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The latter half of the twenticth century witnessed dramatic changes that
increased the diversity and complexity of U.S. familics. The longstanding
link between marriage and childbearing weakened. Today, adults are likely
to spend time living with more than one partner in marital and/or cohabit-
ing unions, and children often expericnce several changes in which adults
live with them. More and more children spend years living apart from onc
of their biological parents—typically the father. Owver the last quarter of
the twenticth century, we also saw a tremendous increase in U.S. cconomic
incquality, whether measured with respect to wage rates, carnings, or fam-
ily incomes (Gottschalk and Danziger 20035). Incquality rosc in the 1980s,
slowed somewhat in the 1990s during the cconomic expansion, then con-
tinued to risc as we cntered the twenty-first century. Recent cross-national
comparisons show that the United States has by far the highest level of fam-
ily income incquality among all industrialized OECD countrics; in 2000, a
high-income American (at the nincticth percentile of the income distribu-
tion) had roughly five and onc-half times the family income of a low-income
American (at the tenth percentile), even after adjusting for taxcs, transfers,
and family size (Brandolini and Smceding 2006).

Family patterns have not only changed; they have also become more
uncqual by cducation and other measures of social class. Highly educated
individuals arc now more likely to marry (Goldstein and Kenney 2001);
less-cducated couples have always been more likely to divorce; but the gap
between the two has grown (S. Martin 2006). Being born to unmarried
parents is also tied to social class: while there has been very little increase in
nonmarital childbearing among highly educated women since 1970, there
has been a substantial increase among women in the bottom two-thirds of
the distribution (Ellwood and Jencks 2004). Mothers giving birth outside
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of marriage typically have a high school cducation or less, whercas mothers
giving birth within marriage typically have at least some college cducation.
In turn, there are growing gaps in the expericnces of children by their par-
cnts’ sociocconomic status (McLanahan 2004), and such differences in fam-
ily structurc appear to be important factors in increasing American inequal-
ity over the past forty years, both within and across gencrations (M. Martin
2006; McLanahan 2004; McLanahan and Percheski 2008).

This book is focused on changing family lifc in the context of grow-
ing sociocconomic incquality in the United States. Each chapter highlights
a unique aspect of family behavior with a particular connection to socio-
cconomic (sometimes called class) inequality. Some chapters explore con-
trasts between those with low and high sociocconomic status {often mea-
surcd by cducation), while other chapters focus on what’s happening within
onc particular sociocconomic group. It is important to note that while race/
cthnicity and class arc certainly correlated, we focus here on family patterns
that vary by soclocconomic status—a topic that has reccived less explicit
attention in past rescarch. Our view is that in the changing America of the
past half-century, social class has become an increasingly important locus of
differentiation in the life course with respect to union formation and disso-
lution, fertility, and parcnting behaviors. While race differenees likely com-
pound (and interact with) class differences, there appears to be increasing
similarity within class (especially educational groups)—regardless of race—
in how individuals expericnce family lifc in the United States. It is this topic
on which the volume is focused. Before bricfly summarizing cach chapter,
we first provide a bricf review of key arcas of change in familics that have
occurred over the past half—ccn‘mry, and we highlight patterns that suggest
growing diffcrentials by sociocconomic status.

MARRIAGE, DIVORCE, REMARRIAGE, AND
STEPFAMILIES

At the core of changes in family life over the past half-century arc shifts
in the naturc of union formation and marital bechavior. Marriage has be-
come less central to the life course both because Americans arc marrying
later (with a small percentage not marrying at all) and divorcing more of-
ten (Cherlin 2009). The frecdom to leave unhappy relationships might be
counted as a victory for adults, but the same cannot be said for children.
Although problems of causal inference plaguc this literature, the best evi-
dence suggcests that, on avcrage, children fare best when thcy grow up living
with both of their biological parents, assuming that the parental relationship
is not too conflictual (McLanahan and Sandcfur 1994; Sigle-Rushton and
McLanahan 2004).
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While divorce marks the end of an existing nuclear family unit, as Fur-
stenberg and Cherlin noted (1991}, from a child’s perspective, marital dis-
solution also typically marks the beginning of a scries of family changes.
Onec parent (typically the father) moves out of the houschold, resulting in
significantly reduced father-child interaction (Furstenberg, Morgan, and
Allison 1987; Scltzer 1991), and in time, it is likely that onc or both parents
will remarry or cohabit with a new partner. Stepfamily lifc is complicated by
the lack of clear norms about how the stcpparcnt should relate to the child
(Cherlin 1978), and not surprisingly, since stepparents come into a child’s
life later, they often do not carc as decply about the child, even when they
have the best of intentions. Perhaps this is why McLanahan and Sandefur
(1994) found that children whosc mothers divorce and remarry do no bet-
ter than thosc whose mothers divorce and arc stzlbly singlc, suggesting that
the costs and bencfits from stcpfathcrs just about cancel cach other out, on
average. Of course, this literature too, lile that on the cffects of divorec it-
sclf, is besct with questions of whether offects of remarriage on children are
causal or duc to the sclectivity of individuals who will divoree and remarry
(Castro-Martin and Bumpass 1989; Furstenberg and Spanier 1984). At the
lcast, changing marital partners has important cffects on children’s kinship
networks (Furstenberg 1990). Indeed, cven the clderly seem to have fewer
kinship ties if they divorced carlicr in the life cycle, because new step-kin do
not fully replace the contacts lost (Wachter 1997).

Another change across cohorts is that unmarricd cohabitation has arisen
as a precursor to—or possible substitute for—legal marriage, such that today
over 60 percent of marriages are preceded by cohabitation, and nearly half
of all women have cohabited at some point by their late thirties (Bumpass
and Lu 2000; Smock 2000). Cohabitation is common both before marriage
and after divorce (Bumpass, Raley, and Sweet 1995). Further, many cohab-
iting houscholds include children born to the couple while they arc living

together or that are the product of onc partner’s prior relationship (Kennedy

and Bumpass 2008).

NONMARITAL AND TEEN CHILDBEARING

Concurrent with the changes in marriage practices has been a sharp increase
in childbearing outside of marriage. In 1940, only 4 percent of all births
occurred outside of marriage, while in 2009 (the latest year for which data
arc available), fully 41 percent of all births occurred outside of marriage
(Hamilton, Martin, and Ventura 2010; Ventura and Bachrach 2000). While
“traditional” family formation in the United States has typically followed a

lincar course—first dating, then marriage, then childbearing—the rise in non-
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marital childbearing (along with concomitant changes in union formation)
has yiclded a range of complex and diverse family arrangements, which arc
strongly differentiated by sociocconomic status (Mincy and Pouncy 1999).

Today, it is common for intercourse and conception to occur outside
marriage. The vast majority of unmarried women are sexually active: 77 per-
cent of women age 20 to 29 in 1995 reported engaging in sex during the
previous year (Ventura and Bachrach 2000). Also, most pregnancics among
unmarricd women arc unintended, and most unintended pregnancics arc
not voluntarily terminated: 78 pereent of pregnancics among never-married
women in 1994 were unintended (Henshaw 1998), and four of every ten
pregnancics among unmarricd women in 1995 ended in abortion (Ventura
and Bachrach 2000). Further, whilc in the 1950s and 1960s, 52 to 60 percent
of first births conceived before marriage were resolved by a “shotgun™ mar-
riage before the birth, this was the case for only 23 percent of premaritally
conceived first births in the period 1990-94 (Bachu 1999).

These facts about sexual activity and pregnancy resolution portend that
the nonmarital birth rate is not likely to attenuatc at any time in the near
future. Although much of the recent increase in nonmarital childbearing
can be attributed to births to cohabiting couples (Bumpass and Lu 2000;
Smoclk 2000, this does not mean that children born into these couples come
into a stable union; such unions arc highly unstable, much more so in the
United States than in other nations (Andersson 2003; Kicrnan 1999; Os-
borne and McLanahan 2007). Indeed, despite positive attitudes toward and
cxpectations about marriage cxpressed at the time of a nonmarital birth,
only a minority of unmarried couples (including cohabitors) will subsc-
quently marry—17 percent by five years after the child’s birth {Carlson and
McLanahan 2010; Carlson, McLanahan, and England 2004). As Sara Mec-
Lahanan’s chapter in this volume shows, among thosc cohabiting at the
nonmarital birth of a child, 48 percent brolee up within five years, 26 percent
got marricd, and 26 percent continued to cohabit.

Teen childbearing has been a particular cause for social concern because
of the greater cconomic disadvantage among—and welfare use by—tcenage
mothers. Nonmarital birth rates for teenagers (age 15 to 19) rosc steadily be-
tween 1940 and 1994 but declined after that (Ventura and Bachrach 2000),
cxcept for a brict upturn ovcr the past scveral years in births among older
unmarricd teens (age 18-19) (Ventura 2009). Unmarriced birth rates fell
among teens of all races after 1994, dropping the most for black tcenagers
(Ventura and Bachrach 2000). Overall, teen births as a proportion of all un-
marricd births declined from 50 pereent in 1970 to 23 percent in 2007, pri-
marily duc to declines in nonmarital birth ratcs among teens and increascs
in birth rates for unmarricd adult women (Ventura 2009). Still, births to
teens arc much more likely to occur outside of marriage than births to older
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women; 94 percent of births to 15-17-ycar-olds, and 84 percent of births
to 18—19-ycar-olds, occurred outside of marriage, compared to 62 percent
of births to women in their carly twentics and 34 percent to women in their
late twenties (Hamilton, Martin, and Ventura 2010). Morcover, births to
unmarricd teens account for about half of all first nonmarital births (Moore
1995). Many women who have a teen nonmarital birth go on to have a sce-
ond nonmarital birth (often by a different partner). Thus tcen childbearing
remains an important aspect of nonmarital childbearing and family forma-
tion among unmarricd parcnts.

Teen childbearing has been linked to a higher risk of negative outcomes
for children, including socio-bchavioral and cognitive problems in carly/
middle childhood, as well as delinquency, dropping out of high school, and
carly childbearing in adolescence and carly adulthood (Brown and Eisenberg
1995; Geronimus and Korenman 1992; Hoffman, Foster, and Furstenberg
1993; Haveman, Wolfc and Peterson 1997; Klepinger, Lundberg, and Plot-
nick 1995, 1999; Levine, Pollack, and Comfort 2001; Moore, Morrison
and Greene 1997; Maynard 1997). Further, there is a greater likelihood
of divorce iffwhen teen mothers marry (Furstenberg, Brooks-Gunn, and
Morgan 1987). At the same time, Furstenberg obscrved a cohort of teen
mothers in Baltimore for several decades and found that estimates of the
“conscquences” of teen childbearing have been exaggerated because they do
not account for precxisting characteristics corrclated with both teen mother-
hood and disadvantagcous outcomes—especially low sociocconomic status
and opportunitics (Furstenberg 2003). These findings arc consonant with a
growing body of cconometric studics that adjust for unobscrved differences
(c.g., using sibling or community-level fixed cffects) and find that estimates
of the cffects of having a teen birth arc diminished—though in many cascs
not climinated (Fletcher and Wolfe 2008; Geronimus and Korenman 1992;
Hoffman, Foster, and Furstenberg 1993; Rosenzweig and Wolpin 1995).

MULTI-PARTNERED FERTILITY

At the intersection of the trends in marriage and fertility is the reality that a
non-trivial and rising fraction of adults have {or will have) biological chil-
dren by more than onc partner, a pattern sometimes referred to as “multi-
partnered fertility” (and abbreviated as MPF) (Furstenberg and King 1999).
Scveral recent studics have found that a sizable fraction of individuals in
various specific demographic groups have children by more than onc part-
ner, including low-income teenage mothers in Baltimore (Furstenberg and
King 1999), a national sample of adult men (Guzzo and Furstenberg 2007a),
adolescent and carly adult women (Guzzo and Furstenberg 2007b), unwed
parents in large U.S. cities (Carlson and Furstenberg 2006; Mincy 2002],
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and mothers receiving welfare in the Midwest (Jayakody and Scefeldt 2006;
Meyer, Cancian, and Cook 2005).

Multi-partnered fertility is more likely to occur among unmarricd and
low-SES (sociocconomic status) parents. For example, estimates from a re-
cent birth cohort study of urban parcnts suggest that for three-fifths of un-
marricd couples who had a child together in the late 1990s, cither the mother
or the father (or both) already had a previous child by another partner at the
time of their common child’s birth; the same was truc for less than a quarter
of married couples (Carlson and Furstenberg 2006); also, MPF is more com-
mon among racial/cthnic minoritics and men who have a history of incar-
ceration. In a representative sample of American men, 16 percent of men age
35-44 had children by two or more partners, and successive cohorts appear
to be transitioning to multi-partnered fertility at cven higher rates, suggesting
that the overall prevalence is rising (Guzzo and Furstenberg 2007a).

Multi-partnered fertility has important implications for children’s well-
being because it affects the organization of family life and kinship networks.
When parents arc called upon to provide resources to children in more than
onc houschold—or to children of different biological relatedness within the
samc houschold—thec resulting complexitics may compromise the quantity
or quality of parental investment that children receive. This is because when
parents (typically fathers) live apart from their children, they contribute
fewer financial resources than when they live with them (Weiss and Willis
1985), and there arc higher transaction costs of arranging to spend time with
children. Also, evolutionary theory suggests that biological parents will in-
vest more in children than unrelated social parents because the former have
an cvolutionary intcrest in ensuring the success of these children (Emlen
1997). Further, as described in the stepfamily literature, the divergent bio-
logical tics to children resulting from multi-partnered fertility (with repart-
nering) obfuscate parental roles and weaken the social capital within the
family unit (Furstenberg and Cherlin 1991). Given that multi-partnered fer-
tility occurs disproportionatcly among low-income and minority subgroups,
this phcnomenon may also contribute to social and cconomic incquality
over time, or cxacerbate the negative cffects of growing up in cconomically
disadvantaged familics (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997).

FATHER INVOLVEMENT AND THE ROLE OF MEN
IN FAMILY LIFE

Although the father’s role in family life has historically been defined by
financial contributions (i.c., “brecadwinning™), fathers today arc involved
in childrearing in numecrous ways. Contemporary fathering may include
providing cconomic support; nurturing and carcgiving; cngaging in leisurc
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and play activitics; providing the child’s mother with financial, emotional,
or practical support; providing moral guidance and discipline; ensuring the
safety of the child; connecting the child to his extended family; and linking
the child to community members and resources (Cabrera et al. 2000; Lamb
2004; Marsiglio ct al. 20005 Marsiglio and Day 1997; Palkovitz 2002; Pleck
and Masciadrelli 2004). Although the “new™ father rolc has often been dis-
cussed with respect to higher-SES fathers, cthnographic studics report that
many unwed and low-income fathers describe their roles in terms similar to
thosc used ]:ay marricd and middle-class fathers, even though thcy face much
greater cconomic constraints (Furstenberg, Sherwood, and Sullivan 1992,
Jarrett, Roy, and Burton 2002; Waller 2002).

Yet the reality is that low-income fathers arc much more likely to live
apart from their children and thus to be less involved than their higher-
income counterparts. This dichotomy in fathering by SES, which Fursten-
berg obscrved and identificd as the “good dad-bad dad complex,” emerged
from the decline in the gendered division of houschold labor (Furstenberg
1988); as men who live with their children’s mother were freed from the
cxpectation that they would be the primary breadwinner, they also became
free to participate in family life more fully—and many did. But at the same
time, marriage became more optional and detached from childbearing, giv-
ing men more freedom to eschew family responsibilitics entirely, and women
more freedom to shut men out by lcaving relationships. Thus, as fatherhood
has become a more Voluntary role, only the most committed and fin;mciall}r
stable men choose to embrace it.

As noted carlicr, rescarch suggests that children who live apart from
their biological fathers do not farc as well on a range of outcomes as chil-
dren who grow up with both biological parents (McLanahan and Sandefur
1994). Children in single-parent familics arc often deprived of two types
of resources from their fathers—cconomic (moncy) and relational (time)
(Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahan 1994). The cconomic circumstances
can be most casily quantificd: female-hcaded families with related children
under age 18 have a significantly higher poverty rate (39 percent in 2009)
than marricd-couple familics with children (8 percent in 2009) (DeNavas-
Walt, Proctor, and Smith 2010}, and living in extreme poverty has adverse
cffects on child development and well-being (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn
1997; Duncan, Kalil, and Ziol-Guest 2008). Yct it is important to recognize
that the corrclations of family structure with cconomic well-being are not
necessarily (or entirely) causal, though recent evidence suggests that there
is some causal cffect of marriage on family income (Sawhill and Thomas
2005). Children in single-parent familics also receive less parental attention
and cmotional support from their fathers. Nonresident fathers sce their chil-
dren less often than resident fathers, and lack of interaction decreases the
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likclihood that a father and child will develop a closc relationship (Seltzer
1991; Shapiro and Lambert 1999).

Whilc the bencfits of nonresident fathers” cconomic contributions have
been demonstrated by rescarch (Amato and Gilbreth 1999; Argys ct al.
1988; Knox and Banc 1994), the bencfits of their relational involvement
when living apart from their children arc less clear. In fact, studics of the
frequency of contact between nonresidential fathers and their children do
not demonstrate that greater father-child interaction has bencficial cffects
for children and adolescents (Crockett, Eggebeen, and Hawkins 1993; Fur-
stenberg, Morgan, and Allison 1987; Hawkins and Eggcbeen, 1991; King
19944, 1994b). This lack of cffects of father-child contact exists regardless
of the child’s race, gender, mother’s education, or marital status at birth
(King 1994b). Scveral rescarchers have suggested that the quality of the
father-child relationship may be more important than the quantity {(Crock-
ctt ct al. 1993; King, 1994b; Simons ct al. 1994; Amato and Rivera 1999;
Harris, Furstenberg, and Marmer, 1998; Harris and Marmer, 1996). In sum,
low-SES children (who are likely to live apart from their fathers) typically
get fewer resources—both money and time—from their biological fathers
than their high-5ES counterparts (who arc likely to live with their fathers).

LENGTHENING AND DIVERGENCE
IN THE TRANSITION TO ADULTHOOD

Along with the major changes in family demography and rolcs noted above,
ncw and diverging patterns have emerged with respect to the timing and na-
turc of how youth enter adulthood. While those coming of age in the middle
of the twenticth century typically left home in their late teens to go to col-
lege—or get a job or enter the military (men) or get married (women)—to-
day’s youth expericnce an extended period of becoming an adult that is less
guided by a normative scquence of events. As Furstenberg and collcagucs
have written, “the timing and scquencing of traditional markers of adult-
hood—Icaving home, finishing school, starting worlk, getting marricd, and
having children—are less predictable and more prolonged, diverse, and dis-
ordered” (Furstenberg, Rumbaut, and Settersten 2005, p. 5).

The patterns by which individuals enter adulthood arc profoundly
shaped by sociocconomic status—the focus of Annctte Larcau and Amanda
Cox’s chapter in this volume. Thosc raised in high-SES families typically first
lcave home to enter a four-year college, and upon graduation will likely get a
job, get an apartment, and begin to establish a carcer before “scttling down”
to get marricd and have children. Parental transfers ﬂlong the way hclp pay
tuition and connect youth to a carcer job, thereby leaving such graduates
with limited college debt and connected to a high-paying job.
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By contrast, thosc from low-SES backgrounds may or may not finish
high school, and if they do finish and go on to college, they arc more likely
to incur significant debt and to combine work and college-going, thereby
prolonging the amount of time they take to carn a degrec (Turner 2006;
Dickert-Conlin and Rubenstein 2006). Further, those who do not graduate
from high school (or thosc who do not obtain a college degree within six
years of high school graduation) arc more likely to have children before mar-
riage. Those without a college degrec {and sometimes cven without a high
school diploma) facc a dismal labor market with limited job prospects and
often have no clear plan for lcaving the parental home or assuming the other
characteristics of adulthood, such as getting a carcer job or a place of their
own. Indced, carly parenting without a partner malkes it cven harder to prog-
ress up the SES ladder today than twenty years ago. Trying to complete edu-
cation, pay bills, and find a job and a partner along the way—with a child to
raisc—is much harder under conditions of a lengthening time to adulthood
and poor labor market prospeccts for the incxpcricnccd and undereducated.

GROWING DIVERSITY IN FAMILY LIFE

Taken togcther, these changing patterns suggest growing diversity in the
cxpericnce of family life. They raisc concerns about growing social and
cconomic stratification. Of course, the family has long been a mechanism
by which advantage—and disadvantage—is transferred across gencrations.
Higher-5ES familics have for many decades (if not longer) had lower fertility,
higher income, and more cognitive and network advantages to pass on to
children, and had lower divorce rates. What has changed is the magnitude
of the SES differences in income and family structurc: SES differences in
income arc greater today becausc carnings incquality has risen, along with
women’s cmployment and cducational homogamy in marriage (Schwartz
and Mare 2005). Morec poor children have always grown up without their
fathers owing to higher rates of divorce and death, but today that is com-
pounded by higher levels of, and widening SES differentials, in nonmarital
births, combined with the fact that unmarried parents often break up within
a few years of the child’s birth. These differences by SES in the resources that
children receive is of concern in its own right in a socicty that values cquality
of opportunity. At the same time, they raise questions about the future of the
ncxt generation at the low end of the sociocconomic spectrum, to the extent
that childhood disadvantage creates barriers to individual human capital
development and long-term cconomic sclf-sufficiency. The chapters in this
volume highlight different aspects of how class inequality is linked to family
pattcrns, and in some cascs, how these pattcrns arc changing in the context
of an increasingly uncqual America.
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Paula England, Elizabeth McClintock, and Emily Shafer point out socio-
cconomic differences in a wide range of behaviors that lead less-advantaged
individuals to have not only more children, but also carlicr births and more
unplanned births. In analyses controlling for race, they classify a young adult’s
SES level in terms of his or her mother’s education—whether she completed
less than high school, finished high school and/or attended some college, or
wWas a collcgc graduatc. Thosc whose mothers arc less cducated have their first
expericnce of sexual intercourse slightly carlier (about half a year), are less
likely to consistently usc contraception, and arc more likely to conccive carly,
more likely to have unplanned pregnancics, and less likely to abort if they get
pregnant. Given all these factors, those from lower-SES backgrounds start
childbearing carlier and have morc unplanned births. Many of their births
arc outside of marriage.

The authors point out that past litcrature has focused intently on the
class gradient in nonmarital births, attributing it largely to the difficultics less-
cducated men have in finding stable and well-paying jobs, which lead the men
and their partners to consider themselves unrcady for marriage. While not
disputing the relevance of how available marriage seems, England and her
coauthors claim that other class-linked behavioral constellations arc prob-
ably morc important. They delincate three explanations of class differences
in scxual initiation and consistent usc of birth control. Economists arguc that
the opportunity costs of having a child arc greater for women with better job
prospects, and this gives them greater incentives to abstain, usc contraception
consistently, and usc abortion as a backup. A sccond possibility is that so-
cial roles, such as “student” or “professional,” discourage carly childbearing
through mechanisms other than cconomic incentives—such as the expecta-
tions of pcers and the formation of an identity consistent with onc’s role. For
cxample, a college student may scc becoming a mother as wildly inconsistent
with the life stage she is in, quitc apart from how it would affect her carcer
prospects. A third possibility is a class gradient in the ability to sclf-regulate
and the belicf in onc’s own cfficacy; young women need both of these to help
them abstain from unprotcctcd SCX Or undcrgc- the hassles of using contracecp-
tion consistently, and growing up poor may make it harder to develop cither.

S. Philip Morgan also focuses on group differences in fertility patterns—
cspecially how many children people have and how carly they have them. He
uscs the “theory of conjunctural action™ (TCA) to organize his account of
differences. Incorporating insights from scveral disciplines, TCA sces both
structurc (matcrial circumstances) and culture as affecting behavior. Behav-
ior flows, in part, from the material circumstances that groups face, which
also affect the particular situations, called “conjunctures,” they experience.
TCA also stresses the importance of cultural schemas, which often affect
how members of groups will construc the meaning of a particular situation.
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Applying this to fertility patterns, he argues that some differences, such as
thosc between Hispanic and other immigrants, arc transitional and fade
across gencrations after arrival in the United States, owing to increasingly
similar schemas and situations.

By contrast, other differences, such as fertility differences by education
or sociocconomic status, appear to be more stable. Although fertility has
fallen, there remains a tcndcncy for the less-educated to end up with lzu‘gcr
familics than the better-educated. The difference in average number of chil-
dren by the end of the childbcaring age between the least- and most-cducated
averages approximately one child—a substantial difference when average
family sizc is fewer than two children. Morgan posits that a cultural schema
in favor of two children is in force across social classes, a point also made
by England, McClintock, and Shafer in this volume. Consistent with this,
he shows that the number of children wanted by young women in differ-
ent cducational groups is almost identical. Yet, both the life circumstances
and the construals of the meaning of pregnancy arc very different by SES.
Though class differences in fertility could change if group differences in
circumstances changed cnough, in fact, total fertility differences have not
changed much.

In contrast, Morgan shows that other group differences in fertility have
changed. For example, Catholics used to have higher average fertility, but
this is no longer truc. Today, bow rcligious onc is, rather than onc’s de-
nomination, predicts family size. In another example of dynamism, Morgan
argucs that anti-abortion activism has probably increased the prevalence of
construing the decision to take an unpl;mncd, unwanted pregnancy to term
as the moral thing to do. Changing schema and construals have valorized
taking unintended pregnancics to term in many groups. This may be part
of why abortion rates have declined in recent years, while the percentage of
births classificd as unwanted went up. Of course, the unavailability of public
funding for abortion is a rclevant material factor as well.

Many SES diffcrences arc monotonic—increasing or decreasing consis-
tently with cach gradation of education, income, or occupational status. Most
of the differences discussed in the chapters by England and her coauthors
and by Morgan arc of this type. In contrast, Andrew Cherlin focuses in his
chapter on nonmonotonic differences. He provides evidence that the family
patterns of those with moderate education—a high school degree (or a2 GED)
and perhaps some college, but no four-year college degree—are distinctive.
In particular, they go through more co-residential partners than cither those
with more or less education. If we count cither a cohabitation or a marriage
as onc union (i.c., a cohabiting couple who later marry counts as onc union,
not two), the moderately educated have had unions with more partners by
middle age than cither those above or below them in educational attainment.
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And interestingly, whites are more apt than cither blacks or Hispanics to
have lived with more cohabitational or marital partners by middle age. In a
proximate sensc, what cxplains Why both the least- and most-cducated have
fewer partncrs than this middle group 1s that the least-educated marry less,
while the most-cducated cohabit less. But why is this? Cherlin argues that the
modcrately cducated still believe in the viability of marriage for themsclves
morc than the poor do, but they face increasingly difficult cconomic circum-
stanccs that lead them to choose cohabitations that they hope will turn into
marriages, and sometimes to cven have children in thesc unions. Discussions
of cconomic change in America emphasize the hollowing out of the middle of
good paying, often unionized and bluc-collar jobs that (especially whitc) men
with high school degrees used to work in. The sons of the men who held
thosc jobs are likely to be closer to the poor in job prospects today, and this
has made many couples hold off on marriage, and it has brolken up some ex-
isting marriages. Of course, the poor arc cven less likely to belicve that their
cconomic circumstances warrant marriage, and their marriages have even
higher rates of breakup. But the combination of degencrating marriageabil-
ity, cspecially given the higher “bar™ for marriage imposed today (Gibson-
Davis, Edin, and McLanahan 2005)}—but still intact optimism about their
ultimate marriageability—has led the moderately educated to expericnce an
unusually high number of co-residential partnerships.

The next two chapters describe aspects of nonmarital childbearing in the
United States. The chapter by Kathryn Edin, Timothy Nelson, and Joanna
Reed focuscs on low-income fathers and their roles as partners and Pparcnts
after a nonmarital birth. Using data from two qualitative studics of urban
unwed fathers, they discuss how few pregnancics arc planned, the often
ambiguous naturc of the couplc 1':1:L1:'10nship, and the short tenurc of most
couples’ relationship (less than onc year) at the time that a pregnancy oc-
curs. Yet fathers are typically enthusiastic about the news of an impending
birth, and the rclationship often “steps up”™ in scriousncss after a conception
is announced. Driven by their desire to be involved with their children, men
cndeavor to invest in the couple relationship and share the responsibilities
of childrearing. It is typical for unmarricd parents to grow closcr and move
in togcther with the news of a pregnancy. However, problems of infidelity,
scxual jealousy, and gender mistrust are common and often lead to repeated
breakups. Further, women’s expectation of men’s economic contributions—
in the face of men’s limited cconomic capacitics—creates conflict between
them, disappointment on the part of mothers, and disinvestment on the part
of men. Thus, while propelled by carly optimism after a conception, re-
lationships among low-income fathers and their partners ultimately prove
to be tenuous, while men’s desire to remain involved with their children—
though often not realized—persists.



