the
other where fathers are absent and mothers do not have adequate time and resourcesto invest in
children. Children born from mature parents are more likely to have the advantages of a mother with
more human capitd, dong with the presence of afather in a dud-income family, which contrasts with
the greater likelihood of lone parenthood for those who parent early.

Family variability

A common theme in the literature is the greater variability in family petterns. Epecidly as seen over the
life course, the varied forms of entry and exit from rdationships, having or not having children, and in
the timing of childbearing, represent much differences across the family life trgectories of individuas.
Even redtricting the consideration to reproductive reationships, there are the various means of entry into
family life from having a birth aone to joining a spouse who has a previous child, to firg forming a
relationship then having a child. Thereis further complexity in terms of remaining in these relaionships
or exit with the possibility of new reationships. This variability iswel illustrated and andysed in the
census monograph by Péron and his co-authors (1999), entitled Canadian Famiilies at the Approach of
the Y ear 2000. For instance, aquarter of men and a third of women will live at least two different
family episodes. From the point of view of children, much of the variability can be rdated to the family
life trgectories of their parents. For example, in the lowest quintile of family income 44.1 percent of
children are living with parents who are married to each other, compared to 93.9 percent in the highest
quintile (Péron et a., 1999: 248).




At the sametime, it is useful to recognize some ements of uniformity, sometimes more uniformity than
in the past. There is considerable variability in the early adult years as people take different trgectories,
but at ages 30-54 there is a strong commondlity of experience involving living in ardaionship, having
children and working (Beaujot, 1995). For older persons, there is dso an increase in living alone, duein
part to differentia mortdity of women and men. However, in the middle of adult ages there is not much
change in the propendity to live done. In some regards non-traditiona families have increased, in
particular lone-parent families, cohabiting couples, blended families, couples without children, and living
aone. In other regards families and households have become less diversified: households now mostly
consist ether of one family with no additiona persons, or of one person living done (P&on et d.,
1999). Living in non-family households occurs especidly for the derly who have previoudy lived in
families, and for the young who are between families. The high predominance of family living isdso
visible when consdering the extent of cohabitation. For instance, a age 30-39, over a quarter of sngle
persons and athird of divorced persons are cohabiting. This does not include those who arein
relationships but not sharing the same household. While there is an increase in lone parenthood and in
childlessness, 88 percent of men and 89 percent of women will have at least one parenta episode, and
78 percent of both women and men could be expected to form bi-parenta unionsinvolving children.

In sum, the main changes have seen more families formed through common-law unions, lone
parenthood, and blended families, while the proportion that are two-parent families based on marriage
has declined. Nonetheless, by age 20, 76% of children from the 1961-63 birth cohort have known no
other than two-parent intact families (Péron et d., 1999). In addition, 94 percent of women who have
lived in an intact family have not lived with any other spouse than the father of their children.

| nter pretations of family change

The data on family change point especidly to greater flexibility in terms of entry and exit from
relaionships, adday in the timing of family events, and consderable diveraty acrossindividuds. While
thereisvariability in terms of adiversty of family forms, for the most part thisis within astrong
predominance of family living. Before congdering various implications for socid cohesion, it is ussful to
discuss interpretations of this family change first from a gender context and the place of children and
then, from broader structura and cultura perspectives.

The gender context of family transfor mation

Many of these family changes can be interpreted within a gender context. Structurd factorsin society
have undermined the breadwinner mode, and feminism hasincluded a cultura push for more equa
opportunity in avariety of domains, induding within families.

Aswomen became less dependent on marriage, divorce and cohabitation became more feasible
dternaives for both sexes. Women make essentid insrumenta contributionsin al societies, but their
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gtatus has depended on how this contribution is structur ed and on the extent to which they control the
products of their labour. Focussing on men, Mintz (1998) observes the long-term disappearance of
patriarchal families based on father-son bonds, aswell as the demise of the family wage and,
consequently, the decline in the materid basis of mae familia authority. The growth of dud-income
families has reduced the separate soheres of women and men, in the home and at work. Based on time-
use data from Sudbury in 1993-94, Bernier et d. (1996) propose that women's paid work isa*trump
cad’ agang ther exploitation through domestic work. Dua-incomes have undermined what Lerner
(1986: 217) has called “paternaistic dominance’ or the exchange of “submission for protection,” or of
“unpaid labour for maintenance.”

Cultural understandings of appropriate behaviour have become lessrigid, in gender asin other aress.
In speaking of demographic change over the past century, Folbre (2000) emphasi ses the increased
ability of women to make decisions based on sdf interest. Of course, there are congtraints for both men
and women in acting purely on the basis of sdf interest, but men have typicaly had fewer condraintsin
this regard. Folbre proposes that the cultural change has seen an increase in legitimacy of women acting
based on df interes, including in forming relationships and having children.

Many have observed that it is the norms and practices with regard to sharing unpaid work that have
been dowest to change. In her study entitled The Second Shift, Hochschild (1989: 270) emphasizes the
inequdity in the distribution of housework in two income families. Nonetheless, she ends with hopeful
views on the potentid for a"new man" to emerge:

Up until now, the woman married to the "new man" has been one of the lucky few. But asthe
government and society shape a new gender strategy, as the young learn from example, many
more women and men will be able to enjoy the leisurely bodily rhythms and freer laughter thet
arise when family lifeisfamily life and not a second shift.

Based on economic congderations, Coltrane (1998: 176) aso ends his synthesis with optimistic
projections. In particular, he expects new idedls of shared spheresto develop, first in child care and
grocery shopping, then cooking and cleaning.

Similar conclusions are reached in a study of changing values in Canada, the United States and ten
European countries. In The Decline of Deference, Nevitte (1996) observes a generd pattern between
1981 and 1990 as people become less deferentid in their outlooks towards palitics, the workplace and
family life. In particular, they have less confidence in awhole range of government and non-government
inditutions. The family remains one of the most important prioritiesin peopleslives, but there is more
permissveness and tolerance in family questions. Especialy in Canada, Nevitte finds that both men and
women want spousd relations and parent-child relations to be more egditarian. Among the 24 vaue
dimensions considered, Canadians were most egditarian when it comes to spousd relations and shared
responshilities.




This comparison of Canadian values between 1981 and 1990 a so shows that "sharing household
chores’ was the only value, among the nine factors measured, that increased as an attribute considered
important for a successful marriage (Nevitte, 1996: 247). The very fact that people apire to fairly
democratic family relations may partly explain the lack of respect for inditutions that do not operate on
the bass of openness and merit. While thisis a study of attitudes rather than behaviour, it does express
hopefulness regarding the possibilities of more egditarian gender relaions.

The place of children

Family transformations clearly affect children. In the first demographic trandtion, children lost their
economic vaue to parents as economic activities came to depend less on work within the family,
including the labour of children, and the economic role of children changed from that of producer to that
of dependent. In the second trangtion, it became more legitimate for adults to structure and re-structure
thar livesin terms of their own interests rather than in terms of the interest of children. Demographers
have observed that the biggest change in family life since about 1960 has been the extent and
effectiveness of control over marital fertility. Keyfitz (1994: 7) proposes that the presence of children,
once the main reason not to divorce, no longer playsthat role. Similarly, the formalization of
undergtandings through alegd marriage is no longer seen as necessary before having children. Children
have benefited from many of the behaviours of adults, especidly later childbearing, fewer children and
dua incomes, but they have sometimes suffered from the greeter flexibility in the ability of adultsto
structure their relationships (Picot et d., 1998; Kerr, 1992).

Therisk of lone-parenthood is much higher when parents have ever cohabited. For instance, among
children born in 1987-88 to two-parent families, 8.1 percent had experienced afamily disruption by
age six if the responding parent had never cohabited, but 24.6 percent if they had cohabited (Marcil-
Gratton, 1998: 14, 18). When parents separate, children born in common-law unions have less contact
with the absent parent and receive less financia support from the non-custodia parent (Marcil-Gratton
et al., 2000).

Ariés (1980) spesks of two trangtionsin the reative priority given to children and adults. The first
trangtion centred on children, with strong parental investmentsin child qudity. Parents came to spoil
ther children in the sense of giving them more than they could ever expect in return (Caldwell, 1976).
Similarly, while many things had previoudy competed for a mother's attention, maternd love came to
put children's well-being second to none, and motherhood even emerged as a full-time vocation
(Shorter, 1975: Stone, 1977; Garfield, 1990: 37). The second trangtion involves a move to adult-
centred preoccupations involving salf-fulfilment and the quaity of the dyadic relation between partners.
Thereisashift in vaues and norms from family or child-centred orientations toward more self-centred
pursuits (Ariés, 1980; Lesthaeghe, 1983; Roussdl, 1987). Children are largdly viewed as a means
through which adults can receive afective gratification and blossom asindividuas (Romaniuc, 1984:
64). Of course, some have concluded that children can dso interfere with this affective individudism.



While children remain important for most people, they are no longer so important as to be impediments
to parentd divorce, and subsequent fulfilment in other rdationships.

Structural and cultural transfor mations

Apart from viewing the changes from children and gender contexts, family transformation can be seen
as de-inditutiondization of the family. A structura perspective consders that families now play fewer
roles and thus can have the flexihility of less inditutiondization. Looking within families, the culturd
perspective observes a greater importance of the expressive dimension.

Family and kin groups had alarger number of functionsin pre-industrial societies (e.g. Goode, 1977,
Wrigley, 1977). Besides being the chief units of reproduction and socidization of the young, they were
aso the units of economic production, and sometimes palitical action and rdigious observance. Family
groups performed many of the essentid activities of the society: production, distribution, consumption,
reproduction, socidization, recreation and protection. Individuas depended on their families to cope
with problems of age, sickness and incapacity. In particular, the overlap between family and economy
meant that economic activities occurred in family relaionships. For the most part, it was only through
membership in afamily that people had clam to membership in the broader society, and there wasllittle
security outdde of families.

Indudtridization and modernization brought structural differentiation, with increasingly separate
dructuresin society coming to play specific functions. Familieslost many of ther rolesin economic
production, education, socid security and care of the aged. The pro-family eements of certain political
formations can be interpreted as attempts to have families regain some of these roles.

Changing economic structures have meant that families have become less centrd to the organization of
society. Thisdlows for more flexibility in family arrangements. Families have become weaker
inditutions, in the sense of having less cohesion, less functions, less power over other inditutions, less
influence on behaviour and opinion (Popenoe, 1988). This can be cdled de-indtitutiondization in the
sense that there are fewer congraints on family behaviour. For instance, families have less control of the
sexud behaviour of adolescents and are less involved in the socidizing of children. As marriage became
lessimportant as a means of structuring relationships and understandings, cohabitation became aviable
dterndtive.

Other authors have focussed on change within families, proposing that expr essive activities have
become more important (e.g. Shorter, 1975, Hareven, 1977). While in the past the family was held
together because people needed each other for surviva, family relations have become based on the
need for emotiona gratification. Families have become centres of nurture and affection; individuas seek
emotiona support from families as a retreat from the achievement oriented struggles of the outside
world.



Based on asurvey of people aged 18-30 in France, Roussdl (1979) observes aradica transformation
in the concept of marriage. A few see marriage in traditiona terms, based on established roles,
expectations and mutua obligations, where the continuation of the relationship is not dependent on the
maintenance of the love that wasinitialy experienced. But the mgority fed that a continuation of strong
emotional exchanges and communication are essentid to the marriage. They refuse to abide by the
indtitutionalized prerogatives, they fed that continued persond fulfilment is essentid and therefore they
do not make a definite commitment to a given partner.

Roussd (1987, 1989) consequently suggests that the last two decades have involved a cultural
change wherein people became less interested in living up to external norms and more interested in
living up to what they themsdalves wanted. Marriage has changed from an indtitution to a"project de
coupl€e" where people can follow their own drummer. In many areas of life, it is not possible to increase
the freedom from externd norms. For instance, work places and bureaucracies must set limits on the
variability of individua behaviour. On questions like child abuse and environmenta protection, we now
accept ahigher levd of socid redtrictions on behaviour. However, in the areas of family behaviour it has
become possible to live with less socid condraints. Here the freedom promised by the Enlightenment,
the French Revolution, and Exigentialism have become manifest. Legidative changes making divorces
easer and equating cohabitation with marriage aso sgnified a grester acceptability of dternate sexud
and maritd arrangements.

M odels of families and social cohesion

These structurad and culturd interpretations of family change relate to socid cohesion, in particular, to
the modd's of organic and mechanica solidarity proposed by Durkheim. Organic solidarity is based on
adivisgon of labour, while mechanica solidarity is based on an immediate identification with others.
Durkheim proposes that the basis of solidarity in society has changed from mechanica to organic.
Could it be that families have changed in the oppogite direction?

Durkheim tends to favour or ganic solidarity, based on instrumental questions, or interdependence
through specidized abilities, as gppropriate for amodern society. He aso tends to see this division of
labour as gppropriate for families. That is, the sexud divison of Iabour holds families together:

Permit the sexud division of labour to recede below a certain level and conjugal society would
eventualy subsist in sexud relations preeminently ephemera (Durkheim 1960 (1893): 60).

Thus Durkheim saw this“modern” form of solidarity as applying to families from time immemorid.
Families were units of economic activity involving typicaly some specidization of tasks by gender.

While we know little about the inner dynamics of familiesin pre-modern times, some hitorians have
believed they were based on organic solidarity (Shorter 1975; Stone 1977; Ariés 1962); that is,
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families were not so much homes as places of work. Workplaces benefit from clear authority patterns
and dlocations of tasks.

Thisis aso the Parsons or Becker modd of families. Parsons thought that a divison of instrumenta
activities or complementary roles (paid and unpaid work) was most functiona. Becker seesthis
arrangement as strong on efficiency. The divison of insrumenta activities provides cohesion, it dso
encourages dependency of men on women and of women on men, thus it encourages stability in
partnerships.

Mechanical solidarity isan immediate (expressive) identification with others. Durkheim saw this as
the earlier form of solidarity in societies, based on a sense of identification with others who shared a
common sense of vaues and belonging (“these are my peopl€’). As societies have changed from
mechanica to organic solidarity, might families have changed from organic to mechanical? As families
are no longer units of economic production, they need not be based on adivison of labour, they can be
held together by a sense of common identity.

This brings up the theme of de-indtitutiondization of the family, from inditution to companionship
(Burgess et d., 1963), from orderly replacement of generations to permanent availability (Farber

1964), from instrumenta to expressive reationships (Scanzoni and Scanzoni 1976; Thadani 1978). The
focus has changed from a division of labour to the qudity of the dyadic relation between partners
(Lesthaeghe, 1995). When the family was basicaly a unit of production and survivd, relationships were
ingrumenta; as families became a*“private phere,” nurture and affection became the basis for
relationships (Hareven 1977). People wanted to establish their own relationships rather than conforming
to an externa norm; marriage changed from an inditution to a“projet de couple” (Roussdl, 1987).
Giddens (1991) talks about “pure relationships” (less indtitutiondized) and reproductive individudism,
referring to relationships based on persona choice rather than normative consderations, and
reproduction oriented to saf-fulfilment. Obvioudy, sentiment is aweaker bass for reationships and the
need for continuous gratification puts heavy demands on relationships, which may not aways fulfill the
high expectations. People are more prone to abandon family ties when their emotiona well being is not
stisfied.

These interpretations dl suggest that the family has changed from a unit of surviva in which reaionships
were based on adivison of labour to a unit of mechanica solidarity based on a sense of common
identity. While sentiment is awesker basis for continued relationships, these families are nonetheless
based on emotiond interdependence, a sense of belonging together, and on caring for each other.

Oppenheimer observes that this companionship model may be lower on efficiency but it is aso lower
on risk, it provides insurance againg the inability or unwillingness of the breadwinner to provide for
(especialy former) spouse and children. While various words are used, Goldscheider and Waite
(1991) tak smply about new families. Others have used the concept of a collabor ative modd or co-
providing and co-parenting.
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A collaborative mode suggests that there is solidarity in terms of both insrumenta and expressive
questions. That is, acoupleis collaborating in order to both earn aliving and care for the family. In
effect, the classfications proposed by Durkheim need not be seen as mutually exclusive. There could be
atwo-fold classfication in terms of the presence or assence of mechanica and organic solidarity. A
relationship based only on mechanicd solidarity may be called a“pure relationship,” while one based on
organic solidarity may be an “instrumenta relaionship,” and if both are present it becomes a
collaborative model. This recognizes the importance of both instrumenta and expressive activities for
families, or both earning and caring. Of course, if neither are present there is no relaionship.

Implications for social cohesion

The interpretation of family change includes both structurd and culturd condderations, and it clearly
needs to pay attention to gender and the place of children. The consideration of dternate models,
ranging from complementary roles, to pure reationships and a collaborative modd, provides abasis for
elaborating implications for socid cohesion that merit further investigation. The investigation of socia
cohesion within families needs to pay attention to both instrumenta and expressive questions, and to the
gtuation of adults and children.

Social cohesion through partner relationships

In pre-industrid societies, families were often the only basis for belonging to society; orphans and
others without family support were in desperate Stuations. However, families dso remain very
important in modern societies. When people speak about what isimportant to them, they attach
particular Sgnificance to family questions. People tend to be concerned about their homes and their
families. They may say that the work they do outsde of the home is Smply a means of securing the well
being of their family. For ingance, Lapierre-Adamcyk (1990) concludes that three things are high
priorities for most people: to live in arewarding and continuing relationship, to have and raise children,
and to have secure and meaningful work. For most people, the issueis how to fit these priorities
together.

Far from seeking to downgrade family life, people have high sandards; they do not want to give up on
the intimacy and commitment that only families can provide. In effect, marriage or at least ongoing
relaionships arein, not only for heterosexuas, but aso for leshians and gays. Parenthood isin, not just
in suburbia but aso for middle-aged feminists (Skolnick, 1991). Fatherstoo are a hot topic, with
everything from the Promise Kegpers movements to new age fatherhood (Cherlin, 1998). In spite of
ggnificant changes regarding sexuality and childbearing, Szreter (1996) considers that much sexud
behaviour remains interpretable in terms of the perpetuation of "durable dyadic reationships and the
rearing of children as two centra sources of adult identity." Persons living done dso consder that they
have families, and they resent being counted by the census as "non-family persons.”

A 1989-90 qualitative survey in Southwestern Ontario asked “Why do people get married?” Most
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referred to companionship, love, socid support, or the emotiona aspect of life (Beaujot, 2000: 108).
Respondents saw marriage as providing stability, as providing someone to come home to and share
happiness and problems with, someone to lean on in good times and bad, and someone who is there for
you, offering the experience of being needed, or of working together on common goals. People often
saw it as“naturd” to get married — they largdly take it for granted, as providing a base for afamily, to
bring children into the world. Marriage is the norm: people are made to be together, to have a partner in
life. Asked to compare the advantages of being single to the advantages of being married, the
overwhelming mgority (85 percent) saw more advantages to being married.

Social cohesion through relationships with children

One of the important reasons people give for preferring marriage or cohabitation over living done isthat
there is a built-in companionship. The same gpplies to having children; children reduce the risk of being
aone. In the 1984 Canadian Fertility Survey, 84 percent said that children * provide an irreplaceable
source of affection,” and 72 percent said they “provided an irreplaceable god in life’ (Baakrishnan et
a., 1993: 159). Children typicaly mean a stable interpersond reationship, which can be especidly
fulfilling when other relationships are less sable. Friedman et d. (1994) see parenthood as a strategy
for reducing uncertainty. Y oung children also reduce the risk of separation, at least in comparison to the
risks when there are no children (Andersson 1996).

Children enhance socid integration, not only in terms of family ties but aso a the community levd.
Children provide contact with others in the neighbourhood, a school, and in the community. In “Why
do Americans want children,” Schoen and his co-authors (1997) observe that people are more likely to
intend to have another child when they attach importance to the socid relationships created by children.
This“socid capita effect” isfound to be strong across parity, union status, gender and race.
Respondents tend to emphasize primary group ties, dong with affection, stimulation and fun, asintringc
vaues of children. Anthropologists have long recognized the kinship ties and other relationships that
come with children. In some societies, child placement establishes a specid bond between given
families. Schoen et d. (1997: 350) conclude by observing “ Childbearing is purposive behaviour that
creates and reinforces the most important and most enduring social bonds. Children are not seen as
consumer durables, they are seen as the threads from which the tapestry of lifeiswoven”.

Ina1982-83 survey in Tunisia, people largely wanted children for two reasons. for support in old age
and because children are the “joy of life’ (Beaujot, 1988). Survey in other countries suggest the same
conclusons. The support in old age is trandated into reducing the risk of being left done, having
someone who isin aclose rdationship. Children asthe “joy of life’ istrandated into reproductive
individualism and the various vaues of children. The literature suggests various vaues of children
(Friedman et d., 1994: 380). One vaueisthe joy of interacting with children, seeing them grow, and
the sometimes unexpected joys of interacting with adult children. Another vaue is the security of having
someonein life; given that marital relationships are less secure, children represent akind of insurance
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agang therisk of being donein life. The costs of children include of course the direct and opportunity
costs, but they aso include costs associated with reduced cohesion, such as labour force withdrawal or
interruptions, and the risk of being left lone to raise children. These costs can be interpreted as
impediments to socid cohesion through work and other relationships.

Effects of lack of family cohesion on children

Children are a source of socid cohesion for adults, and families are clearly important to the cohesion of
children. Not only are dysfunctiona families detrimentd to children, but family change has probably
more often been in the interests of adults than that of children.

The abundant literature on lone parenthood suggests that the difficulties faced by children are afunction
of the trandfer of financid, human and socid capitd (Beaujot, 2000: 287-300). At firdt the literature
seemed to conclude that it was the lack of amae role mode that was the problem, especidly for boys.
Then it seemed to conclude that it was the lack of the male incomein atypical lone-parent family. But
then it was found that children in step-families had smilar problems (Cherlin and Furstenberg, 1994;
Demo and Acock, 1988). In conddering this literature, it isimportant to keep in mind that, on average,
children in both intact and non-intact families do well (Haddad, 1998; Canadian Council on Socid
Development, 1997). Clearly there are conditions where children are better off without a given parent,
and even ingances where they are better with neither parent.

In A Generation a Risk: Growing up in an Era of Family Upheava, Amato and Booth (1997)
presented the results of interviews with American adults aged 19 to 40 in 1995. Data had been
collected from the time the subjects were children in 1980. The link between parental marital quaity
and children's well-being is the most congstent finding reported in the study. For instance, they suggest
that both fathers and mothers play key rolesin their children's lives through relationships with the other
parent. Divorce is advantageous to children under some circumstances, that is, when children arein
highly conflictua marriages (idem., p. 237). However, they propose that only a quarter to athird of the
marriages that dissolve arein this category. Consequently, when couples dissolve ther rdationships at
"relaively low thresholds of unhgppiness' many children undergo adverse effectsthat last into
adulthood. That is, "the worse situation for children to bein is ether a high-conflict marriage that does
not end in divorce or alow-conflict marriage that does end in divorce” (p. 238). These influences are
not rigid and determinigtic, but on average they affect most aspects of the lives of young adults: sandard
of living, Sze of support network, whether they cohabit, qudity of their marriage, whether the marriage
endsin divorce, salf-esteem, and general happiness with life (idem., p. 222). When divorce occurs
ealy in life there is more consequences for the child's economic atainment and psychologica well-
being, and the relations with both parents are weakened. When divorce occurs in adolescence, only the
Cross-sex parenta relationship is weakened.

The literature on step parenting and children largely concludes that, on average, children are not better
gtuated than in lone-parent families (Cherlin and Furstenberg, 1994). For ingtance, anong persons
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aged 20-44 in 1994, the likdihood of having completed high school was 82 percent if at age 15 they
were living with two biologica parents, compared to 71 percent with alone parent, and 69 percent if
they were living in a blended family or step family (Frederick and Boyd, 1998: 13). Cooksey and
Fondell (1996) find thet of dl fathers living with children, the ones who spend the least time with their
children are step-parents. On average, mothers dso spend less time with their children after a
separaion, and children tend to leave home more quickly. It may be because children do not “buy into”
the co-parenting socid capital (Amato, 1998). More investigation is needed to further understand the
conditions under which children in lone parent and step parent families have positive outcomes. We
hypothesize that key condderations are the transers of financid, human and socid capital from
biologica and informa parents.

Social cohesion through earning and caring

Earning and caring, that is how families organize themsdvesto earn aliving and care for members is
key to their well being. These links of men and women to productive and reproductive activities have
enduring consequences on their socid cohesion both in families and in the market. Thereis aso need
for ajunction between family and work, where the congraints clearly differ over the life course.

Kempeneers (1992) makes the important observation that women largely provide the *junction”
between work and family, between the changing needs of production and reproduction, and thus they
largely bear the cogts of the inevitable conflict between these two areas of life. In effect, she proposes
that women's position as "conciliators' between the work and family domainsis a primary factor in
explaining the persstence of significant gender inequdities. For the most part, both women and men are
involved in both spheres, but women bear the brunt of the accommodation between the two spheres.
Especidly as family needs change over the life course, the corresponding adjustments are largely made
by women. Individua decisons, if they can even be thought of as choices, to work, choose an
occupation, have children, work part-time, change employment, are areflection of what Kempeneers
(1992) cdlsthe globa adjustment processes between the structures of production and reproduction. It
is women, much more often then men, who are at the junction between the activities that correspond to
the needs of reproduction (domestic work) and those that correspond to the needs of direct production
(salaried work).

Time-use data provide a useful way of looking at both the earning and caring spheres because thereisa
common metric in the measurement of both paid and unpaid work. Data from the 1992 time use survey
indicate that both women and men make accommodations for family status, but women's
accommodeations are larger. For instance, in husband-wife families at ages 30-54 where both are
working full-time, they each do the most paid work and the least unpaid work when there are no
children. When there are children under five, men’s paid work is reduced from 6.8 to 6.4 hours per day
on average over aseven day week, but women’sis reduced from 7.3 to 4.9 hours. Concomitantly, the
unpaid work of menisincreased from 2.3 to 3.7 hours, while that of women from 2.9 to 5.8 hours
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(Beaujot, 2000: 211).
—Table 3 about here---

Comparing the total time use according to four mgor activities from the 1986, 1992 and 1998 time-use
surveys shows cond derable stability for men and women in the average total productive time, thet is
both paid and unpaid work (Table 3). It is not surprising to find that, relaive to men, women'stimein
paid work has increased from 60 percent in 1986 to 65 percent in 1992 and 68 percent in 1998.
Conversdy, relative to women, men’ stime in unpaid work increased from 46 percent in 1986 to 58
percent in 1992 and 61 percent in 1998. In 1986 we could say that women did twice as much unpaid
work, but that is no longer true in 1998 as men are making larger accommodations.

To consder models of the divison of paid and unpaid work, the weekly estimates for respondent and
partner dlow for athree-by-three classification: compared to the respondent the spouse could do less,
the same amount or more of each of paid and unpaid work (Table 4). This nine-fold classfication can
be reduced to three models. Among couples aged 30-54, 58 percent involve complementary roles
where one does more paid work and the other more unpaid work; in 95% of these casesit isthe
woman who is doing more unpaid work. The second largest modd is the double bur den where
typicaly agiven person is doing the same amount of paid work but more unpaid work. This
corresponds to 28 percent of the sample; in 75 percent of these casesit is the woman who hasthe
double burden. The remaining 14 percent of the sample can be caled a collabor ative model or shared
roles, including the 5 percent who do the same amount of both paid and unpaid work. Equa sharing of
unpaid work is more likely to occur if thereislesstota work done in the household, and if there are
fewer children (Beaujot, 2000: 225).

—Table 4 about here—

Discussion

Family change has mostly seen grester flexibility with regard to entry into and exit from relationships, or
greater |looseness of the marital bond. The greater prevaence of separation and divorce has meant that,
while most marriages last until degth, its permanent nature has gone. Cohabitation has changed not only
pre-marita and post-maritd relationships, but maritd relationships themsel ves have become defined
through the grester looseness of cohabitation. In addition, we have seen addlay of home leaving, entry
into relationships and especidly childbearing, as both men and women invest more in themsdves before
investing in reproduction.

These changes imply that more families are formed through common-law unions, lone parenthood, and
blended families, while the proportion that are two-parent families based on marriage has declined.
Children have benefited from sharing resources with fewer shlings, later parenthood and more dud-
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income families, but they have also been exposed to a higher risk of lone parenthood.

Broadly spesking, both structural conditions in society and cultura orientations in terms of vaues and
norms have underlined these family transformations. Families have more flexibility now that they areless
centrd to the indtitutions of society; and the more equd involvement of women and men in the market
has brought new options. Thereisalarger interest in sdf-fulfilment through relationships, with the
concomitant norm that relationships which are not fulfilling are not worth preserving. Thus marriages
based on complementary roles have declined, dong with an increased interest in companionship and a
collaborative mode. While marriages were once held together as a divison of instrumenta activities,
they are now to be based on a sense of common identity.

These new familiesinvolve common projects, including building areationship and having children, with
associated cohesion across gender and generations. WWomen remain more responsible for caring
activities, and thus in solidifying the links across generations. In spite of greater materna employmernt,
there is consderable continuity in women's time with children (Bianchi, 2000). Nonetheless, the time
that married fathers spend with children isincreasing relative to that of mothers, asismen’'stota timein
unpaid work relative to women.

These changes clearly have important implications for socid cohesion, in terms of inclusion,
participation and belonging, that merit further research. WWomen have become more included in the
market, which can reduce thair avallability for participation in community affairs, but they may find other
means of participation such as volunteering through work. Men's greater involvement with child care
may increase thelr participation in community affairs associated with children. That is, the collaborative
mode may apply not only to families but dso to community participation. Jugt asin families, belonging
may be based less on norms and traditions, and more on expressive relaionships, there may be more
choice in belonging, where, how and with whom. The valuation of tolerance may permit more
inclusiveness of people with different characteristics such as gender, age and origin. Due in part to
societd tolerance for varying family types and men’s adoption of greater family roles, women have now
more options as to the manner of inclusion, participation and belonging.

Compared to men, however, women continue to have alower likelihood of being in relationships, and a
higher likelihood of living with children; both these Sates entail economic disadvantages which are
further accentuated through their lower inclusveness in the market. For men, it istypicaly the sense of
belonging with children that suffers when relationships are not stable, as they become non-custodia
parents, or informa parents who need to work out new relationships given the presence of a biological
father in another household. Children may suffer from both the economic disadvantages faced by
women, and the inter-generationd relationship disadvantages faced by men. Children in two-parent
families may benefit from the greater parenta involvement of fathers, but these advantages are harder to
establish in one-parent families where thereis aso alack of parentd time from sole providers.

These observations suggest that family change would bring less stress on women, men, and children if

17



economic opportunities and caring respongbilities were more equally baanced between men and
women. Women would suffer less when not living in a rdaionship, and men would have more dlam to
a continued relationship with ther children. Children in turn, would benefit from the economic and
caring support of both parents, even if not living in the same household. In a variety of ways, children
benefit from links with more than one parent.

Far from seeking to re-establish traditiond families, these observations suggest that socid cohesion
would benefit from policies that would further move families dong the direction of a collaborative
modd, or co-providing and co-parenting. Canadian policy seemsto be very ambivadent, retaining many
provisions of the old breadwinner or family wage moddl, such as spousa benefits and tax deductions
that encourage dependency. It is surprisng that even same-sex couples are seeking to have access to
these provisions. Tax deductions for children make sense since children are by definition dependent.
But should we not put aside the spousa deductions which are based on a family wage concept, dong
with widowhood benefits in pensions when the breadwinner dies, and dimony and pension splitting
when the breadwinner separates? For instance, Sweden has never had pension splitting and widow's
pensions have been abolished for persons who married since 1989. These changes would need to be
made dowly in order not to penalize persons who lived their lives by the old models, but there should
be policy encouragement for the new models.

With regard to children a more symmetrical model might include joint custody as a default condition,
aong with more equa sharing of paid leaves around childbirth. It isfound thet absent fathers see their
children more often if the parents have a private agreement on custody or no custodia agreement,
rather than ajudicialy established agreement (Marcil-Gratton et d., 2000). Agreements that are
worked out between parents may imply a continuation of co-parenting, with the potentia for better
transfers to children from both the residentia and non-residentid parent. The more continuous
relationship with children would aso benefit the inter-generationa cohesion of absent fathers.

The big negative of the new familiesis that they come with high levels of dissolution, which affects
children in particular. Societies have found some solutions for orphanhood (adoption), even
orphanhood from one parent (Canada Pension Plan and other life insurance provisions), and also for
the disability of one parent aslong asthat disability occurred a work (worker’ s compensation, Canada
Pension Plan). We have not found ways to handle the unwillingness or inability of parent(s) to parent.
Consequently, besides encouraging parents to parent (child support obligations; joint custody), there
needs to be abassfor children receiving support from the society (advance maintenance payments,
guaranteed annua income). While day care, schools, and media have assumed gregater roles of
socidization, families remain the basis for taking care of the whole person and the long-term interests of
children.

Asin any difficult policy area, there will dways be trade-offs and contradictions. Thisincludes the basic

trade-off between supporting families as away of supporting individuas within these families, but dso
wanting to support the removd of individuals from their families when these are abusive. Smilarly, there
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isan interest in promoting self-sufficiency, but dso to encourage family support of dependents. This
carries the contradiction that those who look after dependents within families will have less ability to be
themsalves sdlf-sufficient in the labour market. Here again, amore equd divison of caring activities
would reduce the inequdities.
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Table 1: Summary statistics on family change, Canada, 1941-1996

1941 1951 1961 1971 1976 1981 1986 1991 1996

Total fertility rate 2.8 35 3.8 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.6
(average births per women)
Median age at first marriage
Brides 230 220 211 213 216 225 239 251 263
Grooms 26.3 248 240 235 237 246 258 270 283

Divorces per 100,00
married couples -- 180 180 600 990 1180 1302 1235 1130

Common-law couples as a -- -- -- -- 0.7 6.4 8.2 11.2 137
percent of all couples

Births to non-married women
as a percent of all births 4.0 3.8 4.5 9.0 10.9 14.2 18.8 28.6 36.8

Births to women aged 30+
as a percent of all births 356 36.2 34.1 21.6 19.6 23.6 29.2 36.0 43.7

Lone parent families as a
percent of all families 9.8 9.8 114 13.2 14.0 16.6 18.8 20.0 22.3
with children

Notes: For 1941-71 births to non-married women are "illegitimate births".

Source: Beaujot, 2000:89



Table 2: Ages at various family life transitions, birth cohorts 1616-20 to 1971-75, Canada, 1995

---Birth Cohorts---
1916-20 1921-25 1926-30 1931-35 1936-40 1941-45 1946-50 1951-55 1956-60 1961-65 1966-70 1971-75

Median Age at:
Home Leaving

Men 22.9 22.0 21.9 21.2 21.8 22.0 21.8 215 21.8 22.7 23.2 23.6
Women 21.8 21.6 21.0 20.6 20.1 20.3 21.0 19.9 20.6 20.9 21.2 21.6
First Union

Men 26.6 25.7 25.2 24.8 25.0 23.6 23.8 24.4 24.5 25.2 25.1 -
Women 23.4 22.9 22.0 21.9 21.7 214 22.0 215 21.8 22.7 22.7 22.9
First Marriage

Men 26.6 25.7 25.2 25.0 25.1 23.6 24.0 25.6 26.4 28.7 -- -
Women 23.4 22.9 22.0 21.9 21.8 21.6 22.2 221 23.3 25.3 26.1 -
First Birth

Men 29.6 28.8 28.6 27.3 27.7 26.5 275 29.3 29.9 31.2 -- -
Women 26.2 25.0 23.9 235 235 23.3 25.4 25.6 26.3 27.8 27.8 -
Last Birth

Men 38.0 35.6 35.8 33.6 335 325 325 33.7 33.2 32.1 -- -
Women 35.6 34.5 33.7 31.8 30.1 29.8 30.6 30.3 31.0 30.6 -- -
First Child's Home-Leaving

Men 49.4 47.5 48.1 47.0 48.4 47.9 49.3 - -- - -- -
Women 45.4 45.0 44.6 43.3 43.7 45.1 48.0 - -- - -- -
Last Child's Home-Leaving

Men 57.6 56.6 59.2 57.1 57.2 - -- - -- - -- -
Women 56.7 57.1 56.3 53.0 54.6 - -- - -- - -- -

Mean Number of Births
Men 2.9 3.1 2.6 2.9 25 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.5 -- -- --
Women 3.3 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.0 2.3 1.9 1.8 1.7 -- -- --

Cohabitations as Percentage of First Unions
Men 1.9 3.2 1.8 4.4 6.3 9.3 16.1 30.3 39.3 49.9 67.1 --
Women 0.3 1.0 25 1.6 2.9 9.2 13.5 25.0 35.9 475 55.3 76.6

Proportions Separated witin 25 years of First marriage
Men 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.24 0.27 0.39 - -- - --
Women 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.14 0.29 0.30 0.34 - -- - --

Source: Special tabulation from Statistics Canada, 1995 General Social Survey.



Table 3: Time use of total population 1986, 1992, 1998

Average Hours per Day in Population Aged 15+

1986 1992 1998
M F M F M F

Total productive activity 7.5 7.4 7.7 7.8 7.8 7.8

Paid work and education 5.6 3.3 5.1 3.3 5.0 3.4

Unpaid work 1.9 4.1 2.6 4.5 2.7 4.4
Personal Care 10.8 11.2 10.3 10.8 10.2 10.6
Leisure/ free time 5.7 5.3 6.0 5.5 6.0 5.6
Total 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0

Sources: Beaujot, 2000: 207; Statistics Canada, 1999, No 12F0080XIE, 1999: 5.
General Social Survey, 1986, 1992, 1998.



Table 4: Predominance of models of husband-wife families in terms of relative
participation in paid and unpaid work, for respondents aged 30-54

Compared to husband, wife does

More paid Same paid Less paid
Compared to husbands, wife does
More unpaid
Men 4.0 12.4 55.8
Women 6.0 19.7 54.0
Average 5.0 16.1 54.9
Same unpaid
Men 1.9 4.6 8.7
Women 2.6 53 4.4
Average 2.3 5.0 6.6
Less unpaid
Men 2.8 4.1 5.5
Women 3.8 2.0 2.1
Average 3.3 3.1 3.8

Source: Beaujot, 2000: 225
General Social Survey 1992
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