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No Wedding? No Ring?
No Problem

N B E A BY 5438 B

What s & marrage? Is it necessary to have 8 wedding and rings? *
More and more Americans opt (&) for cokabliation ( A&

Before 1970, it was called “living in sin" or “shacking up®,” and it
was illegal in every state of the union. Why then, many social
scientists are beginning to ask. has America's 30-year rise in
debate?™ “Unlike divorce or unwed childbearing®, the trend toward
cohabitation has inspired virtually no public comment or criticism,”
note David Popenoe and Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, co-directors of
Rutgers University's National Marriage Project. University of
Michigan sociologist Pamela J. Smock, whose survey of recent

@ shack up: [8] & F@ (with)
@ unwed childbearing: IEHEEFH




research will appear in the Annual Review of Sociology to be
published this summer, finds that most Americans are still unaware
of the extent or significance of cohabitation, even though more
than half of today's newlyweds live together before tying the knot®,
compared with about 10 percent in 1965.

Scholars are quick to point out that the United States is stilla
o r i — a
about rcent o ari ?} Tn America, by
contrast, cohabiting couples make up only about 7 percent of the
total. And for most of those 4 million couples, living together is a
transitory business®: 55 percent marry and 40 percent end the
relationship within five years. "In this country.” says University of
Chicago sociologist Linda, coauthor of the forthcoming (83§ 342 89)
"G 0 jage”, "it’ i t, B

What Smock has found is that the proportion for whom it's
“out" of the union is on the rise. In addition, more and more
unmarried women who become pregnant choose to cohabit rather
than marry, which means that living together is increasingly a
substitute for marriage, particularly, notes Smock, among African-
Americans.

One of the biggest revelations (¥1£#) of the new research is
how many cohabiting arrangements involve children. *About one half
of previously married cohabitors and 35 percent of never-married
cohabitors have children in the household," Smock reports. She
. adds that almost 40 percent of all supposedly (#iR#]) single-parent
families are really two-parent cohabiting families. Unfortunately,
that doesn't mean that kids in these households fare as kids with
two married parents. "The nonparent partner..has no explicit legal,
financial, supervisory, or custodial rights or responsibilities
regarding the child of his partner,” notes Linda Waite in the winter
| issue of * The Responsive Community". Studies cited by Popence and

@ tying the knot: T4, tLabfe “48"
@ a transitory business: #B{ft) 3




Whitehead suggest there is also a greater risk of physical or sexual
abuse in those situations.

Few romantic notions about cohabitational bliss withstand
close scrutiny (iB%)." While there is a little more sex between
unmarried cohabitors than between married couples (one more act
per month), there's also more cheating by both partners. Then, too,
there’'s more domestic violence and a higher incidence of
depression.

But since living together is still mainly a stage in courtship for
the majority of marriage-bound Americans, the critical question is
how_the experience affects the subsequent union® Here the |
evidence is slightly mixed. According fo most research, couples who ‘
live together — with the possible exception of those who move in
already planning to wed — tend to have rockier (®.2=7i&% #9)
marriages and a greater risk of divorce. Why this is so is hard to say.
It could be that people who cohabit are less traditional in their
ideas and less reluctant to divorce. But it's also possible that the
experience itself has an effect. "We need to do more qualitative (%
#449) research,” says Smock, "and talk to people in their 20s... to

find out why they are doing what they are doing.”

Old rules. Some of the scholars who are studying the
phenomenon — including Popenoe and Whitehead — are also taking
sides, urging young adults to reject the argument that cohabitation
is good preparation for marriage. Qther researchers are taking aim
at the economic disincentives to marriage®, including the marriage

i 2 icti icaid®
i 1 i i i
knot!®) There is even a movement to bring back an older form of
courtship. Leon and Amy Kass co-teach a course at the University of
Chicago described by the former as "a higher kind of sex education”.
Using their own recently published anthology (X &), " Wing to Wing,

@ economic disincentives to marriage: £2H¥ %] &5 &M MHIE H
@ tax code: BiEk, Bl
@ restrictions on Medicaid: FEI7Fh Bt (K RIFd B &1




Oar to Oar® : Readings on Courting and Marrying”, they attempt "to
train the hearts and minds by means of noble examples for romance
leading to loving marriage”.

Can such a guaint (%4 $9) notion win over minds hardened by
the “divorce revolution” of their parents’ generation?”! Steven L.
Nock, a University of Virginia researcher, is guardedly optimistic
that durable marriages will make a comeback® (and in fact, since
1990, have been doing s0), whether or not old courtship styles are
restored. "My generation," says the 49-year-old sociologist, "was
the first to confront equality of the sexes. As a result, many
reacted to the changed rules by fleeing from marriage. I suspect

that our children, who've grown up with gender equality as a given,
will be less likely to flee marriage." That might not be the "horse
and carriage" argument, but it makes some sense. (864 words)
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The Need for Child Care
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~
.
y
s
ra®
e@,g .

s 1t qesirable Yo expose young chitren to the socialzing
/nri/ence or day care? Sholi the casts of day care programs be pai
by government, by the private sector, or entirely by parents?

The rise in single-parent families, increased job opportunities
for women, and the need for additional family income have all
propelled (#2b) an increasing number of mothers of young children
into the paid labor force® of the United Stated.

In 1993, 57 percent of all mothers with children under the age
of 6 were found in the paid labor force, and the number either
working or looking for a job is expected to reach 70 percent by the
year 2000. Who, then, will take care of the children of these women
during work hours? For two-thirds of all 3-to-5-year-olds for whom

@ the paid labor force: % R353hN




nationa! data are now available, the solution has become group chilid
care programs. Day care centers have become the functional
i t i i i
ializati i 1 i
members.™!
Studies indicate that children placed in high-quality child care
centers are not adversely (##)3#) affected by such experiences:; in

fact, good day care benefits children. The value of preschool
preschoolers with a "non-nursery” group.” Those children attending
the preschool program from ages 3 to 6 years showed significantly
greater language development and greater gains on achievement
tests® than children in the non-nursery control group® did. In
addition, research conducted in the last few years indicates that
children in day care or preschool programs are more se/f-sufficient
(ig F @ 13 89). They react well to separation from their parents and
tend to have more stimulating interactions when together.® Finally,
it appears from recent studies that children may be better off® in
centers with well-trained caregivers than cared for full time by
those mothers who are depressed and frustrated because they wish
to work outside the home.
i i i i i i
i 1 i

should subsidize (4 it 804) it A number of European nations,
including the Netherlands and Sweden, provide preschool care at
minimal or no cost. In 1991, about half of all Danish children under
the age of 3 and 70 percent of children ages 3 to 6 attended public
child care programs. Parents pay a maximum of 30 percent of day
care costs. In France, virtually all children ages 3 to 5 attend free
schooling, and free after-school care is widely available. However,
providing first-rate (—k#2) child care in the United States is

@ achievement test: JILAR B
@ the non-nursery control group: 3k b4 JLE#EHIA
@ be better ofl: AT




anything but® cheap, with a cost of $ 4,000 per year not unusual in
urban areas. Thus, a nationally financed system of child care could
lead to staggering (4 ~1%153) costs.

High-quality child care receives little governmental support
because it is regarded as "merely a way fo let women work". Nearly
all child care workers (94 percent) are women; many find themselves
in low-status, minimum wage jobs. The average salary of child care
workers in the United States in 1992 was only $15,488, and there
are few fringe benefits®, A child care teacher with a college degree
earns only 45 percent as much as a similarly educated woman
working in other occupations and only 27 percent as much as a
similarly educated man. Although parents may complain of child care
costs, the staff® are, in effect, subsidizing children's care by
working for low wages. Not surprisingly, there is high turnover (i
%)) among child care teachers. In 1992 alone, 25 percent of all day
care teachers (and more than 40 percent in metropolitan areas) left
their jobs.

Thus far, few local communities have passed ordinances (i%4)
to encourage child care. What about the private sector? Companies
are increasingly recognizing that child care can be good for business,
since many employees view if as an important fringe benefit.
Between 1984 and 1987, there was an increase of 50 percent in the
number of companies that offered subsidized child care. Still, even
with this increase, as of® 1990, only 13 percent of major
corporations sponsored child care centers at or near their job site.
Even fewer companies offered discounts or vouchers (4% 4) for
child care.

Many policymakers believe that parents — rather than
government or the private sector — should be solely responsible for
the costs of day care programs. Yet parents of ten rely on child care

@ anything but: notatall AR
@ fringe benefits: [ A AS
® the staff: the childcare workers (teachers) FRF/NEK THEA &

@ asof: Bl B 1k



because they are attempting to increase family income. Unless fees
a t ini T ill wipe out

iti (5]

As limited as child care is across the United States, it is not
equally available to all families. Parents in wealthy neighborhoods
have an easier time finding day care than those in poor or working-
class communities. In a study covering 36 states, Harvard
researchers Bruce Fuller and Xiaoyan Liang (1993) found wide
disparities (R) in the availability of child care. In the richest
communities, there is one preschool teacher for every 45 children
ages 3 to 5; in the poorest communities, there is one teacher for
every 77 children.

Viewed from a conflict perspective, child care costs are an
especially serious burden for lower-class families, who already find
it hard to take advantage of® limited job opportunities. Moreover,
the difficulty of finding affordable child care has particularly
serious implications for mothers who work (or wish to work) outside
the home. Even if they entfer the paid labor force, mothers may find
their work performance and opportunities for advancement
hindered (¥.3%) by child care difficulties. Since child care is
commonly viewed as a woman's responsibility (given the persistence
of traditional gender roles), working mothers rather than working
fathers are especially likely fo bear the burden of these problems.

Public support for child care has risen markedly (2% %) in the
last two decades. In 1987, national surveys showed that 80 percent
of adults favored the establishment of more day care services for
children (compared with only 56 percent in 1970). In a 1989 survey,
two-thirds of parents with children under 14 years of age agreed
that government has an obligation to provide child care assistance,
and 57 percent of these parents stated that employers have a
similar responsibility. But, To date®, most government officials and

@ take advantage of: ZHLFIH
@ todate: FIEA L



