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| nt roducti on

Over the last three decades the Anerican famly has been
under goi ng a profound and far-reaching transformation. Both famly
structure and fam |y val ues have been changing and as a result of
t hese changes, the Anerican famly is a nmuch-altered institution.
First, this paper traces these recent devel opnents and exam nes how
household and famly conposition, famly-related roles, and
attitudes and beliefs about the famly have changed. Second, the
American famly is placed in perspective by conparing famly val ues
in Anerica to those in other countries. Third, differences in
famly values are inspected across different famly types and
social classes. In particular, the attitudes of two-parent famlies
wi th one or both parents in the | abor force are conpared and cl ass
differences within such famlies are anal yzed.

Most of the data in this report come from the 1972-1998
Ceneral Social Surveys (GSSs) of the National Opinion Research
Center, University of Chicago, and its cross-national conponent,
the International Social Survey Program (I SSP). Details about the
GSS and | SSP are provided in Appendi x 1.

Overall Trends

Structural Changes

Mar ri age:

Wile still a central institution in American society,
marri age plays a less domnant role than it once did. As Table 1
shows, the proportion of adults who have never been married rose
from 15% to 23% between 1972 and 1998. Wen the divorced,
separated, and wi dowed are added in, three quarters of adults were
married in the early 1970s, but only 56% were by the | ate-1990s.
The decline in marriage cones fromthree main sources.

First, people are del aying marri age. Between 1960 and 1997 t he
medi an age at first marriage rose from22.8 to 26.8 years for nen
and from20.3 to 25.0 years for wonen (Smth, 1998).

Second, divorces have increased. The divorce rate nore than
doubl ed from9. 2 divorces per year per 1,000 married wonen in 1960
to a divorce rate of 22.6 in 1980. This rise was at |least in part
caused by increases in female, |abor-force participation and
decreases in fertility nmentioned bel ow (M chael, 1988). The di vorce
rate then slowy declined to 19.8 in 1995 (Table 1). The drop in
the divorce rate in the 1980s and 1990s has been nmuch sl ower than
the rapid rise fromthe 1960s to the early 1980s and, as a result,
the divorce rate in the 1990s is still nore than twice as high as
it was in 1960. Even with the slight recent noderation in the
di vorce rate, the proportion of ever-married adults who have been



di vorced doubled from 17%in 1972 to 33-34%in 1996/98.1

Third, people are slower to remarry than previously. Wile
nost peopl e divorced or wi dowed before the age of 50 remarry, the
| ength of tinme between marriages has grown (Cherlin, 1996).

Fourth, both the delay in age at first marriage and in
remarriage is facilitated by an increase in cohabitation. As Table
2 shows, cohabitators represented only 1.1% of couples in 1960 and
7.0% in 1997. The cohabitation rate is still fairly |ow overal
because nost cohabitations are short term typically leading to
either a marriage or a break-up within a year (Gol dscheider and
Waite, 1991). But cohabitati on has becone the normfor both nen and
wonen both as their first formof union and after divorces. Table
2 indicates that for wonen born in 1933-1942 only 7% first |ived
Wi th sonmeone in a cohabitation rather than in a marriage, but for
wonen born in 1963-1974, 64% starting off cohabiting rather than
marrying. The trend for nmen is simlar. Anong the currently
di vorced 16% are cohabiting and of those who have remarried 50%
report cohabiting with their new spouse before their remarriage
(Smth, 1998).

Chi | dr en:

Along with the decline of marriage has cone a decline in
chil dbearing. The fertility rate peaked at 3.65 children per woman
at the height of the Baby Boomin 1957 and then declined rapidly to
a rate of 1.75 children in 1975. This is below the "repl acenent
| evel " of about 2.11 children that is needed for a population to
hold its own through natural increase. The rate then sl owy gai ned
ground to 2.0-2.1 children in the early 1990s. The results of the
changes in the fertility rate are shown in Table 3. In 1972 the
average adult had had 2.4 children and this nunber slipped to a low
of 1.8 children in the md-1990s. Likewi se, while only 45% of
househol ds had no children under 18 living at hone in 1972, this
clinbed to 62% in 1998. Thus, the typical Anerican household
currently has no minor children living init.?2

The 33-34% 1l evel is lower than the commonly cited figure
that "half of all marriages end in divorce." The latter is a
projection of how many married people will eventually divorce. In
effect, these projections indicate that of the about 66% of ever-
marri ed people who haven't yet been divorced at |east a quarter
of themw |l end their marriages with divorces (i.e. 34%+ (66% *
.25) =50.5%. In a 1991 survey 39% said that "ny spouse
di vorcing ne" was a very inportant concern about the future
(American Board of Famly Practice, 1992).

2Unl ess otherwi se indicated references to children in
fam lies neans children under 18.

2



Acconpanying this decline in childbearing and childrearing,
was a drop in preferences for larger famlies (Table 3). In 1972
56% t hought that the ideal nunber of children was 3 or nore. By
1996-98 only 39% thought that 3 or nore represented the idea
nunber of children. However, there was also little or no increase
in a preference for small famlies. Over the last three decades
just 3-5% have favored famlies with 0-1 children

Moveover, during t he | ast generati on, chi | dbeari ng
i ncreasi ngly becane di sconnected frommarriage. In 1960 only 5.3%
of births were to unmarried nothers while by 1996 over 32% of al
births were outside of marriage (Table 4).% The rate of increase
has been much greater for Whites than for Blacks. For Wites the
percentage of unmarried births has expanded nore than ten-fold from
2.3%of all births in 1960 to 25.7%in 1996, while the Bl ack | evel
grew by over three-fold from21.6%in 1960 to 70.4%in 1994 (Loom s
and Landal e, 1994).

There is tentative evidence that the long-termrise in non-
marital births may have ended. For Wiites the % of births outside
of marriage has been hovering at the 25-26% | evel in 1994-96 and
for Blacks the % of births to unmarried wonen even marginally
declined from 1994 to 1996.

The rise in divorce and the decline in fertility and narital
births have in turn had a maj or inpact on the type of household in
whi ch children are raised. As Table 5 indicates, there has been a
decline in the proportion of adults who are married and have
children living at home (from 45% in 1972 to 26% in 1998) and a
rise in the percent of adults not married and with no children
(from 16% in 1972 to 32% in 1998). By 1998 households wth
children, the predomnate living arrangenment in the 1970s and
earlier, had fallen to third place behind both households with no
children and no married couple and those with married couples with
no children.

Changes are even nore striking from the perspective of the
children and who heads the households. As Table 6 shows, in 1972
| ess than 5% of children under age 18 were living in a household
with only one adult present. By the m d-1990s this had increased to
18-20% Simlarly, the %of children in the care of two adults who
are not currently married, but had been previously nmarried, rose
fromless than 4% in 1972 to 9% in 1998. Also, the % being raised
by two parents with at |east one having been divorced has tended
upwards, starting at 10%in 1972, reaching a high of 18%in 1990,

SDramatic as this trend is, it is simlar to that
experienced by ot her advanced, industrial nations. Wile the
percent of births to unmarried wonen clinbed from5%in 1960 to
32%in 1995 in the US, it rose from5%to 34%in Geat Britain,
from4%to 26%in Canada, and from6%to 37%in France (Smth,
1998) .



and standing at 12%in 1998.

Conversely, while in 1972 73%of children were being reared by
two parents in an uninterrupted marriage, this fell to 49%in 1996
and was a 52% in 1998. Thus, the norm of the stable, two-parent
famly was close to becom ng the exception for American children
rather than the rule.

Labor Force Participation:

Nor has the declining share of famlies involving an intact
marri age avoi ded notabl e transformati ons. The bi ggest of these are
the alterations in traditional gender roles in general and in the
division of responsibility between husbands and wves in
particul ar. Wonmen have greatly increased their participationinthe
paid | abor force outside of the hone. In 1960 42% of wonen in the
pri me wor ki ng ages (25-64) were enpl oyed. This grewto 49%in 1970,
59.5%in 1980, 69%in 1990, and 71.5%in 1995. Most of this growth
came from nothers of children under 18 entering the |abor force
(CGol dschei der and Waite, 1991). Table 7 shows that anong all
married couples, the traditional honme with an enpl oyed husband and
a wfe keeping house declined from 53% in 1972 to 21% in 1998
Conversely, the nodern pattern of both spouses being enpl oyed grew
from 32% to 59% Showing little change were households in which
only the wife was enployed and in which neither spouse worked.

Table 8 indicates that this shift was even slightly greater
anong married couples with children. The traditional arrangenent
dropped from60%to 27%and t he nodern arrangenent doubl ed from33%
to 67% "M . Mn' households renmained a rarity and showed no cl ear
i ncrease* and the equally rare households with no enpl oyed spouse
slightly decreased. Thus, over the last two decades Anerica has
shifted froma society in which having a full-tinme homenmaker was
the normto one in which both spouses (and both parents for those
with children at hone) worked outside the hone.

Moreover, not only have wives contributed nore to famly
i ncone through their increased |abor-force participation, anong
dual - earner coupl es wonen are also bringing in an increasing share
of the famly's joint incone. In fact, by 1994 in 22.5% of dual -
earners famlies wonen had a hi gher income than their husbands did
(Exter, 1996).

In brief, the Anmerican famly has undergone a series of
fundanent al changes over the | ast generation. Many of the changes
have underm ned the traditional famly, as Soci ol ogi st Norval d enn

“‘Mor eover, only some of these "M. Mm famlies actually
i nvol ve cases in which the man i s keeping house and acting as the
primary caregiver and the wife is the regul ar breadw nner.
Besides this circunstance they involve cases in which the husband
is retired, disabled, or in school.
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(1992) notes, "if you watch what Anericans do, traditional famly
rel ationships are in trouble.” Marriage has declined as the central
institution under which househol ds are organi zed and children are
raised. People marry later and divorce and cohabitate nore. In
terms of childbearing, American has shifted fromthe Baby Boom of
the 1950s and early 1960s to the Birth Dearth of the 1970s and a
growi ng proportion of children has been born outside of marriage.
Even within marriage the changes have been profound as nore and
nmore wonmen have entered the | abor force and gender roles have
becone nore honobgeneous between husbands and w ves.

Changes in Attitudes and Val ues

Partly in response to and partly as a cause of these
structural changes, attitudes towards the famly have al so shifted.
Many inportant famly values regarding nmarriage and divorce,
chi | dbearing and childrearing, and the duties and responsibilities
of husbands and w ves have changed. In addition, values closely
related to the famly have also been transforned. For exanple,
views on and practices relating to sexual behavior are different
now t han during the | ast generation.

Marriage and Divorce:

Marriage is the core institution of the Arerican famly, but
because of the structural changes described above it no |onger
occupies as promnent a role in either people's adult lives or in
chi | dbearing and chil drearing. Mreover, its inpact on the quality
of people's lives is changing. On the one hand, nmarried people are
much happier with life in general than the unmarried are. Wile 40%
of the currently married rate their lives as very happy, the
unmarried are nmuch less happy (% very happy: w dowed - 23%
di vorced - 19% separated - 16% never married 23% . |In addition,
marri ed people are happier in their marriages (62%very happy) than
they are about |life as a whole (40%very happy). On the other hand,
there was been a small, but real, decline in how happy people are
with their marriages, fromabout 68%very happy in the early 1970s
to alowof 60%very happy in the 1994 (Table 9). Since then there
may be a slight rebound in marital happiness (up to 63.5%in 1998).
Al so, people are less likely to rate marriages in general as happy
and are nore likely to say there are few good marri ages (Thornton,
1989).°

Sonme research indicates that decline in marital happi ness
and satisfaction may result fromthe increased | abor-force
participation of wonen and the difficulty of famlies adjusting
to the changes in gender roles and the division of donmestic work
(denn, 1990; 1991; Stegelin and Frankel, 1997; WI ki e, Deree,
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The i nportance that people accord nmarriage is al so shown by a
reluctance to nmake divorce easier. Only a quarter to a third have
favored liberalizing divorce laws over the l|last three decades,
whil e on average 52% have advocated tougher |aws and 21% keepi ng
| aws unchanged (Table 9). This opposition to easier divorce
probably contributed to the levelling-off of the divorce rate in
the early 1980s noted above, but has not led to a general
tightening of divorce laws or a notable drop in the divorce rate.

However, people also do not favor trapping couples in failed
marriages. In 1994 47% agreed that "divorce is usually the best
solution when a couple can't seem to work out their marriage
probl ens," 33% di sagreed, and 20% neither agreed nor disagreed.
Additionally, in 1994 82% agreed that married, childless couples
who "don't get al ong" should divorce and 67%that even parents who
"don't get along" should not stay together.

Chi | dr en:

Wi | e nost peopl e want to and eventual |y do have children, the
desire for larger famlies has declined both in terns of the actual
| evel of childbearing and preferences towards famly size (Table
5). The anbival ence towards children is al so shown by a question in
1993 on the things that people value and that are inportant to
them 24% said that having children was one of the nost inportant
things in life, 38% that it was very inportant, 19% sonmewhat

inmportant, 11% not too inportant, and 8% not at all inportant.
Wiile clearly nost people saw having children as personally
inportant, overall it was fourth on the |list behind having faith in

God (46% one of the nost inportant), being self-sufficient and not
having to depend on others (44%, and being financially secure
(27% . Simlarly, surveys in 1988 and 1994 generally showed that
peopl e were pro-children, but that traditional attitudes towards
chil dren were sonewhat declining (Table 10).

In ternms, of what children should be taught and how they
shoul d be raised, people have becone |ess traditional over tine
with a shift fromenphasi zi ng obedi ence and parent-center famlies
to valuing autonony for children (Alwin, 1990 and Ellison and
Sherkat, 1993b). From 1986 to 1998 a majority (or near majority) of
Aneri cans sel ected thinking for oneself as the nost inportant trait
for a child to learn and the proportion nentioni ng obedi ence was
| ess than half as popul ar and was declining further (fromabout 23%
in 1986 to about 18-19%in the 1990s)(Table 11). Likewise in |line
with the weakening of support for obedience, approval for the
corporal punishnment of children declined during the |ast decade
(Tabl e 12; see also Ellison and Sherkat, 1993a).

But another traditional value, hard work, gained ground, up

and Ratcliff, 1998).



from11%in 1986 to 18%in the 1990s. This indicates the previously
noted swtch from parental authority to juvenile autonony only
descri bes part of the evolving process. Sone traditional val ues,
i ke hard work, may be gaining ground while some, |ike obedience,
are losing popularity. Thus, the shift fromtraditional to nodern
may not be as sinple as depicted in previous research. Wile
strictness and di scipline have given way to a nore |iberal approach
to raising and guiding children, hard work and perhaps other
traditional val ues appear to be gai ni ng ground.

Gender Rol es:

Anmong t he nost fundanmental changes affecting Anerican society
over the | ast generation has been the redefinition the roles of nen
and wonen and husbands and w ves (Firebaugh, 1993; Mson and Lu,
1988; Thornton, 1989). A traditional perspective in which wonen
were occupied in the private sphere of life centering around
runni ng a honme and raising a famly while nmen engaged in the public
sphere of earning a living and participating in civic and political
events has rapidly been replaced by a nodern perspective in which
there is much |ess gender-role specialization and wonen have
i ncreasingly been entering the | abor force as well as other areas
of public life.

First, the acceptance of wnen in politics has grown
substantially over the | ast quarter century (Table 13). In 1972 74%
said they would be willing to vote for a wonan for president and in
1998 94% accepted fenmal e candidates. Simlarly, disagreenment with
the statenment that "nost nen are better suited enotionally for
politics than are nost wonen" clinbed fromabout 50%in the early
1970s to 77-79% in the md-1990s and while in the early 1970s 64%
opposed the idea that "wonen should take care of running their
homes and | eave running the country up to nen," about 85% now
di sagree with this sentinent.

Second, peopl e have re-eval uated the participation of wonen in
the | abor force. In 1972 67% approved of a wi fe working even if her
husband coul d support her and in the 1990s 82-83.5% agreed (Table
14). Simlarly, while 43%in 1977 di sagreed that a wife should help
her husband's career rather than have one of her own, 81%di sagreed
by 1998 and while only 34% in 1977 opposed the idea that "it is
much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever
out side the hone and the woman takes care of the honme and fam|y"
62- 66% di sagreed in the 1990s. In fact, people increasingly think
that both the husband and wife should earn noney (67% in 1996 -
Tabl e 15).

Third, peopl e have becone nore convi nced t hat havi ng a wor ki ng
not her does not negatively affect her children. In 1977 49% felt
that a working nother can have just as "warm and secure a
relationship with her children" as a nother who does not work and
in 1998 68%agreed (Table 14). But at the sane tine nost people are
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still not convinced that nothers of young children should have
full-time jobs. In 1994 85% felt that a wife should work before
having children and 80% favored her being enployed after her
youngest child left hone (Table 16). But only 38% endorsed a full -
time job after the youngest had started school and just 12% were
for such enploynment when there was a child under school age.
However, under each condition, approval of a nother working was
I ncreasi ng.

Sexual Mores and Practices:

America is comonly seen as having undergone a sexual
revol uti on over the | ast generation in which attitudes and behavi or
becane nore perm ssive. But it fact trends in sexual norality are
nmore conplex (Smth, 1990; 1994; 1998; Thornton, 1989). First,
there was a notable growmh in perm ssiveness towards prenarita
sex. The % sayi ng sex between an unmarried man and wonman i s al ways
wrong dropped from36%in 1972 to 24%in 1996 (Table 17). However,
nmost of the decline was in the 1970s. Reflecting the nore
perm ssive attitudes towards premarital sex, sexual activity anong
the young increased fromthe 1970s to the early 1990s before at
| east levelling-off and probably retreating slightly fromits peak
in the early 1990s (Smth, 1998), the rate of cohabitation grew
steadily (Table 2), and the level of non-marital births clinbed
appreciably (Table 3).

But over two-thirds say that pre-marital sex between teenagers
14-16 years old is always wong and since 1986 there has been no
| owering of disapproval. Wen it cones to teenagers, people prefer
t hat they postpone the initiation of sexual intercourse, but first
and forenost they want the young to be well-infornmed about sex in
general and safe sex in particular. Support for sex education in
the schools is high (87% in favor of it in 1996-98) and it has
grown over the years (Table 18). Birth control is also strongly
supported. Since the md-1980s about three-fifths have favored
maki ng contraception available to sexually active teens even
W thout their parents' approval (Table 18).

Second, attitudes toward honosexuality first becane |ess
tol erant and then reversed to becom ng nore accepting. Approval of
honmosexual activity has never been high. In the md-1970s 69-70%
said it was always wong and this noved upwards to 76-77% during
the md-1980s to early 1990s (Table 18). Then after 1991
di sapproval began falling. By 1998 only 58.5% considered that
honmosexuality was always wong. Also, discrimnation against
honmosexual s has declined. In 1973 50% opposed a honbsexual teaching
at a college, but opposition fell to 22% by 1998. However, npDst
remai n opposed to honosexuality as a life style in general and to
same-sex marriages in particular.

Third, disapproval of extra-marital sex has al ways been high
and has increased over the last generation. In the early 1970s
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about 70-71%t hought infidelity was al ways wong. This increased to
about 79-81%considering it always wong fromthe | ate 1980s to t he
present .

Wil e not the sweeping sexual revolution that has commonly
been depicted in the popul ar nedia, sexual attitudes and practices
regarding premarital sex and cohabitation becane nore perm ssive
over the | ast three decades. Attitudes towards honosexual behavi or
al so becane nore accepting (but only in the 1990s). Counter to
these trends extra-marital relations are even nore opposed today
than in the 1970s.

Nei ghbor hoods:

Anot her hallmark of the traditional famly is its rootedness
in local communities and nei ghborhoods. This attachnent has been
weakeni ng over the last three decades. Socializing with relatives
and friends outside ones nei ghborhood have changed little, but
social contacts with neighbors has plumeted from 30% reporting
spendi ng a social evening with neighbors at |east several tines a
week in 1974 and only 20% doing so in 1998 (Table 19). There was
al so some decline in socializing in a bar from about 11% in the
1970s and early 1980s to about 8% in the 1990s. It is likely, but
there is no avail able evidence, that work-related contacts have
grown over this period.

Over the last three decades nodern famly val ues have gai ned
ground over traditional values. In one area, gender equality, the
swtch over has been both nassive and conprehensive. The socia
role of men and wonen and husbands and wi ves has been redefined to
accept wonen in the public spheres of enploynent and politica
life.

In other areas, the changes have been nore limted with a
conti nui ng bal anci ng between ol d and new val ues. First, in ternms of
marriage and divorce, ending narriage has been accepted as
pr ef erabl e over enduring bad marri ages, but people are reluctant to
endorse quick-and-easy divorces especially when children are
i nvol ved. Second, regarding children, people favor smaller
famlies. However, the switch has only been from favoring 3+
children to wanting 2 children, with little change in those wanting
less than 2 children. Third, there is also an decreasi ng enphasis
on obedi ence and corporal punishnent, but hard work has gained
ground as a top value for children. Fourth, people have becone nore
sexually tolerant of premarital and honosexual sex, but |ess
approving of extramarital sex. The anbival ence shows clearly in
ternms of adol escent sexual activity. Mbst oppose teenage sex, but
both want teenagers to be sexually educated and to have access to
birth control even if their parents do not approve. Finally,
famlies are not as grounded in their |ocal neighborhoods. This is
probably largely a function of the increased |abor-force
participation of wonen.



Cross- Nati onal Conpari sons

Across countries views about the famly are both highly
vari able and conplex (Braun, Scott, and Alwin, 1993; Scott and
Dunconbe, 1992; Frankel, 1997).° First, on nany attitudes the
val ues held by one society are dramatically different from those
shared by other societies. For exanple, while 69% of East Gernans
di sagree that being a housewi fe can be fulfilling, only 38%in Wst
Germans share this point of view and just 5% of fellow ex-
Socialists in Russia concur (Table 20). Second, the inter-country
differences vary from indicator-to-indicator. Both the absolute
| evel of support for particular values and a country's rank differs
appreci ably across neasures. For exanple, only 21% of Anmericans
di sagree that being a housewife can be fulfilling and they rank
20th out of 24 countries (i.e. very nuch towards the traditiona
pol e), but 59%of Americans di sagree that a husband shoul d work and
a wife stay honme and this places the USin 8th place.’

On gender roles Anericans tend to want the best of both the
traditional and nodern famly. First, Anericans are nore optimstic
than those in nost countries that children and the fam |y need not
suffer if the nother is enployed. Anmericans are 6th in agreeing
that a working nother can have as warm a relationship with her
children (71%, 5th in disagreeing that a child will suffer in the
other works (46%, and 4th in disagreeing that the famly w|l
suffer (51% . But Anmericans also are less likely than those in
ot her countries to see work as a boon for wonen and stayi ng at hone
as a detrinment. Anmerican ranks 20th in disagreeing that being a
housewife is fulfilling (22%, 15th in agreeing that having a job
is the best way for a woman to be independent (56%, and 20th in
agreeing that both spouses should work (58%.

In all countries approval of a woman working varies by the
presence and age of the children in her famly. Approval for a
woman wor ki ng i s highest when there are no children and after the
youngest has |eft honme, |owest when there are pre-schoolers, and
i nternedi ate when the youngest child is in school. In the US 97%
approve of a woman wi thout children working (84%full tinme and 13%
part tinme) and 98%do so after the children are gone (81%full tine

Data are fromthe 1994 International Social Survey Program
(1'SSP) nodul e on gender, work, and famly. See Appendix 1 for
i nformation on the | SSP.

I'n Table 21 countries are organized fromhigh to | ow
according to their |level of support for nodern vs. traditional
attitudes towards the famly. That is, a higher nunber indicates
nore support for gender equality in general and fenale
i nvol venent in the | abor force in particular, a de-enphasis on
chil dren, having children outside of marriage, and divorce.
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and 17%part tinme). Approval is | owest when there is a pre-school er
(45% - 11% full tinme and 34% part tine) and internedi ate when the
youngest child is school age (92% - 38% full time and 54% part
time). Conpared to other countries American approval of wonen
working is in the mddle range for there being no children (12th)
and when there is a pre-schooler (10th), but relatively high when
t he youngest is in school (3rd).

In all countries covered, few disagree that children are
life's greatest joy. US is in the mddle at 10th place with 4%
di sagreeing. But on other attributes of <children there is
consi derabl e variation across countries. Few Americans agree that
children interfere with the freedomof their parents (9% and the
US ranks near the bottom (20th) in this assessnent. Anericans al so
tend to disagree that people without children |lead enpty Ilives
(53%, but ranks fairly high (7th) anmong countries in this
j udgnent .

More t han nost ot her countries the UStends to reject the idea
that childbearing should be separated from marriage. Only 16%
di sagree t hat peopl e who want children should marry (ranki ng 20th).
Anericans are al so skeptical that a single parent can raise a child
as well as two parents can (36% agreeing), but this puts the US
right in the mddle conpared to other countries (12th). At the sane
time Americans do not see nmarriage as nmainly devoted to having
children. The US is 2nd overall with 69.5% di sagreeing that the
mai n purpose of marriage is to have children. Thus, Anericans are
distinctive in believing that children should be born and raised
within a marriage, while rejecting the notion that marriage is an
institution whose prinme purpose is the having of children. As
menbers of nost other Anglo cultures (e.g. New Zeal and, Canada),
Anmericans mainly see marriage an institution for romantic | ove and
conpani onshi p.

In nost countries 80% or nore disagree that people should
remain married if "they don't get along"” and there are no chil dren.
In the US 82% di sagree with continui ng unsuccessful marriage when
there are no children. Countries are uniformy |ess supportive of
di vorce when there are children. Inthe US the presence of children
drops support for a divorce to 67% This places the US 6th overall.

The US is also less inclined than nbst countries to support
government assi stance to working parents. Wiile 76% of Americans
favor paid maternity l|leave, in nost countries 90% back this
measure and the US ranks 21st in support. Also, 46% of Anericans
support child care benefits for working parents which places the US
in 19th pl ace.

Overall, the US show a distinctive patterninits views on the
famly. Americans seemto want the best of both the old and the
new. They are relatively optimstic that children and the famly do
not suffer if a wfe and nother works, but are also less likely
than those in nost other countries to assert that a worman needs to
wor k. Most Anericans (59%- 8th place) disagree that peopl e shoul d
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follow the traditional pattern of a husband working and a wfe
stayi ng hone, but only 43.5% di sagree that what nost wonen really
want is a home and children (8th place). Simlarly, while nost
Aneri cans have positive absolute and rel ative opinions of children
(4% di sagree that they are life's greatest joy and 9% agree that
they interfere too much with parental freedon), they also are
opposed to the notion that people without children | ead enpty |ives
(53%di sagree, 7th place). Likew se, Anericans both reject the i dea
that people should marry if they want to have children (16%
di sagree, 20th) and the idea that marriage is mainly for the
purpose of having children (69% 2nd place). Finally, while
supporting paid maternity |eave, Anericans are less in favor of
government assistance to working parents than citizens in nost
ot her countries. Thus, Anerican views are very nuanced, bl ending
together both traditional and nodern perspectives on the famly.

Househol ds, Labor Force Participation, and d ass
Structure

As noted above, the structure of Anerican households and
fam i es have changed notably over the | ast three decades. Table 21
characterizes households into 10 types according to marital status,
| abor-force participation, and the presence of <children. The
bi ggest changes have been the off-setting drop in married coupl es
with children and one parent working (from 28% in 1972 to 8% in
1998) and rise of married couples with children and both parents
working (from 8% in 1972 to 21.5% in 1998). A simlar, but nore
nodest, switch over has occurred for households wth a married
coupl e and no children and one spouse working falling from 14%in
1972 to 8%in 1998, while married couples with no children and both
spouses working clinbed from 8% in 1972 to 14.5% in 1998. Al so
i ncreasing have been households with a single parent who is
enpl oyed and has children (from 5% in 1972 to 8% in 1998) and
househol ds with an unmarried, not enployed adult and no children
(from 8% in 1972 to 11% in 1998). Also, the rarest form of
household, married couples with children and neither working,
declined from3%in 1972 to 1% in 1998.

Looking at famlies (i.e. households with children under 18
present) shows a simlar pattern (Table 22). The typical famly
switched frominvolving a marri ed couple, children, and one spouse
enployed to a couple wth children and both spouses enployed.
Si ngl e-earner couples with children fell from51%in 1972 to 21%in
1998 and dual - earner couples with children rose from26%in 1972 to
45%in 1998. Al so, showi ng major gains were single-parent famlies
with the parent enployed, rising from9%in 1972 to 22% in 1998.
These switches have in turn led to major changes in childcare
(Bryant and Zick, 1996). Thus, the Ozzie-and-Harriet famly has
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been replaced by both nodern, dual-earner famlies and single-
parent famlies.

Tabl e 23 shows t hese changes by social class.® I n general, the
changes in famly structure described above have affected both
cl asses. However, there is nore class differentiation in the 1990s
than in the early 1970s. I n 1972-77 the conposition of famlies was
very simlar for the two classes. By the 1990s they were nore
distinctive. Single-parent famlies with an enpl oyed parent nore
t han doubl ed their proportion anong the working class (from12%to
27%, but only grew by 50% anong the mddle class (10% to 15%
Bot h dual -earner couples and single-earner couples becane nore
common anong the mddle class than anong the working class. Thus,
the working-class now is much nore likely to consist of single-
parent famlies than previously (21%in the 1970s vs. 37.5%in the
1990s), while the mddl e class has shown only very nodest growh in
single-parent famlies (20% in the 1970s to 22% in the 1990s).
Marri age has begun to becone a characteristic of class.

Attitudes

Attitudes about the famly and famly-related matters vary by
famly type and class. First, views on gender roles differ
consistently by famly type. Single-earner famlies are nuch nore
traditional in their values than are dual -earner or single-parent
famlies (Table 24A). For exanple, 26% of husbands and w ves from
single-earner famlies believe that a job is the best way for a
woman to be independent conpared to 42.5% of dual - earner coupl es,
and 55-56.5% of single parents. Likew se, 58.5% of single-earner
coupl es think a working nother can established a warmrel ati onship
with her children conpared to 75.5-77% of dual -earners and single
parents. The traditional points of view regardi ng gender roles of
traditional famlies probably results both from self-selection
(i.e. people with traditional values opt to form and maintain
traditional famly types) and adaptation (i.e. people in a
traditional famly arrangenment adopt values that reflect that
form.

Those famlies with a nmarried couple and no one working are
also nore traditional in their views, usually nore traditional than
even the single-earner famlies. This results largely fromthe fact
that this group has many ol der couples and people from earlier

8Soci al class is neasured by people's personal |abelling as
| ower cl ass, working class, mddle class, and upper class. These
desi gnations have been very stable across tine. Since 1972 5%
have cl assified thensel ves as | ower class, 46% as working cl ass,
46% as m ddl e class, and 3% as upper class. The |ower class has
been conbined with the working class and the upper class with the
m ddl e class in this anal ysis.
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cohorts tend to hold nore traditional attitudes on gender issues
(Mason and Lu, 1988; Firebaugh, 1993).°

Next, for the two largest famly types, dual-earner and
single-earner famlies, differences by social class are exam ned.
Among dual -earner famlies the mddle class holds nore nodern
positions on 9 of the 10 gender itens (Table 24B). Most of the
differences are small and not statistically significant, but the
mddle class is nore likely to di sagree that wonen can be fulfilled
as housew ves, that what wonen really want is a hone and a famly,
and that a husband should work and a wi fe shoul d stay honme. The one
reversal is that 64% of the working class, but only 54% of the
mddle class agree that both spouses should work. The class
difference within dual-earner couples appears to be that the
working class is nore likely to see a wife's enploynent as an
econom ¢ necessity while the mddle class sees a wfe's career as
a liberating experience.

For single-earner famlies the pattern is less clear. The
m ddl e cl ass hol ds nore nodern viewpoints on only four issues and
none are statistically significant. The working class however is
significantly nore likely to disagree that children and the famly
both suffer if a nother works and to agree that both spouses should
work. The later is consistent with the one attitude on which the
wor ki ng cl ass was nore nodern anong dual -earner famlies, but the
first two represent reversed patterns. It appears that mddle
class, single-earner famlies are especially likely to believe that
having a working nother will harmthe fam |y and many wi ves in such
famlies may intentionally opt not to work to avoid such perceived
har m

Approval of when a woman shoul d work according to the presence
and ages of children shows a simlar pattern across famly types
(Tabl e 25A). Single-earner famlies are the | east approving. Only
4.5% approve of a woman working full tinme when there is a
preschool er conpared to 18% of dual -earners and 19% of enpl oyed
singl e parents. Even when the youngest is in school only 22%of the
singl e earners favor full-tinme enploynent for wonmen conpared to 48%
of dual earners and 55.5% of enployed, single parents.

Anmong t he dual -earner couples there are no major differences
in approving of a woman worki ng by class (Table 25B). For single-
earner famlies the mddle class is nmuch less likely than the
wor ki ng cl ass to approve of a woman's full-ti me enpl oynent when t he
youngest is in school or after the children have left hone and
sonewhat | ess supportive when the youngest is under school age.
This is consistent with the pattern shown on several gender role

°This is the rarest of famly types and in nmany instances
there are too few cases for reliable figures to be reported. For
exanpl e, for gender roles no figures are reported for five of the
ten attitudes because of snmall sanple sizes.
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itens di scussed above.

Attitudes toward children showless differentiation by famly
type and class than attitudes towards gender roles and fenale
enpl oynent (Table 26A). Dual- and single-earner famlies do not
differ greatly in their view of children. Few Anericans disagree
that children are life's greatest joy and single-earner famlies
are the least likely of all to disagree. About 6-7% of both dual -
and single-earner couples think children interfere too nuch with
parental freedom but single-parent households are nore likely to
agree with this idea (14-17% . On disagreeing that people wthout
children live enpty lives, single-earners are |l east likely to think
such (41%, followed by dual -earners (47%, single parents not in
the | abor force (49.5%, and single parents who are enpl oyed (58% .
In ternms of the both the nunber of children ever had and the ideal
nunber of children that a famly should have, single-earner
famlies both have and favor sonewhat |arger famlies than dual -
earner famlies do (actual nunber of children: 2.4 vs. 2.2; idea
nunber of children: 2.6 vs. 2.4).

Simlarly, there are few notable class differences on
attitudes about children (Tables 26B). The only significant
difference is that anong single-earners the mddle class is nore
likely than the working class to disagree that people wthout
children | ead enpty lives (48%to 32%.

Regarding attitudes towards having children and getting
married and getting divorced there are notable differences by
famly type for sone, but not all, issues (Table 27A). First, about
three-quarters of all groups disagree wwth the idea that the main
purpose of marriage is having children. This indicates that the
norm of romantic |ove penetrates all segnments. Second, there is
al nost as nuch consensus that couples need not stay together when
there are no children. On the matters of having children within
marriage, children being raised by one parent, and staying nmarried
when there are children, both dual - and singl e-earner couples are
in close agreenent. Single parents (whether enployed or not) are
much nore likely than couples to have a nodern vi ew on chil dbearing
and childrearing. For exanple, while 13-18% of couples disagree
t hat peopl e should get married if they want children, 30%of single
parents take this position. The difference is even larger on
whet her a single parent can raise a child as well as a couple. Only
29-31%of coupl es agree, but 55%of single parents who are enpl oyed
and 69% of those who are not enpl oyed agree.

There are no major and consistent class difference on these
attitudes about having and raising children, but anong both dual -
and singl e-earner couples the mddle class is nore traditional than
t he working class in doubting that one parent can raise a child as
well as two can and in feeling that people should marry if they
want to have children (Table 27B). This is opposite the pattern
observed on sone gender itens.

Future generations are forned by the val ues parents instil in
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their children. Table 28A shows that dual -earner and si ngl e- ear ner
couples stress simlar values for children, wth dual-earner
famlies being only slightly nore likely to stress | ess traditional
values (thinking for self + helping others = 68% than single-
earner famlies are (64%. In addition, counter to the differences
on obedi ence, dual -earners are also slightly nore likely to favor
spanking children than single-earners are. Mre distinctive are
single parents who are not enployed. They are by far the nost
traditional being nost likely to nmention both obedi ence and hard
work as top val ues and marri ed couples with no one enpl oyed who are

the least likely to enphasize hard work and the nost likely to
val ue hel pi ng ot hers.
Class differences on child values are small, but anong both

dual - and single-earner famlies the working class is nore likely
to endorse obedi ence and the spanking of children and less |ikely
to value children thinking for thensel ves (Tabl e 28B)

Support for governnent social welfare prograns in genera
(e.g. spending on welfare, the poor, and health care and hel ping
poor people and the jobless) and policies to hel p working parents
in particular (paid maternity | eave and subsidized child care for
wor ki ng parents) is greater anong famlies that |ack enploynent,
followed by single parents who are enployed, and then enployed
couples (Table 29A). Anong dual - and single-earner couples the
former are nore supportive of specific governnment assistance to
working parents and the latter is slightly nore for general,
soci al -wel fare neasures. For exanple, 81% of dual earners favor
paid maternity |eave vs. 72% of single earners and 23% of dual -
ear ner coupl es want the governnent to hel p the poor conpared to 30%
of single-earner couples.

Counter to the general pattern, dual-earner couples are the
nost likely to favor nore governnent spending for education.
However, the differences between famly types on educational
spending are smal |

Among both dual- and single-earner famlies there are
consi stent and noderate-to-large class differences for both general
social welfare policies and prograns ai ned at working parents. The
wor king class favors nore governnent assistance than does the
mddle class (Table 29B). The class differences are generally
smal | er anong dual - earner couples than anong single earners. For
exanpl e, anong dual earners 42% of the working class favors
gover nent - guar anteed jobs for all vs. 34%of the mddle class (+8
percentage points), while anong single earners the difference is
+25 percentage points (52 - 27). The one exception is on educati on.
Anmong bot h dual - and single-earners the mddle class is marginally
nore likely to favor nore spending. Thus, while the mddle class is
generally |ess supportive of governnment spending and assistance
prograns, education is the exception. Mddl e-class parents (who of
course tend to be better educated) probably both val ue education
nore and see it as the avenue that their children nust follow to
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reach and sustain m ddl e-class status.

Next, the inpact of class, gender, and famly structure on
attitudes were examned in nore detail. First, dual-earner famlies
were exam ned by the relative occupational prestige and financial
contributions of the male and female earners. It was hypot hesi zed
that nore traditional famly values would be supported by dual -
earni ng couples in which nmen held nore prestigi ous occupati ons and
in which the nmen earned nore incone since such households were
closer to the traditional famlies in which males were the sole
rather than nerely the predom nant breadw nners. However, in a
dozen different conparisons of itens on gender role, child val ues,
gover nient al assi stance prograns, and other famly-related
variables there were few statistically significant and no
consi stent differences by either the occupational prestige or the
earni ngs of the partners.! Thus, differences in econon c position
Wi t hi n dual - ear ner househol ds does not appear to influence famly
val ues.

Second, the occupational prestige of both partners in dual-
earner famlies were exam ned. Four types were distinguished: 1)
both working class (occupational prestige less than 42 for both
partners), 2) m xed class - husband working class and wife mddle
class, 3) mxed class - husband mddle class and w fe working
class, and 4) both mddle class (occupational prestige of 42 or
nore for both partners). As the dual -earner colums 3-6 in Table 30
show, there are class differences on nost famly values with the
consistent pairs (i.e. both working class or both mddle class) at
the extrenes and the occupationally mxed couples typically in
bet ween. The doubl e, m ddl e-cl ass couples are the nost nodern on
gender roles, child values, and disciplining children and the
doubl e, working class couples are nost |liberal on divorce and on
gover nnment assistance to the poor and unenpl oyed.

Thi s general pattern prevails for both nen and wonen. Men and
wonen do show sone differences however. Wnen are generally nore
supportive of nodern, egalitarian gender roles than nen are and t he
gap on gender issues is greatest anong the double, working-class
couples. Wnen are also nore nodern in their view on children. In

1The occupational prestige of the male and fenmal e partners
were conpared. In 33.0% of couples the wife's occupation prestige
was hi gher than her partner's by at nore than 5 points. In 31.5%
of coupl es occupational prestige was the sane (+ or - 5 points).
In 35.5% of couples the husband's prestige exceeded his partner's
by nore than 5 points. On the cal cul ation of occupati onal
prestige see Davis and Smth, 1998.

Earning differences were based on a direct question whether
t he earnings of the husband and wi fe were about the sane, the
husband' s earni ngs were higher or the wife's earnings were
hi gher .
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terms of what the top val ues should be for children, class affects
the view of nmen nore than it does the attitudes of wonen. Also
wonen are generally nore supportive of government assistance
progranms than nen are.

Among the generally internediate, m xed-class couples there
are few large or regular differences based on which partner is
m ddl e class and which is working class. This is consistent with
the |l ack of differences reported above.

Conparing the single-earner famlies to the dual-earners
(Table 30, colums 1 & 2 vs. 3-6), indicates that single earners
are nore traditional than dual earners of the sane class and gender
on gender and child issues. In fact, in sonme cases the single-
earner, mddle-class respondents are nore traditional than even
dual - earner, working-class respondents. For exanple, 52% of the
former disagree that things are better when the man works and the
wonen st ays honme conpared to 57%of the latter. Differences between
the single and dual earners on governnment assistance prograns are
generally small however.

The structure of famly |life has changed appreciably over the
| ast generation with large shifts in the distribution of famly
types. Both dual -earner and single-parents famlies have becone
much nmore common, while single-earner famlies have appreciably
decl i ned.

The famly attitudes held by nenbers of these different types
of famlies are quite distinctive. Single-earner couples are the
nost traditional overall. This traditionalism is especially
pronounced regardi ng gender roles and approving of wonen wor ki ng.
They are also slightly nore traditional on the value of children
Additionally, while tending to be nore in favor of general, social -
wel fare nmeasures, they are relatively | ess supportive of policies
to assi st working parents. Dual -earner couples are nore nodern in
their overall orientation. On gender matters they are nore |ike
si ngl e-parents than singl e-earner couples. They are nost nodern in
their disagreenent that the ideal famly invol ves a working father
and a stay-at-hone nother. They agree with single-earners (and
di sagree with single parents) about the negative consequences of
di vorce and of one parent raising children, but tend to agree with
single earners and disagree with single parents on many child
issues. Single parents tend to take nodern positions on gender
di vorce, single parents raising children, and havi ng t he gover nnent
help fam lies. Those who are enployed tend to share the vi ewpoi nt
of couples and differ fromsingle parents who are not enpl oyed on
chil d val ues.

Anmong coupl es, class differences are nostly nodest. Especially
anong dual earners the working class is nore traditional on gender
roles. Single earners are less distinctive by class on gender
matters, but the working class is nore approving of wonen wor ki ng.
Among both dual- and single-earners the working class is nore
traditional on child val ues, but nore nodern on raising children by

18



one parent and divorce. Wthin dual-earner famlies the relative
i ncone contribution or occupational prestige of the man and the
woman has little inpact on famly val ues.

Di scussi on

Maj or changes in famly structure and val ues feed off of each
other. Structural changes lead to the reassessnent of traditional
values and the growh of values nobre in tune wth current
conditions. Likew se, changes in values facilitate the devel opnent
of new forns of social organization and the growh of those forns
nost consistent wth the enmerging val ues. The structural and val ue
changes reenforce one another so that social transformations are
sped al ong and replace older fornms and viewpoints. Several prine
exanples of this nutual process of social change apply to the
contenporary, Anerican famly. First, the declineinthe birthrate
and famly size parallels a decrease in the ideal famly size.
Second, therisein female, |abor-force participation follows al ong
with increased acceptance of wonmen being involved in the public
sphere in general and of conbining enploynment with rising children
inparticular. Inturn, the growmh in dual -earner famlies (and the
decline in single-earner couples) was acconpanied by first
acceptance of and then even a preference for famlies with both
parents enpl oyed. Third, the clinmb in divorce and the
liberalization of divorce |aws went along with public support for
the idea that divorce was preferable to continuing failed
marriages. Finally, greater tolerance of premarital sex coincided
with gains in teenage sexual activity, cohabitation, and non-
marital birth. In brief, changes in structure and val ues have gone
hand-i n-hand over the |ast generation to transform the Anmerican
famly in both fornms and norns.

An understandi ng of these changes and their |ikely future
di rection can be gai ned by | ooking across countries, famly types,
and cohorts. First, conparing the US to other countries shows that
there are many conplex, alternative views of the famly that exist
in the world. For exanple, the nost nodern society is the forner-
East Gernmany which places in the nost nodern third on 18 of 22
measures and in particular ranks first or second on all 8 gender-
rol e neasures. Anong the nore traditional is Russia which places in
the mddle or nost traditional third on 17 of 22 issues and which
is especially disapproving of wonen working. As indicated above,
the US views are quite varied with 9 in the nodern third, 6 in the
m ddl e, and 7 anong the nost traditional third. This nmeans that
Anerican attitudes could continue to evolve in a nodern direction
and still be |less nodern than many countries already are on many
i ssues. Fromthe cross-national perspective, the US has not reached
a peak of nodernity. Anerican attitudes tend to be nostly m ddl e-
of -the-road to traditional conpared to those of other countries.
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Second, conparing the trends in attitudes towards the famly
to how attitudes differ by famly type shows society i s noving away
fromthe values favored by traditional famly types to those nore
endorsed by nodern famly types. Attitudes held by single-earner
famlies are those attitudes that are losing ground, while the
attitudes favored by single-parent and/or dual-earner famlies,
those attitudes that are growing in popularity. In sonme cases, both
types of nmodern famlies, single-parent and dual -earner famlies
differ fromthe traditional, single-earner famly. For exanple,
support for gender equality in general and the enpl oynent of wonen
in particular are gaining ground and these positions are nore
supported by both single-parent and dual -earner famlies, while
singl e-earner couples are less in favor of these positions. In
ot her cases, only the single-parent famlies differ fromfamlies
wi th couples (both dual - and single earners). For exanple, single-
parent famlies are nore accepting of non-marital births and idea
that children interfere wth parental freedom than couples of
either il k. However, in those frequent cases when dual - and singl e-
earner famlies differ, trends are away from the single earners'
poi nt-of -views and towards the position of the dual -earners.

Finally, conmparing across birth cohorts indicates further
advance of nodern famly types and values since those in nore
recent cohorts are nore nodern on nost famly values than earlier
generations are (Mason and Lu, 1988; Firebaugh, 1993). Mbreover,
the shift in famly type is likely to create even nore nodern
attitudes in future generations since children raised by enpl oyed
nmot hers are nore supportive of gender equality and other nodern
vi ewpoints and nore and nore children are being raised in such
circunstances (Smth, 1985; Wight and Young, 1998).

Overall, the shift from traditional to nodern famly
structures and values is likely to continue. The basic trends have
shown little sign of subsiding, cohort turnover will continue to

push things along, and cross-national differences indicate that
anple room for further novenent. This is especially true of the
shift to dual -earner couples and egalitarian gender roles. The
i npetus towards single-parent famlies is |ess certain. The divorce
rate has stabilized, albeit at a high level, and both non-marital
births and pre-marital sexual activity have stopped rai sing and may
be falling. These factors will tend to curb the continued grow h of
single-parent famlies, although they are not likely to lead to
t heir decline.

Concl usi on
Few areas of society have changed as nuch as the famly has
over the |ast generation. The basic structure of the famly has

been reshaped and famly values and related attitudes have al so
undergone paradigmatic shifts. Famlies are snmaller and |ess
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stable, marriage is less central and cohabitati on nore common, the
val ue of children and values for children have altered, and within
marriages gender roles have becone less traditional and nore
egalitarian in both word and practice. Collectively the alterations
mark the repl acenent of traditional famly types and fam |y val ues
with the energing, nodern famly types and a new set of famly
val ues.

The changes that the fam |y has been experiencing have in turn
transforned society. As Meng-tzu has noted "the root of the state
is the famly" and the transplanting that the famly has been
under goi ng has uprooted society in general. Sone changes have been
good, others bad, and still others both good and bad. But given the
breadth and depth of changes in famly life, the changes both for
the better and the worse have been disruptive. Society has had to
readjust to continually evolving structures and new attitudes. It
is through this process of structural and value change and
adaptation to these changes that the nodern, 21st-century famly is
enmer gi ng.
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Table 1
Changes in Marital Status
% Never % Not Now % Ever % Ever Di vorce

Married WMarried Divorced Divorced Rat e?
(AT) (Ever

Marri ed)
1960 9.2
1965 10.6
1970 14.9
1972 15 26 14 17
1973 15 26 13 15
1974 14 25 15 17
1975 16 28 15 19 20. 3
1976 16 30 15 18
1977 16.5 31 16 19
1978 15 30 18 21
1980 17 33 18 21 22.6
1982 19 35 19.5 24
1983 17 33 19 23
1984 20 36 20 25
1985 18 35 20 25 21.7
1986 19 37 21 26
1987 20 39 21 26
1988 22 40 22 28
1989 21 38 21 26
1990 20 39 25 31 20.9
1991 21 39 22.5 29
1993 19 39 24.5 30
1994 20 40 26 32
1995 19.8
1996 22 43 26.5 34
1998 23 44 26 33

Source: GSS and Vital Statistics

aDi vorces per year per 1,000 married wonmen 15 years and ol der. Data
from Statistical Abstracts.
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Table 2
Trends i n Cohabitation

% for whom first union was cohabitation: Ever in union

Birth

Cohorts Men Wonen
1933-42 16. 4 6.9
1943-52 30.3 21.8
1953-62 53.1 42. 4
1963- 74 65. 7 64.0

Source: Laumann, Gagnon, M chael, and M chaels, 1994
Cohabitators as % of
Al'l Couples Al Households Al Adults

1960
1970
1975
1977
1978
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
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Sources: dick and Spanier, 1980; Spanier, 1983; Thornton, 1988;
Current Popul ation Surveys, 1987-1997; GSS, 1998
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Tabl e 2 (conti nued)
% cohabited wth present spouse before marriage

1988 23.4
1994 28.0

Source: GSS, 19942

% Currently % Ever Cohabited % Cohabi ted prior
Cohabi ti ng to First Marriage

Wnen, 15-44

1988 5 34 25
1995 7 41 24

Source: Abnmm, et al., 1997 and Smth, 1998
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Tabl e 3

Trends in Children

% with No Mean # of % | deal Nunber of

Chil dren Chil dren Children for a Famly

Under 18 Bor n To Have

i n House 0-1 2 3+
1972 45 2.4 3 41 56
1973 48 2.3
1974 47 2.2 3 45 52
1975 49 2.1 3 49 48
1976 50 2.1 5 51 44
1977 52 2.1 3 49 48
1978 50 2.1 3 51 46
1980 54.5 2.1
1982 58 2.0 3 55 42
1983 53 2.1 3 51 46
1984 57.5 2.0
1985 58 2.1 4 55.5 40.5
1986 56.5 2.1 3 51.5 45.5
1987 58.5 2.0
1988 59 2.0 3 51 46
1989 57.5 1.9 4 54 42
1990 63 1.9 3 55 42
1991 61 1.9 4 54 42
1993 60 1.8 4 58 38
1994 60 1.9 4 54 42
1996 61 1.8 4 57 39
1998 62 1.9 4 57 39
Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

How many chil dren have you ever had? Please count all that were
born alive at any tinme (including any you had from a previous
marriage) .

What do you think is the ideal nunber of children for a famly to
have?
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Tabl e 4

Trends in Qut-of-Marriage Births

% of Al Births to Birth Rates for
Unmarri ed Mot hers Unmarri ed Mot hers
1960 5.3 21. 62
1965 7.7 23.5
1970 10. 7 26.5
1975 14. 2 24.5
1980 18. 4 29.4
1985 22.0 32.8
1986 23.4 34.3
1987 24.5 36.1
1988 25.7 38.6
1989 27. 1 41. 8
1990 28.0 43. 8
1991 29.5 45, 2
1992 30.1 45, 2
1993 31.0 45. 3
1994 32.6 46. 9
1995 32.2 45. 1
1996 32.4 44. 6
Whi t es Bl acks Whi t es Bl acks
1960 2.3 21.6° 9.2 98. 3°b
1965 4.0 26.3 11.6 97.6
1970 57 37.6 13.9 95.5
1975 7.3 48. 8 12. 4 84.2
1980 11.0 55.2 17.6 81.4
1985 14.5 60. 1 21.8 78.8
1986 15.7 61.2 23.2 80.9
1987 16. 7 62. 2 24.6 84.7
1988 17.7 63.5 26.6 88. 9
1989 19.0 64.5 29.9 93.1
1990 20.1 65. 2 31.8 93.9
1991 21.8 67.9 34.6 89.5
1992 22.6 68. 1 35.2 86.5
1993 23.6 68. 7 35.9 84.0
1994 25.4 70. 4 38.3 82.1
1995 25.3 69. 9 37.5 75.9
1996 25.7 69. 8 ---- ----

@Nunber to births to unmarried wonen per 1,000 unmarried wonen age
15-44.

ln 1960 and 1965 figures are for non-Wites. This slightly
underestimates the rate for Bl acks only.
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Sour ce:
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Abstracts
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Table 5

Trends in the Living Arrangenents of Househol ds

Marri ed
No Chil dren
1972 29
1973 32
1974 31
1975 31
1976 32
1977 33
1978 31
1980 32
1982 33
1983 31
1984 31
1985 33
1986 30
1987 30
1988 31
1989 30.
1990 33
1991 31
1993 32
1994 31
1996 30
1998 30
Source: GSS

Marri ed

Chi |l dren

45
42
44
41
38
37
39.5
35
32
35.5
32
32
33
31
28
31
28
30
29
29
26
26

28

Not Marri ed
No Chil dren

16
16
16
18
19
19.5
19
22
25.5
22
26
25
27
28
28
27
30
29
29
29
30
32

Not Marri ed
Chi |l dren

10
10
9
11
12
11
11
10.5
10
11.5
10
10
10
10. 5
13
11
10
10
10
11
13
12



1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1980
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1993
1994
1996
1998

Sour

Tabl e 6

% of Children in Various Types of Famlies

Singl e Two

Par ent

ce: GSS

NOPRPRO~NOOOOTWWOOUIWREL,NRA~NWORMN

4
6
5
8

10

12

10

13

14

13

14.

14.

11

10

18

15

14

18

15

18

19

18

Par ent ,

Two Two

Par ent ,

Adul ts

Two
Adul ts

Continuing Remarried Ex-married Never Married

73.
71.
71.
65.
63.
63.
65.
61.
59.
61.
58.
61.
61.
60.
54.
56.
56.
53.
57.
52.
48.
51.

NoOOOO~NORPRUINPAPORARPOWNWPAORL, MO

Single Parent - only one adult

Two
Two

Two

Two

Par ent s,
Par ent s,

(unknown i f

adul ts,

Cont i nui ng
Remarri ed

Ex-married -

currently married

adul ts,

9.

9.
12.
14.
11.
13.
13.
12.
13.
12.
14.
12.
13.
14.
13.
12.
17.
15.
13.
14.
14.
12.

WA NNOITONOOONNNNNORFRPOOWOON©

i n househol d
married coupl e,

married couple, at

two or

nmore adults;

Never Married - two or nore adults;

VONOUNNNTRDPRPRONRWWRARDW
CURONFRPWOWODUITONOON®® R A

CONOINIPOOPNNONNOPONONDOD®
NNONOORNRANODW®OWOODOODNNO

never divorced

|l east on remarried

remarri age came before or after children born)

previously, but not

never married (This

category al so includes sone conplex famly structures.)
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Table 7

Trends in Labor Force Participation of Married Couples

Tradi tional: Moder n: Non- Tr ad. : "Retired":

Husband Works Both Wrk Wfe Wrks Nei t her

Wfe at Hone Qut si de Hone Husband Hone Wor ks?
1972 53 32 3 11.5
1973 48.5 34 4.5 13
1974 47 35 3 14
1975 45 37 4.5 14
1976 46 35 3 16
1977 41 40 5 14
1978 45 40 3.5 12
1980 37 44 4 14.5
1982 35 45 5 15.5
1983 35 47 4 13.5
1984 34 48 4 14
1985 30 49 4 16
1986 29 49 4 18
1987 25.5 55 6 14
1988 25 52 4 18.5
1989 26 53 4 17
1990 25 55 4 15
1991 26 51 5 18
1993 22.5 56 5 16
1994 23 56 5 15
1996 24 59 5 12
1998 21 58.5 6 14
Source: GSS

2Househol ds in which neither spouse is in the |abor force. Wile
retired couples are the largest group, category includes any
conbi nation of retired, disabled, students, and keepi ng house.
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Tabl e 8

Trends in Labor Force Participation of Married Couples
with Children Under 18 in Househol d

Tradi ti onal : Mbder n: Non- Tr ad. : "Retired":
Husband Works Both Whrk Wfe Wrks Nei t her
Wfe at Hone Qut si de Hone Husband Hone Wor ks?

1972 60 33 2 4
1973 58 34.5 2 5
1974 57 39 0.5 4
1975 54 40 2 3.5
1976 54.5 48 3 5
1977 52 41.5 2 4
1978 54.5 42 1 2.5
1980 46 49 2.5 2
1982 43 50 3 4.5
1983 45 52 1 2
1984 40 54 3 3
1985 37 58 4 1.5
1986 34 60 2 5
1987 31 63 2.5 4
1988 33 64 2 1.5
1989 32 63 3 2
1990 33 62 2 3
1991 33 61 2 4
1993 27 67 3 2
1994 28 66 4 2
1996 29 66 3 2
1998 27 67 4 2

2Househol ds in which neither spouse is in the |abor force. Wile
retired couples are the largest group, category includes any
conbi nation of retired, disabled, students, and keepi ng house.

31



Table 9
Trends Regarding Marriage and Divorce

% Very Happy % Divorces
wi th Marriage Shoul d be

Easi er
1973 67
1974 69 33.5
1975 67 29
1976 66 29
1977 65 29
1978 65.5 28
1980 67.5 - -
1982 66 23.5
1983 62.5 25
1984 66 - -
1985 56 24
1986 63 28
1987 65 - -
1988 62 25
1989 60 27
1990 65 25
1991 64 29.5
1993 61 27
1994 60 27
1996 62 28
1998 63.5 24.5
Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

Taking things all together, how would you describe your marriage?
Wul d you say that your marriage is very happy, pretty happy, or
not too happy?

Should divorce in this country be easier or nore difficult to
obtain than it is now?
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Tabl e 10
Trends in Attitudes about Children
% Di sagree that %D sagree that % Agree that % Di sagr ee That

Those Wanti ng Children Are Children Inter- People wo
Children Should Life's Geatest fer with Par- Children Lead

CGet Married Joy ent's Freedom Enpty Lives
1988 14. 8 4.1 10. 7 44. 8
1994 17.2 4.1 8.9 52.9
Sour ce: GSS

Question Wordi ng:

Do you agree or disagree..

Peopl e who want children ought to get married.
Wat ching children growup is life's greatest joy.

Having children interferes too nuch with the freedom of the
parents.

Peopl e who have never had children | ead enpty |ives.

33



Table 11
| nportance of Traits in Children
% Most | nport ant

To think To Cbey To Work To Help To be Well

for Ones Har d G hers Liked and

Sel f Popul ar
1986 51 23 11 14 0
1987 54 20 12 13 1
1988 50 23 14.5 12 1
1989 53 19 14 12 1
1990 51 18 16 14 1
1991 51 20 15 14 0
1993 53 19 14 13 1
1994 53 18 16 13 0
1996 51 18.5 18 13 1
1998 49 18.5 18 13 1
Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

| f you had to chose, which thing on this list would you pick as the
nost inportant for a child to learn to prepare himor her for |life?
A. To obey B. To be well-liked or popular C. To think for hinself
or herself D. To work hard E. To hel p others when they need help
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Tabl e 12
Trends in Approval of Spanking Children

% Approvi ng of

Spanki ng
1986 83.5
1988 80
1989 77
1990 79
1991 75
1993 74
1994 74
1996 73
1998 75

Sour ce: GSS
Question Wordi ng:
Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree that

it is sonmetinmes necessary to discipline a child wwth a good, hard
spanki ng?
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Tabl e 13
Trends in Attitudes Towards Wnen and Politics
%WIling to % Wonen % Wonren Hel p

Vote for Wonen Enotionally Run Country
for President Suited for as Well as

Politics Hones
1972 74
1974 80 53 64.5
1975 80 50 64
1977 80 50 62
1978 83 57 69
1982 86.5 62 74.5
1983 86.5 64 77
1985 83 61 74
1986 86.5 63 77
1988 88 68 79
1989 86.5 69 80
1990 91 74 82
1991 91 74 81
1993 90 78 85
1994 92.5 79 87
1996 93 79 84
1998 94 77 85
Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

| f your party nom nated a woman for President, would you vote for
her if she were qualified for the job?

Tell me if you agree or disagree with this statenent: Mst nen are
better suited enotionally for politics than are nost wonen.

Do you agree or disagree with this statenent? Wnen should take

care of running their homes and | eave running the country up to
men.
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Tabl e 14
Trends in Attitudes towards Wnen, Wik, and the Famly

%for Wfe % Agree Mom % Di sagree % Di sagr ee
Working if who Wrks Can Wfe Should Better if
Husband Can be as C ose Hel p Husband's Man Wbr ks
Support Her to Children Career First Wnan at Hone

1972 67

1974 70

1975 75

1977 67 49 43 34
1978 74

1982 75

1983 77.5

1985 - - 61 63 52
1986 79 62.5 64 53
1988 81 62.5 69 59
1989 79 64.5 72 60
1990 83 63.5 71.5 61
1991 80 66 71 59
1993 81 68 77 65
1994 82 70 79 66
1996 83.5 66 80 62
1998 82 68 81 66
Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

Do you approve or disapprove of a married wonan earning noney in
business or industry if she has a husband capable of supporting
her?

Now | "mgoing to read several nore statenents. As | read each one,
pl ease tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree with it. For exanple, here is the statenent:

A working nother can establish just as warm and secure a
relationship with her children as a nother who does not work.

It is nore inportant for a wwfe to hel p her husband' s career
than to have one herself.

It is nmuch better for everyone involved if the man is the

achi ever outside the hone and t he wonan t akes care of the hone
and famly.
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Tabl e 15

Trends on Gender Rol es

% Di sagr ee % Di sagr ee % Agr ee % Agr ee
Wnen Really Housework as Job is Best Bot h Spouses
Want Home and Ful filling for Woran to Should Earn
Ki ds as Job be | ndpndnt. | ncones

1988 38.9 23.0 42.5 49. 3

1994 43. 6 21.9 45.0 57.6

1996 - - - - - - 67.0

Sour ce: GSS

Question Wordi ng:
Do you agree or disagree..

A job is alright, but what nost wonen really want is a hone
and chil dren.

Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay.

Having a job is the best way for a woman to be an i ndependent
per son.

Both the husband and the wife should contribute to the
househol d i ncone.
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Tabl e 16
Trends on Mt hers Worki ng
Wfe Should Work Full-Tine...

Bef ore First When Has After Young- After Children

Child Preschool er est in School Leave Hone
1988 76.8 10. 7 36.0 73.8
1994 84.5 11.6 38.0 80. 2
Sour ce: GSS

Question Wordi ng:

Do you think that wonen should work outside the hone full-tine,
part-tinme, or not at all under these circunstances..

a. After marrying and before there are children

b. Wien there is a child under school age

c. After the youngest child starts school

d. After the children | eave hone
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Tabl e 17
Trends i n Sexual Perm ssiveness

% Al ways W ong

Teenage
Extramarital Honpbsexual Prenarital Premarita

Sex Sex Sex Sex
1972 36
1973 70 72.5 - -
1974 73 69 33
1975 - - - - 31
1976 69 70 - -
1977 74 73 31
1978 - - - - 29
1980 71 74 - -
1982 74 74 28
1983 - - - - 28
1984 71.5 75 - -
1985 75 76 28
1986 - - - - 28 67
1987 74 77.5 - -
1988 81 77 26 68. 5
1989 78.5 74 28 70
1990 79 76 25 69
1991 77 77 28 68
1993 78.5 66 27 68.5
1994 80 68 26 70
1996 78.5 61 24 70
1998 81 58.5 27 72
Sour ce: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

There's been a | ot of discussion about the way norals and attitudes
towards sex are changing in this country. If a nan and woman have
sex relations before marriage, do you think it is always wong,
al nost al ways wong, wong only sonetines, or not wong at all?

VWat if they are in their early teens, say 14 to 16 years old? In
that case, do you think sex relations before nmarriage are always
wrong, al nost al ways wong, wong only sonetines, or not wong at
all?

What i s your opinion about a married person having sexual relations

W th soneone other than the marriage partner --is it always w ong,
al nost al ways wong, wong only sonetines, or not wong at all?
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What about sexual relations between two adults of the same sex --
do you think it is always wong, alnost always wong, wong only
sonetinmes, or not wong at all?
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Tabl e 18

Trends in Sexual Attitudes

% for Sex Educa- % for Birth Control
tion in Schools for Teenagers

1974 82

1975 80

1977 78.5

1982 85

1983 86

1985 85

1986 85 57

1988 88 59

1989 88 56

1990 90 61

1991 87.5 61

1993 86 58

1994 88 57

1996 87 60

1998 87 58

Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:
Wul d you be for or against sex education in the public school s?
Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree that

met hods of birth control should be available to teenagers between
the ages of 14 and 16 if their parents do not approve?
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Tabl e 19
Trends on Soci al i zi ng

% Spendi ng Soci al Evening at Least Several
Times a Wek . ..

Wth Wth Wth O her At
Rel ati ves Nei ghbor Friend Bar
1974 38 30 22 11
1975 39 26.5 21 9
1977 37.5 27 22 11
1978 36 28.5 21 10
1982 37 24 22 12.5
1983 33 25 21 12
1985 36 23 21 9
1986 37 28 21 9.5
1988 37 25 20 10
1989 34 22 22 8
1990 35 22 20 8
1991 36 23 24 9
1993 33 21 24 8
1994 34 21 23 8
1996 36 20 24 8.5
1998 37 20 22 8

Source: GSS

Question Wordi ngs:

How of t en do you do the follow ng things? A Spend a social evening
with relatives B. Spend a social evening with sonmeone who lives in

your nei ghborhood C. Spend a social evening with friends who live
out si de the nei ghborhood D. Go to a bar or tavern
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Tabl e 20

Attitudes toward Children, Famly, Wrk, and Gender
in Cross-National Perspective?

Bei ng a House- Job Best Way Bot h Spouses The Husband
wife is Ful- for Whnen to Shoul d Wor k Shoul d Wor k
filling be I ndepen- and the Wfe
dent Stay Hone
% Di sagr eei ng % Agr eei ng % Agr eei ng % Di sagr eei ng
EG 68. 6 EG 80.3 EG 93.5 EG 78. 6
| SRL 62. 8 PHI L 77.0 BUL 92.9 CAN 75.5
| T 56. 8 WG 75. 8 SLVN 92.6 SVE 70.7
(074 47. 6 SP 74.9 PHI L 89.7 NOR 69. 7
NOR 42. 4 | T 72.7 | SRL 86.7 NL 63.8
SP 42.0 BUL 71.1 SP 84.4 | SRL 60. 9
WG 37.7 POL 69. 2 SVE 82.2 NZ 59.5
SLVN 37.4 | RE 67.9 (074 81.0 USA 59. 4
AUS 37.2 SLVN 65.2 | T 81.0 GB 59.1
CAN 35.5 | SRL 65. 1 | RE 77.3 NO RE 57.0
SVE 35.4 RUS 64. 3 RUS 73.7 AUSTL 55.0
GB 34.4 SVE 63.0 HUN 72.6 SP 53.6
NL 33.0 NO RE 60.0 NORE 71.3 | RE 53.2
NZ 31.1 GB 60. 7 WG 66. 9 | T 48. 3
AUSTL 29.3 USA 56. 4 AUS 63. 4 WG 47.7
NO RE 26.9 JAPN 53.5 GB 61. 8 SLVN 43.0
BUL 25.5 NOR 51.7 NOR 60. 4 JAPN 39.9
| RE 25.3 CZ 51.3 PCL 57.9 AUS 38.9
POL 25.2 NL 50.9 USA 57.7 (74 24.7
USA 21.8 AUSTL 49.5 CAN 55.8 PCL 20.8
HUN 17.1 CAN 46. 9 JAPN 54.4 BUL 20.5
PHI L 15.9 NZ 44. 8 AUSTL 44.9 RUS 18.1
JAPN 14. 6 HUN 36.8 NZ 39.1 HUN 18.1
RUS 5.2 AUS 36.7 NL 28.6 PHI L 9.4

SOURCE: 1994 | SSP
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Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

Wor ki ng Mot her Chi l dren Fam |y Wnen Real |y
Havi ng as Warm Suffers if Suffers if Want a Hone
a Rel ationship Mot her Wbr ks Mot her Wbr ks and Children
with Children

AUSTL 53.
(074 47.

BUL 15.
HUN 11.

HUN 16.
RUS 11.

PHI L 11.
HUN 6.

% Agr eei ng % Di sagreeing % Di sagreeing % Di sagreeing
EG 92.2 EG 50.7 CAN 58.9 EG 71.2
AUS 77.1 CAN 50.0 EG 55.3 CAN 57.2
WG 75. 3 SVE 48. 7 GB 51.2 NZ 54.1
NL 71.5 NO RE 46.7 USA 51.1 GB 50. 4
CAN 71.4 USA 46. 2 NO RE 50.8 WG 48. 1
USA 70.8 NOR 44.0 SVE 47.7 NO RE 45.6
JAPN 69. 4 GB 43. 2 NOR 42. 4 NOR 45. 3
RUS 68.5 | RE 42. 4 JAPN 40.9 USA 43. 5
| SRL 67.2 JAPN  40.4 NZ 39.1 NL 43. 3
SVE 66. 7 | SRL 38.1 | RE 39.0 AUS 40. 8
NO RE 65. 7 SP 36. 3 NL 37. 4 | SRL 39.7
GB 64. 6 AUSTL 35.6 AUSTL 37.2 SP 39.6
| T 62. 2 NL 34. 4 | SRL 36.5 AUSTL 37.9
| RE 62. 2 NZ 32.9 PCL 33.9 SVE 36.4
PHI L 62. 2 Cz 32.2 SP 33.9 | T 35.8
PCL 61.6 PHI L 28.9 Cz 30.3 | RE 33.5
SLVN 61.0 SLVN 24.6 PHI L 28.5 JAPN 28.0
SP 56. 2 PCL 24.3 AUS 25. 4 RUS 23.8
NZ 55.2 | T 18.3 BUL 25. 4 SLVWN 20.1
NOR 55.1 WG 18. 2 WG 24.0 Cz 19.8
BUL 55.0 AUS 17.3 | T 21.2 PCL 19.7
HUN 53.7 RUS 15.8 SLVN 20.5 BUL 13.4
6 4 9 7
8 5 8 9
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CAN
SVE

EG
NO RE
NL

AUSTL
| RE
AUS
USA
HUN

BUL

SLVN
JAPN
| SRL
POL
SP
RUS
T
PHI L

Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

Approvi ng of Woman Working Full Tinme/Part Tinme If...

No Chil dren Pr e- school er Youngest in Youngest G own
School
Ful | Part Ful | Part Ful | Part Ful | Part
93.5 4.3 PHL 25.2 34.6 CAN 46.4 43.1 SWE 88.9 10.8
92.9 6.8 ISRL 18.4 63.0 ISRL 38.2 54.2 BUL 86.2 8.1
90.8 7.7 CAN 17.5 37.0 USA 37.8 53.8 (Z 83.9 14.2
90.0 9.1 NL 15.1 44.8 SLVN 34.4 43.2 NOR 82.3 16. 4
89.6 7.6 EG 14.8 64.5 SP 32.6 44.7 SLVN 82.3 7.8
88.9 10.1 SP 14.0 39.3 PCL 30.0 29.8 CAN 82.2 15.8
88.4 10.2 BUL 13.9 25.3 NL 28.6 63.9 EG 81.5 17.5
87.8 9.6 IRE 11.8 38.9 BUL 28.5 39.7 USA 80.9 16.7
84.5 13.4 PQOL 11.2 14.4 EG 27.0 67.0 POL 80.4 10.7
84.4 11.5 USA 11.1 34.2 |IRE 26.1 49.5 NL 80.3 18.5
84.1 14.0 JAPN 11.1 25.7 SWE 25.8 70.7 NAORE 74.5 23.3
84.1 13.2 SLVN 9.4 36.5 NOR 25.264.2 |IRE 74.2 20.3
80.0 12.9 SWE 8.4 62.2 (Z 22.6 57.9 Nz 74.1 23.7
79.8 13.6 NORE 8.4 34.0 NORE 22.1 65.8 GB 73.7 24.6
79.2 14.3 NOR 7.7 47.5 PHL 21.4 36.9 HUN 72.0 18.2
77.7 18.8 CZ 6.6 39.4 HUN 19.9 50.0 ISRL 71.2 23.1
77.2 11.3 @B 5.9 31.9 @B 18.2 72.9 AUS 66.7 28.7
71.2 21.7 |IT 4.8 56.0 JAPN 17.1 56.5 SP 64.4 17.8
70.7 25.9 HUN 4.8 31.3 IT 16.7 66.3 RUS 61.9 26.3
68.6 10.6 RUS 4.1 35.6 AUSTL 16.1 72.8 AUSTL 60.6 34.6
62.6 22.6 AUSTL 3.9 30.7 Nz 12.7 79.7 WG 58.4 37.2
61.4 28.0 AUS 2.7 36.7 RUS 10.258.2 IT 55.4 29.5
58.9 33.3 Nz 2.6 29.0 AUS 9.3 70.3 JAPN 54.0 37.4
35.9 31.6 WG 1.3 30.2 WG 4.9 67.1 PHL 42.1 28.6



Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

Children are Chil dren i n- Peopl e wit h- Peopl e Who
Life's Geat- terfer with out Children Want Children
est Joy Freedom of Lead Enpty Shoul d Marry
Par ent s Li ves
% Di sagr eei ng % Agr eei ng % Di sagr eei ng % Di sagr eei ng
NZ 6.4 RUS 61.9 NL 64. 8 NL 53.8
AUSTL 6.3 BUL 56. 6 | RE 64. 3 SLVN 45.9
JAPN 6.2 SP 56. 4 NZ 59.7 EG 43. 7
NL 6.0 JAPN 43. 8 CAN 59. 3 SP 40.9
GB 5.8 PCL 37.7 GB 59.0 SWE 38.5
Cz 5.3 AUS 35.2 NO RE 54.0 RUS 37.4
CAN 5.2 | T 31.9 USA 53.1 CAN 34.6
| RE 4.7 WG 31.0 NOR 50. 4 AUS 31.5
| SRL 4.5 | SRL 28.7 AUSTL 48.1 NOCR 30.7
USA 4.2 PHI L 23. 4 SP 47.7 HUN 28.9
NO RE 4.1 HUN 23.3 PCL 36.6 | T 28.6
WG 3.7 Cz 22.5 Cz 32.9 GB 27. 4
PHI L 3.1 SLVN 18.9 SVE 32.5 WG 26. 8
SP 2.6 EG 18.5 WG 32.2 JAPN 26.2
NOR 2.4 NL 13.9 PHI L 30.2 NZ 25.6
PCL 2.1 CAN 11.7 AUS 28. 4 IRE 19.3
AUS 1.8 AUSTL 10.7 | T 27.7 NO RE 19.0
RUS 1.5 GB 10.4 RUS 26.5 AUSTL 17.4
SLVN 1.5 | RE 9.5 | SRL 21. 4 BUL 16.5
SVE 1.4 USA 8.7 JAPN 19.8 USA 16.3
BUL 1.0 NZ 8.3 EG 19.4 | SRL 15.4
| T 1.0 NO RE 7.9 SLVN 16.9 PCL 14.7
EG 1.0 NOR 7.4 BUL 12.8 Cz 14. 3
HUN 0.3 SVE 5.6 HUN 6.9 PHI L 9.4



Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

Mai n Pur pose One Parent Parents Qught Coupl e Qught Pai d Child Care
of Marriage Can Rai se a to Stay Toget- to Stay Toget- Maternity Benefits If
Havi ng Chil d- Child as Well her 1f They her Even If Leave Par ent s
ren Two Can Have Children No Children Wor k

% Di sagr eei ng % Agr eei ng % Di sagreeing % Di sagreeing % Agreeing % Agr eei ng
NZ 70. 2 PHI L 62. 4 NL 74. 4 EG 90. 4 BUL 99. 8 Cz 94.
USA 69.5 JAPN 59. 4 CAN 71.8 NL 89.9 EG 99.1 BUL 84.
CAN 69. 4 EG 53. 4 AUS 71.8 NZ 87.9 SLVN 98.9 HUN 82.
NL 68.5 PCL 52.0 EG 71.6 WG 87.2 HUN 98. 3 EG 82.
NO RE 64.5 AUS 51.0 NZ 70.1 SLVN 87.2 RUS 98.1 PHI L 80.
GB 64. 4 | RE 47.0 USA 67.4 Cz 86. 4 | SRL 98.1 RUS 79.
EG 63.5 NL 43. 8 WG 64. 2 AUS 85.1 Cz 96. 8 SLVN  76.
SVE 63. 4 SP 39.3 SLVN 58.3 GB 84. 4 JAPN 96.1 JAPN  71.
JAPN 63.2 WG 38.2 | SRL 58.1 | SRL 84. 4 | RE 95.1 NOR 65.
| RE 62.1 NORE 37.5 GB 57.9 AUSTL 84.1 PCL 94. 8 | SRL 64.
AUSTL 59.0 BUL 36.7 SP 57.9 CAN 84.0 NO RE 94.6 WG 58.
SP 56.5 USA 36.1 AUSTL 57.2 RUS 83.0 WG 93.9 SP 55.
WG 56. 2 GB 35.8 RUS 54. 6 NOR 82.8 SP 93.9 | RE 52.
AUS 54.1 NOR 35.7 NO RE 54.5 HUN 82.5 PHI L 92.8 PCL 51.
NOR 50.7 RUS 34.9 NOR 52.2 SVE 82.5 | T 91.4 NO RE 51.
| T 45. 5 SVE 34.9 | RE 51.2 USA 82.1 NOR 90.9 CAN 48.
| SRL 37.8 CAN 33.2 SVE 51.0 SP 80.7 SVE 90.7 AUS 48.
SLVN 36. 2 | T 30.7 HUN 45. 1 | RE 80. 4 AUS 84.1 SVE 47.
PCL 33.2 | SRL 28. 4 Cz 44. 7 | T 79.0 GB 83.4 USA 45.
RUS 28.0 SLVN 28.2 | T 42. 1 NORE 77.6 CAN 79.6 GB 44.
Cz 26. 8 Cz 26. 8 PHI L 37.7 BUL 71.0 USA 75.8 | T 35.
PHI L 16. 1 HUN 25.8 JAPN 21.2 PCL 57.7 NL 69. 8 AUSTL 32.
HUN 16.0 NZ 24.3 PCL 19.1 PH L 48.8 NZ 50.7 NZ 27.
BUL 14.3  AUSTL 24.3 JAPN 46.0 AUSTL 41.7 NL 19.
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Not e: Questions about divorce with children not asked in Bulgari a.



Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

aAbbr evi ati ons used for countri es:

AUS Austri a

AUSTL Australia

BUL Bul gari a

CAN Canada

(74 Czech Republic
EG East Ger man

GB Geat Britain
HUN Hungary

| RE I rel and

| SRL | srael

| T Italy

JAPN Japan

NL The Net her | ands
NO RE Nort hern Irel and
NOR Nor way

NZ New Zeal and

PHI L The Phili ppi nes
POL Pol and

RUS Russi a

SLVN Sl oveni a

SP Spai n

SVE Sweden

USA United States
WG West Ger many

Question Wordi ngs:

For wordi ngs of questions previously introduced see Tables 10 and 15.



Do you agree or disagree..

a. Working wonen should receive paid maternity | eave when they have a baby.

Tabl e 20 (conti nued)

b. Fam lies should receive financial benefits for child care when both parents work.
Do you agree or disagree..

a. One parent can bring up a child as well as two parents together.
Do you agree or disagree..

a. A working nother can establish just as warm and secure a relationship with her

children as a nother who does not work.

b. A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her nother works.

c. All in all, famly life suffers when the woman has a full-tinme job

e. Ajob is alright, but what nost wonen really want is a hone and chil dren.

g

A husband's job is to earn noney; a wife's job is to ook after the hone and famly.

Do you think that wonen should work outside the honme full-tinme, part-tinme, not not at al
under these circunstances:

After marrying and before there are children.
When there is a child under school age.

After the youngest child starts school

After the children | eave hone.

aeooo

Do you agree or disagree..

a. The main purpose of marriage these days is to have children.



Tabl e 21

Changes i n Househol d

Not Married, Child
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

Not Married, No Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, No Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, No Children
No One working

Conposi tion
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1980
4.9 5.0 4.7 5.8 6. 6.8 6.6 5.8
4.9 5.3 4.7 4.8 5. 4.3 3.9 4.8
14. 4 13.9 16.4 15.4 13.2 14.6 16.0 16.2
27.8 25.3 24.4 22.1 21.8 20.1 22.0 16.9
2.8 2.6 3.1 3.1 2. 2.0 1.6 2.0
7.9 7.8 81 9.0 9.7 10.9 10.5 13.7
8.4 80 7.5 8.7 8. 8.6 87 8.6
8.2 10.7 9.0 9.4 9.1 12.0 10.9 12.2
14.0 13.7 12.5 12.9 13.1 12.4 11.6 10.5
6.8 7.7 9.5 8.8 9. 8.4 8.2 9.4
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Tabl e 21 (conti nued)

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

Not Married, No Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, No Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, No Children
No One working

1982 1983 1984 1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

6.0 5.7 6.2 6.8

15.1 16.5 16.3 17.7

14.1 16.5 14.0 13.3

14.4 13.3 16.3 14.1

11.1 8.3 9.9 11.3

12.0 12.0 13.2 12.6

11.7 10.2 10.2 9.6

52

6.

19.

11.

15.

11.

10.

10.

1

6.

18.

10.

17.

10.

13.

7

8.0

17. 4

10.1

17.1

10.6

12.1

10.9

7.2

18.5

11. 2

16. 4

10.7

12. 5



Tabl e 21 (conti nued)

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

Not Married, No Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, No Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, No Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, No Children
No One working

Sour ce: GSS

1990 1991

1992 1994

1996

1998

6.8 6.1

16.2 16.9

10.1 11.2

17.2 17.7

12.7 11.6

15.3 12.6

53

6.2 7.4

18.4 18.4

10.1 9.6

17.2 18.4

11.5 10.3

13.8 14.3

9.

16.

20.

10.

15.

4

9

3

0

4

8.4

17.3

21.5

10.6

14.5



Tabl e 22

Changes in Fam |y Conposition (Households with Children)

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1980

8.9 9.6

8.9 10.2

26.3 26.7

50.8 48.5

5.1 5.0

1982 1983

8.8

8.9

30.8

45. 7

5.8

1984

11.

9.

30.

43.

6.

2

4

1

2

0

1985

12.2 14.2 13.2

11.3 9.0 7.9

26.7 30.6 31.9

44.0 42.0 43.9

1986 1987 1988

12.7

10. 4

35.5

37.0

4.3

1989

14.3 12.0

9.2 12. 4

36.2 35.0

33.7 35.2

14. 7

9.3

38.4

33.0

16.

7.

42.

31.

2

6

2

7

14.0 16.2 19.6

9.8 9.2 11.2

44.0 45.4 42. 4

27.5 25.4 24.5

17.0

9.8

43.5

26. 4

6.5 5.4 4.7 2.3 4.8 3.8 2.3 3.2
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Tabl e 22 (conti nued)

1990 1991 1992 1994 1996 1998

Not Married, Children, 18.5 15.4 15.6 18.7 23.7 22.2
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children, 7.4 9.8 10.3 8.6 9.3 8.9
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children, 43.6 42.8 46.3 46.1 42.8 45.4
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children, 27.2 28.4 25.5 24.1 22.3 21.3
One wor ki ng

Married, Children 3.3 3.6 2.4 2.5 1.9 2.2

No One working
Sour ce: GSS
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Tabl e 23

Changes in Fam |y Conposition (Households with Children)
by Social C ass

1972-77 1978-82 1983-88 1989-93 1994-98

Not Married, Children,

Wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass 11.7 14.0 17. 4 21.3 27.3
M ddl e d ass 9.9 12.6 13.5 10.8 14.6
Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 8.9 8.9 9.3 8.0 10. 2
M ddl e d ass 9.7 9.4 9.7 11.2 7.3
Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass 28. 4 32.1 40. 2 39.5 40. 8
M ddl e d ass 28.6 37.3 43.7 49.5 49.5
Married, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass 44.5 39.4 28.6 27.8 19.5
M ddl e d ass 47. 8 37. 4 30.1 25.7 26. 4
Married, Children
No One working
Wor ki ng d ass 6.5 5.5 4.4 3.4 2.2
M ddl e d ass 4.0 3.3 2.9 2.8 2.2

Sour ce: GSS
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Tabl e

24

CGender Roles by Fam |y Conposition and Social C ass

A Al Famlies with Children

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

B. By Social C ass

Marri ed, Chil dren,
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

% Agr ee

Wor ki ng
Mot her

VWAr m

75.

76.

76.

58.

5

3

7

5

72.

58.
58.

7

2
7

57

Chi |l dren

Suf f er
Mbt her
Wor ks

59.4

48. 7

55.8

34. 4

| f

% Di sagree % Di sagree % Agree

Wnen as Job is
Fulfilled Best Way
by House- for Wnman

wor k be | ndep.
33.4 55.4
32.1 56.5
26.5 42.5
17.0 26. 3
20.6 41. 7
30.5 43. 6
19.7 32.0
14. 8 21.3



Tabl e 24 (conti nued)

% Agr ee
Bot h
Spouses
Shoul d
Wor k

A Al Famlies with Children

Not Married, Children,
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

B. By Social C ass

Married, Chil dren,
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

73.9

70.0

58. 8

37.2

50.1

63. 7

54.0

46. 2
28.8

%D sagr ee
Husband

Wor k

Wfe Stay

Hone

58

56.

54.

66.

44.

30.

61.

71.

42.
48.

= ©

% sagree %D sagree
Fam |y Wnen Want
Suffers If Hone and
Mot her Chi I dren
Wor ks
59.8 48. 5
57.2 39.5
61.5 46. 5
46. 0 40.5
35.4 ----
61. 0 38.0
62.1 54.6
41.5 40. 8
30.0 40. 2



A Al Famlies with Children

Not Married, Children,

Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,

Not wor ki ng

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working

B. By Social C ass

Married, Chil dren,
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

Sour ce: GSS

Tabl e 24 (conti nued)

% Di sagr ee
Better for
Man to Work Hel p Hus-

and Wonan
Stay Hone

75.

69.

72.

55.

50.

70.

73.

53.
57.

2

59

%D sagr ee
W fe Shoul d

band' s
Car eer

88. 3

81.3

86.9

76. 3

70.1

86.
87.

[0 o

75.0
77.5



Wman and Enpl oynent

Approvi ng of Wonman Wor ki ng Ful |

A A

Not Married, Children,

Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children,

Not wor ki ng

Marri ed, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Marri ed, Children,
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One working
B. By Social C ass

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e C ass

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng

Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e C ass

Sour ce: GSS

Tabl e 25

Famlies with Children

Full Part

85.5 12. 4

76.4 19.3

85.9 11.7

79.7 16. 1

84.3 12.8
87.5 10.7

60

Ful |

19.2

13. 4

17.9

4.5

17.9
18.0

Par t

38.2

34.8

37.9

23.1

35.5
40. 6

25.7
20. 8

| ssues by Fam |y Conposition and Soci al

Time/Part Time If...

No Children Pre-school er Youngest

in School

Ful | Part

55.5 39.9

47.2 47.6

47.6 46.9

21.9 62.9

47.1 44.2
47.9 50.0

31.5 56.8
13.5 68.3

d ass

Youngest
G own

Ful | Part
80.4 13.6
83.3 11.3
78.8 19.3

66.0 28.5

79.6 17.2
77.9 21.6

74.8 18.0
58.2 37.6



Tabl e 26

Chil d-Rel ated | ssues by Fam |y Conposition and Social C ass

Children are Children in- People wth- | deal Nunber of
Life's Geat- terfer with out Children Nunber of Chi l dren
est Joy Freedom of Lead Enpty Chi I dren Born
Parent s Li ves
% Di sagreei ng % Agreei ng % Di sagr eei ng Mean Mean
A Al Famlies with Children
Not Married, Children, 4.9 17. 4 57.6 2.5 1.6
Wor ki ng
Not Married, Children, 2.3 14.0 49. 5 2.6 2.1
Not wor ki ng
Married, Children, 3.1 6.4 46. 7 2.4 2.2
Bot h wor ki ng
Married, Children, 0.8 6.9 40. 7 2.6 2.4
One wor ki ng
Married, Children 2.7 3.6

No One working
B. By Social C ass

Married, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass
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Marri ed, Children,

One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng C ass
M ddl e d ass

Sour ce: GSS
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Tabl e 27
Children, Marriage, and Divorce by Famly Conposition and Social C ass

Mai n Pur pose One Parent Par ent s Qught Coupl e Qught Peopl e Who

of Marriage Can Raise a to Stay Toget- to Stay Toget- Want Chil d-

Havi ng Chil d- Child as Well her If They her Even If ren Shoul d

ren Two Can Have Chil dren No Children Mar ry

% Di sagr eei ng % Agr eei ng % Di sagreei ng % Di sagreei ng %0 sagreei ng
A Al Families with Children

Not Married, Children, 72.7 54.8 70.5 81.2 29.8
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children, 74.7 69.1 70.2 87.1 30.2
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children, 72.6 30.6 65. 3 81.6 18.1
Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children, 74.7 29.1 64. 4 79.5 13.4
One wor ki ng

Married, Children
No One wor ki ng

B. By Social C ass

Married, Children
Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 74.0 35.2 68. 3 81.3 21.2
M ddl e C ass 70.9 26. 2 63.5 82.5 15.0

Married, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 71.5 39.2 67.9 77.8 18.6
M ddl e C ass 77.5 23.3 62.5 80. 3 9.0

Sour ce: GSS



Tabl e 28

Attitudes towards Chil dren Val ues
by Fam |y Conposition and Social C ass

Rat ed as Mbst | nportant

To think To Qoey To Work To Hel p To be Well Spank
for Ones Har d O hers Li ked and
Chil dren
Sel f Popul ar %
Agr ee
A. Al Households with Children
Not Married, Children, 51.2 16.7 18.9 12. 7 0.5 74.0
Wor ki ng
Not Married, Children, 36.4 25.7 24.5 12. 8 0.6 69.9
Not wor ki ng
Married, Children, 53.0 13.9 17.3 14. 6 1.2 72. 4
Bot h wor ki ng
Married, Children, 50.7 18. 6 17.5 12. 9 0.2 69.1
One wor ki ng
Married, Children 49. 5 20.0 5.2 25.3 0.0 65.1

No One working
B. By Social C ass
Married, Children,

Bot h wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 48. 4 16.1 17.1 16. 7 1.6 77.0



M ddl e O ass 57.8 11.6 17.7 12. 3 0.7 68. 2

Marri ed, Children,

One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 47. 5 21.0 16.5 14. 6 0.5 75. 6
M ddl e O ass 53. 4 16.6 18.6 11. 4 0.0 62.7

Sour ce: GSS



Tabl e 29

Social Wl fare Policies by Famly Conposition and Social C ass

Paid Matern- Child Care Jobs for Cover nment Spendi ng on. ..
ity Leave Benefits If Everyone Wl fare Poverty Health Educa- Covt.
Par ent s Care tion & Poor
Wor k % Too % Too % Too % Too
% Agr eei ng % Agr eei ng % For Little Little Little Little %Help
A Al Families with Children

Not Married, Children, 88.2 57.9 50. 3 21.3 76.0 71.1 76.6 27.7
Wor ki ng

Not Married, Children, 95.7 63. 4 69. 2 42.0 75.8 70.9 73.5 41. 2
Not wor ki ng

Married, Children, 81.0 56. 6 38.2 14.2 58.9 68. 4 77.9 23.4

Bot h wor ki ng

Married, Children, 71.9 52.2 41.3 16.4 59.4 67.7 76. 4 29.9
One wor ki ng
Married, Children 57.3 32.2  77.2 78.7 71.6 54.2

No One wor ki ng
B. By Social C ass

Marri ed, Children,
Bot h wor ki ng

Wor ki ng d ass 88.8 66. 2 42.1 14. 6 65.7 71.7 77.6 25.3
M ddl e C ass 73.1 46. 4 33.7 14. 1 52.0 65.0 78.1 21.0
Marri ed, Children,
One wor ki ng
Wor ki ng d ass 76. 4 75.3 52.4 20.3 68. 9 72.2 76. 3 38.5

M ddl e O ass 69.4 39.5 27.3 12.1 49. 8 62.8 76. 8 20.6



Sour ce: GSS



Tabl e 29 (conti nued)
Question Wordi ngs:
O her question wordings in previous questions.

We are faced with many problens in this country, none of which can be
sol ved easily or inexpensively. I'"mgoing to nane sone of these problens
and for each I'd like you to tell ne whether you think we're spending
too nmuch noney on it, too little noney, or about the right anount.

a. welfare

b. education/inproving the nation's education system
c. assistance to the poor

d. health/inproving and protecting the nation's health

|"d like to talk to you about sone issues people tell us are inportant.
Please |look at Card X Some people think that the government in
Washi ngton should do everything possible to inprove the standard of
living of all poor Anericans; they are at point 1 on this card. O her
people think it is not the governnment's responsibility, and that each
person shoul d take care of hinself; they are at point 5. Were would you
pl ace yourself on this scale, or haven't you made up your mnd on this?
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Fam |y Val ues

A. Men

Pre-school er suf -
fers if Mdther
Wor ks
% Di sagr ee

Fam ly better if

Fat her Works &
Mot her at Hone
% Di sagr ee

W fe Should Help
Husband' s Car eer
% Di sagr ee

Wfe Wrk even if
Husband About
to Support
% Approve

Ohedi ence
% Top Val ue

Thi nk for Self
% Top Val ue

Spank Chil dren
% Di sagr ee

D vorces
% Easier to get

Spendi ng for Poor

% Too Liitle
GQuar ant eed Jobs

for Al

% Favor

Gover nnent Assi st

Tabl e 30
By Fam |y Type, Cender, and QOccupational Prestige
(WC=Wor ki ng d ass; MC=M ddl e d ass)
One- Ear ners Dual - Ear ners
WC MC Both Hus. WC Hus. MC Both
W Wfe MC Wfe WC MC
42.5 37.9 53.2 58.1 55.9 55.1
47. 6 51.6 57.1 68.0 73.8 75.0
66. 8 77.6 72.6 85.1 85.5 86. 7
73.0 82.8 79.2 77.2 83.7 87.5
29.0 16.0 27.2 20.6 12.1 10. 4
39.5 53.9 37.0 41.9 55.0 58.2
19.1 25.2 18.1 17.5 17.8 25.3
26.1 14.0 29.8 23.1 24.9 17.7
70.0 48. 2 65. 8 62.3 56.7 48. 6
40. 2 22.8 45. 7 38. 4 29. 4 26. 4
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Poor
% For 28. 2 21.4 29.6 24.0 20.9 18. 4
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B. Wnen

Pre-school er suf -
fers if Mdther
Wor ks
% Di sagr ee

Fam |y better if

Fat her Works &
Mot her at Hone
% Di sagr ee

W fe Should Help
Husband' s Car eer
% Di sagr ee

Wfe Wrk even if
Husband About
to Support
% Approve

Ohedi ence
% Top Val ue

Thi nk for Self
% Top Val ue

Spank Chil dren
% Di sagr ee

D vorces
% Easier to get

Spendi ng for Poor
% Too Liitle

GQuar ant eed Jobs
for Al
% Favor

Gover nnent Assi st
Poor
% For

One- EBar ners

WC

56.9

59.7

73.0

78.7

18.7

46. 7

28.0

27.0

69. 4

61.8

43. 7

Tabl e 30 (conti nued)

MC

47.9

60. 9

78.9

84.9

17.8

60. 1

36. 8

16. 3

66. 0

36.0

28.1

Dual - Ear ner s

Both Hus. WC Hus. MC Both
W Wfe MC Wfe WC MC

66. 5 66. 3 72.1 68. 7

75.1 74.0 75.6 79.9

72.6 85.1 85.5 86.7

7.7 81.8 81.7 87.8

14. 8 11.3 9.9 8.8

50.0 63.1 58.1 64. 5

20.1 21.9 29.2 33.3

25.0 18. 3 20.4 15.5

63.5 59.6 68. 7 57.9

53.8 43. 9 42.5 28.5

34. 4 28.1 29.4 19.3
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Sour ce:

GSS
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Appendi x 1. Data Sources

A. The National Opinion Research Center's Ceneral Social Survey

The National Data Program for the Social Sciences has been
nmonitoring trends in Amrerican society since 1972. It is the | argest and
| ongest-running research effort supported by the Sociol ogy Program of
the National Science Foundation. Nearly each year since 1972 the
Nati onal Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago has
conducted the General Social Survey (GSS) to exam ne how Anerican
soci ety works and what social changes are occurring. The GSSs are full -
probability sanples of adults (18+) living in households in the United
States. Interviews are conducted in person. The annual response rates
have ranged from73.5%to 79. 4% and have averaged over 76% From 1972 to
1993 each GSS interviewed about 1,500 respondents. Since a switch to a
bi enni al design in 1994, nearly 3,000 have been interviewed each tine.
Across the 22 surveys from 1972 to 1998 38,116 people have been
i nterviewed. For nore details on sanpling and survey desi gn see Janes A

Davis, TomW Smth, and Peter V. Marsden, General Social Surveys: 1972-

1998: Cunul ative Codebook. Chicago: NORC, 1998.

The GSSs are directed by James A Davis (NORC, University of
Chicago), Tom W Smth (NORC, University of Chicago), and Peter V.
Mar sden (Harvard University).

B. The International Social Survey Program (I SSP)

Started in 1985 the ISSP is the cross-national extension of the
GSS. It started out as a coll aboration between the USA, Geat Britain,
Germany, and Australia and now covers 31 countries. The | SSP desi gns an
annual nodul e and each participating nenbers fields it in their country.
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All countries use probability sanples and sanple sizes average about
1200- 1400 per country. The USA is currently serving as the group's
secretariat and TomW Smth is Secretary General. Mre informtion on
the 1SSP is available at the foll ow ng Wb sites:

WWW. | SSp. org

www. za. uni - koel n. de/ en/ i ssp
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