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Preface

Erik Olin Wright

There was a time not so long ago when a majority of married women
with young children in economically developed countries were full-
time caregivers with husbands who worked outside the home to provide
the family income. This was the era of the male-breadwinner/female-
caregiver model of the family. While this model was never universal—
poor women often worked to bring income into the household even
when they had young children—it was pervasive, both as a normative
ideal and as a practical reality.

That era has passed irretrievably. We now live in a world where
most women in the developed economies of the world work in the
paid labor force, even when they have small children. Role differen-
tiation between men and women within employment has significantly
declined, and at least some change is also observed within the family:
men do more housework and child care than in the past. Yet gender
inequality still persists, both in the family and in employment. Women
continue to bear a disproportionate burden of family caregiving
responsibilities; they do most of the housework; and, when the time
spent on these activities is added to their time in paid employment,
many married women have significantly less free time than their
spouses. Within employment, while opportunities have expanded and
inequalities reduced, the family responsibilities women face frequently
undermine their career prospects and reinforce other gender-based
discriminatory practices by employers. The result of these develop-
ments is a very widespread experience of “time-binds” and tensions
between work life and family life for both men and women in
contemporary families.

The chapters in this book were first presented at a conference in
the Real Utopias Project on the design of public institutions that could
significantly mitigate these pressures and create conditions that would
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facilitate much more deeply egalitarian gender relations within the
family over both caregiving and employment. The conference was
anchored by Janet Gornick and Marcia Meyers’ essay “Institutions
that Support Gender Egalitarianism in Parenthood and Employment.”
They argue that in order to reconcile in an egalitarian manner the
interests of men, women, and children within the emerging dual-
earner/dual-caregiver model of the family, three clusters of institutional
innovations are needed: 1) a generous mechanism of paid parental
leaves for caregiving activities which is allocated to mothers and fathers
individually, thus requiring fathers to “use or lose” their paid leave
time; 2) effective working-time regulations that limit full-time work
hours and raise the quality and availability of reduced-hour work; and
3) an expansive, universal program of early childhood education and
care. The other chapters interrogate these proposals, examining their
ramifications and possible limitations, elaborating alternatives, and
exploring their relationship to the broader problem of emancipatory
social change.

1T

PART I

An Institutional Proposal
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Institutions that Support Gender
Equality in Parenthood
and Employment*

Janet C. Gornick and Marcia K. Meyers

I. INTRODUCTION

Parents in the rich countries of the world are navigating new realities
in the organization of family and market work. Women’s labor force
participation is approaching that of men’s in many industrialized
countries and is rising in several newly industrializing countries in
the northern and southern hemispheres. In much of the industrialized
world, the majority of children now live in families in which both or
the single parent are employed and most mothers, as well as fathers,
combine employment with caregiving responsibilities at home.
Changing patterns of parenthood and employment have created
new opportunities and unprecedented prosperity for many. These
changes are also creating new problems of “time-poverty” for parents,
exacerbating long-standing gender inequalities, and exposing many
children to unstable and poor-quality child-care arrangements. These

Throughout this essay, we draw heavily on our prior publications. On
several topics, we direct the reader to more detailed discussions presented in
our book, Families That Work: Policies for Reconciling Parenthood and
Employment (Gornick and Meyers, 2003). We also revisit two recent book
chapters—one in a collection edited by Janet Giele and Elke Holst (Gornick
and Meyers, 2004) and the other in a volume edited by Jody Heymann and
Christopher Beem (Gornick and Meyers, 2005). Please see the reference list
for the complete citations.
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problems are often framed in terms of tradeoffs between the interests
of women, men and children. Children can have more time with their
parents, some observers suggest, only if women scale back their
employment commitments and achievements. Or women can join men
in the public spheres of employment and civic life, but only if the
care and rearing of children is outsourced to non—family members.

We, the two authors of this essay, came to this collaboration as
interdisciplinary social scientists with a shared interest in social welfare
policy. Our backgrounds also differed in ways that mirrored these
larger divides: one of us was steeped in feminism, the other had a
longstanding concern with the care and well-being of children. Not
surprisingly, we clashed over several issues, and especially those related
to maternal employment, in particular when children are very young.
One of us worried about symmetry between women’s and men’s
engagement in the world outside the home, arguing that women’s
emancipation depends on reaching parity with men in the public
spheres of employment and politics. The other worried about poor
quality care for children, pointing out that children need their parents’
time and that, in many families, that might be incompatible with full-
time maternal employment when children are young.

The challenge of reconciling these apparent tradeoffs is at the heart
of the analysis in this essay. In suggesting a blueprint for institutions
that support gender-egalitarian caregiving, we argue that tradeoffs
between gender equality, family time, and child well-being are not
inevitable. The interests of men, women and children are not funda-
mentally at odds with one another. Rather, the interests of each—
and our shared social interests in raising healthy children while
promoting women’s full equality with men—are at odds with contem-
porary workplace practices and social policies that have failed to
respond to changing social and economic realities. Male-breadwinner/
female-homemaker family arrangements that were common in the early
twentieth century are increasingly rare in industrialized countries. But
workplace structures and social policies in most of the industrialized
world are still based on the assumption that men will commit them-
selves to full-time employment while women provide unpaid domestic
work and caregiving in the home.

In this essay we envision a different social arrangement for the future:
a dual-earner/dual-caregiver society. This arrangement—the Real Utopia
at the heart of this volume—is a society in which men and women
engage symmetrically in employment and caregiving, and all parents
have realistic opportunities to combine waged work with the direct
provision of care for their children. A dual-earner/dual-caregiver society
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is one that supports equal opportunities for men and women in
employment, symmetrical contributions from mothers and fathers at
home, and high-quality care for children provided both by parents
and by well-qualified and well-compensated non-parental caregivers.
Building on these principles, we outline a package of work—family
reconciliation! policies that would support dual-earner/dual-caregiver
arrangements in industrialized countries. We concentrate our analyses
and policy recommendations on a group of high-income market
economies—a group that mainly includes the countries of western,
northern, and southern Europe, as well as some non-European
countries, including Canada and the US.> We do this for two reasons.
First, as the earliest to industrialize, these countries exemplify the
contradictions between historical assumptions about female caregiving
and the contemporary demands and opportunities of industrial and
postindustrial economies. Second, as the first to develop welfare-state
protections, several of these countries also provide the most fully devel-
oped models for policies that reconcile market and family demands.
Although our framing of these policies as the institutional blueprint
for a dual-earner/dual-caregiver society is novel, the policies themselves
have been partially or fully developed in many countries, mostly in
Europe. None of these countries have achieved the ideal of full gender
equality. Nor have they fully resolved competing demands on parental
time and attention. But many have achieved high levels of economic
productivity while providing substantial support to parents and children
and promoting gender equality. Policy designs from these countries
provide both general and specific lessons for institutions that could
support our Real Utopia of gender-egalitarian caregiving that makes
room for mothers and fathers both in the home and in the market.
We also concentrate on one dimension of caregiving, which is
parental care of dependent children. Many of our arguments are rele-
vant to other forms of caregiving that have historically been provided
by families, including care for disabled children and adults, and for
aging parents. More broadly, some observers argue that “time to care”
is equally important for self-care and the full development of one’s
own human capabilities. We believe, however, that the care and rearing
of children is a special case because of the profound and enduring
impact of childrearing on gender specialization and the public benefits
that result from time invested in caring for children. Nearly all adults
are involved in childrearing at some point in their lives, and childbirth
(or adoption) is the moment at which men’s and women’s working
lives begin to diverge most radically. The care and rearing of children
are also expensive and the arrival of children is the point at which the
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economic fortunes of households begin to diverge most markedly by
family structure. Although most of the costs of raising children are
private, the benefits of healthy, well-nurtured children, who become
engaged citizens and productive workers in adulthood, are broadly
shared by society. In this sense, well-nurtured children are a public
good, and the case for government intervention is particularly strong.

Throughout this essay, we focus primarily on hetrosexual couples
in our analyses and examples because we are especially interested in
gendered divisions of labor within families. Single parents face addi-
tional challenges to their economic security and more acute compe-
tition for their time. Issues of gender equality are also particularly
acute in the case of single-parent families from which fathers may
opt out or be forced out as economic and care providers. The issues
raised in this essay are also relevant to same-sex couples. In fact, same-
sex couples raising children often exemplify the dual-earner/dual-
caregiver model, in that paid and unpaid work hours are usually not
allocated, within couples, according to traditional gendered expecta-
tions. Although we often refer to the birth and rearing of children,
our analyses and policy recommendations are equally relevant to the
care of adopted children.

The remainder of our essay is organized as follows. In section II
we describe in somewhat greater detail the social and economic
changes that are contributing to contemporary problems of work—
family conflict, gender inequality, and risks to children’s healthy
development. We emphasize commonalities across the industrialized
countries, drawing on data for the OECD countries as a whole or,
in some cases, on examples from specific countries. In section III we
draw on feminist welfare-state scholarship to outline our conceptual
model and clarify the end vision of the dual-earner/dual-caregiver
model of family and social arrangements. In section IV we present
a blueprint for work—family reconciliation policies that would support
these arrangements, drawing on existing models in six European
countries that we have selected because each has developed one or
more elements of a policy package that supports the dual-earner/
dual-caregiver model. We make the case for government provisions
and then summarize principles for policy design in three areas—paid
family leave provisions, working time regulations and early childhood
education and care. In section V, we describe in much more detail
these work—family reconciliation policies as they have been developed
in Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, Belgium and France. In section
VI, we compare these countries to the US, as an exemplar of limited
government intervention, on indicators of gender equality, time for
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parental caregiving, and parents’ experience of work—family ‘cgnﬂict.
Finally, in section VII, we discuss three areas in which we might be
particularly concerned about the unwanted or costly consequences
of these policies.

II. THE PROBLEM

Although the language of “work—family conflict” is contemporary,
the conflict itself is rooted in longstanding contradictions in economic,
social and gender arrangements in industrialized societies. In the late
nineteenth century, industrialization and the rise of waged labor in
western Europe and North America sparked a massive economic and
social reorganization, although at different rates and with different
institutional consequences in different regions. As most men—but few
women—moved their labor from the agricultural to the industrial and
commercial sectors, a male-breadwinner/female-homemaker family
came to be defined as the ideal family. Men and women assumed
increasingly separate work roles, with men engaging in paid work
and women taking responsibility for unpaid work, most especially
the work of caring for children.

This arrangement remained fairly stable through the first half of
the twentieth century, but began to unravel later in the century in the
face of rapidly changing social and economic realities. One of the
most dramatic of these changes was the increase in women’s labor-
force participation. In the latter half of the twentieth century, women
throughout the OECD countries entered waged work in large numbers,
making a social and economic transition that their male counterparts
had engaged in nearly a century earlier. The increase was particularly
dramatic, and an especially significant change in many countries, for
women with children. Across the thirty current OECD countries, 71
percent of mothers with one child and 62 percent of mothers with
two or more children are now employed. Only one European country,
Spain, has maternal employment rates lower than 50 percent. In the
US, the maternal employment rate stands at nearly 70 percent, and
in countries with high female employment, such as Sweden and
Denmark, rates exceed 80 percent.

Patterns of family formation were also changing in the industrial-
ized countries during the closing decades of the twentieth century. In
most high-income countries, cohabitation became more common,
births outside of marriage increased substantially, and divorce rates
rose. More children were being raised in lone-parent families, and
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these families were overwhelmingly headed by mothers. In several

countries, single parenthood is now a more common economic risk

among working-age women than either disability or unemployment.
By the close of the twentieth century, as the early industrializing
countries were evolving into postindustrial economies, new family
structures and patterns of maternal employment had profoundly
altered family life. The majority of children no longer lived in the
mid-century “ideal” of a male-breadwinner/ female-homemaker
family—they lived in a family in which all adults were combining
parenthood with employment.

Incomplete transformations

Although much has changed for families in the industrialized countries,
much has also remained the same. The historically dominant male-
breadwinner/female-homemaker model rested on a nearly complete
specialization of economic roles within those families that could afford
to have a full-time homemaker. To a greater or lesser extent across
the industrialized countries, it has been replaced by a new arrangement
in which most men invest their time primarily in earning, working
long hours in full-time jobs, while many women split their time
between earning and caregiving, by taking intermittent breaks from
employment and/or holding part-time or “soft sector” jobs. In
economic terms, in most of the OECD countries, total gender special-
ization has been replaced by partial specialization. Women have joined
men in the public spheres of commercial and civic activity; but they
continue to have primary responsibility for the private sphere of the
home as well. Men have failed to make a corresponding shift in the
amount of time and attention that they devote to caregiving,

The world is only partially transformed in another important
respect: in many of the industrialized countries, labor market and
social policy institutions continue to assume traditional divisions of
labor. In the absence of direct government interventions, employers
have largely absorbed the labor of women without reducing their
reliance on, or contributing directly to the costs of replacing, women’s
uncompensated domestic and caregiving labor in the home. Unless
compelled by labor laws or collective bargaining, employers in increas-
ingly competitive global markets have taken steps, not to ease time
demands on the growing proportion of workers who have dual commit-

ments to employment and caregiving, but to demand even more effort,

hours of work, and workplace productivity. Parents across the OECD

r
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countries are managing greater demands on their time and energy,
but they are doing so, to a large extent, in the context of working
arrangements and workplace policies that do little to make their lives
more compatible with caring for dependent family members.

Social policy institutions have also been slow and uneven in their
response to the changing realities of work and family life. By the
middle of the twentieth century, many rich countries had developed
a core of welfare-state protections designed to reduce economic risks
and equalize outcomes for their citizens: old-age, disability, and
survivors’ pensions, as well as health, sickness, and unemployment
benefits. These countries have been slower, and much more varied, in
their adoption of policies that provide support for family caregiving
and mitigate the gendered costs of providing this care, including
maternity and paternity leaves, parenting leaves, public child care,
services for the elderly, and family allowances.

Consequences for gender equality, family time and child well-being

The incomplete transformation of gender relations, labor markets,
and social institutions has exacerbated long-standing gender inequal-
ities and created new time pressures and possibly problematic
consequences for children’s well-being.

Gender inequalities. Increasing rates of female employment have
narrowed the gender gap in labor force participation. But they have
not dissolved other fundamental disparities, and these disparities
remain particularly large for parents. In all of the OECD countries,
mothers’ employment rates lag behind the rates of 90 percent or higher
reported among fathers. When mothers are employed, compared to
fathers they average fewer hours in paid work, and they are more
likely to take leaves and/or career breaks to care for children or other
family members. Due in large part to employment interruptions asso-
ciated with bearing and caring for children, employed mothers are
less likely than their male counterparts to work in upper-echelon occu-
pations or jobs, and they command lower earnings.

Mothers’ career breaks, periods of part-time employment, and
parenting-related occupational and job choices, along with employer
discrimination on the basis of parental status, exact a substantial
“mommy tax.” The extent of this “mommy tax” varies considerably
across the OECD countries. In none, however, have women with
children reached parity with their male partners. Using one measure
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of labor-market equality—the share of total family earnings
contributed by mothers in dual-parent families—we find that
mothers’ share of total parental earnings is as low as 18 to 19 percent
in Germany and the Netherlands, and as high as 34 to 38 percent
in only the highly egalitarian Nordic countries of Denmark and
Sweden. The US ranks roughly in the middle of the OECD countries
by this measure, with mothers commanding about 28 percent of
total parental earnings.

Gender inequalities in the labor market are mirrored by continuing
gender inequalities at home. Although men’s engagement in domestic
work and caregiving has increased in some countries, nowhere has this
increase matched women’s influx into paid employment. Comparative
time-use studies suggest that employed fathers in most OECD countries
devote fewer than one-quarter of the hours devoted by their female part-
ners to routine housework, and less than half as much time to caring
for their children as do their female partners. As with labor-market
outcomes, gender inequalities at home vary across the OECD countries.
But even in gender-egalitarian Sweden, fathers spend only about 56
percent as much time as their female partners do caring for children.

Family time. Increases in women’s labor force participation have
reduced but far from eliminated persistent gender inequalities.
Changing employment patterns have had less ambiguous consequences
for the time that parents have available to care for their children. As
families have moved more adults into the workforce, they have had
to forfeit much of the time that parents—overwhelmingly mothers—
traditionally devoted to caregiving and other domestic labor. The rise
in maternal employment is creating an increasingly acute “time-
crunch” for many families in the industrialized countries.

In many industrialized countries, long employment hours—especially
among men—compound the time pressures associated with the increased
prevalence of maternal employment. Although annual hours of work
have declined in some countries, due in part to the influx of women
working part-time hours and to modest reductions in annual working
days, men’s weekly hours of work remain very high in many industrialized
countries. In a number of high-income countries, men of prime age
(from twenty-five to fifty-four) average well over forty hours per week
in paid work; in several countries—including the US, the United
Kingdom, Ireland, Belgium, Greece and Spain—they log an average of
forty-five hours per week at their jobs. Even with reductions in annual
working days, the persistence of long weekly hours among male workers
is a formidable obstacle to greater involvement in the daily tasks of
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caring for children. Ironically, fathers’ average working hours are even
greater than the average for all men in these countries, because they
typically work longer hours than their childless counterparts.

Both mothers and fathers have reason to complain about the
competing time demands of employment and caregiving and the
economic and social tradeoffs that it forces. But the gendered nature
of contemporary partial specialization between fathers and mothers
creates particularly acute demands on women, who are far more likely
to combine major commitments to employment and caregiving. In most
of the OECD countries for which we have comparable data, employed
mothers still spend from five to seven hours a day in housekeeping and
primary child care activities—twice the number reported by men. Where
do women get this time? Some time-use studies in the US suggest that
mothers’ increasing hours of employment have not come entirely at the
expense of hours devoted to direct care of their children (Bianchi, 2000).
Instead, employed mothers do less of everything else: in comparison
to their non-employed counterparts, they spend seven fewer hours per
week on housework, six fewer hours sleeping, five fewer hours on
personal care, and twelve fewer hours on leisure activities.

The social costs of increasing time demands on parents in the OECD
countries are reflected in their own assessments of satisfaction with
their time allocations. In surveys conducted in several OECD countries,
one half or more of mothers report that they would like to have more
time with their children. Nearly all mothers (90 percent) in time-starved
American families report that they would like “a little or a lot” more
time with their families. More strikingly, perhaps, fathers in these
countries are even more likely to report that they feel time-poor with
respect to family: 80 percent or more in most countries, and 95 percent
in the US, express a preference for more time with their families.

Parental time and child well-being. The social costs of the time crunch
for parents may also be exacted from children. Researchers have
examined the effects of maternal employment on child well-being for
several decades under the assumption that maternal absence, or the
use of other caregivers, may jeopardize children’s healthy growth and
development. Early findings from this research suggested that maternal
employment had generally positive effects on both the mental health
of mothers and the well-being of children. These studies often failed
to disentangle the contributions of maternal employment per se from
the effects of increased family income. Unfortunately, this research
has also focused almost exclusively on maternal employment; there
is little research examining the question of how fathers’ employment
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affects child well-being. In the absence of such studies there is little

reason to believe that, outside the period surrounding birth and breast-

feeding, maternal care is superior to paternal care on average.

Generalizing from the research on maternal employment, the most
recent work suggests a complex and nuanced story about parental
absence and substitute care. In an extensive recent review, a panel of
researchers commissioned by the National Research Council and the
Institute of Medicine (2003) suggest that the effects of parental employ-
ment vary with the characteristics of parents’ working schedules and
jobs, with the quality of substitute care, and with the developmental
needs and temperaments of children. Employment arrangements that
greatly reduce parents’ time and attention for their children appear
to pose the greatest risk to child well-being. For the youngest children,
for example, employment arrangements that limit mothers’ ability to
breastfeed, or that place children in substitute care for long hours
during the first year of life, have been linked to poorer health and
developmental outcomes. For school-aged children, parental employ-
ment in nonstandard-hour jobs has been associated with poorer
academic performance and more problem behaviors. For parents with
adolescent children, employment that limits their oversight and moni-
toring of children’s time appears to place children at heightened risk
for engaging in dangerous and illegal behaviors.

For children of all ages, the quality of substitute care is a critical
intervening variable between parental employment and child well-
being. The stability of the caregiver and quality of the adult—child
interaction are particularly crucial for the healthy development of
young children. For school-aged and adolescent children, the proximity
of adult supervisors is important, along with the quality and diversity
of supervised activities. The quality of non-parental care has
particularly important consequences for socially and economically
disadvantaged children.

[I. CONCEPTUALIZING AN INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE

After more than a decade of research on work—family reconciliation
policies, we have become keenly aware of several overlapping but
surprisingly distinct conversations about work and family life in the
industrialized countries. These parallel but nonintersecting conversa-
tions converge in recognizing that there is a problem. They diverge
substantially, however, in their definition of the problem and in their
proposed policy solutions.

T
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One conversation has evolved out of growing concerns about
parental time in the home and the well-being of children. Child
development research, including important new findings about early
brain development, has focused much of this discussion on the impor-
tance of parental availability and care during the earliest months and
years of children’s lives. Although the factors that promote healthy
early development are multiple, a growing body of research suggests
that compromises in the quality of children’s care, particularly in the
first year of life, can have lasting consequences for their healthy
development. Other research suggests that a lack of close adult super-
vision is placing some school-aged and adolescent children at risk for
poor academic, health and social outcomes. Evidence that children
benefit from consistent and attentive caregiving resonates with parents’
intuitive beliefs that children need their parents, and with the desire
of many parents to be the primary caregivers for their children. And
it raises concerns among many about the absence or diminished
attention of parents who are more deeply engaged than ever in
responsibilities outside the home.

A second conversation has been animated by rapid changes in
women’s engagement in the labor market. Following the sharp rise in
mothers’ employment during the 1960s and 1970s, a somewhat
different group of social scientists, policy analysts, and advocates
began a conversation about “work—family conflict.” This conversation
has focused on the problems of working parents whose conflicting
responsibilities in the workplace and at home leave them penalized
at work and overburdened and exhausted at home. Although not
exclusively focused on the problems of women—men too complain
about a lack of time with their families—it is mothers who are viewed
as most burdened and conflicted by multiple roles. Some strands of
this conversation, advancing a “women’s caregiver” perspective, are
explicitly feminist in their call for radical new conceptions of care,
paid work, social citizenship rights, and welfare-state obligations (see,
for example, Knijn and Kremer, 1997). More commonly, however, this
conversation is situated within a “work and family life” perspective
that is largely divorced from feminism in its emphasis on helping
women balance competing demands within existing social and gender
arrangements.

A third conversation has grown out of the second wave of the
women’s movement. Since the 1960s, when activists began to argue
that “the personal is political,” many feminists have taken a hard look
at the role of the nuclear family in the subjugation of women. Feminists
concerned with the family have concluded that persistent gender
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inequality in the labor market is both cause and consequence of
women’s disproportionate assumption of unpaid work in the home.
This conversation revolves around the ways in which men’s stronger
ties to the labor market carry social, political, and economic advantages
that are denied to many women, especially those who spend substantial
amounts of time caring for children.

There has been surprisingly little meeting of the minds among
participants in these separate but related conversations, which seem
most at odds when they propose solutions to the problem. Research on
child well-being stresses the importance of parents’ availability, and
many interpret this research to suggest the need for policies—such as
child tax credits and maternity leaves—that would allow mothers of
young children to opt out of labor-market attachments. Much of the
work—family literature also locates work—family conflict in women’s
lives and focuses on arrangements that allow women to balance time
between the workplace and home, such as part-time work, job-sharing,
telecommuting, and flextime. In contrast, many feminists have identified
the problem as women’s weak and intermittent connection to employ-
ment. Feminists argue that women will not and cannot achieve parity
with men as long as they shoulder unequal responsibilities for unpaid
care work. Along with policies that reduce employment barriers and
discrimination, feminists typically advocate for alternatives to maternal
child care, including more and better-quality out-of-home child care.

Although they differ in naming the problem and in the solutions
they propose, these conversations have two things in common: they
all focus on women, and do little to question assumptions about the
organization of men’s employment and caregiving activities. And they
suggest that the interests of men, women and children are essentially
in conflict: children can have more time with their parents only if
women reduce their employment commitments and career prospects;
women and men can achieve greater equality in their employment
only by reducing their time spent caring for their children.

Reconciling earning, caring, and gender equality: the dual-earner/
dual-caregiver society

The challenge of reconciling these apparent tradeoffs is at the heart
of our recent book and this Real Utopias exercise. To reconcile these
tradeoffs we argue that scholars and social activists need to move
beyond existing conceptualizations of the problem as one of child
well-being or work—family balance or gender equality. The most

JANET C. GORNICK AND MARCIA K. MEYERS 15

Figure 1.1
Gendered Divisions of Labor
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pressing conflicts of interest arise not between men and women, nor
between parents and children, but between the needs of contemporary
families and current divisions of labor, workplace practices, and social
policies. To resolve these conflicts we do not need to choose sides,
but rather to focus our attention on an end vision of what an earning,
caring, egalitarian society that promotes the well-being of children
might look like.

Fortunately, a number of feminist welfare-state scholars have
articulated such an end vision—a dual-earner/dual-caregiver model
that honors the importance of earning and caring, and that prioritizes
both gender equality and parental care for children. In the following
sections we develop the framework for this model and outline a set
of policies that would support and enable it.

British sociologist Rosemary Crompton (1999) describes the dual-
earner/dual-caregiver model as part of a continuum of social arrange-
ments and gendered divisions of labor, She emphasizes that “the point
of this exercise is not to provide a matrix, or static taxonomy, within
with nation states may be precisely located. Rather, the aim is to
develop a flexible framework through which change may be concep-
tualized” (1999: 204). This framework also serves as a useful tool for
illustrating contemporary and idealized social and economic arrange-
ments. In Figure 1.1 we present Crompton’s continuum and (as
extended by us) its relation to the issues of parents’ time with children,
work—family balance, and gender equality that animate current debates
about work and family policy.
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The first point on the continuum is the fully specialized traditional

family, which prevailed across the industrialized countries from the.

late nineteenth century until the middle of the twentieth century. The
pure form of this family arrangement—men in waged work, women
caring for children at home full-time—is now relatively rare in the
OECD countries. Mothers of infants constitute an exception to the
demise of this fully specialized arrangement, as many mothers still
exit the labor force during their children’s youngest years.

The middle points on the continuum describe contemporary family
political economies in most high-employment industrialized countries.
The dual-earner/female part-time caregiver model is common in coun-
tries such as the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, where many
mothers combine primary responsibility for family care with employ-
ment in part-time jobs with low weekly hours. Because mothers are
free to spend time with their children, this model values parental care-
giving. Given appropriate policy supports, such as caregiver stipends,
it can be consistent with rewarding women as caregivers and reducing
the competing demands of the home and market. It does little, however,
to reduce gender divisions of labor in caregiving and market work.

The third point on the continuum—the dual-earner model with
substitute caregivers—stresses gender equality in earning by moving
more of the care of children outside the home, and by freeing mothers
as well as fathers for employment that is continuous and full-time.
The “state-caregiver” version, in which children are cared for in public
child-care settings, characterizes arrangements in countries with high
rates of full-time maternal employment and extensive public child-
care systems. This arrangement was common in the state socialist
countries during the 1980s; today it operates, to a degree, in Finland.
In the “market-caregiver” version, most fully developed in the US, a
large share of mothers are employed full-time, and families make
extensive use of private market care arrangements.’ By commodifying
care and moving it out of the home, both options could be consonant
with gender equality in the labor market. Yet both of these dual-
earner/substitute-caregiver arrangements can also have gender-
inegalitarian consequences if full-time employed women retain
primary responsibility for unpaid caregiving at home—a double
burden that can impoverish women’s time and erode the quality of
both their caregiving and labor market attachments. These arrange-
ments also do little to value or protect parents’ rights to care for their
own children. They recognize the value of substitute caregiving labor
by compensating privately or publicly subsidized child-care providers,
while undervaluing caregiving labor provided by parents. Over time,

T
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the failure to support parents’ caregiving labor both devalues and
reinforces the gendered distribution of such labor, which is provided
overwhelmingly by women in both publicly subsidized and market-
based child-care systems. This gender-inegalitarian outcome is
compounded, in private systems, by the extremely low wages paid to
women who work in child-care settings.

The fourth point on the continuum illustrates a distinctly egalitarian
social arrangement that honors both parental caregiving and market
work: “the dual-earner/dual-caregiver model” (henceforth the earner—
caregiver model). This model differs from the others in two key respects.
First, unlike the first two arrangements, it envisions a social and
economic outcome in which men and women engage symmetrically in
both paid work and in unpaid caregiving; it is thus fundamentally
gender-egalitarian. Second, unlike arrangements that shift substantial
responsibility for caring for children outside the home, it assumes that
parents have the right to choose whether they will care for their own
children or rely on substitute forms of care. Both mothers and fathers
in an earner—caregiver society would have realistic opportunities to
combine employment and caregiving and to adjust their hours of paid
work to allow time to care for children. To these characteristics,
suggested by Crompton, we add a third distinction: the state would
support both parental and non-parental care for children, socializing
the costs of caring for children and equalizing access to quality care
across families of different means.* Thus amended, the earner—caregiver
model resolves many of the apparent tradeoffs in contemporary work—
family debates: it is gender-egalitarian, values both caregiving and
market labor, and supports both parental and non-parental care
arrangements that contribute to the well-being of children.’

IV. THE INSTITUTIONAL DESIGN OF POLICIES THAT
SUPPORT AN EARNER-CAREGIVER SOCIETY

The earner—caregiver society is clearly utopian. It has the qualities of
a Real Utopia, however, because it is possible to imagine the social,
institutional, and structural transformations through which it could
be realized. First, by definition, it requires the dissolution of remaining
gendered divisions of labor in employment and at home. The achieve-
ment of gender symmetry, together with high-level parental care, can
come about only if men, on average, shift substantial portions of time
from the labor market to the home. At the same time, it envisions a
virtual end to full-time homemaking as it makes a place for all women
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in the world of employment. Second, an earner—caregiver society
would require major transformations in the workplace because it
imagines that fathers, along with mothers, would have the right to
reduce their employment hours to care for children, particularly when
their children are young. As Crompton observes, “full-time work as
we know it might be superceded” (1999: 208). Third, the realization
of an earner—caregiver society would require that the state take an
active role in protecting parents’ rights to have time for caregiving
without undue economic sacrifice, and in assuring that families have
access to affordable, high-quality substitute child care.

In this essay we focus on this third transformation. We outline policies
in the areas of family leave, working time regulation, and early childhood
education and care that are consonant with the earner—caregiver model
and have been well tested in other rich, industrialized countries. In the
short term, these policies would provide men and women with greater
options to equalize their allocation of time between the market and
caregiving in the home, while ensuring that their children are well cared
for. In the longer term, by altering incentives and creating new social
norms, we believe these policies can contribute to a more fundamental
transformation of the prevailing gendered divisions of labor and current
devaluation of caregiving work.

In the remainder of this section, we provide the “blueprint” for a
package of gender-equalizing work—family reconciliation policies. This
blueprint summarizes the principles that we have derived from a more
detailed study of model policy designs in six countries that serve as
exemplars for all or part of our proposed policy package: Denmark,
Finland, Norway, Sweden, Belgium and France. There is little that is
controversial about our selection of countries; several empirical studies
have established that these six form a relatively cohesive policy cluster.
They are the main, and arguably the only, European countries that
provide working time, child-care, and income supports that are both
(relatively) generous and (relatively) consonant with gender-egalitarian
divisions of labor.

We summarize the policy design principles in this section, and in
Section V we provide the institutional details of current practices in
these six countries. Before turning to the institutional story, however,
we address a fundamental question that is often raised by our proposal:
why should government be involved?
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The case for government

Our policy blueprint envisions substantial government intervention to
support parents, children, and non-parental caregivers. We believe that
the fundamental promise of the earner—caregiver model cannot be
delivered without state policies that regulate labor and child-care markets
and that redistribute resources across households and enterprises, and
over the life cycle. Among all but the most privileged families,
parents cannot realistically choose to reduce or reallocate employ-
ment hours, even temporarily, in the absence of policies that protect
their employment status and replace some of their earnings. Parents
cannot count on safe and affordable child care in the absence of
policies that regulate the quality of care in child-care settings and
help defray costs of providing that care. Adults working in child-
care settings cannot cominand decent wages and working conditions
if they are negotiating individually with parent—consumers whose
own resoutrces are limited. To provide these rights and opportunities
the state would need to intervene through both regulatory and redis-
tributive policies.

Is this level of government intervention really necessary? We believe
itis, because leaving the costs of child-rearing almost entirely to parents
is unlikely ever to produce optimal social and economic outcomes,
because the costs that parents incur on behalf of their children—
including time, energy, forgone earnings, expenditures on children’s
consumer goods, and investments in child care and education—
produce benefits that are widely dispersed. In other words, as Nancy
Folbre and Paula England have argued, children are public goods, in
the sense that their capabilities benefit society as a whole. In economic
terms, children’s capabilities are public goods in that others can reap
the benefits without paying, and one person’s enjoyment does not
diminish another’s (Folbre, 1994; England and Folbre, 1999a).6

Although the conclusion that children are public goods derives from
mainstream economic principles, the bearing and rearing of children
is still viewed in most of the industrialized world as largely a private
concern. The decision to have children is understood to reflect the
utility, or pleasure, that parents derive from the caregiving experience;
the monetary, time, and other costs they incur are assumed to be
offset by the happiness they derive and/or the future benefits they
reap—for example, care during their own later and more dependent
years. Of course, parents do derive benefits from raising their children.
But, as Folbre and England have observed, children are not pets.
Parents’ reproductive and caregiving work, most of it performed by
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women, also contributes social and economic benefits to individuals
and institutions that do not share its costs. All members of society
benefit when parents invest more heavily in the “production” of
well-nurtured children—children who are this generation’s healthy
playmates, creative peers, and well-behaved students, and who become
the next generation’s productive workers, social insurance contributors,
and civic participants.

To the extent that family caregivers pay the costs of “producing”
children, while others benefit, there are at least two persuasive
arguments for government interventions. First, expanding public
supports for child rearing would raise the likelihood of achieving
economically efficient and socially optimal outcomes. Well-cared-for
children generate positive externalities and, absent government
supports, goods that generate positive externalities generally receive
levels of private investment that are suboptimal. As a result, society
as a whole may eventually pay a collective price in the form of children
who, at best, fail to achieve their full potential, or, at worst, become
a drain on public programs. Although the industrialized countries
have historically invested in public schooling for children starting at
age five or six, in some countries—the US is a prime example—public
investments in younger children are much more limited. Government
programs that help to ensure high-quality care for children below
school-age, such as paid family leave and high-caliber substitute care,
constitute needed investments in today’s children and tomorrow’s
adults.

The second argument in favor of government support of young
children’s care is a normative one, and it concerns equality. Extending
government investments has implications for equality among children,
especially among children from families at different points along the
income distribution. To the extent that we rely on parents’ private
resources, children in low-income families receive far less than their
affluent counterparts.

Programs that spread the costs of caregiving also have major
implications for gender equality because women do the majority of
caregiving. Because caregivers can neither exclude others from sharing
the fruits of their labor nor recover the costs of their work, others
are able to free-ride on their unpaid work. As Budig and England
argue, “a general equity principle is that those who receive benefits
should share in the costs . . . Those who rear children deserve public
support precisely because the benefits of child rearing diffuse to other
members of society” (Budig and England, 2001: 221). Policies that
shift some of the costs of childcare-giving from parents to taxpayers,
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and to employers, are equitable because they require that all who
benefit make a contribution.

Some participants in the “work—family debates” agree that many
employed parents need more institutional supports, in the form of
leave rights and benefits, formal options for work schedule flexibility,
and subsidized child care. But they argue that these measures should
be left to employers to provide. According to this perspective,
with sustained educational campaigns, persuasive bargaining, and
considerable moral suasion, large numbers of employers can and will
be enticed to add workplace benefits.

We are deeply skeptical that voluntary employer provisions will
ever be sufficient, especially for low-wage workers. Employers could
initiate crucial changes in workplace practices and offer supplementary
work—family programs and benefits—and some employers do. But,
overall, employers cannot individually and voluntarily provide the full
range of work—family reconciliation supports for their own employees,
and should not be expected to do so. In fact, the incentives for
employers to do so are often weak or entirely absent. While some
employer-provided services, such as flex-time and limited sick leave
options, are relatively inexpensive and understood to “pay for them-
selves,” others, such as high-quality child care and substantially
compensated family leave, are simply too expensive for most employers
to fully finance. Where few local employers offer work—family benefits,
no one employer has the incentive to do so, especially when labor
markets are loose. Although some employers do offer generous work—
family options, especially employers with highly skilled workers with
firm-specific skills, employers with largely low-skilled workforces have
weak incentives to provide supports because employee replacement
costs are fairly low. Workplace regulations and benefits that apply to
a large swath of the labor force, and to diverse enterprises and work-
forces, are crucial, as are financing structures that spread the costs.
Only the state can assume these roles.

The policy blueprint

In the remainder of this section we lay out the broad contours or
principles of public policies that, in the short term, would enable
families who wish to organize their work and care along earner—
caregiver lines to do so. In the longer term, these institutional arrange-
ments would be consonant with, and could encourage, more
far-reaching transformations in the direction of gender-egalitarian
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employment and caregiving arrangements. We focus on three areas

of policy that can help parents—as Francine Deutsch evocatively
phrases it—to “halve it all,” by sharing equally in the costs and
benefits of earning and caring: paid family leave, regulation of working
time, and early childhood education and care. In the next section, we
will provide more institutional details for these policies as they have
been developed in parts of Europe.

Paid family leave.

Family leave provisions would grant parents the right to take time off
to care for children without losing their jobs, and provide cash benefits
to compensate for lost wages during periods of leave. Leave policies
should include short-term maternity leave rights and benefits, short-
term paternity leave rights and benefits, longer-term parental leave
for both parents, and temporary periods of paid leave—often referred
to as “leave for family reasons”—that allow parents to respond to
routine and non-routine caregiving demands. To reduce gender differ-
entials in paid and unpaid work, gender-egalitarian leave policies
would extend benefits to both men and women, and create incentives
for men to take up the benefits to which they are entitled.” Gender-
equalizing family leave policies would have several key features.

First, all employed mothers and fathers, and other primary care-
givers of children, would be granted the right to take six months of
paid leave, with job protection, following childbirth or adoption. The
six-month duration reflects the length of earnings-related leave—from
the perspective of a couple—that is currently in place in a number
of the Nordic countries; that is, couples today are generally granted
about one year of leave, to be shared.® Furthermore, we would cap
the per-person leave at six months, because the accumulating evidence
suggests that that duration lies within the leave length that is advan-
tageous, and not harmful, to women’s labor-force attachment and
longer-term employment trajectories.’”

Second, and crucially, each employed parent would have his or
her own entirely non-transferable leave entitlement, meaning that
recipients may not transfer their entitlements to their partners. While
non-transferability potentially restricts some individuals’ options—
mothers may not take up “both shares”—it substantially increases
incentives for fathers’ participation.'

Third, employees would receive 100 percent wage replacement
during these leave periods, with an earnings cap on benefits to incor-
porate progressivity and to contain costs.!! A social insurance fund
would be used to finance wage replacement through employer and/or
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employee payroll contributions. To minimize discrimination against
potential leave-takers, employers would not be expected to replace
the wages of their own workers when they took leave. Social insurance
premiums would not be experience-rated at the enterprise-level; that
is, they would not reflect the share of employees who actually draw
benefits.

Fourth, flexibility in paid leave entitlements would allow parents
to take up their benefits either full-time or in combination with
part-time employment, and to draw down their six-month entitle-
ments incrementally, over several years. In other words, each
(employed) new parent would be granted a six-month allotment of
leave time and permitted to flexibly choose how and when to “tick
the clock down,” throughout a period that could be as long as eight
years. To accommodate staffing needs, employers would have the
right to require substantial notification periods before workers exited
the workplace and prior to their return. Governments would provide
additional help for employers—particularly small employers—by
making referrals between potential workers seeking employment or
training opportunities and employers seeking to hire temporary
replacement workers.

Fifth, mothers and fathers would have the right to some time off,
with pay, to attend to short-term and unpredictable needs that arose
throughout their children’s lives. Parents need to be granted a reason-
able number of days each year to attend to short-term needs—such
as a child’s routine illness, a disruption in childcare, or a school-
related emergency—without fear of job loss or lost pay. Publicly
financed “leave for family reasons” would secure children’s access to
their parents when unpredictable needs arose and extend benefits to
low-wage workers, whose jobs and employers typically grant the fewest
options for parents who need to make short-term changes in work
scheduling,.

The regulation of working time.

The regulation of working time is often ignored in discussions of
family policy. But labor market policies that enable parents to reduce
and reallocate employment hours for caregiving are an essential form
of support for earner—caregiver families. Some feminist scholars
argue that shortening (full-time) work hours might be the most
promising tool for achieving a gender-egalitarian redistribution of
domestic labor (see for example Mutari and Figart, 2001). Working
time policies can limit the standard work week and grant rights to
minimum numbers of paid days off, for both men and women. Policies
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that raise the availability and quality of reduced-hour and part-time
work are equally if not more important for earner—caregiver families.
In the absence of public policies that prohibit discrimination in
wages and other employment conditions, workers are likely to pay
high economic and career penalties if they elect to reduce their
working hours even temporarily to care for children. In practice,
working-time regulations are distinct from family leave and child-
care policies in that they typically apply to all workers, rather than
being selectively designed for parents. Working time measures that
increase parents’ options for high-quality reduced-hour work would
include the following provisions.

First, working time measures would limit weekly employment hours,
setting normal full-time weekly hours in the range of 35 to 39 hours
per week—as is standard in several European countries today. Limiting
the standard full-time week to below 40 hours would grant parents
more time for children on a daily basis. Limiting men’s time in the labor
market, in particular, would raise the likelihood of more gender-
egalitarian time allocations between partners. Implementing reductions
economy-wide would increase parents’ opportunities to seek employ-
ment that is “full-time” but at less than 40 hours, across a broad range
of firms, occupations, and industries. Overtime regulations would both
offer compensation for those who worked longer hours and protect
workers against compulsory overtime at excessively long hours.

Second, policies for paid time off would assure workers a substantial
number of paid days off each year. Public measures would grant
workers at least one month of paid time off annually; in practice,
that means that the normal work year would be defined as 48 weeks
of work per year. The right to paid time off of at least one month
per year would alleviate some of the burden of arranging childcare
coverage during summer school breaks, and would grant parents
needed periods of uninterrupted family time.

Third, part-time workers would have the right to pay and benefit
parity—in comparison to full-time workers performing similar work
in the same enterprise. Such protections would be aimed at preventing
discrimination against part-time workers. Improving the quality of
part-time work would increase economic security for part-time
workers and their families, and provide incentives for more men to
participate in part-time employment.

Fourth, all workers would have the right to formally request a shift
to reduced-hour or flexibly scheduled work, subject to employer
agreement. Employers would have the right to refuse “on business
grounds,” but their refusals would be subject to government review.
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To accommodate the needs of small employers, these general rights
to work-hour changes would be restricted to workers in enterprises
of a minimum size, but the minimum would be set relatively low.!2

Early childbood education and care.

High-quality, publicly subsidized early childhood education and care!®
is a third critical component of policies to support earner—caregiver
arrangements. Parents cannot fully engage in employment unless they
can secure alternative arrangements for their children while they are
at the workplace. Public financing of all of these care arrangements
is essential both to reduce the burden on parents and to equalize out-
of-pocket expenditures by families across different income levels.
High-quality care is critical to supporting both children’s healthy
development and gender equality. In the absence of high-quality
options, parents—particularly mothers—face more difficult tradeoffs
in their employment decisions. And in the absence of stringent
standards for professional training and compensation, child-care
professionals—overwhelmingly women—command lictle status and
low pay. To avoid penalizing children, and discouraging parents from
using care, this care must be available for all children regardless of
their parents’ income and employment status. Care can and should
be provided in a variety of settings—settings which could be fully
public, or private but publicly subsidized. Such a system would have
the following elements.

First, government would establish child-based entitlements to early
care and education at the national level. Given entitlement status, the
onus of assuring the availability of care would fall on government.
With the provision of paid family leaves and greater flexibility in
working hours, we assume that many parents would choose to be the
primary caregivers during the first months after childbirth or adoption,
and to arrange working schedules to provide substantial amounts of
care beyond the first year. Some parents might choose to use alternative
care within the first year, however, and all parents would be likely to
use more non-parental care as their children approached school age
and were more likely to benefit from social and early educational
experiences. Unless local public schools provided extended-day or
before- and after-school care, parents whose work schedules did not
match their children’s school schedules would also need care during
these hours. These assumptions suggest the need for limited amounts
of care for infants under the age of one, modest amounts of toddler
care for children until the age of two-and-a-half or three, more
extensive all-day care for three- and four-year-old preschool-aged
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children, and before- and after-school care after children enter school
at age five or six.

Second, the government would finance early care and education,
and before- and after-school care, at the national level. National
financing is crucial for equalizing both access to care and the burden
of out-of-pocket costs for families. To contain public costs, government
could assume 80 percent of total costs (about the European mean),
paid for through general revenues. The remaining 20 percent of costs
would be covered through a uniform system of parental fees, adjusted
to family income and exempting the poorest families entirely. Care
could be financed directly, through public programs staffed by public
caregivers and teachers, or through subsidies to private child-care,
preschool, and after-school programs.

Third, care would be provided though multiple venues, which would
give parents a broad choice of arrangements and caregivers. Parents’
preferences for care arrangements vary with the ages of their children
and with their own family and cultural beliefs. A fully developed
system of care would allow parents to choose between small, family-
like settings, center-based programs, and school-like educational
programs. To maintain high standards of quality across diverse
settings, government would set and actively monitor compliance with
quality standards. As the European models suggest, national standards
for service quality and program content can be combined with local,
community- or program-level adaptations to provide consistent quality
that is responsive to family preferences. The most crucial inputs into
program quality are staff education and training, and commitment
to caregiving work. These caregiver features are, in turn, dependent
on wages, benefits, and working conditions that attract and retain
high-quality workers. Along with protection of health, safety, and,
where appropriate, program content, consistent and high standards
for compensation and working conditions are essential.

Fourth, child-care, preschool and school schedules would be matched
to parents’ working hours. Schools and early childhood education and
care services meet the needs of children and parents only when they
fit the working hours of employed parents. For parents working a
standard-hour week, the continuity of the day and the hours of oper-
ation for child-care centers and schools are crucial. For parents working
non-stanidard hours and shifts, alternative forms of service delivery
would be an essential component of a diverse delivery system. Children
in these families would still benefit from participation in educationally
oriented services provided during regular working hours.

T
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V. FROM CONCEPTION TO PRACTICE:
POLICY CONFIGURATIONS IN SIX EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

As we noted in the introduction to this essay, we have studied and
compared work—family reconciliation models in detail in a number
of rich countries, and across the fifty US states as well. We have
assessed work—family policies in considerable detail in fourteen coun-
tries, including the US, Canada, and several European countries. In
other research projects, we have studied elements of work—family
reconciliation policies in neatly twenty-five countries. For this essay,
we focus on six countries—Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden,
Belgium and France—which have policies that serve as models for our
policy blueprint.

Although our overarching aim here is to consider policy designs
free of the constraints of existing practices, we consider the details
of policy design in these six countries for two reasons. One is simply
to demonstrate that policy elements that support our Real Utopia are
in the realm of possibility. While our proposed policy package is not
fully operational anywhere, elements of it are in place in all of these
countries. The second is to illuminate the importance of the details
of policy design. If “god is in the details” anywhere, it is surely in
work—family policy design. A generous family leave policy could
encourage or discourage gender equality in take-up, depending on its
eligibility, benefit structure, and financing designs. A working-time
policy that raised the quantity, but not the remuneration, of part-time
work could inadvertently worsen working parents’ financial outcomes.
A child-care policy that made child care widely available but neglected
its quality could have harmful effects on children and child-care
workers alike. In this section, we synthesize the policies operating in
these six countries, in order to sharpen our understanding of the
realities of policy provision in these three crucial areas. In the
accompanying exhibits, we include the US, with its limited provisions,
as a seventh comparison case. We return to the case of the US in the
subsequent section on variations in outcomes.

Before we turn to the details of policy designs, it is important to
stress that the nature and generosity of work—family policies operating
in these countries, and in all countries, may have been adopted for a
variety of reasons. We focus on the potential for these policies to
reconcile concerns about work, family and gender equality, but many
were adopted to address other goals—such as raising fertility,
alleviating labor shortages, attaining full employment, or preventing
poverty. In many countries, the factors that motivate family policy
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formation lack political cohesion and shift over time. We do not imply
that observing these policy designs in practice, at one point in time,
reveals the social and political forces that led to their enactment.™
We argue instead that these policies can have positive effects on gender
equality and on work and family balance, regardless of the political
motivation for their initial adoption.

Paid family leave

All six of these countries have national laws governing paid family
leave. While the systems vary in a number of ways, they share several
common features. First, in all of these countries, national maternity
leave policies grant nearly all employed mothers several weeks or
months of job security and wage replacement around the time of
childbirth or adoption. Second, maternity leave benefits are supple-
mented by parental leaves that provide both mothers and fathers
with periods of paid leave during children’s preschool years. Third,
leave policies promote gender equality by securing some rights and
benefits for fathers and—with the arguable exception of France—
by incorporating policy elements that encourage fathers to use the
benefits to which they are entitled. Finally, in each of these countries,
these leave schemes are financed through social insurance mecha-
nisms, in order to distribute the costs across society, to minimize
the burden on individual employers, and thus to lessen incentives
for employers to discriminate against potential leave-takers.”

The Nordic countries—Norway, Sweden, Denmark and (to a lesser
extent) Finland—provide generous paid leave benefits for mothers.
Figure 1.2 synthesizes the program rules (reported in Appendix Table
1) into total weeks of full-time wage replacement available to mothers,
assuming that mothers take all of the leave available to them through
both maternity and parental leave. Family leave policies in these countries
offer mothers the equivalent of about 30 to 42 weeks of leave with full
pay, typically up to an earnings cap.!® These countries achieve high levels
of provision through various mechanisms. In Norway and Sweden,
maternity and parental leave are blended into a single program that
grants couples an allocation of about a year to be shared between them;
wage replacement is high for the whole period, at between 80 and 100
percent. Finland and Denmark offer eighteen weeks of maternity pay
(at about two-thirds pay, on average), followed by separate parental
leave options that couples may allocate to the mother if they choose.
In Denmark, collective agreements compel many employers to “top up”
public benefits so that, in practice, most workers receive their full pay.
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Figure 1.2
Family Leave Policy
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To contain costs, benefits are limited or capped for the highest-
earning mothers. Finland, for example, reduces the replacement rate
stringently as earnings rise. Norway and Sweden place caps on covered
earnings, but the caps are set high—respectively, at about 1.9 to 2.2
times average earnings among mothers of working age, including both
part-time and full-time workers. Earnings caps result in a progressive
benefit structure and restrain program expenditures; when caps are
set high, most mothers and their families are protected from substantial
losses in economic security during leave periods.

More modest but still substantial public leave benefits are available
to mothers in Belgium and France, which grant employed mothers in
the range of 12 to 16 weeks of full-time pay. In these countries, mater-
nity benefits are generally paid at high rates—80 to 100 percent of
wages—and for about three to five months. These countries also set
caps on maximum covered earnings; in France, for example, maternity
pay is capped at about 1.2 times average mothers’ earnings. (Mothers’
total leave rights and benefits lag behind those granted in the Nordic
countries largely because the parental leave options that they can draw
on are more limited.)

In relation to parental leave, the Nordic countries provide especially
generous rights and benefits. Most employed parents have the right
to take relatively long periods of leave—from one to three years—
and, through social insurance funds, they receive about two-thirds or
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more of their wages during most or all of their leave periods (again,
subject to caps for high earners). Parental leave policies in the Nordic
countries also afford parents substantial flexibility; parental choice is
valued and codified in the law. Denmark and Sweden allow parents
to take their allotted paid leaves in increments until the child is eight
years old. Norway and Sweden allow parents to combine prorated
leaves with part-time employment, and Finland and Norway permit
parents to use a portion of their leave benefits to purchase private
child care instead. Although parental leave periods are relatively long
in Belgium and France as well—especially in France, which pays
portions of a three-year leave—wage-replacement rates are much lower
than in the Nordic countries. In these countries, parents may claim
relatively modest, flat-rate benefits.

Policy development at the European level, meaning within the
policy-making bodies of the European Union, has played a role in
standardizing and expanding parental leave programs across these
countries. In 1995, the EU enacted a Directive on Parental Leave and
Leave for Family Reasons.'” This directive required that member
countries enact measures that provide men and women workers with
at least three months of parental leave (paid or unpaid), as distinct
from maternity leave, following the birth of a child until a given age
of up to eight years. The directive also required that workers be
protected against dismissal on the grounds of applying for or taking
parental leave, and that they have the right to return to the same or
a similar job.

Although none of the countries in our study have achieved gender
equality in leave usage, several are taking steps to increase fathers’
use of leave benefits. Two strategies appear particularly promising.
First, high wage-replacement rates are the most straightforward
instrument. Because men tend to have higher wages than women, in
the absence of full wage replacement it often makes economic sense
for couples to decide that the mother should withdraw from the labor
market. Second, non-transferable rights can be created by granting
tully individual rights to each parent for her/his own period of leave,
or by reserving for each parent some portion of a family-based
entitlement. (In other words, non-transferable rights disallow men
from “giving” their leave allocation to their female partners). Both
approaches create “use or lose” provisions that increase the incentives
for fathers to make use of leave: leave time that is not taken by the
father is lost to the family.

Our six model countries vary considerably in the extent to which
they have actively incorporated these gender-egalitarian strategies. The
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strengths of gender-egalitarian policy design features are reported in
Figure 1.2, in the small boxes, using a six-point scale. (See Appendix
Table 2 for institutional details.) We assign policy systems one point
on our “gender-equality scale” if they offer any paid paternity leave,
two points if fathers have non-transferable leave rights (either “use
or lose” portions of shareable leave or individual entitlements), and
up to three additional points depending on wage replacement (three
points if benefits are wage-related and at 80 percent or higher, two points
if benefits are wage-related but at less than 80 percent, and one
point if benefits are paid but only at a flat rate).

Three of the Nordic countries—Sweden, Norway, and Denmark—
stand out on multiple fronts. Fathers are eligible for more benefits,
and incentives were added during the 1990s to encourage them to take
them up. In each of these countries, shareable family leaves are length-
ened if fathers take some portion—two weeks in Denmark, four in
Norway and Sweden. If these weeks are not taken by the father, they
are lost to the family. Although modest in duration, these so-called
“daddy quotas” send a signal that paternal leave-taking is valued and
encouraged. After their introduction in Norway in 1993, fathers’ take-
up rose sharply (Ellingsaeter, 1999). Incentives for Norwegian and
Swedish fathers to take leave are further strengthened by the high
replacement rates and, for Danish fathers, by the fully individualized
entitlement for the “childcare leave” that follows parental leave. Finland
lags behind its Nordic counterparts with the absence of “daddy days,”
but grants fathers a comparatively generous eighteen days of paternity
leave.”® Belgium also incorporates elements that encourage men’s
leave-taking; the leave program offers some paid paternity leave
(although less than a week) and some non-transferable longer-term
paid leave. However, the low parental leave replacement rate is a
counterbalancing disincentive to fathers’ take-up. France’s leave scheme
(as of 2000) contained virtually no features designed to pull men into
leave-taking.

Although financing mechanisms vary, all six of these countries
finance these leave policies primarily through social insurance schemes.
That means that benefits are funded by employee and employer
contributions, often supplemented by general tax revenues. Typically,
maternity leave is paid out of social insurance funds designated for
sickness and/or medical payments, although in some cases, such as
Belgium, it is paid out from funds that include other major social
insurance programs. Parental leave, when paid, is usually financed
out of the same funds as maternity benefits, although some countries
finance parental leave entirely from general revenues.
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A key lesson from these six countries is that none of them relies
on individual families to finance leave, nor on mandating employers
to provide wage replacement for their own employees. Where social
insurance financing does depend heavily on firms’ contributions, those
contributions are independent of employees’ usage rates. In all six
countries, social insurance financing distributes the burden for
employees and employers. The costs of caregiving are shared across
employees’ working years, among parents and non-parents, between
leave-takers and non-leave-takers, and across enterprises as well. These
financing mechanisms, especially where supplemented by substantial
contributions from general tax revenues, reduce the risk for individual
families and individual employers. They reduce employers’ resistance
and lessen incentives to discriminate against potential leave-takers.

The regulation of working time

All six of these European countries have implemented working time
measures that limit work hours and increase the availability and quality
of reduced-hour and part-time work. Again, the systems that shape
working time vary across these countries, but they share at least three
common features. First, working time measures limit weekly employ-
ment hours, setting normal working time in the range of 35 to 39
hours. Second, policies that grant paid days off assure parents at least
four weeks each year of unbroken time with their families. Third,
labor market measures aim to improve the quality of part-time work
and to increase its availability.

In all six countries, working hours are shaped primarily through
setting standards for normal weekly hours (above which overtime pay
is usually required) as well as limits on maximum allowable hours
(above which workers cannot be compelled to work). As of approx-
imately 2000, normal full-time weekly hours are set at levels below
40 hours in all six countries—35 hours in France, and between 37
and 39 hours in the other five. (See Appendix Table 3 for details and
Figure 1.3 for a summary.)

The incidence of very long hours—more than, say, 50 hours a
week—is also limited in these countries, as each has enacted measures
capping maximum weekly working time at 48 hours per week. As
with parental leave, a degree of homogeneity across these countries,
and throughout Europe, stems from the 1993 EU Directive on Working
Time, which requires member-states to “take the measures necessary
to ensure that, in keeping with the need to protect the safety and
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Figure 1.3
‘Working Time Regulations
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health of workers . .. working time for each seven-day period, including
overtime, does not exceed 48 hours.” Countries are permitted to limit
weekly hours “by means of laws, regulations or administrative
provisions or by collective agreements or agreements between the two
sides of industry.” The directive stipulates that employers may not
compel! workers to work longer hours, nor subject them “to any
detriment” for refusing longer hours.

In addition, these six countries have all adopted policies that provide
extended periods of paid time off for workers. As with part-time
work, the EU has influenced policy developments across Europe. The
1993 EU Directive on Working Time stipulated that employees be
granted not less than four weeks of paid days off per year. All of the
European countries, including these six, have codified at least that
much paid time off in their laws, with about half requiring a fifth
week; in some countries, collective agreements add even more time.
Approximately five weeks of paid time off are now standard in
Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and France, and about four weeks in
Norway and Belgium. And changes continue to unfold; after 2000,
collectively bargained rights to days off increased in three of these
Nordic countries and in France. (See Appendix Table 4 for details on
these measures, and Figure 1.3 for a summary). '

A third set of working time measures complement those that influence
work hours and days directly: policies that aim to raise the quality of
part-time work and those that grant various rights to work part-time.




34 GENDER EQUALITY

(See Appendix Table § for institutional details.) The primary vehicle for
raising the quality of part-time work is the implementation of pay and
benefit parity laws that protect part-time workers. The main strategy
for increasing the availability of part-time work is the granting of some
form of a right to work (or to request to work) part-time. These measures
enable full-time workers who wish to reduce their hours the option to
do so and, depending on the law, they create new opportunities for labor
market entrants who might otherwise refrain from employment.

Policies aimed at improving part-time work are now widespread
throughout Europe. A crucial force behind these measures is the 1997
EU Directive on Part-Time Work, whose official purpose was “to
climinate discrimination against part-time workers and to improve the
quality of part-time work” (Europa, 2004). All six of these European
countries have implemented the directive through some mix of legislation
and collective agreements. The directive requires that member-states
enact measures prohibiting employers from treating part-time workers
less favorably than “comparable full-time workers,” unless they demon-
strate that this is objectively justifiable. The national measures address
various combinations of pay equity, social security and occupational
benefits, training and promotion opportunities, and bargaining rights.

The EU Part-Time Directive also urged, but did not require,
member-states to eliminate obstacles limiting opportunities for part-
time work, and instructed employers to “give consideration” to workers
who request transfers between part-time and full-time work as their
personal and family needs change (Europa, 2004). Long before the
Part-Time Directive, Sweden had already set the gold standard on the
right to part-time work. Since 1978 Swedish parents have had the right
to work six hours a day (at prorated pay) until their children turn
eight. In the aftermath of the directive, several European countries
added new rights for workers, in most cases instituting rights to part-
time or flexible schedules. In most cases employers have the right to
refuse, but refusals are subject to review.”

Early childhood education and care

Like their paid leave and working time measures, early childhood
education and care (ECEC) policies vary across these six countries,
but provisions in all six of them share common features. First, publicly
supported care serves a large proportion of infants and toddlers while
parents are at the workplace; full-day preschool programs enroll nearly
all children between about age three and the start of public school.
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Second, government measures ensure that early childhood education
and care is affordable. Third, government policies ensure high-quality
services. And, fourth, early childhood education and care workers are
well trained and well compensated.

Across our six comparison countries, two overarching systems are
in place—and each provides nearly universal access to publicly
supported care. The Nordic countries operate integrated “EduCare”
systems, and Belgium and France have dual systems of early childcare
and later preschool. (See Appendix Table 6 for details on institutional
arrangements and service guarantees.)

The integrated systems in Denmark, Finland and Sweden provide
the most extensive access to publicly supported care.? Public systems
under the authority of national social welfare or educational authorities
serve children from the end of parental leave periods until the start of
primary school. Younger children are cared for in centers or supervised
family child-minder arrangements; older children may spend all or part
of their day in preschool programs. These systems are most notable for
extending a nearly universal entitlement for care (with a modest parental
co-payment) during the years before the start of primary school, and
for the integration of care with early educational services—hence the
dual focus of the term “educare.” Parents have a right to a place in a
public child-care setting, and the regular use of fully private care is rare.
In Sweden, for example, since 1995 all children have had an entitlement
to public or private (but publicly subsidized) child care from age one
to the age of twelve. Child-care entitlements were initially linked to
parents’ employment status; they have recently been extended to children
whose parents are unemployed, home on family leave, or otherwise out
of the labor force. In Finland and Denmark, all children have a right
to care regardless of their parents’ employment status.

The Nordic countries provide higher levels of support for families.
In these countries, with generous maternity and parental leave policies,
children are generally cared for at home during the first months of
life. Between one- and three-quarters of children in the one- to two-
year age group are in publicly supported care. Among children in the
three-to-five-year age group, three-quarters or more are in public care.
In the last year before primary school, nearly all children are in public
care (see Figure 1.4).

Outside the Nordic region, the systems in Belgium and France also
stand out. Provision of early child care is moderate for younger children,
as neither country provides child care as an entitlement before the
start of public preschool. Spaces are available for some young children
in systems under the supervision of social welfare authorities—public
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Figure 1.4
Early Childhood Education and Care
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child-care centers or supervised child-minder arrangements—with
income-adjusted parental fees. Space is limited, however, and may be
targeted to families with special economic or social needs. Child-
based entitlements for care commence with enrollment in preschool—
the ecole maternelle in France and French-speaking Belgium, and
kleuterschool in Flemish-speaking Belgium.

Overall, Belgium and France provide generous but less consistent
support than the Nordic systems. Publicly supported care is available
for only about 20 to 40 percent of the under-threes, and is more highly
targeted on needy families. As a result, families rely more heavily on
private care arrangements for younger children. On the other hand,
by the age of two and a half or three, nearly every child in these
countries is enrolled in a public preschool program.

Are these services affordable? These six countries have adopted
various mechanisms for financing ECEC through the direct provision
of public care, cost-sharing with parents through co-payments, and
the use of alternative financing mechanisms such as demand-side
subsidies and tax benefits. (See Appendix Table 7 for details of
financing arrangements.)

In the countries providing the most affordable ECEC for families—
the integrated systems of the Nordic countries—the primary mecha-
nism is direct provision, funded by a combination of national and
municipal taxes, and supplemented by parental co-payments. National
tax revenues cover about one-quarter to one-third of the costs of
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ECEC, and municipal governments contribute about one-half. Parent
fees cover a capped share of the costs. The parental share varies
between countries and with the type of care, averaging about 20
percent. Fees for individual families are calculated on a sliding scale,
and often waived altogether for low-income families.

The high-provision, dual systems of care in France and Belgium
also use direct provision as their primary financing mechanism. Care
for younger children is financed through a combination of national,
regional, and municipal funds and parental fees. Parent fees cover
about 17 to 25 percent of the cost of care for children under age
three (depending on care arrangements), with parental co-payments
set on sliding fee scales at around 8 to 11 percent of family income.
In both countries, employers also contribute a share of the costs.
Care for children from about age three to the start of primary school
is free to parents. Although public provisions are extensive for
children beginning at age two and a half or three, parents do incur
private child-care costs for younger children and for hours of care
outside ecole and kleuterschool. In both countries, parents can deduct
a portion of these out-of-pocket child-care expenses from income
taxes.

Child-care availability and affordability are crucial for families, as
is the quality of care. Quality of care is important for parents, whose
ability to engage in market work depends on their trust in the care
that their children are receiving while they are in the workplace. And
quality of care is essential for the healthy development of children.
Two key mechanisms employed by governments to assure quality are
staffing structures and staff preparation; of these, staff preparation
is arguably more important. Care providers who have higher levels of
education, more extensive training in ECEC, and longer tenure in the
field provide better-quality care for children. Compensation plays an
important indirect role: higher salaries attract and retain better-
qualified workers to ECEC settings. ECEC compensation is equally
central to the achievement of gender equality in market opportunities
and wages, because the child-care workforce is overwhelmingly female
(see Appendix Table 8 for a summary of quality regulations and staff
compensation levels).

The systems operating in these six countries all perform well
with respect to the quality of care that they provide and in their
levels of compensation for the ECEC workforce. The integrated
“EduCare” systems in the Nordic countries set the highest educa-
tional requirements for workers in both child-care centers and
preschool programs. All but Finland require bachelor-level university
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degrees of both child-care workers and preschool teachers; Finland
requires a university degree for preschool teachers and a three-year
vocational or polytechnic degree for child-care workers. In Sweden,
98 percent of child-care workers have specialized certification or
university degrees.

In the dual and early-school-enrollment systems in France and
Belgium, variation in staff preparation is more pronounced across
ECEC settings. Workers in family child-care settings often have little
formal training. Staff in child-care centers (who deal primarily with
infants and toddlers younger than three) are typically required to
complete one- or two-year post-secondary vocational programs. In
contrast, teachers in preschool classrooms serving children from about
age three until the start of school have the same levels of university
training as teachers in the regular primary school system.

The high quality of ECEC staff is, not surprisingly, reflected in
relatively high rates of compensation across these countries. To
facilitate comparisons, we calculated the usual rate of pay for the
equivalent of full-time ECEC workers in each country. Because usual
wages vary across countries, we compared these annualized salaries
to the average wage of all women workers in the same country. By
this metric, the compensation for child-care providers in all six of
these countries is impressive. Workers in the integrated Nordic
systems earn very close to the national average for all women
workers in these countries, and considerably more than the average
in Denmark. Workers in the dual systems of Belgium and France
are also well compensated—particularly teachers in the ecole, who
earn substantially more than average women’s wages in these
countries.

VI. CONSIDERING THE OUTCOMES: WHAT DO WE KNOW?

As we have argued, working parents everywhere struggle to negotiate
successful and equitable divisions of labor, and to manage competing
demands from the home and the workplace. None of the industrialized
countries have achieved full gender equality in divisions of labor, and

none have fully resolved the time crunch for parents combining employ-

ment with the care of children. If the work—family reconciliation policies
we describe above are effective, however, we would expect to see more
favorable outcomes in those countries that have the highest and most
gender-egalitarian provisions.

It is easy to observe and evaluate some dimensions of the outcomes
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of these policies. In the Nordic countries virtually all employed women
have access to periods of leave with wage replacement, and couples
can share as much as a full year of parenting leave at 80 percent or
more of their regular wages. In these same countries a substantial
share of all children aged one and two are in high-quality child-care
settings, and nearly all children are in such care as they approach
school age. In these countries, as in France and Belgium, care is either
free or at very low cost for parents. Care in these settings is provided
by professionals with high levels of education who earn wages that
are comparable to or even higher than those of other workers—two
of the key indicators of high-quality care.

Other outcomes of work—family reconciliation policies are more
difficult to observe. We would like to know, for example, the effect
of various gender-equalizing provisions on men’s take-up of parenting
leave, but comparable data across countries are exceedingly scarce.
We do know that men’s likelihood of taking leave lags behind women’s
everywhere in Europe, and the gender gap with respect to total amount
of time taken is even larger. At the same time, although substantial
gaps in leave usage persist even in the Nordic countries, fathers’ use
of leave in these countries is well above that of men in other European
countries. De Henau (2006) reports, for example, that in Sweden, as
of 2002, 78 percent of first-time fathers take some leave, compared
to 90 percent of mothers. The more disappointing finding is that,
while Swedish fathers account for nearly half of all leave-takers, they
still take less than a fifth of the total leave days claimed by parents.
(This is perhaps not surprising, given the short duration of the non-
transferable leave that Swedish policy grants specifically to men.)
Furthermore, the implementation of “use or lose” leave in Norway
has been associated with a sharp increase in fathers’ take-up, from
less than 5 percent to over 70 percent following implementation
(Ellingseeter, 1999; Leira, 1999). Leira (2000) concludes that the use-
or-lose days—what she calls “fatherhood by gentle force”—have
encouraged men to take substantial amounts of leave that they would
otherwise have transferred to their partners. The introduction of so-
called “daddy days” in Sweden has had less effect (Haas and Hwang,
1999), possibly because fathers’ take-up was already relatively high
(Leira, 1999).

Beyond evidence of coverage, benefits, and take-up, we would
ideally like to know whether these policies move us closer to the Real
Utopia of gender-egalitarian caregiving and employment. As a blue-
print for the earner—caregiver society, we have argued that these policies
have the potential to reduce three of the most difficult contemporary
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social problems: persistent gender inequalities in market and caregiving
work, a growing time crunch for parents, and the stress of conflicting
demands on parents’ time and attention. Although it is difficult to
observe these outcomes directly, or to establish a causal link between
these outcomes and policy design, a number of indicators suggest
that the countries with the most fully developed policies are making
the most progress in resolving these problems.

We examine outcomes in the six countries from which we have
drawn our policy designs, compared with those reported in the US,
which provides one of the most dramatic comparisons in the group
of OECD countries. The US is one of only five countries in the world
that lack national maternity leave provisions. A weak national family
leave law (the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993) provides some
parents with limited rights to periods of unpaid leave to take care of
infants and other family members, but there is no national law
requiring paid leave. The standard work week remains set at 40 hours—
a level established more than six decades ago; and American working-
time law is silent on maximum work hours, on equal treatment for
part-time workers, on rights to part-time or flexible scheduling, and
on the right to a minimum number of paid days off per year. The
public child-care system in the US is among the least developed in the
industrialized world, providing modest tax credits for middle-earning
families and child-care subsidies for only an estimated 15 percent of
eligible working poor families. In Table 1.1 we compare several
indicators of each country’s progress on each of the outcomes we
have identified.”!

Gender equality

While mothers (in heterosexual couples) are not commanding half of
the earnings taken home by couples with children in any country, they
are earning about a third of parental earnings in Norway, Sweden,
Belgium and France—and as much as 37 to 38 percent in Denmark
and Finland.”? American mothers, who take home 28 percent of
parental earnings, are somewhat more economically dependent on
their (male) partners.

Although gender divisions in unpaid work are harder to measure
and comparable data are scarce, some evidence is available from cross-
national time-use data. In the three countries for which we have data—
Finland, Norway, and Sweden—fathers assume a somewhat larger
share of unpaid work.
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Time for caregiving

Workers in these six countries log fewer hours at the workplace each
year than do their counterparts in the largely unregulated American
setting. Average annual hours worked in the Nordic countries, and in
Belgium and France, range from 1,380 in Denmark to 1,727 in Finland;
employed American workers average over 1,800 hours annually—
among the longest work hours in the industrialized world.

Parents in dual-earner couples, in particular, work fewer hours for
pay in these countries (at least, in the four for which we have data on
weekly hours). In these families, while American couples with children
spend, on average, 80 hours per week in employment, their counter-
parts in Finland, Belgium and France log hours in the range of 76 to
78. Swedish dual-earner couples with children work as few as 60 hours
weekly—or the equivalent of a day and a half less than their American
counterparts.

Perhaps more consequentially, the distribution of work hours is
much narrower in these other countries. In the US, nearly two-thirds
of couples jointly work for pay for more than 80 hours per week,
compared to fewer than a third in these comparison countries.

Resolving work—family conflicts

The evidence also suggests that parents in these comparison countries
experience strain related to time constraints, but at somewhat atten-
uated levels. Large shares of fathers and mothers in these six countries
report that they want more time to spend with their families (72 to
83 percent), but at rates that are substantially lower than the 95 and
90 percent reported by American fathers and mothers, respectively.
What about fertility? In recent years, researchers, politicians, and
journalists worldwide have paid much attention to the low and falling
fertility rates seen in much of Europe, most notably in eastern and
southern Europe. Low fertility raises several macro-level concerns; in
some countries, future projections portend severe economic dislocations
and enormous strains on the welfare state. Low fertility is also of
concern at the micro-level, in a number of countries, because actual
fertility lags behind preferred fertility. As Peter McDonald and other
researchers have increasingly argued, fertility is falling (or has fallen)
to crisis levels especially in those national settings where women
experience, or perceive, the most hardship in combining parenting
and employment. Faced with a stark choice between parenthood and
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(quality) employment, many women have only one child or forgo
childbearing altogether. The key point here is that fertility rates in
these six comparison countries—while all falling short of replacement
level—are among the highest in Europe.

What do we make of these outcomes? Correlations between policies
and outcomes cannot establish causation. Even the strongest correla-
tion cannot rule out reverse causation (say, the possibility that high
levels of female employment drive the adoption of gender-egalitarian
policies) or the influence of other, unmeasured national characteristics
(say, the possibility that cultural forces favoring gender equality explain
both more egalitarian outcomes and the provision of supportive public
policies). To establish causation we would need focused experimental
designs or more sophisticated modeling approaches. And for many
of the outcomes we hope to observe—such as gender symmetry in
both market and caregiving work—we would also need data over a
much longer period of time. Our interpretation of the outcomes in
Table 1 is therefore an optimistic but cautious one: these six countries
appear to be leaders not only in the provision of gender-egalitarian
work—family policies, but also in progress toward the key elements
of our Real Utopia: gender equality, parental time for caregiving, and
reduction of work—family conflicts.

VII. UNWANTED CONSEQUENCES AND INEVITABLE TRADE-
OFFS: REFLECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS

Public policies always have complex consequences. Many policy effects
are desired, expected, and achieved, while others may be unintended,
unwanted, and unanticipated. Furthermore, policy designs often
involve explicit tradeoffs. Elements expected to have advantageous
consequences may be knowingly bundled with features that impose
costs. In this closing section, we consider three concerns linked to our
policy blueprint or to the Real Utopia itself. Each involves the prospect
of unwanted consequences or the possibility that desired effects may
be coupled with unwanted results.

First, we raise the question: if we successfully implement policies
that reduce working time across a society as a whole, will that lead
to a substantial loss of income, and concomitantly a reduction in the
standard of living? Second, if we implement policies that reshape the
caring practices of parents, and the allocation of time between women
and men, does that require that we limit the “choices” available to
individual women and men and their families—and, if so, is that
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justifiable? Third, if we implement policies that enable parents to
work at reduced hours, part-time, or intermittently, and women
disproportionately take up these options, will we cement existing
gender differentials into place or, even worse, create new forms of
gender inequality?

The prospect of income losses

First, we consider the possibility that intentional working-time reduc-
tions would lower standards of living. Critics of European models of
social protection, which often include limits on work hours, frequently
observe that (all else equal) shorter work hours imply less aggregate
output, and thus lower GDP per capita. That is, shorter average work
hours lower standards of living. These critics often point to the US
as the exemplar of an alternative model—a minimally regulated,
highly productive economy. As the argument goes, Americans’ long
work hours may require some sacrifices by workers and their families,
but, overall, their work hours enable them to enjoy a higher standard
of living,

Is this a valid argument? The US does indeed rank near the top of
the OECD countries in per capita income. In 2000, GDP per capita
in the US—nearly US$36,000—was well higher than in any of our six
comparison countries, where per capita GDP ranged from US$27,000
to $32,000.3 And indeed, vis-a-vis the OECD as a whole, nearly half
of the income advantage in the US is due to Americans’ relatively
long work hours. As one group of scholars note, “an important
portion of the apparently higher standard of living in the US comes
not from working more efficiently than other comparable economies,
but simply from working longer” (Mishel et al., 2005: 428-29).

Does that mean that, on average, Americans, with their longer
hours, enjoy a relatively higher standard of living? Some scholars
argue—we think persuasively—that it is misleading to measure
“standard of living” solely in monetary terms, without taking into
account time investments. As Lars Osberg, a Canadian economist,
has argued, “‘Quality of life’ or ‘economic well-being’ may be hard

to define precisely, but most would agree that they depend on both
an individual’s income level and the discretionary time they have in
which to enjoy it” (Osberg, 2005: 27).

So, American workers, on average, do take home high incomes
compared to workers elsewhere; but for many American workers and
their families, that economic payoff is compromised by the family
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time-poverty that enables it. It is also the case that Americans work
such long hours that they may be on the diminishing-returns portion
of the productivity curve. While the US is a leader in GDP per worker,
it is ranked eighth among the OECD countries in GDP per worker-hour.
And, in fact, per-hour output in the US is only average, relative to
these six comparison countries with shorter work hours. It may be
that American workers could shift some hours from work to family
and see a rise in hourly output.

The question of “choice”

Second, we ask: given that several elements of this policy package are
intended to influence the caring practices of parents, does that require
that we limit the “choices” available to individual women and men,
and their families—and, if so, are these restrictions justifiable?

The policies in our blueprint are designed specifically to advance
two goals. The first is to give parents realistic options for combining
employment and caregiving, and the second is to encourage gender
equality in engagements in work and care. Promoting gender equality
requires the building in of policy design elements that are intended
to reshape parents’ caring practices and employment behavior. That
raises two questions: Do these behavior-shaping features limit or
restrict parents’ options? And, if so, are these restrictions justifiable?

Does this policy package, in fact, limit parents’ “choices”? We can
imagine alternative approaches that, at least in the short term, give
parents more freedom to use government resources to support their
preferred employment and caregiving arrangements. Couples might
be given twelve months of shareable leave, for example, instead of
separate, non-transferable rights to six months each. Rather than
financing and regulating early childhood education and care programs,
government could give parents cash subsidies with which to purchase
private care. The entire package of support might even be “cashed
out” and provided to parents as an unrestricted benefit that they could
use as they wished—to replace (mothers’) wages, to purchase child
care, or even to save for future expenses.

We certainly agree that it is important to consider individual
preferences and choices when designing policies that affect the intimate
sphere of family life, especially in societies that are increasingly diverse
and multicultural. While we recognize that these policies do not grant
parents unrestricted options, we would argue that—on balance—the
policies that we describe actually give parents considerable flexibility
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and room for individual choice. And they grant many parents—
especially those with limited resources—<“choices” that, in practice,
they would not otherwise have.

Although the authorizing legislation and financing of these provi-
sions is primarily national in the European countries, or even
supranational in the case of EU Directives, program delivery is flexible
enough to allow individuals and communities to tailor them to their
own preferences. In the case of family leave, for example, parents in
several of the Nordic countries have a nationally established and
financed entitlement to a set period of leave. They have enormous
flexibility, however, in scheduling their use of that leave. Parents may
elect to use all their benefits within the first months after childbirth,
or they may stretch their leave out over a period of several years,
combining part-time employment with part-time leave. In some
countries, such as Finland, they may even elect to take their benefits
in the form of cither leave or subsidized child care. Choice is protected
in eatly childhood education and care as well, through the local design
and delivery of program services. The educare systems in the Nordic
countries, for example, set overarching objectives at the national level
but tailor specific program designs at the community level.

We would also argue that, given existing economic and gender
inequalities, these work—family benefits may offer many parents more
realistic “choices” than less restricting forms of assistance. Parents
may want to allocate substantial time to the care of their infant children
but, without explicit rights to take job-protected leaves or reduce
working hours, they are often unable to do so without losing their
jobs or sacrificing pay and benefits. Mothers and fathers may want
to share leave entitlements equally but, in the absence of high wage
replacements and individual leave rights, may be unable to forfeit the
income and career advancement of the higher earner, most often the
father. Parents may want to enroll their children in high-quality devel-
opmentally enhancing care but, in the absence of stringent public
regulation and oversight of quality, may be unable to find and purchase
such care even with substantial financial resources. These and other
limits on parental “choice” are not easily alleviated with other forms
of assistance, such as unrestricted cash transfers.

Yet it is undeniable that some of the policy features designed to
shift gender divisions of labor do limit parents’ options. In perhaps
the most dramatic example, allowing parents to fully transfer their
leave rights and benefits to one another gives some families options
that individual non-transferable rights do not. Is disallowing families
from taking up those options justifiable? While we recognize that this
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policy design creates a very real tradeoff—in a sense, between som
form{s 9f “choice” and the promotion of gender equ;lity—we ar .
that it is justifiable, especially when a longer-term view is taken Ogvl;i
time, .these restrictions may be even more important as a me:;ns of
reducing gender inequalities, by creating incentives for both mothers
and fathers to engage more fully in caregiving and waged labor. The
full .I'eal{zation of an earner—caregiver society will require a trar;sfor-
mation in gendered norms about both caregiving and employment
To fully transform norms about women’s place in the public s};)heres‘
of employment and civic life, mothers need the right and sufficient
support to engage on equal terms with men in these spheres. To full
t{apsform norms about the role of men in the private sphere' of calre)j
giving, fathers need rights and incentives to shift a greater portion of
their time and labor from the market to the home. Gender-egalitarian
work—fami!y reconciliation policies—such as individual leave rights
opportunities for reduced-hour employment, and child-care entgitlej
mer'xts—advance these rights, opportunities and incentives, thereb
having the potential to advance both individual well-being a:nd morz
far-reaching transformations in social and gender norms.

New forms of gender inequality

Finally, we ask: by enacting this policy package, do we run the risk
of cemt?nting gender differentials into place or, even more worrisome
catalyzing new forms of gender inequality? The strengthenin of,
reducgd—hour work and extension of family leave raise th(g;rn
questions about gender equality. If shorter full-time hours part-timz
work, and family leave continue to be taken up disproporti,onatel b
vyomel:)n, extending these options may free up more parental caregizin;
i,t,r::k_ ut deepen gender divisions of labor in both paid and unpaid
'Wlth respect to shorter-hour work and family leave, whether men
}mll eventually take advantage of these options as ofter; as women do
1s an open question. The question of whether women and men have
fgndamental and enduring preferences about work and care remain
hlghly contested. British sociologist Catherine Hakim, for exam IZ
(Haklm, 1997), has long argued that, while many Wom,en are careI()ar-
oriented, substantial numbers are not, and that it is their preferences
not constraints or institutional factors, that explain their relativel :
low em'ployment hours compared to men’s, and their greater likelihooc}i’
of taking leaves. In our view, it is more accurate to conclude that
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women’s intrinsic preferences cannot be identified until gendered
expectations and institutional constraints erode (Gornick and Meyers,
2003). The long-term prospect for men’s take-up of these arrangements
is nearly impossible to predict.

Policies aimed at raising the quality and availability of part-time
work are complex, and their long-term impact on divisions of labor
are, in fact, unknown. Part of the logic of improving the quality of
part-time work is indeed to draw more men into it. And the evidence
shows that men’s engagement in part-time work increased in the 1990s
in a number of European countries, including Belgium and France
(European Foundation, 2004). Recent survey results indicate that a
substantial majority of these male part-time workers, like their female
counterparts, are voluntarily working part-time (meaning that they
sought part-time hours), which suggests that new options for reduced-
hour work may be a factor underlying men’s increased engagement
in part-time work.

Nevertheless, part-time work remains overwhelmingly feminized in
most industrialized countries. A countervailing view argues that, even
if part-time work remains feminized, improving its quality still has

some gender-equalizing potential, in that establishing viable part-time

work options draws some women into paid work who would otherwise
refrain from employment altogether. It is possible that improving the
availability of quality part-time work may, in some contexts, have the
effect of reducing gender gaps in employment rates while increasing
gender differentials in hours worked among the employed. In the end
this is an empirical question, and one that calls for continuing study.

From a gender-equality perspective, it seems likely that reducing
full-time weekly hours is the more promising strategy than raising
the quality and availability of shorter-hour work. Mutari and Figart
make this argument persuasively:

The alternative to policies that accommodate work hours to the
gendered division of labor are policies that change the male model of
full-time employment. Reductions in the standard work week are a
long-term solution for achieving gender equity in the labor market and
the redistribution of domestic labor . . . [A] shorter work week can
enable both men and women to participate in the labor market on an
equal basis (Mutari and Figart, 2001: 40-1).

In fact, this view—that shortening the full-time week is a gender parity
strategy—seems to be gaining ground in a number of European countries.
Fagnani and Letablier observe that in France, where part-time work
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has always been viewed with skepticism, the French 35-hour law “had
the [explicit] objective . . . of improving equality between men and
women” (Fagnani and Letablier, 2004: 553). The effects of reducing
normal full-time hours on gendered distributions ought to be contin-
ually monitored wherever policies with this goal are implemented.

Extending paid family leave raises parallel concerns about possibly
worsening gender inequalities. Here some lessons are clear. As we
have argued in this essay, family leave policies may be generous, or
gender-egalitarian in design, or both. These are distinct dimensions,
and hopes for increased engagement in leave-taking by men rest, to
a substantial degree, on the continued incorporation of particular
design elements—most notably, high wage-replacement rates, high
earnings caps, and individual, non-transferable entitlements for men.

Concerns that work—family policies might in fact worsen gender
gaps in employment extend to the demand side of the labor market.
Some of the Nordic countries report relatively high levels of
occupational segregation—a finding that has long been attributed to
employers’ resistance to hiring or promoting women into certain
positions. Although social insurance financing can lessen the costs of
leave-taking for employers, they must still manage workers’ absences.
Increasingly, critics of European policy models argue that generous
work—family policies, in the end, both lower the “glass ceiling” for
women and make it more impenetrable. According to these critics,
while the absence of work—family supports may create strains for
some women workers, women in settings with meager work—family
provisions are more likely to reach senior positions. In economic terms,
employers in policy-rich countries statistically discriminate against
women, believing that they are more likely to engage in various forms
of employment cutbacks than are their male counterparts—even if
women and men are equally entitled. In settings with few policies
operating, the incentive to statistically discriminate is much less,
because women are, in effect, forced to behave like men. While there
is some empirical evidence in support of these conclusions, the case
has by no means been closed. What is clear is that constraints that
women face, originating from the demand-side of the labor market,
will be lessened if large numbers of men join them in taking up various
family-oriented employment options. Whether men will do so depends
on the incentives built into policy designs, and on a host of factors
not vet clearly identified.

In the end, implementing the policy blueprint that we have laid
out involves a gamble, and a fairly high-stakes one. If, in the long
term, large numbers of women avail themselves of the options for
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shorter employment hours and periodic leaves while most men forgo
them, then gendered divisions of labor will indeed persist, or even
deepen. Clearly, we cannot predict the future, so we ask: why not
implement this blueprint and see what happens? If these policies are
implemented and, years later, parents’ caregiving practices and
gendered divisions of labor remain largely unaltered, then we will
have to return to the drawing board.

NOTES

1 There are many terms in circulation that are intended to encompass
these policies—including “family-friendly policies,” “woman-friendly poli-
cies,” and “work-life policies.” We prefer the term “work—family reconcili-
ation policies” as it is both precise and inclusive. Thus, we use that term here
and in our other work, often shortened to “work—family policies.”

2 There is no universally agreed-upon group of “industrialized” or “devel-
oped” countries, although these terms are widely used to refer to the highest-
income countries in the world, generally captured by GDP per capita. The
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)—an
organization of countries with “democratic governments and market
economies”—was founded in 1961 by eighteen European countries as well
as Canada and the US. Throughout this essay, we concentrate our analyses
and policy recommendations on these approximately twenty countries, and
we refer to them interchangeably as the “rich,” “high-income,” “industrial-
ized,” or “OECD” countries. In later years, the OECD added ten more
countries, including Australia, New Zealand, Japan, Korea, Mexico, and
Eastern European countries. While a number of these have employment
patterns and policy configurations that resemble those in the original twenty,
some remain somewhat distinct. So, when we refer to “the OECD countries,”
we mean, for the most part, the original founding group of twenty.

3 In both the US and some southern European countries, other family
members provide unpaid child-care labor, particularly for young children.
Although many observers suggest that this female-dominated “kith and kin”
care is a viable alternative to parental or substitute care, it is becoming less
feasible with increases in women’s employment rates.

4 In the European literature on the earner—caregiver society, and the asso-
ciated policy packages, substitute child care often receives less attention than
measures freeing up parents’ time. However, it is clear that for many European
feminists and welfare state scholars the state’s commitment to providing or
financing quality child care is taken as a given. For example, Anne Lise
Ellingsaeter, writing about the “Norwegian worker—caregiver model,” describes
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the core policy package, which includes gender-egalitarian family leave and
the right to reduced-hour work. To that, she adds: “The other main policy
measure is access to high-quality public childcare. Public day care plays an
important part in the everyday life of parents” (Ellingsaeter, 1999: 44).

5 The earner—caregiver model has attracted sustained attention in Europe
in recent years, especially among feminist welfare state scholars (including
Ruth Lister and Jane Lewis in the United Kingdom, Birgit Pfau-Effinger in
Germany, Anne Lise Ellingsater in Norway, and Diane Sainsbury in Sweden)
and, to a lesser extent, in the US (see, for example, Nancy Fraser’s (1994)
call for men to become “like women are now”). American scholars have
addressed a number of related concerns. There are large and excellent literatures
on the “costs of motherhood” (Crittenden, 2001; England and Folbre, 1999,
1999b; Waldfogel, 1998); on the determinants of gender differences in unpaid
work in the home (Brines, 1994; Greenstein, 2000; Presser, 1994); and on
“gendered time” (Mutari and Figart, 2001). There is also a growing literature
on factors that strengthen fathers’ engagement with child care—giving (see
Marsiglio, 2000 for a review). Nevertheless, American scholars have not on
the whole granted the earner—caregiver model the centrality in social theory
or in policy analysis that European feminists have.

6 In economic language, when others can reap the benefits without paying,
the public good is non-excludable; when one person’s enjoyment does not
diminish another’s, it is characterized by non-rivalness.

7 Several countries also have leave provisions that support and remunerate
time spent caring for other family members—including, for example, disabled
and elderly adults—but we focus here on child-related provisions.

8 A large body of research focuses on the impact of leave on women’s
employment. The evidence clearly indicates that access to relatively short-
term leaves has the potential to reduce labor market inequalities between
men and women by facilitating continuous maternal employment, reducing
women’s turnover, and minimizing wage penalties associated with motherhood
(Glass and Riley, 1998; Hofferth, 1996; Joesch, 1997; OECD, 2001; Smith et
al., 2001). It is important to clarify, however, that while shorter-term leaves
strengthen women’s ties to the labor market, the effects of longer leaves, such
as the two- or three-year leaves available in some European countries, are
much less advantageous with respect to gender equality. Long-term leaves,
paid or unpaid, are more problematic for two related reasons: they may erode
human capital and, even more than shorter-term leaves, they are over-
whelmingly taken up by women. OECD (2001) reviewed the small literature
on these two-to-three-year leaves. They concluded that “schemes to pay
parents to look after their own children at home . . . may encourage labor
market detachment if they continue over a long period of time.” (2001: 146)
It is not yet clear at what duration leaves switch from being advantageous to
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disadvantageous to women’s labor market attachment; some researchers place
the turn-around point at somewhere between six months and one year.

At the same time, while leave duration is a key variable, other aspects of
family leave policy design, such as the extent to which employers bear the brunt
of the financing, may ultimately matter more. If employers are unduly burdened,
reductions in demand for female labor may set in with relatively shorter leaves.

9 The question is often raised: what about single parents, meaning parents
whose children have only one caregiver? Should single parents be entitled to
one “share” (six months) or two “shares” (twelve months)? There is a case
to be made for either result. One share would equalize, across family types,
any employment penalties associated with leave-taking. Single mothers would
likely claim the same amount of leave as all other parents. Two shares
would equalize the total amount of parental care that young children are
likely to receive (approximately one year), regardless of their family structure.
We see merit in both arguments and propose a compromise: single parents
would be entitled to nine months of fully paid leave.

10 Many countries’ leave provisions are already entirely non-transferable.
The United States’ Family and Medical Leave Act, for example, grants twelve
weeks of leave to new parents; parents cannot transfer any or all of their
entitlement to their children’s other parent.

11 A reasonable earnings cap might be set at approximately twice the level
of average annual carnings. To further ensure progressivity, a portion of high-
income recipients’ benefits could be taxed.

12 The new laws in Europe that codify rights to work part-time or flexible
schedules have set minimum enterprise sizes at about ten or fifteen workers.

13 The term “early childhood education and care” is often used to emphasize
its dual role as substitute care for parents and education for children. For conven-
ience we sometimes shorthand this as “child care” in this essay, but we do not
thereby mean to imply a different or less educationally enriching form of care.

14  Key facets of work—family policy offerings in these six countries, as of
approximately 2000, are synthesized in Figures 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4. Institutional
details underlying these synthetic results are presented in eight Appendix
tables, and in more detail in Gornick and Meyers (2003).

15 Although we do not discuss them in this essay, due to space limitations,
cach of these countries also provides various kinds of “leave for family
reasons.” These leaves grant mothers and fathers time off throughout their
children’s lives to attend to short-term and unexpected needs. See Gornick
and Meyers (2003) for details.

16 Figure 1.2 includes only the earnings-related components of family
leave programs (and assumes earnings below the cap). Some of these countries
supplement the benefits captured in Figure 1.2 with additional periods of
leave paid at a low flat-rate—most substantially in Finland and France. We
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exclude these low-paid benefits here because, in some cases (such as Finland)
the benefits are not conditioned on employment, so characterizing them as
wage replacement is not fully accurate. In addition, the program in France
is payable only for second and subsequent children. Furthermore, take-up is
much lower than in the earnings-related programs, so including them distorts
the level of provision upward. Figure 1.2 also excludes the US’s Temporary
Disability Insurance programs because they are available in only five states.
Mothers in Finland may also collect a low flat-rate benefit (a “home care”
benefit) for about two years following the end of maternity and parental
leave, i.e. until the child’s third birthday. The benefit is allowed only if the
child is not in public child care. Parents may also choose to use that payment
to purchase care from a private child-care provider. See Appendix Table 1.

17 EU Directives are binding for member countries, and Norway imple-
ments them voluntarily.

18 In Figure 1.2, we credited Finland with having a “use or lose” compo-
nent. Although it is not part of parental leave (where the term is generally
used), the eighteen-day paternity benefit is, in effect, “use or lose,” since
fathers cannot transfer those days to their partners. And its duration
approaches that of the “use or lose” quotas in Norway and Sweden.

19  Three European countries that are not among our six—Germany, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom—have recently enacted laws providing
some form of a right to work part-time or flexible hours. For an evaluation
of their implementation and outcomes so far, see Hegewisch (2005).

20 Although Norway also provides extensive public ECEC, the costs of
this care fall much more heavily on parents (due to high co-payments), and
supply shortages have contributed to the growth of a “black market” in
private, unregulated care arrangements.

21 See Gornick and Meyers (2003) for details on the indicators reported
in Table 1.1, except annual hours and fertility. Annual hours worked are taken
from Mishel et al. (2005), and total fertility rates (TFR) from UNDP (2005).
The outcomes in this table pertain to the late 1990s and/or approximately
2000. An exception is the TFRs, which pertain to the period 2000-2005.

22 Mothers are earning a larger share of parental earnings in these
countries, largely because the ratio of mothers’ to fathers’ employment rates—
and of hours worked among the employed——are high in cross-national perspec-
tive. While greater wage compression may narrow the gender gap in hourly
wages in these countries—relative to the US, for example—variation in wage
compression is not the dominant explanation for these findings. See Gornick
and Meyers (2003).

23 This comparison is adjusted for purchasing power parity. Note that
GDP per capita rankings shift annually. In 2005, Norway’s PPP-adjusted GDP
per capita was slightly higher than that of the US.
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o
[
¥ Appendix Table 3
@ w o |w E Establishment of Normal Working Hours
) i | - .
. o gl 25 F |5 g 8 g 2, (Approximately 2000)
i 2 §SSE € 18 |25 | 252 — : : :
. g :1. 2RE ¥ g g = 2 =z Primary Normal Werking Hours Maximum
] E|8 2 £ 3 = |2 |8z 3z | Mechanism for Working Hours by
“ | = §zgg E?:’ € 2E 202 'gﬁ% Regulation of Statute
| £ = uf 2 g g § B § £ -§ al 18392 Working Time By Statute By Collective
by 2 3 -‘E & e % § Be 3) 2 : o) E po E § Agreement (hours worked
w = al2X 8 E8 7 S|'% S E g 3 5% 2 (Average) above maximum
‘ Ay %’3%5‘ g3 %Sggggo EE2 may not be
- - = = o BT
s 3357 =8 §8E8=53 [Za compulsory)
-3 = % 25 Ey g g % g8 § 5% g DK Primarily Legislation sets maximum hours (48) 37 48
i "'_i g8 é f) o S 22 pls g g 22 g collective but not normal working time.
R i §q5_5)’§ g8 Ss|8EFET §§3 agreements.
S g =28 x G g % g R g ‘g 8 = 2% 2 FI Combination of | 40 hours, with possible reduction 39.3 40
- :_s § g ; g ’g 2|2 S g= ﬁ & f % collective through collective agreement,
S glnBS o ‘ﬁj%*j%g§§ 8 & agreements and
8 ~ Eu2e 2% Sl SIEE o "LE; = labor law.
) S§l888 wg S EleBTEE |SE S L% NW Combination of | 40 hours, with possible reduction 375 40
o~ o QT = = e w2 & E E o “ I "
S El8Ex 23 E Q8838 2 g & & collective through collective agreement.
2 B 258 =% gelgslzes (22§ & =2 | ts and
=2 9 ng éﬁ Pepel288 (582 . & agreements ang
[3 = = T A5 5 By =] g = =g 1 2s g g labor law.
; = 2 e:;f SW Combination of | 40 hours, with possible reduction 38.8 40
;5 = g g o g 2 E collective through collective agreement.
S z = 3, § - 2 8 agreements and
a e % 28 %E : = E labor law.
B g = 3 2 28 o 8 o BE Combination of | 39 hours, with possible reduction 39 39
< (=Y = 250 1= T E .
; < E 3 g '% g.gr g g 8 collective through collective agreement.
S’ ~
= =% 4 B S B agreements and
B Blaxs o A B -
E é'g 88 g E% 2 & 3 labor law.
8 P a E 28E |g I® = i- FR Primarily labor | 35 hours, since national legislation in 35 48
13 £ 8 g 2 -a 28 |8 |= g ) law. 2000 reduced statutory work week to
ﬂ.-: gi8ge g ES _é) 5 |& Z § 7 35 hours (with no pay reduction). Law
» A2 D o=@ |2 |d X Nes o8 calls on collective bargaining “to
= olE 5 S 82 |2 |5 |4 23U . e
2 5 & RN § R =8 |18 % 2R e 2 negotiate the practicalities of actual
= S2=82 £ B8z & |2 E5F g reduction of working hours”. 35-hour
[ Q*fg ] E‘ § ‘§ 2 g g g E b sl -é = week applies to all workers, including
x5 E3 5, §'§ 2 E\ B85 |8 B E § E % 28 _ skilled, salaried professions. i . . _
o= ®=8 55 2EN \; % | |5 e g3 g g Us Primarily Since 1938, normal working week is Union coverage is No Limit
g Ll B 5§ _g‘ g gsle |lg & EBlE RS national labor 40 hours. Approximately 27 percent of | low (15 percent of
= =3 i ; =o88 g A gle =de g law, with some | full-time workers are exempt. workers).
2 - £ T2EFEIR 1T |4 ad o, 2655 supplementation
I~ C2E 3 =1 @ g o B pp
z 2385 2 § EEl2 |2 | 23 ge s 8 by state laws. Overall, in medium
E §.§§g §§;5§‘§ 8 ; & & %§‘§g and large
Q
QERE |aEELS |& |0 |22 Efeg establishments, 86
2 ég g percent of full-time
22 % g employees have |
v 2 B | 28 weekly work |
E 15 1B |8 b g 2 schedules of 40 ;
28a% hours or more. ‘;
— 0 =
ToSE Notes:
§ 4 _g %' S * The 1993 EU Directive on Working Time stipulated a 48-hour maximum working week. This affects the European
w1 . . .
25893 countries, including Norway.
25 ? & * Normal working hours refers to the threshold above which an overtime premium becomes payable.
» In Belgium, statutory normal hours is 38, as of 2003.
* In 2002, in Belgium, the range of collectively agreed-upon hours was 35-38.

|
|
*1n 2002, in Finland, the range of collectively agreed upon hours was 35-38. ‘
(See Gornick and Meyers 2003 for details on source materials.)
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Long Leaves, Child Well-Being, and
Gender Equality

Barbara R. Bergmann

Work—family programs are usually thought of as reforms of a work-
place regime that gives too little allowance for the performance of
home duties, particularly those traditionally done by women. The
primary purpose of such programs is to allow the family to receive
more services. Some versions, such as the notorious “mommy track,”
frankly envision limiting women’s opportunities in the workplace so
that they may continue to be available to provide substantial amounts
of services in the home. Other versions of work~family programs may
be less forthright, but most if not all have elements that produce
important negative effects on gender equality.

In this volume, Janet Gornick and Marcia Meyers make the opti-
mistic claim that, in fashioning work—family policy, “tradeoffs between
gender equality, family time, and child well-being are not inevitable.
The interests of men, women and children are not fundamentally at
odds.” They recommend that the United States adopt the kinds of
policies in force in France and the Nordic countries, and claim that
these policies, suitably modified, would improve things significantly
for children, women, and men, and would not cause a diminution of
gender equality Would that it were so.

The policies these countries have adopted include three main
features: lengthy paid leave for parents of infants, better-remunerated
part-time work, and generous government subsidies for non-parental
child care. The subsidies for non-parental child care would advance
gender equality. However, lengthy parental leave and the encourage-
ment of part-time work, both of which would allow parents more
time at home, are destructive of it.

Most advocates of work arrangements that would allow parents
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more family time simply ignore the issue of gender equality, either
because they don’t care about it, or because they view the full-time
care of infants by their own mother as surpassingly more important,
or because they fail to see the connection between work arrangements
and gender equality. Gornick and Meyers are unusual among such
advocates in that they do pay attention to gender equality, and are
concerned about it. They deserve great credit for that.

They well understand that a system that causes mothers to take
long paid parental leaves, while fathers take much shorter leaves or
none at all, is harmful to the cause of gender equality. They reduce
the one year or more per birth offered to mothers by the European
plans to six months. They increase the month or two offered on a
non-transferable basis to fathers by some European plans to the same
six months. This equality of treatment of mothers and fathers is the
basis of Gornick and Meyers’ optimistic view that gender equality
would not suffer under their variant of the Nordic/Gallic model. That
hope is, I believe, unrealistic.

In what follows, I describe the likely effects of the Gornick—Meyers
model on gender equality, and explain why I believe adoption of that
model is inimical to progress both in the home and in the workplace,
and would cause retrogression. If that is indeed the case, then those
of us for whom gender equality is of high importance have to consider
whether we are willing to trade a retreat on that front for an increase
in the time that children have with their mothers. An alternative is a
high-commodification model, which would go further than we have
already gone in replacing family-provided services with paid-for serv-
ices, some of them provided publicly. In considering the advantages
and disadvantages of high commodification, we have to examine some
of the claims that non-parental child care damages children.

GENDER EQUALITY UNDER THE NORDIC/GALLIC MODEL

Gornick and Meyers’ proposed solution to the work—family problem
for the United States would result in an increase in the amount of
time job-holders could spend at home. That, of course, is precisely
the purpose of the policies they propose. The increased time at home
would come mainly from paid parental leave, and from an increase
in part-time work. Such a policy is designed to increase the amount
of child care done by family members, and most likely would increase
the amount of cleaning, cooking, and laundry they would do as well.
The crucial question for gender equality is, of course, how that extra
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amount of housework and child care would be shared between the
father and mother. (Of course, there is no father in a considerable
fraction of working parents’ households, and this needs to be taken
account of.)

The policies Gornick and Meyers propose would incorporate
features that, it is hoped, would encourage men to do more of that
work. These features include a high replacement rate of salaries for
those on parental leave, and an allocation of half of the family’s leave
time to a newborn infant’s father on a use-it-or-lose-it basis. But this
equality in what is offered to women and men does not necessarily
translate into equality of uptake. We have to ask what men’s likely
response would be to the inducements designed to increase their partic-
ipation in providing home services. The experience in the Scandinavian
countries is not encouraging.

Sweden currently provides new fathers with two months of non-
transferable leave, less than the six months that the Gornick—Meyers
plan allows. Forty percent of Swedish fathers take no leave at all, and
almost two-thirds take less than the two months (Ericksson, 2005).
Much of what they do take merely extends their summer vacation.
This is really not surprising. Doing chores such as diapering, dealing
with screaming children, cleaning house, and doing laundry, all in
isolation from other adults, is far from the most attractive way to
spend time, at least according to the taste of most people. Men have
so far been exempted from these tasks, and many if not most men
are likely to resist taking them on.

In most countries at most times, there is little or no pressure on
men from outside the family to do more housework. Quite the
contrary: men encourage other men in shirking such work, and ridicule
the ones who do take it on. In the workplace, supervisors and
colleagues, who would be inconvenienced by men’s time off, use threats
and ridicule to minimize it. The issue is not discussed in any of the
media, or in schools or churches. The only pressure on a man comes
from his female partner, at the risk of strain in their relationship. Of
course, the last thing the mother of a new baby needs is worry that
her relationship with the baby’s father will be soured, with the result
that she has very little leverage. Repeated requests are ignored, and
labeled as nagging. Gornick and Meyers may hope that fathers might
eventually do fully half of the new and larger amount of housework
and child care they recommend, but there is little reason to have faith
that things will evolve that way. On the contrary, the early result of
their program will be to send families off in the opposite direction.

So more time at home for parents means, in reality, more time at
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home for mother, and little if any more for father. In the short run
at least, there would be an increase in the amount of child care and
housework done by mothers. Furthermore, the share of such work
that would be done by mothers would rise. That would more firmly
cement the custom of viewing child care and household tasks as
“women’s work.” It might undo much of the modest progress in
sharing household work that has been made in the last few decades
(Bergmann, 2005; Bianchi et al., 2000), and also the very modest
advance in gender equality within the home that has been the result.

A US adoption of the Gornick—Meyers version of the Nordic/Gallic
model would have adverse effects on gender equality in the workplace
as well as the home. The availability of paid parental leave would
create social pressure for mothers to make use of it—to take the leave
and to stay out for the full time provided. Any woman who didn’t
would be branded as a bad mother.! Employers would have strong
incentives and more excuses to resist placing women in any but routine
jobs—the kind of jobs where one person can smoothly and easily fill
in for another. Discrimination against women in assignment to non-
routine jobs has not yet ended. Lengthy paid parental leave, as well
as more part-time work, would increase discrimination and make
women’s chances of getting such jobs considerably lower.

A law requiring improvement in the pay and benefits of part-time
workers, as recommended by Gornick and Meyers, would probably
increase the number of women workers (whether currently full time
or out of the labor force) interested in such jobs. Workers in such
jobs are seldom given opportunities for promotion or any but routine
duties.

The Swedish labor force is considerably more sex-segregated than
the American (Anker, 1998; Dolado, Feigueroso and Jimeno, 2003).
Women are highly concentrated in jobs performing “caring labor.”
While the extent of women’s penetration into male-dominated
occupations is obviously a result of many historical factors, it would
not be surprising if the paid parental leave provisions had contributed
to the continuing relatively high sex-segregation of the Swedish
occupational structure.

An article in the Chronicle of Higher Education by Joan Williams
(2006), a proponent of work—family policies, illustrates both the
gender-equality problem with such policies and the blindness toward
that problem on the part of such advocates. The article starts by
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and then replace her with another woman, who, in due time, may
also leave for similar reasons.” What would make sense for the
university, Williams argues, would be to provide such leaves and
part-time schedules.

Let’s face it—if women on its science faculty actually were aban-
doning expensive Jabs for such a reason, the university’s most sensible
strategy would be to avoid hiring a woman scientist ever again. (In
fact, the publication of Williams’s article in the Chronicle suggesting
that women habitually do so may well cause a reduction in the number
of young women scientists hired by universities.) Williams wants us
to assume that the woman who left for such a reason would be replaced
by another woman. It is more likely that her department would develop
an allergy to women scientists under fifty.

In fact, universities don’t face a serious danger of having to refurnish
expensive labs for such a reason. Because science is so competitive,
and priority of discovery is everything, few scientists of either sex
will want to take long parental leaves, much less quit their jobs if
they are denied such leaves. Such jobs are difficult to get, particularly
for women, and are not given up easily.

The whole issue is in truth a big loser for women scientists. In fact,
itis a big loser for any woman (or man) in competition for advancement
in a professional or managerial role. Why did the Chronicle choose
to run an article with such a patently unlikely storyline? They were
just joining the chorus. Intoning “paid parental leave” has become as
obligatory among people who want to think of themselves as good
feminists as intoning “Hail Mary” is among practicing Catholics.

Is there any length of parental leave that would not constitute a
detriment to gender equity? This is, of course, an empirical question,
and presumably would vary by the type of job. In the absence of solid
information, one might guess that one month would do minimal
damage, but four months might do considerable damage. The
Gornick—Meyers suggestion of six months for each parent, taken
preponderantly by mothers, could be highly destructive.

In short, the parental leave and part-time features of the model
of work—family policies that Gornick and Meyers favor would most
likely have the effect of significantly reducing gender equality both
within the home and in the workplace. It would sacrifice the interests
of adult females for a perceived (but not necessarily real) benefit to
children. It would benefit male adults, who would be relieved of
female competitors. Female children might benefit in the short run,

i
saying, “It makes no sense for universities to hire a female professor, . fit . |
spend thousands of dollars setting up her lab, only to have her but would lose in the long run because of the limits to their career |

i
‘

I ‘uii ‘ depart because she needs a maternity leave or a part-time schedule— prospects.
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This being the case, it is worth looking to see whether there are
other kinds of arrangements that might bring more services to the
home without the retreat from gender equality that Gornick and
Meyers’ model would entail. The next section presents some possi-
bilities—though each of them has important limitations or drawbacks.

ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF
HOME SERVICES DELIVERED BY PARENTS

Additional time for home services by parents might be supplied in ways
that do not retreat on gender equality. Ways this could be done include:

1. a cut in the standard workday for all workers, not just parents

2. half-time work for both parents for the same time period, paid at
full-time rates, provided that one is at home in the morning, the
other at home in the afternoon

3. requirement that, to get parental leave, both parents take successive
and equal periods of time off for a baby’s first few years of life

4. a recongregation of population in central cities.

A cut in the standard workday, which has not been changed in the
US since the 1930s, is advocated by Gornick and Meyers as part of
their package, and would be highly desirable.” It might even pay for
itself through increased productivity. We should be watching the expe-
rience of the French in this regard. However, only a modest amount
of extra home time could be provided in this way. A cut of at most
one hour per day would be likely, potentially providing 10 hours more
of home time per week in two-parent families. There might be some
reduction in the time children spend in non-parental care, but the
extent of that shift cannot be predicted. There is some evidence that
people would prefer to reduce work hours, but devote the freed-up
time to “self” rather than to “family” (Jacobs and Gerson, 2004).
Reducing daily hours of work would not eliminate the need to put
infants into non-parental care if neither parent is at home full-time.

Furthermore, a reduction in standard hours, while helpful to many,
would not do much for workers in fierce competition for partnerships
in law firms or for tenured professorships in universities, for those
seeking to be the first to publish on some scientific subject, or seeking
promotion in a corporate managerial hierarchy. Those people
frequently work 60 hours or more per week. Their work/family (or
work/self) problems may be beyond help.
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Methods 2 and 3 assume that two parents are available—something
not true in many cases. Of the children born in 2004 in the US, 34
percent were born to unmarried mothers, most of whom did not have
live-in partners. A further problem with methods 2 and 3 is that
forcing equal sharing of leave would go against the currently held
sex-role ideology of a large part of the population. The adoption of
either of these methods would be very unlikely.

Having parents work different shifts, so that one parent is always
available at home, is already not an uncommon arrangement. But
such a practice is frequently not conducive to a happy family life
(Presser, 2003). Moreover, such an arrangement must frequently force
at least one of -the parents to pass up a superior job for one that fits
in the appropriate time slot.

A large-scale move of population from suburbs to central cities
would probably be necessary if a serious diminution of the output
of gases contributing to global warming is to occur. It would also
reduce the amount of time workers spent commuting, and so increase
time at home. If large city apartment houses were set up with child
care centers, cafeterias, dry cleaners, supermarkets, and other services,
even more time could be saved (see Bergmann, 2005). Again, this is
an unlikely development, at least in the near term.

FURTHER COMMODIFICATION AS A SOLUTION

We have reviewed the adverse effects on gender equity of lengthy parental
leave allowances and part-time work, and the limited likely effect of
measures that provide more family time but do not react badly on gender
equity. An alternative course for providing more houschold services
would be an increase in the purchase of services by the household, or
the provision or subsidization of such services by government.

The commodification of household consumption—substituting
paid-for goods and services for goods and services produced by family
members—has been advancing ever since human beings started
trading with each other. After the industrial revolution, only child
care and housework remained as tasks typically performed by family
members. Everything else we consume is purchased, either by
ourselves or by government. (Of course, the wealthy very early
commodified all household functions by hiring servants or keeping
slaves.) Care for children older than five or six was largely commod-
ified by the adoption of compulsory public schools in the late nine-
teenth century, although in most settings school-age children were
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thought to need little adult care until relatively recently. In the

twentieth century there was some reversal of direction: the washer

and dryer operated by the wife replaced the paid laundress, and the
invention of the car induced self-chauffeuring. Since the 1960s, the
entry of mothers into the workforce in large numbers has spurred
further commodification, mainly in the areas of child care and the
production and cleanup of meals.

Further progress in increasing men’s share of housework will be
achieved slowly, if it happens at all. So gender equality will be most
surely approached by driving unpaid family work down toward zero—
the same direction in which it has been going for the last 6,000 years.
This process would be speeded up by greater government provision
or subsidization of high-quality child care, as advocated by Gornick
and Meyers.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF NON-MATERNAL CARE

If progress on gender equity requires that children spend long periods
in non-maternal care, beginning at very young ages, then we have to
ask what the consequences of that are for child development. We can
then compare the benefits and costs—the benefits of progress toward
women’s equality versus the costs, if any, to children.

In the early 1990s the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development (NICHD) launched its Study of Early Child Care
to observe the effects of various kinds and amounts of care on chil-
dren’s development. This study has yielded what have to be charac-
terized as mixed results. A report that analyzed data available at the
time the children were entering kindergarten (at 54 months, or four-
and-a-half years) found that time spent in non-maternal care was
associated to a “modest” degree with the numbers showing aggressive
behavior (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2003). By
contrast, a report of an assessment with a different methodology,
carried out when the same children were nine and had reached third
grade, failed to find a connection between time in care and the number
of children judged as aggressive (NICHD Early Child Care Research
Network, 2004).

At 54 months, teachers and caretakers rated 9 percent of children
who had averaged 0 to 9 hours per week in non-maternal child care
as having a score indicating aggressive behavior that was more than
one standard deviation above the mean. Of those children who had
been in care between 30 and 45 hours per week on average, an
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extra 6 out of 100 children were judged to have this type of behavior
problem. In the group experiencing over 45 hours in care, a further
4 out of 100 children (19 percent in all, as opposed to 9 percent
in the lowest care group) were diagnosed as having aggressive
behavior.?

It would be helpful in thinking about policy issues to have an idea
of how bad the behavior of the children who show aggression one
standard deviation or more above the average actually is. Are they
merely argumentative, or are they a bit nasty at times, or are they
monsters? Unfortunately, it is impossible to get that kind of under-
standing from these reports.

Remarkably, an analysis ostensibly by the same group of researchers,
based on the same children’s records as they stood in their ninth year,
presents a different picture. The researchers separated the children
into groups according to their history of aggressive behavior since
age two. Most children were in groups that showed consistently low
levels of aggression, or moderate levels that declined over time. Only
3 percent of children in the sample were characterized as having highly
disruptive behavior that did not decline as the children got older.* At
nine years of age, that group of children had lower scores on cognitive
measures, lower social competence, and displayed more antisocial
behavior than children in the other groups.

The differences in child-care experiences by group in the 2004 report
did not support the hypothesis that long hours in child care were
conducive to high aggressiveness. In fact, the group with the highest
and most consistent aggressiveness had experienced on average the
fewest hours in non-maternal child care. And it was the groups with
the lowest level of aggression who had on average spent the longest
hours in care.’ The authors of the monograph reporting on the third-
grade outcomes explain the differences between their study and the
earlier one as due to “different approaches to data analysis,” and the
fact that the observations on aggression were made by mothers rather
than caregivers and teachers.®

A further curiosity was an article published subsequently that went
back and again rehearsed the results for the 54-month-old children.
It included the following sentences:

[Olur results provide support for policies that reduce the amount of
time children spend in childcare. These include programs that support
extended welfare benefits and workplace policies that offer flexible
hours and paid parental leave at any time during a child’s first five
years, not exclusively following the child’s birth.”
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It is not clear whether this is to be interpreted as suggesting that paid
parental leave lasting five years be offered following each birth. We
may speculate that differences in outlook among the twenty-six
members of the committee to which authorship of all of the reports
is attributed have contributed to this checkered publication history of
interpretation of the results on this group of children.

Those, like the present author, who put a high value on gender
equality, may remark that, even giving full credence to the finding that
long hours of care may conduce to heightened aggressiveness does not
necessarily require agreement with the establishment of long paid
parental leaves. I would argue that the “modest” result, that an additional
10 children out of 100 may display aggressiveness at 54 months—an
aggressiveness that may be temporary, and that some researchers have
suggested is possibly a healthy reaction (Clarke-Stewart, 1989)—is not
worth sacrificing the move toward equality for half the human race
that increased use of non-parental care would allow.

CONCLUSION

I have argued that the provision for paid parental leave advocated by
Gornick and Meyers would have a distinctly adverse effect on gender
equality. Their advocacy of more government provision of child care
would go in the opposite direction, but the net effect would probably
be negative. Further commodification of household services, through
family purchases and government provision, is the only promising
route to gender equity now in sight.

NOTES

1 Ericksson (2005) reports that in Sweden many mothers go back to work
when subsidized day care becomes available, suggesting that mothers as well
as fathers prefer work to staying home with young children.

2 The Fair Labor Standards Act, passed in 1938, required overtime pay if
weekly hours exceeded 40. Thus an eight-hour day, five days a week became
the standard.

3 Table 8, p. 997.

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2004: 48.
Ibid.: 66.

Ibid.: 109.

NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2006: 114.
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Strong Gender Egalitarianism
Harry Brighouse and Erik Olin Wright

In this chapter we will defend a specific element in the Gornick—
Meyers proposal for the design of institutions to support dual-caregiver
families: the idea that such institutions should contain specific forms
of incentives for men to do more child care, even if, by implication,
this means constraining in certain important ways the choices of
women. We will assume that these male caregiving incentive policies
are joined with the full range of already existing anti-discrimination
policies within the workplace and other institutions, as well as the
other gender-equality policies proposed by Gornick and Meyers. Our
focus, however, will only be on the caregiving problem. We will begin,
in section I, by locating the Gornick—Meyers proposal within a spec-
trum of parental leave policies. Section IT will define what we call
“strong gender egalitarianism” and explain why we feel this is an
appropriate goal of public policy. Section III will explain why we
believe the Gornick—Meyers proposal might contribute to realizing
the ideal of strong gender egalitarianism, but also why we feel a more
radical form of this kind of policy might be needed.

I. THREE TYPES OF PARENTAL LEAVE POLICY

Parental leave policies can be roughly grouped into three broad
categories:

Policy 1: Equality-impeding leaves. Certain kinds of parental leave
policies can be seen as providing support to dual-earner families in
ways which actively contribute to sustaining inequalities in the gender
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division of labor within the family. Caregiving leaves that are exclu-
sively available to mothers would be the clearest example, but unpaid
leave allocated to families should also be considered an equality-
impeding policy, since such leaves will almost exclusively be taken up
by mothers. Given the strains on contemporary families, both mother-
only leaves and unpaid family-care leaves may improve the quality of
life for the women who take advantage of them; but such policies
contribute nothing to reducing inequality within the gendered division
of labor in the family.

Policy 2. Equality-enabling leaves. Equality-enabling leaves provide
generous paid parental leave allocated to families, thus reducing
the obstacles to women being in the labor market and having
children, and making it easier, if families so choose, for men also
to engage in more caregiving activity. The parental leave is provided
to families as units, not to the individual members of the family;
in a sense it comes with the child. This policy enables egalitarian
strategies within families, but it puts no particular pressures on
families to adopt such strategies. The best European policies have
this character.

Policy 3. Equality-promoting leaves. Equality-promoting leave policies
attempt to create incentives which put some pressures on families to
move toward a more egalitarian gender distribution of caregiving
activities within the family. We can distinguish between moderate and
radical versions of such policies. Janet Gornick and Marcia Meyers’
proposal for individualized parental caregiving leaves is an example
of a moderate equality-promoting policy. In their proposal, six months
of parental leave allowances are provided separately to men and to
women. Unused leave by either spouse cannot be transferred to the
other. This “use it or lose it” feature creates active incentives for men
to take more leave than they would if the same amount of time were
available to the family as a unit without their participation. Even if
both parents in a family would prefer the wife to take nine months
and the husband only three, this is not allowed. A more radical
equality-promoting policy would be one in which the amount of leave
available to mothers was contingent on the amount of leave taken by
fathers. This could be structured in the following way: 1) at the birth
of a child, a mother gets one month of paid maternity leave to recover
from childbirth;? 2) beyond this one month of maternity leave specif-
ically allocated to mothers, mothers would be able to take additional
paid leave equal to the amount of paid leave the father actually takes,
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up to a limit of six months (thus yielding a maximum of thirteen
months per couple—one month of maternity leave plus six months
of parental leaves each for fathers and mothers). If a father only
took three months, then the mother could only take three. If a father
took no months, then the mother would only get the initial one
month of maternity leave. This means that fathers would have to
become engaged heavily in infant childcare very early on if the family
were to receive any paid parental leave.? This policy in effect makes
the amount of paid leave for mothers dependent upon the degree
to which fathers are willing to take paid leave. It also means that
overall, in a society with this kind of paid parental leave system,
men and women would take the same amount of paid leave, thus
undermining the grounds for statistical discrimination against
woman.* Neither the moderate nor radical equality-promoting leave
policy exists anywhere.’

There are two fundamental reasons why we defend the third type of
policy. First, we believe that, in families with children, the prospects
for both men and women to flourish would in general be increased
if the activities associated with caring for and rearing children were
more equally shared between them, and we also believe that prospects
for flourishing would be distributed more equally under those condi-
tions. There is, in a sense, a “flourishing deficit” for women because,
on average, they do too much caregiving, and also a “flourishing
deficit” for men because they frequently do too little. Second, the
unequal gender division of labor constitutes a serious barrier—perhaps
the most important barrie—to further progress in realizing the goal
of equality of opportunity between men and women. Inegalitarian
gender relations thus constitute a continuing source of injustice. On
the one hand, the extra burdens and responsibilities women bear within
the family constrain their ability to compete in the labor market, and
on the other hand, the fact that women disproportionately take on
these roles reinforces stereotypes about the work commitments and
priorities of “women” which hinder the opportunities even of women
without such responsibilities. :

If these arguments are correct, then it would be desirable to
eliminate gender inequalities in the division of labor over caregiving,
both because this would increase the prospects for human flourishing
in general and because it would eliminate a source of injustice rooted
in gender relations. We believe that policies which actively attempt to
create incentives for men to increase their involvement in caregiving
labor are probably necessary to move in this direction.
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II. STRONG GENDER EGALITARIANISM

By “strong gender egalitarianism” we mean a structure of social rela-

tions in which the division of labor around housework and caregiving
within the family and occupational distributions within the public
sphere are unaffected by gender. By “unaffected by gender” we mean
that there would be no socially constructed gender-differentiated
norms around the division of labor: no specific activities would be
thought of as men’s work or women’s work, nor would any activities
be seen as more appropriate for men or for women. This does not
mean that there would be no norms aboui gender; indeed, strong
gender egalitarianism implies norms endorsing strong forms of gender
equality in terms of power, rewards, and burdens.® It just means that
there are no gender differentiations in roles and expectations that
have normative backing. This a strong view of gender equality, for
it advocates not simply a world in which men and women should
have equal rights, or even equal opportunities for jobs and power—
although it presupposes equal rights and equal opportunities—but
a world without a socially constructed gendered division of labor.
The ultimate goal of such a process would be the withering away of
gender.”

There are two things that strong gender egalitarianism does not
imply. First, it does not mean that in all households men and women
would necessarily do exactly the same amount of caregiving (or house-
work), but simply that there would be no economic or gendered
normative constraints on the distribution of such activities within
households. There would, of course, be strong norms of equal sharing
of the burdens associated with housework and caregiving, but equal
sharing of burdens does not imply equal time spent in the tasks of
child care and other forms of caregiving labor. In some households
men would do more than women, in others women more than men.
There would be no socially constructed gender division of labor, but
this does not preclude differences in how individuals construct specific
divisions of labor within intimate relationships.

Strong gender egalitarianism also does not imply that, in a world
with a de-gendered division of labor, the average or modal amount
of caregiving would be the same for men and women. It could be
the case that, in a world in which there were no material incentives
for women to do more than men and in which the norms of caregiving
validated male caregiving as much as female caregiving, nevertheless
the average amount of caregiving activity done by women might be
more than that done by men. One reason for this is that, for biological
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reasons, it will always be easier for single women than for single
men to have, and thus to raise, children; that alone means that, in
the overall distributions of child-care labor in a population, the
distributions for men and women will probably be different. It could
also be the case—although on this we are more skeptical—that there
would remain a biologically rooted differential in the distribution
of preferences and dispositions for doing child-care labor between
men and women in heterosexual families with two parents, even if

Figure 3.1

Hypothetical distributions of child-care provision by men and women
living in households with children in alternative worlds
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there were no normative pressures for women to do more and no
gender-differentiated material incentives around child-raising.® Our
expectation is that the distribution of proclivities for caregiving
among men and among women would greatly overlap in a world
without either normative or material pressures on men and women
to behave in different ways, and we are certain that it would overlap
much more than in the present world; but it is pure speculation that
the two distributions would actually be identical. These assumptions
are represented in Figure 3.1.

The empirical claim underlying strong gender egalitarianism is
that, in general, men and women would flourish to a greater extent
under strong gender egalitarianism even if they do not recognize
this under existing conditions. The strongest version of this thesis
would say that this applies even to most of the actual men in the
world today: even most men socialized in a socio-cultural regime
of deeply gendered norms around child care with existing masculine
identities would flourish to a greater extent if they shared equally
in caregiving. We are not prepared to defend this strongest version
of the empirical proposition, although we believe that many (but
certainly not all) men so socialized would gain from the changes
we advocate.’ In any case, it is likely that a rapid move toward
strong gender egalitarianism from the status quo will impose what
could be called “flourishing costs” on at least some men, and perhaps
even on some women. In what follows we shall largely ignore this
cost, which we think of as transitional. What we do believe, even
if we cannot provide convincing empirical evidence, is that in a
world without gender inequality, in which both boys and girls were
socialized to value and participate in caregiving activities, adult
men would in general flourish to a greater extent than they do in
the existing world of strongly gender-differentiated identities, expec-
tations, and roles.!® Creating such a world is the goal of strong
gender egalitarianism.

III. GENDER INEQUALITY AND THE PROBLEM OF TRANS-
FORMING NORMS

Our analysis of the problem of transforming gender relations is
embedded in an explanatory argument about the mechanisms
involved in the social reproduction of gender inequality. The
gendered caregiving division of labor in the household is a signif-
icant, systematic determinant of broader patterns of continuing
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gender inequality in the economy and politics, and these public
forms of inequality in turn contribute to the reproduction of intra-
family inequalities. Four clusters of causal processes interact to
generate these patterns:

(1) Gender inequalities in labor markets and employment opportuni-
ties. In spite of the passage of laws against gender discrimination,
women as a category continue to face disadvantages in labor markets
and employment. Some of this is certainly due to direct discrimina-
tion—employers and managers treating women as a category differ-
ently from men in ways that disadvantage women. But some of this
operates through more complex mechanisms, involving the way the
norms of appropriate wages are attached to different kinds of jobs,
and how this interacts with the occupational preferences of men and
women shaped by a wide range of gendered cultural processes.

(2) Housebold economic incentives. Given the inequalities in (1),
the careers of men in general have a bigger potential impact on
household standards of living than do the careers of women. This
means that the overall economic standing of the family will generally
be higher if men devote more energy to work and career advancement
than do their wives, and this both creates pressures on wives to
devote more energy to domestic responsibilities, including child care,
and reinforces the normative understanding of male careers as more
important even in those households where the careers of wives are
economically more important than those of their husbands. These
gendered incentive structures linked to work may have weakened
somewhat in recent years as earnings inequality between men and
women has declined, but it is still the case that the economic trajec-
tory of most married families depends more on the prospects of the
husband’s career than of the wife’s. This creates economic incentives

for women to take greater responsibility for non-market caregiving
labor.™

(3) Inadequate institutional supports for caregiving activities. In much
of the world it is difficult for individual families to overcome the
inequalities, pressures and incentives generated by (1) and (2). In the
absence of good-quality inexpensive child care, generous parental
leave programs, non-punitive forms of work flexibility and other
“family-friendly” policies, even if within a family husbands and wives
want to move in a more egalitarian direction, it is generally difficult
to do so because of a lack of external supports.
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(4) Gender-regulating social norms. Prevailing social norms continue
to differentiate appropriate “men’s work” from “women’s work,” and
to treat childrearing in particular as more of a responsibility for
women than for men. These norms have a number of important conse-
quences for the reproduction of gender inequality in caregiving and
in the public sphere:

(a) Prevailing gender norms create widespread expectations about the
likely behavior of men and women, and thus make it rational for
employers to engage in statistical discrimination against women
because the expected interruptions from work are greater for women
in general than for men.? The normative backing for these expec-
tations makes it more difficult for people to make judgments based
on purely individual characteristics, and thus unmarried women,
women without children, and women who declare that they do not
have such caregiving responsibilities are still often treated as likely
to have excessive caregiving responsibilities.

(b) These norms reinforce stereotypes about innate male and female
competences, and the stereotypes in turn reinforce the norms.

(c) The norms are internalized by both men and women in identity-
forming ways that influence their preferences for caregiving and
career. Women are more likely than men to feel guilty in placing
carcer demands above family, and more likely, in the “game of
chicken” over the distribution of family responsibilities, to give in.

(d) To the extent that caregiving is not just a value, preference, or
natural “talent,” but a skill, and to the extent that the stereotypes

about competences and the identities shaped by norms affect the

acquisition of such skills, then there are likely to be differences in
male and female practical competence in caregiving. This in turn
reinforces the norms, stereotypes, and associated identities.

Taken as a package, these mechanisms constitute a system of relatively
coherent social reproduction: discrimination reinforces behaviors that
reinforce norms; norms reinforce preferences and identities that rein-
force behaviors and skills that reinforce norms; the obstacles, in the
form of inadequate support, increase the costs of individual defections
from the cycle; and so on.

There was a time, not in the distant past, when this self-reproducing
equilibrium was strongly integrated and coherent, but over the past
several decades a number of dramatic social changes have disrupted
some of the links within this self-reinforcing system. Of particular
importance are, first, the unintended consequences of the decentralized
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labor-market decisions of women and the wide-reaching ramifications
of those decisions for fertility choices, marriage timing, and other
“private” matters; second, the struggles against discrimination which
have reduced, but have not eliminated, the incentives to discriminate
against women in labor markets and work; and third, the reduction
of material obstacles to changes in caregiving patterns, especially in
some countries, through paid parental leaves and other measures.
Nevertheless, this structure of inequality-sustaining mechanisms
remains sufficiently strong to seriously impede movements toward
strong gender egalitarianism. In particular, the normatively backed
differentiation of gender identities and expectations remains strong,
and the material incentives linked to those normative processes remain
sufficiently real, that much less change in the gender division of labor
within the family has occurred than might have been expected given
the dramatic changes in the public sphere. This in turn continues to
reinforce other aspects of the gender division of labor, blocking the
movement toward a de-gendered division of labor necessary for strong
gender egalitarianism.

The question, then, is whether we need stronger measures for
furthering gender equality, measures designed to increase the involvement
of men in caregiving activities, to erode these gender-differentiated norms
around those activities. Perhaps we are just too impatient—perhaps
the corrosive effect of women’s labor force participation and ideolog-
ical struggles over gender equality will gradually erode gender-
differentiated norms of appropriate behavior. But perhaps such norms
are sufficiently robust and deeply entrenched to remain very sticky
unless directly undermined.

To sort this out we need to think about the relationship between
patterns of observed behavior and the norms which endorse or
condemn that behavior. Social norms and patterns of behavior
mutually affect each other: the prevalence of a norm, especially when
internalized, shapes behavior; but also, patterns of behavior we observe
in the world either reinforce or undermine the existing norms,
depending upon the extent to which they are congruent with those
norms. Our concern here is with this second kind of relation: the way
changing behaviors can subvert existing norms. The more people see
men in public taking care of small children—pushing baby carriages,
changing diapers in airports, supervising kids at playgrounds, having
them in shopping carts at grocery stores—the more such behavior
will be seen as “normal” in the purely statistical sense; and the more
it is seen as normal in the statistical sense, then, over time, the more
it is likely be viewed as normative as well. The essential strategy of
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Figure 3.2
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a public policy aimed at changing norms in ways that move toward
strong gender egalitarianism, therefore, involves trying to directly
change patterns of behavior in ways which, over time, will shift the
prevailing norms in the society at large.

Figure 3.2 illustrates two sharply contrasting images of how this
might occur. In the optimistic scenario, if the percentage of fathers
actively engaged in publicly visible care of children reaches about 15
percent, small additional changes generate very large changes in
public norms, so that once 20 percent of fathers are so engaged, a
majority of the population will see this as normatively appropriate.”
Furthermore, since we also know that prevailing norms affect
behavior, there is likely to be a feedback process in which, as the
socially prevailing norms become more accepting of fathers doing
visible child care, more men are likely to behave consistently with
this norm. This is likely to be particularly the case for those men for
whom gender roles are less a matter of deep identities and more a
question of responsiveness to social standards. Depending upon how
these different processes interconnect dynamically, the process of
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normative change may have a real tipping point—a level of father
child-care behavior which, if reached, generates a dynamic of accelerating
normative change. If something like this optimistic scenario pertained,
therefore, and we were currently, say, at around the 10 percent level,
public policy would only have to create incentives to push this up to
15 percent or so to cross the tipping point in which the new norms
stimulate new behavior, which would reinforce and extend the new
norms.

The pessimistic scenario suggests that the tasks ahead are much
more daunting. The gender norms around child care and caregiving
are much more robust, and a strongly accelerating dynamic of change
only begins when somewhere around 40 percent of fathers are visibly
engaged in taking care of children. If this picture more accurately
reflects the situation, then, if we were currently at the 10 percent level,
public policy would have to exert a massive pressure on people to
change behavior in order to set the stage for significant societal norma-
tive change. For a host of reasons, this might be very unlikely to
succeed.

Data do not exist which would enable us to know what kind of
curve we face in trying to move in the direction of strong gender
egalitarianism. If the pessimistic scenario is in fact the accurate one,
then the prospects for transforming through public policy the gender
division of labor in the home—and the accompanying constraints this
imposes on women—are fairly bleak. Our intuition, however, is that
contemporary American and western European gender regimes are
probably closer to the optimistic than to the pessimistic scenario.
There has clearly been a significant softening up of gender norms
already, even if behaviors have not changed as much as we would like.
This at least makes it plausible that policies around caregiving could
have effects on the reproduction of norms.

It is always possible that simply removing the caregiving-support
obstacles currently faced by men and women when they make care-
giving choices will, over time, erode the normative obstacles to strong
gender egalitarianism. In Sweden a generous parental leave system
and widespread availability of child-care services has, after all, had
some impact on changing male behavior. While women do take much
more parental leave than men, the amount men take has slowly
increased. We suspect, however, that this will settle at an equilibrium
below the tipping-point threshold in Figure 3.2. If this is true, and if
we are serious about moving toward strong gender egalitarianism, we
cannot rely on policies that simply attack discrimination or remove
obstacles. It is also necessary to enact policies that actively undermine




90 GENDER EQUALITY

the normative systems that shape preferences by interrupting the
behavior—norm reinforcement cycle. That is, it is necessary to enact
equality-promoting policies that impose constraints on decisions
within families in order to encourage men to do more child care. This
is what the two gender equality—promoting types of policy do.

Among gender equality—promoting policies, individual-allocated
leaves of the sort advocated by Gornick and Meyers are more likely
to receive political support than the more radical father-linked leaves,
since the latter make the options available to women contingent on
the behavior of men. This flies in the face of the central ideal of femi-
nism to enhance the autonomy of women and enlarge their range of
choices independently of men. People deeply committed to gender
equality are therefore likely to be very reluctant to support a policy
option that seems to subordinate women’s access to paid parental
leaves to the choices of men. Nevertheless, if the obstacles to strong
gender egalitarianism are rooted in the normative processes we have
discussed, especially if these are linked to deeply internalized gendered
identities, policies directly designed to get men to do more caregiving
may be needed, and such policies may require imposing significant
constraints on women’s choices as well.

NOTES

1 Our discussion here is pegged to the problem of parental caregiving
leaves for infants, but the central arguments could be extended to all forms
of caregiving responsibilities, including eldercare, taking care of sick children,
and so on.

2 The rationale for a maternity leave is distinct from the rationale for
parental caregiving leaves: maternity leaves are more like medical leaves—
paid time off work in recognition of the physical recovery needs after child-
birth. Parental caregiving leaves are a recognition of the value of facilitating
parents’ involvement in the direct child-care activities of infants.

3 The proposal implies that fathers must take some leave before mothers
can take any, but there is no requirement that fathers take extended initial
leaves. A likely scenario for this kind of policy would be fathers and mothers
taking alternating weeks or days of leave, for example. Still, in the accounting
system, the father must take a leave first to create the entitlement for the

mother.

4 Statistical discrimination—as opposed to pure prejudice—is grounded
in the behavioral differences between groups. If mothers and fathers are more
or less equally at risk in taking parental leave, then the potential for parental
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leave-taking would cease to be a source of gender-specific statistical discrim-
ination. There could, of course, still be statistical discrimination against
parents (both men and women are “at risk” as parents in taking paid parental
leave), but this is likely to be a weaker force than gender-differentiated
childrearing responsibilities.

5 In Sweden a very limited form of equality-promoting policy has been
introduced in the form of a one-month father-only leave that has been added
to the twelve months of family-allocated paid leaves.

6 It should be noted that the norm of gender equality of power, rewards,
and burdens is not derived from any distinctive feminist argument, but rather
is simply a specific instance of general principles about equality of power,
rewards, and burdens among people engaged in different forms of social
cooperation. Cooperation within families is a particularly salient instance of
social cooperation, and one within which power, rewards and burdens should
be equally shared.

7 Throughout this paper we adopt the sociological convention of using
the term “sex” to refer to biological difference and “gender” to refer to the
socially constructed relations between men and women built around sexual
difference. To speak of the withering away of gender, therefore, means the
withering away of socially constructed differences between men and women
and the socially enforced norms that sustain those differences, but it does
not imply the disappearance of differences which are direct reflections of
biological sex. The ultimate goal, therefore, is probably more accurately
described as genderlessness rather than gender equality.

8 This possibility presupposes that our preferences and dispositions are
not entirely socially constructed, but that there is a neurobiological component
to the process of preference formation which interacts with these social
processes. We know from work by Ernst Fehr (2004) and others that there
is, for example, a significant neurobiological component to altruistic prefer-
ences. How strong this is in the case of possible sex-differences in caregiving
dispositions, and what distribution of actual preferences among men and
women would occur in a social context of strong gender egalitarianism, is
impossible to determine from data gathered in a world of pervasive socially
conditioned gender differences. Our assumption is that such biologically
rooted distributions of temperaments and dispositions among men and among
women would greatly overlap, but this does not mean that the distributions
would be the same.

9 The claim that many men today would flourish to a greater extent if
they were more involved in caregiving implies that, for many men, following
conventional gender norms around caregiving is mainly a matter of
conforming to social standards rather than acting on the basis of some deeply
internalized identity.




92 GENDER EQUALITY

10 We are not denying that there are certain privileges men have in a
world of gender inequality and sharply differentiated gender norms and
identities, and that they would lose these privileges in a world of strong
gender egalitarianism. It is because of these privileges and advantages that
come with gender inequality that moving toward gender equality is a matter
of social justice, not just of enhancing the conditions for universal human
flourishing. Our claim is simply that men also have something quite important
to gain from strong gender equality. Because of the complexities involved
and the problem of the ingrained dispositions of men as they are, we cannot
say whether or not, on balance, the costs to men are greater than the gains.

11 These labor market differentials form the basis for Becker’s (1981)
arguments about how utility maximization within households generates a
strong gender specialization in household responsibilities. This fact is also
central to Goldthorpe’s (1983) arguments that the location of married women
in the class structure is determined by the class position of their husbands.
For a discussion of these issues, see Wright (1997: chapter 10).

12 In statistical discrimination, employers substitute information about
the average behavior of members of a group for information about the likely
behavior of a specific individual in making hiring and promotion decisions.
The standard explanation for this behavior is that the information costs of
gathering reliable information on individuals are much higher than those of
gathering information about the group. Of course, the cognitive practices
that underlie statistical discrimination are quite vulnerable to stereotyping,
which tends to exaggerate inter-group differences, and strong norms tend to
réinforce such stereotypes.

13 There is no suggestion here that these shifts in prevailing norms are
instantaneous. The actual process of adjustment takes time, which is not
represented in the graph.
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4
Whose Utopia?

Shireen Hassim

The Real Utopias Project, and Janet Gornick and Marcia Meyers’
paper on gender egalitarianism in particular, raise some unavoidable
questions for those located outside the globe’s wealthy countries. Who
is/can be part of this utopia? Can the vision of the dual-earner/dual-
caregiver model be universalized? What steps would need to be taken
to make this a vision for the global poor as well as the rich? And by
whom would those steps need to be taken? One could respond with
weary cynicism, but I prefer to take my cue from the question posed
by Erik Olin Wright: what would it take to create social institutions
free of oppression? He outlines real utopias as those that are “grounded
in the real potential of humanity, utopian destinations that have acces-
sible waystations, utopian designs of institutions that can inform our
practical tasks of muddling through in a world of imperfect conditions

for social change.” So I take as a common goal, regardless of global
positioning, that the envisioning of utopias for those in the wealthier
nations must, as a moral imperative, entail the possibility of univer-
salizing institutional principles and core values. At the very least, it
must be one that reshapes the structure of economy and society in
the United States, as Gornick and Meyers wish, while not being built
upon or reinforcing existing exclusions of huge swaths of humanity
from access to global resources. In other words, our “real utopia”
must be one that includes (in principle, and immediately or progres-
sively) all of us.
Yet to imagine such an inclusive utopia raises a set of concerns
that to some extent stands outside the framework of Gornick and
Meyers’ paper. I outline these concerns as a collective challenge to |
think about what institutional principles should inform movements |
for social change in contexts other than those with which we are most
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familiar, and beyond the North-South binaries. I am also convinced
enough by the idea of real utopias to argue strongly that a progressive
utopia must be one that is not built on the exploitation of the poor
by the rich, nor one that speaks only to an elite. It must contain the
seed of universalization; the way-stations must be accessible to those
currently excluded. If we do not extend this discussion, we could rein-
force the idea that social policy is part of the end-state of development
and therefore not an appropriate or relevant debate for developing
countries. The effect would be to consign poor people to the margins,
as either not ready for inclusion (and the question then is, when will
they “catch up”?) or as an unwelcome irritant. It seems to me inad-
equate to defer discussion of more inclusive models on the grounds
that some states are simply not ready for them; states do not exist in
isolation from each other—the poverty of poor nations is to no small
extent the result of policies pursued by institutions under the control
of rich countries. While some of these relationships of (particularly)
crude exploitation might have their roots in more distant histories of
conquest and colonization than others, contemporary states and the
relationships between them bear the traces of these histories. The
rules of international trade and the institutions of global control over
poor economies are a prime example of current relationships of
exploitation and inequality.

I argue, then, that any discussion of a real utopian transformation
of institutions within the wealthy countries of the world must examine
the relationship between these proposals and the conditions in the global
South. There are two distinct ways in which the proposals elaborated
by Gornick and Meyers might be criticized from this vantage point:

(1) Non-universalizability. These proposals might only be viable in
the wealthy countries. The point here is not just that these policies
are not achievable in poor countries because of a lack of political
forces with sufficient power to implement them; they are not viable
without radical changes in the economic and institutional land-
scape of these countries. Capitalist development has taken different
forms, giving rise to different kinds of institutional arrangements
in rich and poor countries. In my view, theorists of radical democ-
racy underestimate the impact of weak and fragile institutions,
assuming that the necessary institutions can be relatively easily
created through political forces. If the task of strengthening and
redirecting institutions is overwhelming, then the Gornick—Meyers
proposals would not really be “real utopias,” because they could
not be universalized.

\é
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(2) Global exploitation. The possibility of these utopias in the wealthy
countries might depend upon global inequalities and the continuing
poverty of the poor countries. Here I am concerned with the possi-
bility that the viability of the real utopia proposed is dependent
upon global injustice. There are two aspects to this criticism. The
first is that the viability of the Gornick—Meyers proposals depends
upon the global care chain in which caregiving labor from the
poor countries is imported to provide caregiving services in the
rich countries. This is not simply a contingent fact; there would
not be sufficient labor supply of potential child-care workers within
the rich countries to provide these services. The second is that
these policies are only possible because the rich countries are rich,
gnd a significant part of this wealth is the result of imperialism
in one form or another. Even apart from the labor supply problem
for child-care workers, in the absence of imperialism and the global
inequality it generates and perpetuates, the rich countries would
not have sufficient resources to underwrite the kind of family
support policies (parental leaves plus generous child-care services)
required for the Gornick—Meyers proposals. For the purposes of
this paper I will leave this much larger question aside, and focus
on the care-chain problem.

SOCIAL PROTECTION LEGACIES: MUST DIFFERENT PATHS,
DIFFERENT INSTITUTIONS AND DIFFERENT SOCIAL VALUES
MEAN DIFFERENT UTOPIAS?!

The social organization of care work is one of the central challenges
of the twenty-first century, impacting directly on the well-being of all
people, and on women’s ability to be full citizens. Various scenarios
for addressing care needs emerged in the past century in welfare states
of the North, yet it is now evident that feminist tools developed in
these contexts are not easily transferred, because of the very different
material and cultural conditions in which poor women in developing
.countries live. Nor are developing countries homogeneous; economic,
institutional and cultural variations across countries and regions shape
the nature of both risks faced by and forms of social protection avail-
able to women. This has led to globally skewed outcomes, with more
than half the world’s population excluded from any type of statutory
protection. In sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, more than 90
percent of the population are not included in any form of protection.
Here I want to lay out some of these variations and spell out their
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implications for achieving gender equality through the central planks
of an egalitarian social policy system as articulated by Gornick and
Meyers.

Gornick and Meyers note that the rapid increase in women’s labor
force participation in the second half of the twentieth century under-
mined the male-breadwinner/female-caregiver model, and in Europe
particularly this spurred the development of work—family reconcilia-
tion policies. However, more recent patterns of women’s entry into
paid labor have not produced the kinds of relationships between work
and protection that were evident in earlier phases of development of
northern welfare states, nor are paid jobs in developing countries
anything like the “good jobs” of industrialized countries—that is,
above minimum wage, unionized and benefit-carrying. Even in the
advanced democracies, “good jobs” are increasingly rare. So, while in
general the vision offered by Gornick and Meyers of a dual-
earner/dual-caregiver society—“a society in which men and women
engage symmetrically in employment and caregiving, and all parents
have realistic opportunities to combine waged work with the direct
provision of care for their children” (this volume: 4) is an attractive
one, the issue to consider is whether such a model can be universalized.
Indeed, I might provocatively go even further and ask whether such
a vision can be sustained for industrialized countries only on the basis
of an asymmetrical global economy in which some countries barricade
themselves off from the global condition of poverty while at the same
time drawing on labor from poor countries to provide care.

Gornick and Meyers provide a comprehensive account of the histor-
ical context of the Nordic and US welfare systems. The underlying
pattern is that the increasing female employment rate “forced” social
actors and states to develop various mechanisms for reconciling paid
work and care. The gains that were made by feminists, particularly
in the Nordic countries, appear to have been made in relatively closed
economies in which there is a virtuous circle between progressive
political mobilization and state policies: that is, with the right kinds
of ideologies and strategies in place, political mobilization can create
a kind of social consensus that can change policies. This raises the
question of whether greater egalitarianism in the North could “trickle
down” to poor countries either by particular kinds of alliances and
modes of mobilization, or by setting the example of what the content
of social policies should ideally be, or by changing the ways the rela-
tionships between the global rich and the global poor. Yet none of
these options seem to be likely outcomes in developing countries. The
rational model of policy making described by Gornick and Meyers is
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rarely apparent in many parts of the world, where even in democracies
decision making may be opaque and driven by the “hidden hands”
of donor and lending agencies and private interests, with state insti-
tutions being weak institutional partners. International financial
institutions have been actively opposed to the emergence of anything
like the social security systems of rich countries and have, furthermore,
whittled away at state institutions and state capacities to deliver public
goods. Low levels of waged labor and weak representative associations
such as trade unions further undermine approaches that depend on
strengthening the relationship between employment and protection
as the key strategy for egalitarianism.

These patterns are particularly evident in sub-Saharan Africa, where
race, gender and location have intersected in complex ways to create
hierarchical societies with differentiated rights of access to state social
provisioning. The indigenous population, and women in particular,
have remained locked into subsistence-based rural economies, with
little access to welfare. The dominance of male labor migration has
intensified women’s responsibility for household reproduction and
care in these subsistence economies, and their concomitant marginality
from the urban economy and any social benefits that have come from
it. Although governments in the golden age of post-independence
development prioritized the provision of important social services like
health, housing and education, their efforts retained a bias toward
the more developed urban areas. But even in the urban economies, a
dual labor market structure has persisted that overwhelmingly privi-
leges male workers, and leaves women with weak access to welfare
and social protection mechanisms that might free them from some
aspects of care work. Rearranging care work under these labor market
conditions is an unviable prospect.

The small formal economy in most developing countries results in
job security and work-related benefits being privileges available to a
relatively thin stratum of workers—predominantly men, and especially
if they were unionized. While these particular benefits could have
been extended over time to other sectors of the population (as
happened historically in the successful welfare states described by
Gornick and Meyers, and more recently in Korea and Taiwan), since
the early 1980s there has in fact been a global trend in the opposite
direction: with increasing informalization of labor, even hitherto
“formal” workers have lost their work-related social benefits, such as
access to health insurance and pension provision. For example, in
Latin America in the 1980s and 1990s eight out of every ten new jobs
created were in the informal sector, while the 1999 manufacturing
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wage was only 3 percent higher than its 1980 counterpart (Tokman,
2002). Those who work in the informal economy are generally not
covered by labor legislation for social protection, and earn less, on
average, than those in the formal economy (ILO, 2002). In this context,
not only work—family reconciliation but access to paid work itself
has impacted on gender relations. .
The surge in women’s labor force participation in developing
countries has produced similar tensions in social reproduction to those
identified by Gornick and Meyers. For many developing countries,
increasing poverty and the commodification of social services are
changing the coping strategies of households and communities in a
multitude of ways, causing upheavals in gender and generatioqal
patterns of work and responsibility. The commercialization of social
services, including basic services such as water and health care, makes
it increasingly necessary for all household members—whether female
or male, young or old—to take on paid work. Increasing levels of
female education, later marriages, and changing aspirations and
lifestyles, are also important social forces propelling women into the
workforce. Yet, as in Europe and the US, while the balance of contri-
butions women and men make to households in the form of cash and
care is changing, the changes impact more negatively on women, who
have added paid work to their existing responsibilities for care, than
on men, who in most countries have reduced the amount of paid work
they do and increased their care work only slightly. Thus the gender
division of labor is not so much disappearing as changing shape, as
women enter the labor force and stay in employment for greater
portions of their lives. Women’s “cheap” labor in the global economy
has had a noticeable impact, not least in allowing poor countries a
comparative advantage in conditions of economic liberalization.
Export-oriented development strategies in poor countries indeed
depend on women’s wage-labor for success. Yet, while they may be
responsible for a significant proportion of export earnings, it has been
relatively difficult for women to extend debates beyond wages and
workplace-specific issues to issues of social reproduction more gener-
ally (Pearson, 2004). A more common pattern is that existing social
entitlements for women workers, particularly those arising out of
more communal systems of reciprocal care, are further eroded. These
developments have facilitated the re-familialization of risk and social
provisioning. In a context where a significant proportion of the
population cannot afford its basic needs, the imposition of fees for
health care has been impoverishing. These reforms seem to be based
on unrealistic assumptions about poor women’s ability to muster the
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economic resources needed to access services for themselves and their
dependents, and about their unlimited time and capacity to provide
unpaid care when formal care remains out of reach. The demands on
women’s time to provide for families’ care needs are even more stren-
uous in countries that are experiencing an escalation of the HIV/AIDS
pandemic, as home-based care and community care are expected to
fill the gap caused by the erosion of health-care systems.

As Gornick and Meyers make clear, Nordic social democracies appear
to have achieved relatively high levels of gender equality through female
labor force participation and the redistributive mechanisms of social
policy—exemplified by Sweden, which has been able to forge “partic-
ipation parity” in the labor market, with nearly equal numbers of women
and men in the workforce. They also recognize that this achievement
masks the manner in which gender inequalities have been reinscribed
in new ways, modernizing gender inequalities in much the same way
as in developing countries. For example, a significant portion of
women—over a third— work part-time. As Gornick and Meyers point
out, significant gender inequality in the sphere of caring persists, even
though parental leave schemes and “daddy leave” quotas were designed
to be gender-neutral. Gender segregation in the labor market and gender
divisions of care work are global phenomena, albeit with different levels
of intensity. In developing countries the increasing numbers of women
who work in the informal economy add new layers of exclusion to the
picture. According to the ILO (2002), informal employment comprises
between one half and three-quarters of non-agricultural employment
in developing countries. Informal employment tends to be a larger source
of employment for women than for men in all developing regions except
North Africa (ILO, 2002); women are also more likely to work as own-
account workers, domestic workers, and unpaid contributing workers
in family enterprises than are men, while men are more likely to work
as employers and wage workers (ILO, 2002; Heintz, 2005). Women
informal workers tend to be overrepresented in the more precarious
and less remunerative segments of informal work. A recent study based
on six countries confirms that women’s hourly earnings typically fall
below those of men in identical employment categories, and that the
gender gap in earnings is particularly pronounced among own-account
workers, while it is narrowest in public wage employment (Heintz,
2005). Informal workers have the lowest levels of access to social
protection and social services, including those that support care work.

Thus, despite a significant increase in women’s labor force
participation and the erosion of the male-breadwinner model, gender
egalitarianism remains a distant goal. The emphasis in Gornick and
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Meyers’ proposal on the formal paid labor market cannot address
conditions in which such jobs are incredibly scarce (and where workers
may have little bargaining power over the conditions of such work),
and where employers in the informal labor market may be distant
corporations over which states, let alone individual workers, cannot
exercise any form of oversight.

Let me now turn to a second aspect of the model, relating to
assumptions about the institutional character of the real utopia. One
important lesson of the twentieth century for feminists is the key role
that can be played by the state in reducing the extent of inequalities
through the provision of a range of policies and financial supports
that reduce the cost of gender difference. Gornick and Meyers’
proposal presupposes the existence of a capable and responsive state—
a condition which is at best only unevenly present in developing coun-
tries. Yet state capacities are particularly weak in developing countries.
The “activist” postcolonial nationalist governments in Africa, although
initially committed to redistribution, did not expand the institutions
established by colonialism (executive, civil service, police, and army)
in ways that consolidated democracy, or even their long-term ability
to sustain a developmental focus. In particular, institutions that would
constrain executive power, such as multiparty elections, judicial inde-
pendence and, outside the state, institutions that might expand the
legitimacy of the state and its capacity to represent diverse interests
(such as a vibrant civil society) were either severely restricted or actively
repressed. By contrast, those institutions that were seen as either
enhancing the capacity of elites to manage or to remain in power,
such as the bureaucracy, expanded rapidly. Importantly, however,
bureaucratic expansion was not tied to efficiency or to responsiveness
to citizens, and for the most part the political system continues to
operate in ways that do not depend on electoral responsiveness. As a
result, in sub-Saharan Africa for example, many groups in society
disengaged from making demands on the state, instead entrenching
informal, traditionally based systems of governance and resource allo-
cation. Citizens bypassed the state as the locus of their demands,
meeting their needs through a combination of informal mechanisms
and developing allegiances to local political actors rather than the
state per se. These developments have a direct impact on the extent
to which new models of care can be pursued. By contrast with sub-
Saharan Africa, Latin American and East Asian states have demonstrated
that competent public bureaucracies that are at least internally
accountable can be made responsive to the needs of women. In these
regions states appear to be more able to act on political agreements
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struck between political parties and other actors. Although there are
variations in the social composition and democratic credentials of
states, on the whole Latin American states have been pervasive, rela-
tively well institutionalized, and have shown a strong history of inter-
ventionism. In these contexts, the development of gender-equitable
social policies has been dependent far more on winning political
support and social consensus over the direction of social policy than
on the state’s capacity to absorb women’s demands.

By contrast with developed countries, the elaboration of social
assistance and social security in developing countries has been rooted
in the new global discourse of poverty, which has in turn fed into a
bifurcated view of social policy. In rich countries, as Gornick and
Meyers show, the core ideas of universalism remain relatively unscathed
by the neoliberal turn. For poor countries, however, the idea of welfare
pluralism—that is, that social needs should be met by a partnership
between states, markets, families and civil society—was pushed by
international donor institutions. Yet the work—family policy debates
in Europe and the US, including those among feminists, remain
disturbingly cut off from those governments’ roles in developing-
country policy prescriptions. As Ruth Pearson asks,

given that feminists continue to defend welfare and social policies which
support women workers in the north, where is the feminist resistance
to the assumption that women workers in the developing countries
should not or cannot earn social expenditure and welfare entitlements?
(Pearson, 2004: 608)

The experiences of developed countries suggest that the most egali-
tarian outcomes result from universalistic programs that are financed
through taxation—not employment-based contributions—and provide
entitlements to benefits based on citizenship or residency criteria.
These programs may have a greater potential to be socially inclusive
and to contribute to human welfare and development. Yet these are
not easy to argue for politically in contexts where “fiscal restraint”
is the guiding principle of public policy, and where solidarity and
social justice are not the underpinning values of the social policy
system. To the contrary, very often the dependence on women’s unpaid
labor continues to be justified by recourse to ideologies of “tradition”
and “good motherhood,” while communitarianism (rather than
solidarity) tends to devalue women’s claims to personhood and support
on the grounds of the needs of “the community.” It is difficult to
place these kinds of caring arrangements on Rosemary Crompton’s
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continuum, as described by Gornick and Meyers: although some of
the ideological aspects of the male-breadwinner/female-caregiver
model are evident, women are in fact not only caregivers. The dual-
earner/female-caregiver model may come closer to the reality, although
caring is often not “part-time,” as it is conducted in parallel with
paid work (for example, in the case of homeworking). Yet, even then,
care is provided by more than one person in extended family settings—
social arrangements in most of the world are still far from resembling
the nuclear family model; indeed, I am not sure whether we would
want, as feminists, to privilege such a model. Furthermore, most poor
households rely on income and survival strategies from several
members (and from a variety of sources, wages being only one), rather
than on a single “breadwinner.” In our universalistic and egalitarian
model, further elaboration of a multiple-caregiver/multiple-earner
model is needed. The linearity of Crompton’s continuum is slightly
troubling, as it suggests that modernization will erode the over-
whelming emphasis on child well-being and introduce (as a product
of struggle) gender-equality concerns. Yet, as I have argued, while
greater entry of women into the public sphere may facilitate an
increasing concern with equality rights, such convergence is by no
means guaranteed. (Nor is it merely a matter of generating a
sufficiently large surplus: the oil wealth of the Middle East has been
accompanied by the notorious absence of greater democracy or gender
equality,)

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE GLOBAL CARE CHAIN FOR A
REAL UTOPIA

One of the striking aspects of Gornick and Meyers’ paper is its focus
on domestic policy models, both in the Nordic countries and in the
US. Although there is careful discussion of how changes in the Euro-
pean Union might have affected traditional welfare system models,
there is almost no consideration of the globalized nature of the
economy. This is understandable; after all, the best exemplar of their
model, Sweden, has insulated itself from the ill effects of neoliberal
globalization relatively successfully. As I have argued in the previous
section, there are a number of reasons for this: strong and relatively
egalitarian formal economies, the strength and legitimacy of the state
both as a set of political institutions that can act on citizen demands
and as a legitimately interventionist state, and the continuing strength
of the union movement. The coalition between unions and the state
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there has protected the labor market and lent continued support to
state regulation, so that even migrant labor is drawn within the net
of regulation and protection. Where migrants are employed in the
care sector, they tend to be employed by the state under the same
conditions as Swedish labor, and are not subject to the vagaries of
individual employers who may be seeking cheap labor. This is a highly
enabling set of conditions, and even within them gender segregation
persists in both paid and unpaid work. It is not only developing
countries that remain far from possessing these conditions. For the
US, too, the picture is quite different, given its less regulated labor
market, the large flows of legal and illegal migrants, and the relatively
weaker union movement. Indeed, research shows that immigrant
women in the US (and Canada) are most likely to be overrepresented
in marginal, unregulated and/or poorly paid jobs, many of these in
the care sector (Boyd and Pikkov, 2006).

Problems of low pay and poor conditions of labor in the caring
sector are driving away young people with options to work elsewhere
in countries such as the US and the UK (Folbre, 2006). The response
of health-care sectors and individual employers in these countries has
been to import care workers. Indeed, Arlie Hochschild has argued
that the increasing entry of women into the labor market in the US
has created a “care deficit” that is increasingly being filled by women
from poor countries (who, ironically, create new care deficits in their
home country as they migrate in search of better jobs—they are thus,
Hochschild argues, linked in a global care chain). The global trade is
estimated to involve between 1 and 1.7 million Asian women, although
it is important to note that the traffic is not only between poor and
rich countries of the North: Filipina maids go to Hong Kong, Japan,
Jordan and Syria in large numbers. The Scandinavian countries and
the US, according to the United Nations Research Institute for Social
Development, have the highest percentage of migrant women employed
in education and health (in Sweden, 27 percent of migrant female
employment between 2001 and 2002 was in these sectors). The problem
of work—family balance is thus at least to some extent negotiated
between states, as well as between individuals within a household,
and between households and the state. I¢

The effect is the draining of skilled care workers away from devel-
oping countries by rich countries, so that even in countries where
governments are committed to building up strong social sectors, such
as South Africa, scarce tax resources are in effect being used to subsi-
dize the training of care workers for rich countries. Ensuring that
these migrant/immigrant workers access the full benefits of their labor,
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even if the US were to mimic the Swedish model, only solves one part
of the problem. The drain on developing country resources remains
a problem, and the vicious cycle of the politics of debt is reinforced.
In some countries (such as Papua New Guinea) private institutes for
the training of care workers have sprung up that are specifically geared
to providing “qualifications” that meet Australian and New Zegland
requirements for care workers (and therefore for work permits or
immigration status). When they do find jobs, immigrant care workers
are in what Boris and Klein call “front-line care jobs”—those dealing
with bodily hygiene, cleaning and cooking. In the US, their average
hourly wage is lower than that of all jobs in health care with the
exception of janitors (Boris and Klein, 2006: 82). Part-time workers,
and those who are paid under the counter by their employers, are also
excluded from social security (Boyd and Pikkov, 2006).

Can the gender-egalitarian model be achieved in rich countries
without intensifying the global inequality in care provision? This is
a difficult question to address without further research. Gornick and
Meyers do not quantify the labor market requirements to resource
the dual-earner/dual-caregiver model, but the overall direction of their
proposals would of course shift the market toward better paid, better
quality child care. Whether this care can be provided within the domes—
tically bounded model is an open question. It is presumed that shifting
working hours and balancing care between parents would to some
extent affect the need for more extensive paid child care, but the model
is silent on the impact of the proposals for current global divisions
of care work.

Balancing work and care, then, will be difficult to achieve for all
of the people living in the US, let alone globally. It is perhaps in the
global care chain that we see most clearly the ways in which, and
institutions through which, unequal resources are distributed globally.
The dual-caregiver/dual-earner model is based on assumptions that,
to use Goran Therborn’s phrase, are perhaps “fatally parochial in
comparative perspective.”

CONDITIONS FOR GLOBAL EGALITARIANISM

Clearly, the politics of egalitarianism cannot be confined to a discussion
of what might work in the US, but have to extend to consider univer-
salization on a global scale. In this section I discuss some of the
conditions that need to be created in order to shift internal household
relations of power—although it is by no means an exhaustive list.
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Beginning with the economic level, we need to expand our model
beyond the formal paid labor context. The reliance on paid employ-
ment as a key element of the Gornick—Meyers model has implications
for macroeconomic policy, for it is a meaningless assumption if secure,
high-quality and well-paid jobs are not available. The right to paid
work needs to be recognized. In some countries (particularly in what
is called the classical belt of patriarchy), women’s access to the labor
market is severely curtailed by ideologies of seclusion and domesticity.
In these contexts women are expected to put family responsibilities
above employment, and their care burdens are continually reinforced
rather than shifted.

It is conceivable that the socialization of care work will open possi-
bilities for more jobs, but great vigilance will be needed to ensure
that this is not seen simply as cheap labor provided by insecure workers
from developing countries. International organizing is clearly needed
to improve labor conditions along all stages of the global value chain
in production. Although there are debates about how best to improve
working conditions—ranging from the limitations of voluntary
transnational campaigns to concerns about the way international labor
standards might limit investment and job creation in Third World
countries—there is broad agreement that globalization is linked to
new employment patterns, presenting labor unions and women’s
groups with new concerns about how best to improve working condi-
tions for everyone, including those in informal and unregulated
employment. In the first instance, although poverty and inequality
need to be addressed within particular national contexts, the global
context of care and of policy making also needs to be acknowledged
more overtly. Proponents of gender egalitarianism would need to see
their political terrain as including greater global redistribution guar-
anteeing access to the basic means of survival, as well as the power
to determine the content of international regulatory frameworks. This
would entail a global recognition that there should be a threshold of
well-being below which no one should be allowed to fall (that is, well-
being should be understood not just in terms of standards within an
individual nation-state, but as a solidaristic principle that should apply
universally). This means that the institutions and rules of international
trade need to be addressed so that fairer conditions of trade apply
for poor countries: the global double standard needs to be removed.
Of course, dealing with poverty will not automatically address
inequality, but it is a necessary step toward a better society.

One way to address the diminishing link between paid employment
and women’s quality of life would be to extend Gornick and Meyers’
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proposal to expand public support for care work. The smal.l dgmestic
tax bases in many developing countries preclude or h.mlt locgl
financing. To be sure, multinational companies have little interest in
“caring” for their workers; but they should not be allowed to drive
down the cost of labor in developing countries and, ideally, they should
be taxed to provide revenue for social protection. Ruth Pearson, .for
example, suggests that demands for policy change sﬁould exphclltly
link women’s work in export production to the provision of. publicly
supported reproductive services. She argues for a “Maria Tax,”
modeled on the Tobin Tax, which would

require national governments to levy a tax on exporters reﬂectir'lg the
proportion of the workforce utilized to provide the commodity or
service being sold to the global market. The revenue would then be
reinvested to support women generally within the economy—such as
childcare facilities, reproductive and occupational health facilities and
education programmes. (Pearson, 2004: 610)

Not only would this contribute to women’s welfare directly,' iF would
also offer “mobilizing and advocacy” possibilities by emphasizing how
the sexual division of labor still gives women overwhelming respon-
sibility for reproductive tasks (Pearson, 2004: 618)..If the kinds of,
proposals for employer regulation included in Gornick and Mfsyers
model are to be extended within the European Union, one conceivable
“way-station” might be to insist that the regulations extend to the
operations of European companies wherever in the World these may
be. The implementation of international human rights and labgr
conventions is crucial, both in creating fairer trading systems and in
supporting gender-equality advocates in hostile env.ironments. As
Gornick and Meyers point out, however, these normative framfzv.vorks
need to understand all people as both working and caring citizens,
rather than reinforcing the male-worker standard. This would seem
to align well with the dual-earner/dual-caregiver model.

But this would require a prior consensus on the value of care
work. Care work needs to be recognized, legitimated and valued,
and the provision of care needs to be seen as a matter for public
policy for developing countries. Some attempts to do thls—such as
the gender-responsive budgeting initiative—are opening fruitful
avenues for exerting policy pressure, but they are frequentlyl not
backed up by the political commitment of governments or by pc?lltlcal
pressure from below. The addressing of gender 1nequath in any
serious sense requires the gender division of labor to be eliminated,
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but this might entail the de-familialization of child-care and elder-
care needs, even though this would inevitably induce tensions with
patriarchal and/or communitarian ideologies. Gornick and Meyers
seem reluctant to go this far, preferring to equalize responsibilities
within households—and even, at times, normatively privileging the
nuclear family as the appropriate site for such activities, Part of the
rationale for retaining care within the family is the unresolved question
of quality of care; high-quality care is not only expensive, it may
not necessarily address the non-commodifiable aspects of care, such
as affection and intimacy.

However, if care is to remain primarily a family-based (or house-
hold-based) set of activities, then more effective incentives are clearly
needed to persuade (coerce?) men into sharing care work. Struggles
for democratization are relevant to this process, as feminists
frequently have to enlist the coercive power of the democratic state
to ensure that values of equality are advanced in the face of conser-
vative and traditionalist mobilization. Feminist struggles in developing
and developed countries alike show the importance of a democratic
and interventionist state. In developing countries, where procedures
of representation and accountability may be weakly present, even
stronger (preferably constitutional) support is needed for the recog-
nition of women’s rights to equality in order to buttress attacks from
social conservatives. Rights-based arguments are frequently criticized
in developing countries for supposedly promoting liberal individualism;
vet it would be perfectly feasible to argue for the recognition of ethical
individualism (as opposed to ontological individualism—a distinction
made by the feminist economist Ingrid Robeyns): this would recognize
women’s personhood without unduly privileging individual freedom
over solidarity. Of course, the “caring for” aspects of care are not
amenable to commodification; however, cultural norms that prioritize
the provision of this care by women do need to be challenged. As
Gornick and Meyers show, the development of socialized systems of
care has been plagued by problems related to the quality of care, and
particularly by new and rising norms of “adequate” care. Concerns
about the quality of care need to be addressed in their own right, not
as a proxy for idealizing female caring.

I have argued extensively that states’ capacity to make progressive
social policy needs to be strengthened. This depends partly on the
extent to which developing-country governments are allowed to
respond to pressure from below (that is, to exercise a measure of
economic sovereignty), rather than to the external prescriptions of donor
agencies. But it also implies that there is a responsibility of advocates
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of egalitarianism in developed countries to advance such struggles
actively in developing countries. _

Finally, organized labor (in both formal and informal sectors) needs
to be strengthened. In many countries, the tensions between trade
unions and women workers, as well as between trade unions and
informal workers, have limited the kinds of coalitions that need to
be built around support for women workers (that is, workers’ needs
beyond wages, such as transportation and child care). Unlike Sweden,
where such alliances between feminists and male union leaders were
forged early in the twentieth century, in developing countries many
trade unions, if they exist at all, are deeply masculinist. Women’s
interests tend to be taken up by NGOs instead—although new-forms
of unionism are emerging, such as South Africa’s Self-Employed
Women’s Union.

Gornick and Meyers’ extremely stimulating paper brings to mind
an observation by South African Constitutional Court judge Albie
Sachs that, in South Africa, patriarchy is the only non racial institution.
In the context of this particular Real Utopias conference, I am tempted
to argue that the feminization of care may well be the most globalized
of institutions.

NOTES

1 This section draws substantially on arguments presented in Shireen
Hassim and Shahra Razavi, “Gender and Social Policy in a Global Context:

Uncovering the Gendered Structure of ‘the Social’,” in Razavi and Hassim,

2006. I am grateful to Shahra for her permission to use that work for this
project.
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Reforming Care

Nancy Folbre

Feminist theorists and activists alike have long been shifting away
from an emphasis on discrimination against women toward concerns
about the distribution of care responsibilities. Most policy recom-
mendations growing out of these concerns focus on the need for more
state support for child care, paid family leave, and/or more equal
sharing of care responsibilities in the family. Janet Gornick and Marcia
Meyers persuasively insist on the need to combine these strategies.
They go beyond their predecessors by developing a comparative
analysis of specific European policies and demonstrating their
feasibility in the United States.

The details of their proposal deserve our concerted attention.
Family policy debates remain underway even in countries, like France
and Sweden, with relatively well-developed programs. Recent changes
in Australia and Canada are receiving international attention.! In the
US, a progressive family policy agenda is now moving forward rapidly
on the federal as well as the state level, playing a prominent role in
the Democratic Party’s current electoral platform. Both Japan and
Korea have implemented legislative changes designed to support and
encourage parenthood (OECD 2007; Lambert 2007).

In many countries, however, efforts to provide more public support
for parenting are being accompanied by efforts to reform the provision
of care for other dependents, including long-term care for the elderly
and home health care for the sick and disabled—services which, like
child care, are often disproportionately performed by women. In this
essay, I argue that family policy experts should think more broadly
about the organization of and financial support for all care services.
I define care services here as paid or unpaid efforts to meet the needs
of dependents, including direct care work that involves personal
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connection and emotional attachment to care recipients. Rather than
addressing the specific work—family proposals that Gornick and
Meyers advance, I emphasize the need to expand and extend their
analysis.

We should go wide for both theoretical and strategic reasons. Care
work in general is highly gendered, reproducing inequality between
men and women. Much of the work that takes place within the care
sector creates personal relationships and emotional connections that
can improve care quality but disempower care workers. Consideration
of the specific features of care work leads toward a critique of the
“market fundamentalism” that Ruth Milkman so eloquently criticizes.
It also offers an explanation of the confining nature of the traditional
gender roles that Barbara Bergmann so powerfully condemns. Child
care does not exhaust the scope of care services. As a result, attention
to the care sector may offer greater potential to build a successful
cross-class, multiracial, and multi-ethnic political coalition.

The upsurge in interest in work—family policies has been accom-
panied by intensified concerns about the scandalously poor quality
of nursing home care, the shortage of home health-care aides and
nurses, the conspicuous inefficiencies of our health-care system, and
the unequal opportunities for higher education in the US. At the same
time, anxieties about the growing costs of children and instabilities
of family commitments have intensified. The institutional complexities
of the care sector are even more daunting than the details of work—
family policy reform. But they invite the unrepentant utopian energies
that Erik Olin Wright and his co-organizers have called for.

I believe that the social provision of a generous, equitable, sustain-
able, and efficient supply of care is a prerequisite of genuine gender
equality. In my efforts to advance this claim, I explore four related
issues: 1) the unique characteristics of care work; 2) divisions among
women that make it difficult to build a coalition around work—
parenting policies alone; 3) complementarities between the intrinsic
merits and public benefits of care commitments; and 4) the need to
consider the financial costs of caring for dependents, and their impli-
cations for government fiscal policy. I end with an emphasis on three
policy priorities: greater support for caregiving outside the marl'<et,
changes in the organization and quality of privately and publicly
purchased care services, and the development of new systems of
accounting for economic growth and government spending.
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Gornick and Meyers focus on childrearing with good reason. This
particular activity imposes significant costs on parents, especially
mothers. Increases in women’s labor force participation have called
attention to the changing relationship between production and repro-
duction, and the demographic consequences are particularly clear.
Nonetheless, many of the problems they emphasize, including gender
inequality, are linked to the general social organization of care—not
just the organization of childrearing.

Women spend more time taking care of children than men do.
They also spend more time caring for sick and disabled adults, and
the elderly. Women are also disproportionately located in “caring”
occupations—not just child care but also elder care, health care, and
education. Children represent a specific kind of public good, but care
in general also has public good aspects and spillover effects that make
it vulnerable to undervaluation by the market. Children cannot exercise
consumer sovereignty—neither can other dependents.

Whether provided to children or adults, care involves personal
connection and emotional attachment. Care services are often “co-
produced” by care providers and care recipients. Parents and teachers
must elicit cooperation from children; similarly, nurses and home-care
providers must elicit cooperation from patients. Care is often person-
and context-specific. As a result, its quality is heterogeneous and
difficult to monitor or measure. The intrinsic motivation of the care
provider often affects the quantity and quality of the services provided.
Indeed, the sense of “being cared for” is an important by-product
that has inherent value (Himmelweit 2007).

The traditional Marxian analysis of commodification draws a
bright line between goods and services produced for own use and those
produced for sale in the market (Folbre and Nelson 2002). Feminist
theory, however, suggests a continuum. Even some goods produced
for use completely outside the market are intended for informal
exchange, such as the domestic services that a homemaker provides
with the expectation that a wage-earning partner will share his or
her market income. Similarly, many forms of paid employment offer
personal and emotional rewards—not all take the form of impersonal
labor performed only for pecuniary reasons. Both unpaid and paid
workers provide care services, and the similarities between their tasks
often override the differences.

Debates over whether care should or should not be “commodified”
often overstate the consequences of whether care work takes place
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inside or outside the money economy. Most forms of care for depend-

ents—including but not limited to children—require a combination
of paid and unpaid work. Substitutability between the two is limited,

especially at the extremes. Few families can care for dependents entirely

on their own, and few schools or hospitals can operate successfully

without cooperation from family members. But most people reach

for a balance among the different types of care that helps them meet

their needs. '

The specific characteristics of care work transcend the boundaries
of the market. Recipients of care benefit from the cultural construction
of caring obligation, as well as from the personal connections and
emotional attachments that often grow out of the care process itself.
But workers are rendered vulnerable by emotional attachment: when
their work no longer takes the form of a simple exchange it is difficult
to threaten to withhold it. Care workers become, in a sense, prisoners
of love. Indeed, the importance of intrinsic motivation is often turned
against care providers with arguments that they do a better job when
they work for love rather than for money (Nelson 1999). A recent
article in the Journal of Health Economics explicitly argues that a
poorly paid nurse is a good nurse (Hayes 2005).”

Many of women’s economic vulnerabilities are attributable to these
prisoner-of-love dynamics, which are by no means limited to child
care. Most women would prefer to share care responsibilities more
equally. But they are seldom willing to threaten withdrawal (or non-
commitment) in order to achieve this. The pattern is evident in family
structure. Most mothers would prefer the active and loving cooperation
of a father; but if they cannot obtain that, they do not relinquish
their children, but rather assume financial as well as direct care respon-
sibilities for them. Similarly, many women enter caring occupations
despite their awareness of the lower economic security they offer. The
strategic dilemma for women who feel their second-best option is to
provide care for their dependents rather than not to provide it at all
can be formalized, with variations, as a prisoner’s dilemma or a
chicken game.

This strategic dilemma applies not just to mothers, but to all those
who make binding commitments to care for others. If fathers change
their patterns of paid employment to more resemble those of mothers,
as Gornick and Meyers propose, both mothers and children will likely
enjoy many direct benefits. But fathers may suffer a reduction in earn-
ings relative to non-fathers in paid employment, for the same reason
that mothers now suffer lower earnings than non-mothers (even
controlling for number of hours worked). A decline in the relative
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income of fathers is likely to have some negative consequences for
two-parent families with children—though it is unlikely that these
negative effects would offset the positive effects that Gornick and
Meyers emphasize.

Similarly, even if public policy could neutralize the effects of
commitments to children on family earnings, the effects of family
commitments to the elderly and disabled would persist. While relatively
few adults of working age spend substantial amounts of time caring
for dependents other than children, those who do often find care
demands unpredictable and overwhelming. Among the elderly, gender
differences in care have momentous consequences. As one recent
research paper puts it, married men may fail to purchase long-term
care insurance because they already have it—in the form of a wife
(Peters, Tennyson and Woolley 2008). In part because they are likely
to outlive their older husbands, women remain far more vulnerable
than men to poverty and infirmity in old age.

The historical relationship between gender and care is gradually
unwinding. Women who choose neither to marry nor become mothers
and move into male-dominated occupations earn approximately the
same as men with the same human capital characteristics. Men as
well as women pay a penalty in terms of foregone income when they
assume responsibilities for the care of others. Empirical indicators
include the declining male marriage premium, the lower male marriage
premium for men married to women who work full-time, and lower
pay for jobs that involve care.?

Emotional attachment has implications that cut both ways for
Barbara Bergmann’s critique of the paid parental leave policies that
Gornick and Meyers advocate. In general, Bergmann argues that
women should just break out of prison—offload caregiving respon-
sibilities, fight their own tendencies to express caring preferences, and,
more generally, try to act and feel more like men. This strategy makes
sense if you think of care services as being like other exchanges. By
withholding care services, women not only improve their own
economic position, but also increase the explicit or implicit price that
must be paid for those care services. But while the exchange metaphor
may hold for “consenting adults,” it does not work for care of depend-
ents. Encouraging the withdrawal of care services may result in a
reduction in the quantity or quality of care provided to them.

Bergman reasons that women should not care about this threat,
because it only handicaps them. But, like it or not (and thankfully,
for many of the children, sick and elderly who rely upon them), many
women do care. Furthermore, many women and men are strongly
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disapproving of women who do not. For instance, results from the
General Social Survey conducted in the US show that, regardless of
gender, individuals are less supportive of nontraditional gender norms
that might have adverse effects on children than those Fhat might
merely have adverse effects on adult men (Badgett, Dayldsqn, and
Folbre 2004). Would women’s attitudes change more rapidly if more
feminists were to endorse Bergmann’s position? This seems unlikely.
But, in Bergmann’s defense, we don’t really know how flexible or
variable such gender norms may prove to be.

Bergmann correctly emphasizes that commitments to care for othe}'s
reduce competitive success in other tasks. That problem w1ll. remain
whether or not men and women share responsibilities for child care:
fathers who choose to reduce their paid work commitments will likely
face penalties in the labor market. Both mommies and daddies cou!d
get stuck on a “parent track” that shunts them away from leadership
positions. ‘

This is not an inevitable outcome, and there are, as Gornlc.k and
Meyers have emphasized, policy strategies that might minimize it. But
much depends on demographic trends. If most men.apd women
become active, engaged parents, employers will find it difficult to use
active parenthood as a way to discriminate among employees. In recent
years, highly paid women professionals and managers seem to have
gained at least some bargaining power. As researchers have shoyvn,
women don’t literally get rusty after taking time out from high-
powered careers (Crittenden 2005; Hewlett 2007). On the cher hand,
more men and women are choosing not to become active parents,
giving employers ample room to divide and conquer. Many highly
educated women forgo motherhood. In a competitive global economy
they may be better positioned to compete for leadership than engaged
caregiving parents of either sex.

DIVISIONS AMONG WOMEN

A broader look at care services calls attention to inequalities thaF are
not directly related to public policies regarding parenthood. Femlqlst
theorists and strategists need to come to grips with the ways in which
increased earnings inequality among women, combined with c'1a§s-
specific family formation patterns, has weakened the feminist
mobilization that helped women advance in the 1970s and 1980s. Less-
educated women are filling many service jobs in child care, home
health care, and elder care that make it easier for college-educated
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women to devote more time to paid employment. Most jobs within
these paid care occupations are pootly paid in the US, offering few
benefits and few incentives to increase skills, experience or tenure.
Few if any studies have explored differences in this form of the care
penalty across countries.

Gender inequalities have always been crosscut by inequalities based
on race, ethnicity, and class; but the salience of gender inequalities
was heightened by economic and demographic trends between 1960
and 1990. Women entered paid employment at a steep and steady
pace, but few families could afford domestic services and the supply
of low-wage care workers was limited. Women across the economic
spectrum felt a similar pinch as the “forces of market production”
came into conflict with the “social relations of household production.”
In Marxian parlance, one could speak figuratively of the “fetters” of
patriarchal tradition.

These fetters still hang around most women’s necks, but are some-
times cushioned by silk scarves. Since at least the 1990s, the combined
effect of increasing income inequality and increases in the supply of
low-wage labor has led to a small but significant redistribution of
family care responsibilities.

Affluent families are able to reduce the amount of time devoted to
housework and the care of family members through strategic
outsourcing. The ability to buy meals away from home, or even the
prepared meals in the supermarket that are more expensive than those
that require time to prepare, significantly reduces the burden of
domestic work. The market for domestic workers (often paid under
the table) has expanded dramatically in the last few years. This
phenomenon has been much remarked on in the US: in Texas,
California, and most areas of the Southwest, as well as in major
metropolitan areas, nannies have become a highly visible aspect of
the social landscape, as well as a popular subject for best-selling
fiction.” But it has also received much attention in southern Europe,
where Romanian and other eastern European immigrant “badantes”
now play a prominent role in home care for the elderly.

Immigration plays a role at both ends of the skill spectrum. Undoc-
umented workers lower the cost of obtaining inexpensive help with
housework and child care, as well as for gardening, landscaping, and
construction. Recent shortages of both nurses and teachers in the US
have been met by efforts to recruit from overseas—a strategy that
makes it easier to restrict wage growth and to postpone investments
in the state university systems that provide the bulk of training for

o

these jobs (Folbre 2006a). The United Kingdom is increasingly
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dependent on nurses imported from Africa. The Philippines exports
nurses as well as child-care workers to many countries around the
globe.

The increased income inequality among women that is associated
with globalization tends to weaken support for the kinds of policies
that Gornick and Meyers propose. Highly educated women who enter
professional and managerial jobs are better able than most to afford
the unpaid family leave guaranteed to some workers by law, and also
more likely to enjoy paid parental leave, sick leave, vacation time, and
scheduling flexibility. Breastfeeding of young infants, in particular,
improves health and cognitive outcomes (Smith 2005). Class differen-
tials in breastfeeding are telling and poignant, with a steep education
gradient (Kantor 2006). The paid work requirements imposed by the
welfare reforms of the 1990s had a discernible negative impact on breast-
feeding among low-income women (Haider, Jacknowitz, and Schoeni
2003). Further, the provision of free infant formula to low-income women
through the US Department of Agriculture’s Woman, Infants, and
Children program—strongly supported by the agricultural lobby—
heavily subsidizes an unhealthy choice (Government Accountability
Office 2006).

Increased income inequality seems to be associated with changes
in family structure that compound negative impacts on child outcomes
(McLanahan 2004). College-educated white women are now more
likely to marry, and stay married, than other women. As a result,
when they have children they are much more likely to enjoy a strong
claim on the earnings of a father. Nonmarital births are far more
common among less-educated women; less-educated men are less
likely than their college-educated counterparts to contribute either
financial assistance or direct care to their children. Parents coping
with the stresses of unemployment and poverty face difficult material
and psychological challenges. Studies of blood chemistry focusing on
levels of serotonin and cortisol suggest that the subordination
associated with high levels of inequality can reduce efficacy and impair
health. These problems, in turn, make it harder to establish and
maintain family and community ties (Wilkinson 1996).6

Differences among mothers are compounded by divisions between
mothers and non-mothers and, more generally, parents and non-
parents. Not all adults have children. The percentage of men playing
an active role with children has declined over time as the percentage
of households maintained by women has risen (Akerlof 1998). The
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available (Rowland 2007). In some countries, such as Germany and
the UK, it is estimated that as many as 30 percent of all women may
reach the age of forty without becoming mothers. Childlessness is
lower in the US, but reached 25 percent among all women with 2
bachelor’s degree in 2004 (US Census Bureau 2005).

Whether as cause, effect, or simple correlation, childlessness in the
US goes up along with women’s earnings. In a 2003 column in Business
Week, Laura D’Andrea Tyson highlighted a finding by the consulting
firm Catalyst that a third of professional women not yet in the most
senior leadership don’t want children because of fears of work—family
conflict. She also cited the National Parenting Association’s estimate
that 49 percent of women earning more than $100,000 a year are
childless (Tyson 2003). Whatever their earnings level, women without
children sometimes feel ignored, even put-upon, by workplace policies
aimed to benefit parents (Burkett 2002). As Bergmann notes, many
women choose not to become mothers to pursue a passion for
excellence in their field—and not necessarily to earn more money. We
should never accuse them of engaging in “unfair competition” in paid
employment.

More empirical research is needed on changes in the structure and
composition of the care service labor force—research that treats the
job of “housewife” as what it is: a job (Bergmann 1981; Folbre and
Nelson 2002; Cohen 2004). Changes in occupational segregation that
examine only changes in the gender composition of paid work are
misleading. The process of commodification that Bergmann advocates
has the effect of shifting non-market work from affluent women in
the home to less-affluent women working for pay It might simply
shift gender inequality down the class ladder, further weakening the
potential impact of a feminist coalition. On the other hand, it might
give affluent women a greater stake in ensuring the quantity and quality
of care services available for purchase, and in spreading their costs
through public subsidy. This could enhance opportunities to challenge
the structure of the care sector as a whole.

In short, inequalities among women do not pose an insuperable
obstacle to efforts to promote equitable work—family policies. But
they do suggest the need to think beyond issues of balance between
paid work and family to the organization of the care sector as a
whole, including improved conditions of wage employment in child
care, elder care, and home health care.

i growth of childlessness among cohorts born after the Second World
‘ “; | War is remarkably consistent across most countries for which data is
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INTRINSIC MERITS AND PUBLIC BENEFITS

How should we frame such a larger agenda? I believe we should empha-
size both the intrinsic merits and public benefits of good care provision.
Ethical and economic approaches are sometimes pitted against one
another, as though invoking one somehow weakens the other. In truth,
the two are complements: ethics can define our ends, and economics
can help us find the means to realize them. In a world where many of
our ends are difficult to reach, practical concerns deserve respect.

As feminist philosophers persuasively argue, care is a central compo-
nent of an ethical society (Tronto 1993; Kittay 1999; Engster 2007).
We need to articulate both the right to care and the right to be cared
for in more assertive terms, moving beyond abstract definitions to the
practical demands of social policy. The demands that Gornick and
Meyers articulate cross the boundaries between the market and the
family. They argue not just for rights to paid family leave and publicly
subsidized child care but, more fundamentally, to a more equitable
sharing of care responsibilities within both the family and the polity.

We should never be intimidated by accusations that improved care
is too costly to consider. What’s the economy for, anyway, if not to
help us realize our vision of a good society? But it is also our respon-
sibility to show that our vision can be realized. Gornick and Meyers
do this by pointing to European precedents and also by offering esti-
mates of policy cost. Efforts to develop political strategies for the care
sector as a whole should build on this approach.

My recent research emphasizes the macroeconomic benefits of the
time and money that parents devote to children. I argue that the
children who become the workers and taxpayers of the next generation
represent a public good—they provide benefits for everyone, not just
for their parents and themselves. I estimate the minimal amount that
society would have to pay to replace parental services if they were,
hypothetically, withdrawn. I show that patterns of public investment
in children are both unfair and inefficient, and could be much
improved. I explain why most voters fail to understand the extent to
which they benefit from the services and income transfers that their
own taxes pay for (Folbre 2008). ‘

I believe these arguments can be extended to the analysis of care for
all dependents, not just children. Social insurance represents a better
means of meeting care needs than private insurance. It pools risk, encour-
ages reciprocity, and increases solidarity. Everyone in our society deserves
adequate long-term care that provides support and respite for family
caregivers, funding for home health-care aides to assist family caregivers,
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and high-quality community-based nursing homes for those who require
them. Although regional and local variations make it more difficult to
compare national strategies for long-term care, Sweden and Norway
offer useful models here, as with child care (Folbre, Shaw, and Stark
2006; Saltman, Dubois, and Chawla 2006).

ENVISIONING A BETTER CARE ECONOMY

Much of the current progressive work—family agenda focuses on how
to help parents cope with the demands of paid employment. This
focus is too narrow. The increases in women’s labor force participation
that had such a destabilizing effect on work—family balance have leveled
off (see Figure 5.1). Men’s labor force participation has continued its
slow decline. This somewhat puzzling trend holds across virtually all
family structures and educational levels, and it is unclear whether or
not it will continue. If overall levels of family labor force participation
do remain flat, however, the growth of family income is likely to
remain flat as well. Increases in women’s paid employment will no
longer offset the low, even negative growth in real wages that has
often afflicted all but the top echelons of the labor force.

Figure 5.1

Labor Force Participation Rates
(Men and Women, Ages 25-54)
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(See David A Cotter 2004.)
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This potential trend may help mitigate wo.rk—family l?alance issues,
but will highlight the economic costs of caring for family dependents
and the disadvantages of entering caring occupations. These concerns
about the care economy as a whole motivate the development of a
more complete vision of a generous, equitable, efficient, and systain-
able care economy. I offer three suggestions to help us move in that
direction.

i. Let’s look beyond work—family policies such as paid parental lea\fe
and publicly provided child care to develop policies of economic
support for all forms of family, friend, and neighbor care.

Some specific policy recommendations seem obvious. Access to
benefits such as health insurance and pensions should be decoupled
from paid employment. Social safety nets should be improved to better
protect dependents against the risk of both poverty and poor health.
This will require more attention to the reform of both public assistance
and tax policies. The success of the British Labour Party’s effortsv to
reduce child poverty deserves international attention (Corak, Christine
Lietz, and Holly Sutherland 2005; Levy, Lietz, and Sutherland 200.5).
In the US, by contrast, poverty among children and the elderly remains
high by international standards. '

Paid and unpaid parental leaves should be extended to cover family,
friend, and neighbor care for the sick, elderly, and disabled, as yvell
as for young children, and parental allowances should be generalized
to become caregiver allowances. These policies could be modeled on
those that Gornick and Meyers propose for the support of parents.
However, the level of financial support for families who assume care-
giving responsibilities will require more sustained attention than
Gornick and Meyers provide. While wage replacement (rendered'some-
what progressive by benefit caps and taxation) offers a simple Prmc1ple
for remunerating leaves from paid employment, the appropriate level
of family allowance remains unclear. In the US a variety of tax deduc-
tions and credits, significantly boosted by changes since 2002, amount
to a de facto family allowance similar in magnitude to that provic'led
by many European countries. Even in the most generous countries,
moreover, the extent of public subsidy represents only a small propor-
tion of the total costs of rearing children (Folbre 2008).

A more general form of support for non-market care could take
the form of a “participation income” or a basic income grant
conditional on provision of a basic minimum amount of care to a
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family member, friend, or neighbor, or through a charitable care-
volunteering effort. This approach could reinforce values of reciprocity
and obligation while effectively fostering full employment (Goodin
1992). Some discussion of institutional details can be found in the
British Labour Party’s Commission on Social Justice and in descrip-
tions of the “mutual obligation activity test” that is required for the
Australian unemployment benefit (UK Labour Party 1994; Department
of Family and Community Services 2000).

As with family allowances, a key question is the appropriate level
of support. Excessively high levels could create disincentives to both
paid and unpaid work; excessively low levels would reproduce gender
inequalities. Issues of eligibility also arise—just how much care work
should be required to gain access to public support? One way to
address these problems might be to design programs that reward care-
giving over the life cycle, but discourage individuals from specializing
entirely in care provision, such as the Social Security reform described
in this volume by Myra Ferree.

ii. Let’s look beyond family care to the organization, cost, and quality
of paid care services.

Most care services are “coproduced” by paid as well as unpaid care-
givers. As a result, the organization of child-care, elder-care, and
health-care services—along with the pay and working conditions of
workers in care occupations—have a significant impact on family life.
Market provision in some areas can be effective if combined with
adequate oversight and regulation; public provision can be effective
if bureaucratic tendencies are held in check by accountability and
choice. The comparative perspective on work—family policies that
Gornick and Meyers offer could be complemented by detailed compar-
ative research on specific foster-care, elder-care, and home-based
institutional health-care policies across countries.

Many women enter traditionally feminine jobs in the care sector—
whether as workers or as managers—despite the evident economic
disadvantages. Many of them understand how and why cost-cutting
strategies in child care, health care, and elder care tend to backfire.
So-called “high-road” strategies designed to reward intrinsic motiva-
tion, reduce turnover, and provide job ladders could benefit both care
workers and care consumers (Folbre 2006b).

In the UK, concerted attention has been devoted to the “third
sector” of the economy—nonprofit enterprises that fit neither the
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standard capitalist nor standard public enterprise model (Haugh and
Kitson 2007). Emphasis on so-called “social markets” also represents
a hybrid approach, one that offers local governments resources to meet
care needs but encourages subcontracting to small businesses that can
be held accountable for high quality Worker-owned businesses and
cooperatives offer a particularly promising model for care provision.

iii. Let’s develop better accounting systems for both economic growth
and welfare state spending.

As long as economists are allowed to define “output™ entirely in terms
of market income, proposals to ensure a higher level and quality of
care will be deemed “unproductive” and inefficient. For this reason,
efforts to incorporate estimates of the value of unpaid care services
into alternative measures of Gross Domestic Product and household
standards of living are crucial to the development of a stronger care
economy. The growing availability of diary-based time-use surveys
offers an important new opportunity to address this issue (Abraham
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is a productive activity—one that contributes to our collective well-
being. They are less likely than men to treat these activities as forms
of “consumption” or activities for which “virtue should be its own
reward” (Iverson and Rosenbluth 2006). Precisely because they devote
much of their efforts to the production and maintenance of human
capabilities, they have a strong economic interest in the development
of resilient welfare state policies.

Ironically, continued fertility decline is likely to intensify concerns
about the intergenerational sustainability of the welfare state.
Continued globalization—including increased immigration—is likely
to intensify concerns about its economic viability. Many affluent coun-
tries depend heavily on immigrant workers to help meet their care
needs, but further rapid increases in their supply will undermine incen-
tives to solve problems in the care sector. We need to formulate policies
that discourage illegal immigration while respecting immigrant rights
and improving wages and working conditions for immigrant workers.
Family policies have too long been compartmentalized in the feminine
policy sphere. Theorizing more broadly about the distribution of costs
and responsibilities for care could help bring them to the front and
center of political economy

i““‘ and Mackie 2004; Folbre, 2009).

. Current methods of accounting for public spending and taxation
should also be reformed. Most individuals know what they earn, and

I approximately how much they pay in taxes. But few if any have a NOTES
clear picture of how much public money was devoted to them before

|
!”‘ j‘ they began paying taxes on their own, or how much they will benefit

in retirement. This lack of transparency makes it easy for conservatives
to overstate the redistributive impact of government taxation and
spending. It also makes it difficult for progressive advocates to develop
a more equitable and sustainable system of social insurance and inter-
generational reciprocity.

We need to redefine the welfare state in terms of contributions to
family and social care that represent investment and social insurance.
Gornick and Meyers reason strategically about political divisions
among mothers; we should also reason strategically about conflicts

1 On Australia, see McDonald, this volume; on Canada, see Pachner
(2007).

2 For a critique, see Nelson and Folbre (2006).

3 On the declining male marriage premium, see Hoffman and Averett
(2004). On the care penalty in paid employment, see Budig, England, and
Folbre (2002).

4 Afirst step would be to apply the kind of fixed-effects statistical analysis
developed in Budig, England and Folbre (2002) to the European countries
that Gornick and Meyers analyze.

5 See for example McLaughlin and Kraus (2003) and Pearson (2003).

g of interest between the young and the old, recognizing the importance |
| of intergenerational transfers. Better design and explanation of taxes (1998). ‘
¥ paid and benefits received over the life cycle could help build stronger |
il political coalitions for public support. F
5 Women’s common commitments to ideals of care—and their ‘
‘ continuing involvement in the provision of care services—represent a
i force that partially offsets growing income inequality among them. |
o Women tend to recognize that caring for children and other dependents ‘

|

6  On the effect of social and family relationships on health, sce Sapolsky
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Should Feminists Aim
for Gender Symmetry?

Why a Dual-Earner/ Dual-Caregiver Society
Is Not Every Feminist’s Utopia*

Ann Shola Orloff

Janet Gornick and Marcia Meyers argue persuasively that to advance
toward greater gender egalitarianism, feminists everywhere—or at least
across the developed countries of the west'—should pursue a set of
policies that will help to bring into being, and support, a utopia of
“gender symmetry” in the allocation and performance of care work
and paid employment (and, presumably, other kinds of participation
in collective activities, such as politics). In their view, it is the gender
division of labor—above all, men’s greater participation in the public
spheres of paid work and politics, and women’s greater responsibility
for unpaid care work—that underpins gender inequality. Thus,
ultimately, women’s emancipation demands the dissolution of that divi-
sion of labor. Their main focus, however, is not on the utopia of gender
symmetry and the transformations that it would entail, but on policy

Many thanks to Julia Adams, Myra Marx Ferree, Rianne Mahon,
Kimberly Morgan, Linda Zerilli and the editors of this volume, particularly
Janet Gornick, for comments on earlier drafts of this essay. Thanks also, for
helpful suggestions and queries, to audiences at the 2007 annual meeting of
the European Social Policy research network, the colloquium at the North-
western University Institute for Policy Research, and the workshop in
Comparative and Historical Social Science at Northwestern, where I presented
versions of this paper. Needless to say, I take responsibility for any remaining
errors, misinterpretations or infelicitous phrasings.
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institutions derived from contemporary practice in several European
countries, above all Sweden, which are expected to serve as the way
stations on the path toward gender symmetry. These policies include
individual entitlements to paid leaves and well-developed care services
available as a right, alongside a restructuring of employment to reduce
work time. They argue that such policies put us on the road to gender
symmetry by allowing and encouraging both men and women to work
for pay and to participate in family caregiving in equal measures.

Certainly, there are many attractive features to this vision. Indeed,
there is already a lot to like about the Scandinavian social-democratic
model, even before its utopian extensions, including its explicit
commitment to gender equality, excellent care services, and very low
poverty rates among children and solo mothers (see e.g., Borchorst
and Siim, 2002; Ellingsaeter and Leira, 2006)—and this is especially
true when we contrast the Nordic model to current US social provision,
with its yawning gaps in coverage against the everyday risks of contem-
porary life, and the high levels of insecurity, poverty, illiteracy and
crime which have flourished in their wake. But the task here is not to
contrast—yet again—existing Nordic and US welfare and gender
policy models (but see Orloff, 2006; Esping-Andersen, 1999).> We are
asked to consider a gender-egalitarian utopia and the policy institu-
tions that might get us closer to it. But Gornick and Meyers’ essay is
a bit lopsided in this regard. While gender symmetry is portrayed as
the opposite of the gender asymmetries that are implicated in women’s
oppression, the ideal is not itself subject to much probing. We are
not given much of a sense of what such symmetry would look like,
beyond the assumption that men’s and women’s time in paid work
and informal care work would converge, or how we might measure
progress toward symmetry. Instead, it is simply assumed that, if asym-
metry is associated with inequality, symmetry should be associated
with equality—a perilous assumption indeed, as I will try to demon-
strate below. Gornick and Meyers lavish their attention on policy
institutions that would allegedly begin to correct the asymmetries and
move us along the road to their utopia. And these policy institutions
do not actually look very different from what is already in place in
Scandinavia—indeed, the authors see this as proof of the potential
“realness” of their utopian vision.

In the following pages, I will do two things. First, I will assess
Gornick and Meyers’ argument for a feminist utopia based on gender
symmetry, considering their proposals from the perspective of long-
standing feminist debates about emancipatory projects based on
“sameness” and “difference,” and discuss how we can get beyond the
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well-known limitations of both, and perhaps find ways to overcome
this very dilemma. I will attempt to unearth the assumptions about
politics, culture and gender that support their contentions. And, to
the question of whether feminists should pursue gender symmetry, I
will answer: not as a matter of universal principle. Second, I will offer
a different take on how feminists might approach political goals, which
may be long- or short-term, utopian, radical or reformist. While
Gornick and Meyers take an essentially structural and deductive
approach, I offer a more inductive and historical approach. “Interests,”
or, as I prefer, goals,® as well as utopian visions, must be understood
in specific political and historical contexts. I say this not to imply
that some utopias are conceivable and desirable, but unreachable in
certain countries—as some Swedophilic political realists might
conclude about the political feasibility in the US of Nordic-inspired
utopias featuring generous parental leave and extensive, high-quality
public care services. One could agree with the ultimate goal, or utopia,
of gender symmetry, and think that there might be policies other than
those highlighted by Gornick and Meyers that could help deliver us
there.* This is of course true, but hardly a startling proposition. I
think we should also question the desirability of the goal itself, both
in terms of its specific conceptualization of gender equality and with
respect to how political goals emerge more generally.

I argue for guiding political visions that emerge inductively, from
an investigation of feminist political practices and theorizing, rather
than assuming that we can deduce the features of a gender-egalitarian
utopia and desirable political goals from analyses of gender “interests”
read from social locations and structures that seem not to vary substan-
tially across the developed world. Thus I question Gornick and Meyers’
goal—gender symmetry—from the angles of political and empirical
as well as normative analysis. I contend that individuals and groups
come to understand and analyze their situations and themselves as
political subjects with particular sorts of “needs” and goals, and to
develop strategies for stability or change, through historically specific
cultural and political processes.’ It is, I think, impossible to understand
how and when any goal—or utopia—emerges and might be brought
into being without considering politics; the very desirability of goals
(or utopias) depends on context.

My own analysis and normative probing have led me, in the contem-
porary US context, to advocate political goals that would expand choice,
or decisional autonomy, based in interdependence and inclusive citizen-
ship, emerging from a consideration of diversity in modern societies
and from an understanding of gender as constitutive of subjects. F urther,
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as we fashion better policy and social arrangements, we must include
mechanisms of democratic accountability and of respect for the multi-
plicity of gender arrangements among the diverse citizens and residents
of modern states. While I am favorable to basing these entitlements on
citizenship, I would also argue that this must be problematiz.ed; we qeed
to find ways to take account of issues of immigration and integration,
but I will not pursue these fully here. The policy institutions that mlght
serve as way stations toward this utopian condition will vary, depending
on context. Thus, finally, let me add that one might agree with Gornick
and Meyers—as I do—that increasing support for care is desirablp
without supporting their vision of utopia, or believing that their
preferred policy package is likely to deliver us to it.

ANALYZING GORNICK AND MEYERS’ UTOPIA OF GENDER
SYMMETRY: GENDER INEQUALITY, GENDER INTERESTS, AND
GENDER POLITICS

Gornick and Meyers proceed from the conviction that gender differ-
ence in patterns of engaging in care work and employment is the key
to gender inequality, and that “gender-symmetric” social arrangements
would better suit women’s—and, interestingly, also men’s—interests.
Their proposals have been informed by feminist thinking and long-
standing Marxist theorizing about the significance of women’s entry
to employment in unsettling patriarchal arrangements and empowering
women. In their policy proposals, they respond as well to research on
children’s development, and a distinctively American concern wi.th the
social problems produced by our long-hours, employment-oriented
culture. The dual-earner/dual-caregiver arrangement

is a society in which men and women engage symmetrically in employ-
ment and caregiving, and all parents have realistic opportunities to
combine waged work with the direct provision of care for their children.
A dual-earner/dual-caregiver society is one that supports equal
opportunities for men and women in employment, equal contributions
from mothers and fathers at home, and high-quality care for children
provided both by parents and by well-qualified and well-compensated
non-parental caregivers. (Gornick and Meyers, this volume: 4-5).¢

Reaching the utopia of gender symmetry depends on several interrelated
transformations: the dissolution of the remaining gendered division of
labor in employment and in the home, a thorough transformation of
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workplace practices, and the establishment of state policies that would
encourage and support the model of a “dual-earner/dual-caregiver”
household. But Gornick and Meyers eschew any deep analysis of how
gender itself might be ended—for that is the implication of “dissolving”
the gender division of labor; and while they indicate the need for
controls on capitalists’ prerogatives, they do not examine in any detail
how capitalist and masculinist employment structures could be changed,
focusing instead almost exclusively on state policies that would ease
conflicts between paid work and family life. They outline a package of
work—family reconciliation policies that would support dual-
earner/dual-caregiver arrangements: paid family leave provisions in
which mothers and fathers get equal, non-transferable shares of leave;
working-time regulations; and early childhood education and care sery-
ices.” Gornick and Meyers find the inspiration for these policies in
Sweden, where social-democratic policies have supported mothers’
employment with less time stress than in the US, provided better care
services and resources for children, and encouraged fathers’ caregiving,
They contend that the “realness” of their utopia rests on the existence
in Sweden, and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in several other European
countries, of the kind of policies that could conceivably be extended
to promote more aggressively the equal sharing of care work and paid
work by women and men.® And, indeed, while their policy proposals
would dramatically change the landscape in the US were they somehow
to be enacted, these proposals are already quite familiar in the Nordic
countries, which are such an important source for Gornick and Meyers’
policy thinking. (How—politically, culturally—and when such existing
policies might be extended, in the Nordic countries or the US, is not
on their agenda.) Given how close their ideal policy institutions are to
already-existing practices in the Nordic countries, one might ask why
these countries are not much closer to gender symmetry and women’s
emancipation than they are (see, for example, Bergqvist, 1999; Ahlberg
et al., 2008). Although on some measures of women’s relative well-
being vis-a-vis men’s, Swedes fare better than do Americans (e.g.,
gendered wage gaps, or poverty ratios), they are far from equal, and
on some measures (e.g., gendered authority gaps), the US ranks higher
(Wright et al., 1995; see also Estevez-Abe 2005, Orloff, 2006). Perhaps
other forces—not solely the gender division of labor—are implicated
in sustaining gender hierarchy? Let’s take a look, then, at how Gornick
and Meyers analyze gender inequality.

Underlying Gornick and Meyers’ account is the assumption that
gender inequality is tied to gender differences in time spent on care
and family versus employment and career. As they put it,
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Feminists concerned with the family have concluded that persistent
gender inequality in the labor market is both cause and consequence
of women’s disproportionate assumption of unpaid work in the home.
This conversation revolves around the ways in which men’s stronger
ties to the labor market carry social, political, and economic advantages
that are denied to many women, especially those who spend substantial
amounts of time caring for children. (This volume: 13—14)

Gornick and Meyers (this volume: 8) define contemporary problems of
gender inequality as resulting from “incomplete transformations,” as we
have moved from full to partial gender specialization. Women have
changed a great deal—taking up paid employment in addition to their
work of caring (as we all know), but men have not changed enough,
and still do much less care work than women. Moreover, labor market
and policy institutions presuppose the traditional division of labor and
fail to give adequate support to modern arrangements for caregiving.
Sensibly, they do not want to focus solely on women, as some contem-
porary efforts at achieving better “work—family reconciliation” do (see,
for example, Esping-Andersen et al., 2002, 1999; and see Stratigaki, 2004
for an astute analysis of how the radical feminist edge has been taken
off “reconciliation” in contemporary European politics). Yet they do
not put any of the blame on men. They claim that the interests of men,
women, and children are not essentially in conflict. Rather, the “most
pressing conflicts of interest arise not between men and women, nor
between parents and children, but between the needs of contemporary
families and current divisions of labor, workplace practices, and social
policies” (this volume: 14-15) I agree with this analysis of the link between
the gender division of labor and gender inequality, as far as it goes; but,
as I will argue below, I think it is not fully adequate.

The gender division of labor is pivotal in shaping women’s and men’s
gender interests, Gornick and Meyers argue. Women are all disadvantaged
by the existing gender division of labor, though to varying degrees—
some have the resources needed to buy private services that can help
them reconcile family and employment, and can negotiate favorable
bargains with their employers, while others must struggle with meager
resources in unforgiving environments. Yet Gornick and Meyers stress
that all women are hurt by the gendering of care burdens, either directly
or indirectly—as, for example, when employers engage in statistical
discrimination in the expectation that women will favor family over
work commitments. Thus, without considering solutions that center
on increasing direct support to women’s (informal, or unpaid) care
work, they assume women are in employment, and argue that all women
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would benefit if the current masculine model of the full-time and unen-
cumbered worker were to be replaced by a model of an encumbered
worker, who also puts in fewer hours than typical men do now. (Thus,
“full-time” work hours would be revised down; on the gender politics
of work time and the gendered meanings of “full-” and “part-” time,
see Fagan, 1996; Mutari and Figart, 2001). Women should find attractive
policies that would encourage, reward and support a more equal division
of care work and paid work between men and women. Men, too, are
often forced to work too hard by current social arrangements, and
certainly cannot contribute more at home as long as they are held to
its strictures, even if they want to. (How much they want to is another
concern, but this is not pursued.) Gornick and Meyers’ take on the
question of gender interests thus echoes Marxist and social-democratic,
more than second-wave or contemporary feminist, accounts: men and
women do not have opposed gender interests; rather, it is employers
and “the state” that are problematic.

Gornick and Meyers advocate policy prescriptions drawing on what
is commonly understood as the second-wave feminist contention that
“women’s emancipation depends on reaching parity with men in the
public spheres of employment and politics” (this volume: 4)—although
without as much of the critical edge vis-a-vis men. Their basic commit-
ment to women’s employment is also nourished from broadly Marxist
sources, which have historically linked women’s emancipation to their
engagement with paid work. Yet they also favor greater support for
caregiving activities than was usual for either liberal feminists or
orthodox Marxists. Perhaps this reflects the authors’ familiarity with
Scandinavian developments, which had a homegrown set of supports
for caregiving linked to concerns about population, fertility, labor
supply and working women’s rights to be mothers (Hobson, 1993,
Ellingsaeter and Leira, 2006).° This attention to care marks their
approach as having gone beyond the assumptions of 1970s liberal femi-
nism denounced as “sameness” feminism, or “androgyny” by more
radical feminists.’” (Nancy Fraser (1994) has argued that this type of
feminism is premised on a model of women becoming breadwinners
like men, which she calls “universal breadwinner” feminism.) Here, it
seems clear that they have been influenced by two decades of feminist
work on social policy, which has been centrally concerned with under-
standing the relationships between care, paid work, and welfare, the
links between care and gender inequality, and many women’s strong
normative commitment to the value of care. This literature, however,
remains invisible in this text, mirroring the neglect of feminist analysis
of care work that characterizes most mainstream work on social policy!t
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Gornick and Meyers’ proposal might be positioned in the space
available in the aftermath of bitter feminist conflicts in the late 19805
and early 1990s over “sameness” and “difference” in p0.11t1c3 and polfcy,
in which protagonists argued about whether women’s interests (taking
those as relatively unproblematic, at the time) would'be best served by
strategies assuming and promoting women’s similarity to men, or by
those which assumed women’s difference from men. The fight was
staged in many policy arenas—for example, how best to craft policy
on pregnancy and employment protection (Voggl, .1993). (Is pregnancy
a disability like any other, meriting inclusion in exxstm‘g‘general dlsablhty
protections? Or is it a gender- or sex-specific condition warranting a
gender-specific protection?) Questions of care apd the body loomed
large in these discussions. While feminists (especially thou%h not qnly
in the US) in the 1970s seemed to gravitate toward “sameness §trategles,:
the 1980s had brought greater attention to the importance of “difference,
especially when based on care. Since then, there have been feveral
attempts to go beyond the problematic framing of the problem as “same-
ness versus difference” (see, for example, Scott, 1988).

Among feminist policy analysts, the work of Nancy Fraser has
been extremely significant in seemingly offering a way out of the
dilemma. Unlike poststructuralist analysts of gender d1§c0urs§ gnd
performativity in the Butlerian vein, to which many soc1al' femmls.ts
find themselves allergic, Fraser works on the familiar terrain of paid
work and care. I want briefly to examine Fraser’s argument, because
it provides insight into the analytic underpinnings of the dual-
earner/dual-caregiver policy model that Gornick and Meyers have
directly borrowed from Rosemary Crompton. . )

Nancy Fraser, in her influential 1994 article “After the Famll).f Wage,
performs a Hegelian maneuver to overcome the sameness/difference
problem, which leads her to advocate a policy model analogqus t(:
the dual-earner/dual-caregiver—that of the “universal caregiver.
Investigating feminist utopian visions for reforrpipg the welfare state
in gender-egalitarian directions in a period of crisis and resFructlirlng,
she identifies two approaches—dubbed “universal breadvvmner and

“caregiver parity”—roughly corresponding to the respective prefer-
ences and practices of US and European feminists. The former would
allow and encourage women to act as men do in the economy, as
breadwinners, earning a family-supporting wage, and ceding care
work to others—not the unpaid housewife of the “traditional” hou.se-
hold, but the paid service workers of the state—thus commodifying
everyone while commodifying care. While this model would lead to
a number of improvements in the situation of most women, Fraser
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(1994: 602) criticizes this approach as problematic on several scores.
For example, while the model depends on full employment, she doubts
that everyone can be employed; it also depends on care being removed
from households, but she believes some care cannot be outsourced,
while those who continue to perform care would be marginalized. She
sums up by saying the model is androcentric and unworkable, and
ultimately unhelpful to women’s interest in equality, because it expects
women to become like men. The “caregiver parity” model does not
neglect care, or women’s work as caregivers, but instead tries to
compensate them for the disadvantages this work creates in a
masculinist and capitalist society. So women and men continue to be
different. Yet Fraser (1994 609) also finds this model limited, because
gender differences ultimately continue to create disadvantages for
women that cannot be compensated—difference may “cost less,” but
is far from “costless”; women end up marginalized from public
activities even though better protected against poverty and other hard-
ships. Fraser’s dissection of existing feminist policy approaches is
extremely useful in showing the limitations of our thinking, and lays
the groundwork for new perspectives—such as those championed by
Gornick and Meyers, and by Rosemary Crompton before them.
The way out of the sameness/difference dilemma, says Fraser, is by

a synthesis of the two earlier approaches—a political ideal she calls
the “universal caregiver,” in which men are made the focus of efforts
at change, rather than women. In other words, the problem is that
most men are unlike what “most women are now”: caregivers who
are also (paid) workers. This is an important analytic innovation,
paralleling others working to de-center the masculine. In this way,

care is valorized while not being left solely to women—we try to

retain what’s good about women’s devotion to care while, by making
it normative for men as well as women, avoiding the problems of

women’s marginalization and the devaluation of care. To be sure,

Fraser notes, this implies that the deconstruction of gender difference

is a precondition for gender equity—we must “end gender as we know

it” (Fraser, 1994: 611)! Thisis a revolutionary demand indeed. Perhaps
in a more reformist vein, attempting to make men more like women—
by finding ways to encourage their participation in care, such as the
fully individual leave entitlements Gornick and Meyers propose—
would still be a worthwhile goal. Yet it falls somewhat short of gender
symmetry.

I want to probe more deeply into the analysis of gender—and of

subjects and politics—that underlies the Gornick—Meyer proposal for
gender symmetry. To my mind, they take too lightly the deep invest-
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ments people have in gender, and the ways in which knowledge,
subjectivity and agency are all constrained and enabled by existing
gendered categories (Butler, 1990, Zerilli, 2005). Taking account of
these investments matters insofar as it clarifies men’s commitment to
preserving the power that current social arrangements give them, but
also clarifies women’s concerns to preserve their power in the domain
of the private, care-giving realm. Identities are formed in relation to
whether men and women see themselves as caregivers or not, or to
the gendered ways in which they conceive of their activities.

This can certainly be taken up from a range of different theoretical
angles, but many scholars would find it hard to imagine subjects—
political actors—whose “needs” or “interests” can be said to preexist
culturally constituted consciousness, including gendered (self-)under-
standings and knowledge.”® For example, R. W. Connell (1987) high-
lights political and psychic aspects of gender in an account of gender
relations as shaped by three structures: labor, power, cathexis. Or take
Joan Scott’s (1988) germinal intervention, which defines gender first
as a constitutive element of social relations based on perceived
differences between the sexes and expressed in symbols, norms,
institutions and politics, and subjective identities, and second as a primary
way of signifying power. One might also look to political and historical
accounts that allow the “primary” causes of gender relations (or, less
grandly, policy and political institutions) to vary over time and across
place (for example; O’Connor et al., 1999). ‘

Scott’s analysis is significant for any consideration of “sameness”
and “difference” with respect to any sort of politics, utopian or
pragmatic, for it points to the continuing productivity of gender. Even
when we speak on behalf of gender symmetry, we speak “as women,”
and must refer to difference. Moreover, while Scott points to the consti-
tutively gendered character of subjects, she makes no assumption that
gendered identities necessarily lead to a politics of gender difference.
Au contraire! Women in the democratic age have been continually
attracted to universalist visions. Similarly, Denise Riley (1988) and
Judith Butler (1990) point to the variability and instability of gender
categories for individuals and for collectivities, and to the diverse ways
gender can be mobilized politically.

Of particular concern for the prospects of a gender-symmetric
utopia that will depend on men’s recruitment to caregiving, men’s
attachment to the powers and privileges of masculinity seems to be
underplayed in Gornick and Meyers’ account. [ am thinking here of
men’s attempts to maintain gendered divisions of labor by avoiding
dirty work at home and in the workplace, or by excluding women
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from favored positions in the paid labor force through sexual and
other forms of harassment, or through discrimination in hiring, pay
or occupational access. Will men be dissuaded from making thesé
power plays simply by the offer of incentives to take up care? Women’s
disadvantages at work are indeed linked to the statistical discrimination
practiced “rationally” by employers calculating the likely impact on
§mp]oyment of women’s carework burdens (taking leaves, for
Instance). But there’s plain old discrimination to deal with too’ and
cultural beliefs in gender difference (see, for example, Ch’arles’ and
Qrusky, 2004)."* Feminists have identified a range of factors that—even
if one does not accept them as principal sources of unequal gender
relations—surely contribute importantly to it: sexuality, reproduction

and violence. Perhaps these factors are required to understand thei
continuing problem of women’s oppression even in “women-friendly
welfare. states” like those found in the Nordic countries. Adapting
Catharine MacKinnon’s (1989) words, the problem for women is (at
least sometimes) “domination not difference.”

On the flip side, Gornick and Meyers’ vision of gender symmetry
and “gender-egalitarian caregiving” also seems to occlude both the
body.—‘and especially women’s bodies—and women’s attachment to
caregiving, promoting another assumption of “sameness” with refer-
ence to men’s and women’s equivalence in relation to childrearing,
‘I‘—Iow do the demands of pregnancy and lactation affect any shift to

gender symmetry”?'S Many feminists have stressed bodily aspects of
gender—assuming that this also implies an irreducible cultural
element—and would on these grounds alone dismiss policies or utopias
based on androgyny or symmetry (see, for example, Moi, 1999; and
of course, de Beauvoir, 1952, who wrote eloquently about the “body
as a situation™).

(;ap we assume an unproblematic embrace of their socialist—
feminist-inspired symmetric version of “egalitarianism” among women?
What are we to make, then, of the widespread, well-documented
preferences of many women to pursue life courses that are not
premised on 50/50 sharing of paid work and care work with male
partners? “Traditional” women in “new orthodox” religious modes
pose a particular challenge to interpretations of gender that assume
all women will find egalitarian arrangements in their interests, but
even less. extreme versions of women’s attachments to lives founded
on caregiving pose problems for the symmetric scenario. The standard
response to these challenges among “materialist” and structurally
determinist analysts makes allusion to false consciousness, or to short-
term versus long-term interests. Thus, men and women may not know
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it now, but surely they will be better off under egalitarian conditions
defined as gender symmetry. Understanding preferences that confirm.
the existing division of labor as merely “adaptive” to constraining
conditions may be less analytically troublesome—though such an
account would be improved if cultural processes were also invoked.
But it will be difficult to apply such approaches directly to the
formulation of policies if we also value democratic politics and
accountability in policy making.

For Gornick and Meyers, the analytic challenge of what I would
call the “depth” of gender relations is matched in seriousness by a
number of other challenges that might be grouped under the banner
of “differences.” We have just discussed the wide range of variation
in men’s and women’s preferences relating to the gender division of
labor. A separate issue concerns the multiplicity of differences among
women (and men). Some analysts embracing an “intersectional”
analysis contend that advantaged white women may suffer from
gendered caregiving arrangements, but that they are able either to
mitigate or entirely offload their problems by using services provided
by disadvantaged women of color, who suffer from more severe
incompatibilities between employment and care—and who in fact
may be deprived of opportunities to mother at all (see Mink, 1999;
Roberts, 2004; Glenn, 2002). Michael Shalev, in this volume, raises
the question of class differences among women in terms of orienta-
tions about mothering and paid work, assuming that their social
locations cause their interests not just to differ but to collide; Duncan
and Edwards (1999) contend that such orientations (which they call
“gendered moral rationalities”) vary not so much by class or its proxy,
educational level, as by local gender cultures. The difference between
these scholars is important, but they each raise a similar problem for
Gornick and Meyers’ assumptions about the uniformity of women’s
interests. While I disagree with the social determinism of these
analyses, it is clear that both the individual preferences and the polit-
ical demands of different groups of women have been at odds. To
take just one example, in the 1970s the National Welfare Rights
Organization advocated a kind of maternalist policy of making Aid
to Families with Dependent Children more generous, enabling
women’s full-time caregiving, while other feminist groups pursued
equal employment opportunities and the extension of child-care
services. And “differences among women” are not simply an American
concern, arising from the vexed and racially divided history of US
feminism and social justice movements. Instead, we see conflicts over
gender arrangements, and disputes among feminists about how best
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to proceed politically, crossing the developed West, and indeed the
entire globe.

(43 .

leferences among women” (and men) also indexes a key concern
that is absent from Gornick and Meyers’ utopian considerations:

who will be entitled to these new social protections and services?

Unfortunately, the authors have not paid attention to the question of
exactly who would be included in these programs, although they seem
to assume that nation-states would be the entities running these
policies, and thus that entitlement would be based on citizenship—
but Fhe boundaries set by states, and their immigration policies, are
not in question. Historical accounts of the development of systems
qf social provision and regulation are increasingly highlighting the
link between generous programs (such as those provided in the Nordic
countries, or imagined by Gornick and Meyers) and the existence of
“we-feeling,” or solidarity based in perceived ethnic, “racial” and/or
religious homogeneity (Antonnen, 2002; Ferrera, 2006). This in turn
has been linked to practices of social closure, until recently at the
level of the nation-state. According to Maurizio Ferrera, who has
studied the intertwined development of welfare and citizenship bound-

aries in Europe, despite increased transnational movement of people,
capital, and ideas,

solidarity remains a national affair . . . Social sharing builds on ‘closure.’
It presupposes the existence of a clearly demarcated and cohesive
community, whose members feel they belong to the same whole and
that they are linked by reciprocity ties vis-i-vis common risks and
similar needs. (Ferrera, 2006: 2)

Modern welfare states of the “golden age”—the period in which
Scandinavians initiated pro-gender-equality leave policies and devel-
oped public services—enjoyed an alignment of redistributive bound-
aries with national territorial boundaries. In countries with extensive
social divisions, such as the US, not all citizens were in fact treated
equally, although this was the formal premise and promise of
post-Second World War national social benefits (see Glenn, 2002)

Increasing immigration also tests the limits of the citizenship-based
rgpdels of Europe (see Soysal, 1994; Williams, 1995; Joppke, 1998;
Siim, 2008). But clearly there is a deep challenge to any nationally
based utopia, such as Gornick and Meyers’ seems to be, once we
think globally (for which Hassim, for example, argues forcefully in
her essay in this volume).

While paying too little attention to differences among women (or
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b

& h s “ves.” Imagining utopian futures in Scandinavia, and in the US. The Nordic P
" | the answer 1s “yes. welfare model of excellent support for care and mothers’ employment |
“‘ was built on notions of class equality in the “people’s home,” with

- A CONTEXTUAL UNDERSTANDING OF FEMINISTS’ POLITICAL f gender equality as a secondary theme—and one which was not |
| GOALS constructed in opposition to ideas of gender differences (Jenson and ‘}
- , Mahon, 1993). These systems emerged—as did all the nascent welfare
‘ ‘ Let me conclude by briefly discussing an alternative approach to " states of the moderg era—frOfn a context in yvhi.ch support for soc.ial
- feminist politics and the feminist projects (some utopian, some not) fePf(.)dUCUOﬂ was infused W{th eugenic thmklpg; generous .soc1.al
K . . inly share many femi- provision was based on sharing within the nation, not outside its
o that emerge from such an analysis. While I certainly s y ] : : 0T ‘
L nist values with Gornick and Meyers and am favorable to some of boundaries (Koven and Michel, 1993). Nordic feminists, especially but |
s , ““ X . . . . . . _ - .
L their policy proposals, we differ on how to develop political goals, be ] not only within and in alliance with social-democratic parties, have
I
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succeeded in extending an originally gender-differentiated schem<?—
a set of policies with maternalist roots, which focused on allowm’g
working-class, employed women to be mothers—to encourage men’s
caregiving as well as allowing all women to “reconcile” motherhood
and employment (Ellingsaeter and Leira, 2006). Thus, the near-term
political goals of those who would extend this project look a lot like
Gornick and Meyers’ “utopian” policy institutions of equally shared
parental leave, more extensive services, and workplace reforms.? Bl}t
feminists have also raised issues concerning men’s greater power in
politics, the economy and personal life—problems that Fhey do not
think can be solved simply through equalizing leave-taking (see, for
example, Bergqvist, 1999; Borchorst and Siim, 2002). Ur.lquestionably,
some Nordic feminists are most concerned with equalizing men’s and
women’s time spent on care and paid work, but others hav§ developed
utopian visions that focus more centrally on empowering women
across spheres of life, and especially in politics. And F)ther feminists
have opposed equally divided parental leaves, resp‘ondmg to concerns
raised by women who do not want to give up their own le'ave time—
perhaps because they want to breastfeed for longq than six months,
perhaps because they fear the fathers of their children will not take
the leave (in which case total parental leave time would drop and
children would have to go to day care before the age of one or one-
and-a-half).? o
Nordic feminists are increasingly attempting to revise their thinking
about policies, politics and ultimate goals in the face of Fhe challe;nge
of diversity, dealing with the integration of ethnic minorities, especially
non-European immigrants (see, for example, Siim, 2008). They do
not yet agree on how their generous systems can change to accom-
modate newcomers, nor on how much such newcomers—often from
non-Western countries—should be asked to change, especially in terms
of their gender and familial practices. Here we see Scandinavi.an
versions of the difficult debates about the veil, sex-segregated schooling
and the like that have roiled continental Europe and Britain, and are
far from resolved. Gender and family practices have been part of what
defines the “we” of the West, especially in contrast with the Islamic,
immigrant “Other,”, and yet feminists have commi’tmen.ts to developing
a more inclusive feminist utopia, and policy institutions to support
it. To say that this poses political difficulties is to put it.mildly.
Diversity also has another face in the Nordic countnes——‘that of
the demand for greater citizen “choice” with respect to services and
care arrangements, which has been forwarded across the developed
welfare states by “third way” and “recalibrative” projects, and connects
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in complicated ways with the increasing social diversity of these societies.
In combination with demands for fiscal cutbacks, these demands for
wider options have helped to shift policy across the Nordic coun-
tries—even in Sweden—towards “cash for care,” in which citizens can
“cash out” the cost of public services (Borchorst and Siim, 2002;
Berven, 2005; Ellingsaeter and Leira, 2006). It is usually mothers rather
than fathers who have opted to take the cash and stay at home, and
this reflects a class gradient. As is the pattern across most Western
countries, well-educated women pursue life patterns that converge
most with those of men of their own class (tales of “opt-out revolu- !
tions” notwithstanding), while less-educated women tend to make 1
greater accommodation to care, and diverge more from men with s
similar educational levels. Feminists are divided on how to respond: ]
Keep pushing for greater involvement of fathers in care, even if it
means less time for mothers who may want it? Or support women’s 1‘
and men’s options to decide, but attempt to make the choices about
at-home care versus employment more “real” by insisting that cash-
\

for-care policies be accompanied by guaranteed rights to spots in

child-care centers?? Cleatly, contrasting utopian visions animate these

different positions—symmetry versus choice and “difference,” to put

it too simply. And in either case, there is a challenge to maintain and

broaden solidarity while accommodating diversity in all its guises.
What about the US? First, it is important to stress that the US is

not an “exemplar of limited government intervention,” as Gornick

and Meyers claim (this volume: 6), but that the modes of “intervention”

have differed importantly from the European model, with an emphasis |

on regulation rather than social provision (Orloff, 2006; Weir et al.,

1988). We do not confront a blank slate, or simple lack of gender

policy, in the US as opposed to well-developed “women-friendly” poli-

cies in Scandinavia, but a distinctive alternative gender regime

(O’Connor et al., 1999). US versions of feminism, path-breaking across |

many areas, have been influential in building this gender regime. The

considerable influence of US feminisms, in both policy and the broader

culture, is all too often forgotten when we focus on the obvious fail- ‘

ures—like getting paid parental leave or publicly supported child-care

services. One thinks of developments in our theories of sexuality and

gender, the practice of queer politics, or the development of “body |

rights,” among other things (Shaver, 1993). And the US is a leader, ‘

not a laggard, in removing discriminatory occupational barriers—

getting women into many masculine blue-collar occupations and the

top tiers of management and the professions, including academia

(Cobble, 2004; Charles and Grusky, 2004); in developing public reme-
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dies for sexual harassment (Zippel, 2006), and, in the Family and
Medical Leave Act, developing an understanding of caregiving needs
that extends beyond mothers and children. The leave is not paid, and
this is clearly a huge problem. Yet we should not ignore the fact that
the leave is available to men and women for a very broad range of
caregiving needs, and not limited by a maternalist or “reproductionist”
logic.

What is inescapable, from any analytic engagement with actual
feminist politics and theorizing in the US, is that political actors
favoring gender equality or the abolition of “patriarchy” do not agree
(and have not agreed) on questions of gender difference and “same-
ness” (or “symmetry”), and that they have enunciated a rather wide
variety of political goals. Thus, for example, in the early twentieth
century, many feminists in the US (as in Europe) imagined a maternalist
utopia—one in which, based on motherhood, women might be
resourced and recognized by the state with allowances and services
that would empower them within still-patriarchal households and
allow them, sometimes, the capacity to live independently of male
relatives (Koven and Michel, 1993; Pedersen, 1993). In other words,
these political actors proceeded from an assumption of gender differ-
ence, and did not aspire to symmetry in men’s and women’s partici-
pation in care and paid work. Rather, they sought “equality in
difference.”? Maternalist visions have remained surprisingly resilient
in the contemporary period, even as they have often been revised in
a de-gendering direction, from supporting motherhood to supporting
care). In other words, the goal becomes sustaining caregivers generally,
and not mothers specifically, although there is often an assumption
that most caregivers are and will continue to be women, and that
most women will be caregivers. (Again, this may or may not be
combined with support to the employment of caregivers.)

Something like “gender symmetry”—a utopia premised on women’s
and men’s similarities, and the goal of “halving it all”—has been a
perennial favorite among some US feminists, to be sure. It has affinities
with the broader demand for gender neutrality encouraged by the US
legal-political framework. Gender neutrality has been a wedge against
entrenched privilege in many occupations and educational institutions.
In the judicial arena, far-reaching anti-discrimination laws, affirmative
action programs, and hefty jury verdicts against employers convicted
of sexual harassment have broken (or at least begun to crack) glass
ceilings. American women occupy professional and managerial posi-
tions in much greater numbers than their Swedish (or other European)
counterparts. But the shortcomings of this essentially liberal vision
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are well known. It is difficult to find ways to incentivize care by men
through negative liberties, and it has been more common for feminist
political actors to stress the opening of women’s vocational oppor-
tunities, which can be accomplished through legal regulation and the
removal of state-sanctioned barriers.?* Moreover, as social liberals
have long pointed out, one may have formal rights but lack the
resources with which to enjoy them. While formal “rights to choose”
are well established in the US, the resources to enable people to make
choices between viable alternatives are often lacking, particularly for
poor women and women of color—thus, we have rights to abortion
but not to the material resources either for the medical procedure
itself or for bearing and raising children (O’Connor et al., 1999).
Contemporary feminists who recall the maternalist visions of early-
twentieth-century women’s movements have pushed in the direction
of offering greater material support to disadvantaged women; for
example, Dorothy Roberts (2004) calls for policies that will support
“economic freedom” for such women (see also the essays in Mink,
1999, which deal with these concerns in the context of the US, following
welfare reform). This is especially important given that anti-natalist
purposes have often motivated social policies targeted at poor women.
The inequalities with which they are most concerned are those of
race and class, which deny some women the option to be domestic,
or to perform their own caregiving as they see fit. The proponents of
this kind of feminist utopia seem relatively unconcerned with gender
symmetry.

In the diversity of radical and reformist (as well as “traditional”)
visions that have inspired US feminists, we see the reflection of the
broader culture. American society is distinctive among the developed
countries for its heterogeneity and its high levels of inequality.
Meanwhile, the US social policy regime is notable for the prominent
role of the private provision of services, and the importance of private
sources of income to citizens’ and residents’ well-being. These features
of political life reinforce the multiplicity of life situations, not simply
inequality. Understandings of the good life in the US vary widely,
including with respect to ideals about family and gender relations.
This is partly the result of great ethnic and religious diversity, with
people from every corner of the earth among the current US
population—a fact only intensified with the most recent waves of
immigration. It also reflects long-standing religious, political, and
ideological divisions, and the liberal-pluralist institutional compromises
fashioned to accommodate them.

If there is merit to be found in the liberalism of American policy




148 GENDER EQUALITY

and politics—and I think there is—it is in its respect for the different
visions of the good held by members of the polity, that is, in pluralism.
This is not to argue, as many “political liberals” do, that policy can
ever be fully neutral with respect to people’s choices about how they
live their lives. It cannot. Indeed, Rob Reich (2002) argues that citizens’
participation in liberal and pluralist societies requires a certain level
of autonomy—meaning capacities to make decisions about one’s life—
that undermines the authority and cohesion of groups that depend
on obedience and hierarchy; he further contends that this should be
understood and supported more explicitly than is typical among US
political liberals. But certainly there can be greater and lesser levels
of respect for all kinds of differences, and for notions of citizenship
that embrace cultural multiplicity. As compared with its European
counterparts, the US features greater levels of support for diversity,
without having yet reached pluralist goals of toleration and respect.
Given the variety of religious, social, and cultural norms we expect
to exist in our societies, we cannot expect a single ideal or policy
model to appeal to them all. This is not an argument for relativism,
but for respectful and democratic engagement among citizens with
differing views of the good.

Where, then, are we US feminists left with respect to envisioning
alternative futures that can animate democratic and gender-egalitarian
politics? As I have been arguing, the sheer facts of diversity, of all kinds,
speak against a gender-egalitarian utopia founded on gender symmetry.
Gender symmetry expects and presupposes too much similarity across
politically and socially significant groups in their gendered life goals
and the political demands that might respond to these. It is a utopian
vision deduced from an abstract analysis of gender in the rich democ-
racies; the associated imaginings of gender interests for particular
institutional way stations are comparably deracinated. Let me underline
that, while I am not inspired by the utopian vision of gender symmetry,
I am very much in sympathy with Gornick and Meyers’ dedication to
finding policy solutions to the dilemmas of combining care and paid
work in ways that contribute to gender equality. But I advocate a different
path toward resolving these very real dilemmas.

In this essay I have emphasized questions of “difference,” but not
because I think we should articulate a utopia based on valorizing,
resourcing and reinforcing gender and cultural differences. Rather, I
believe that feminist political projects should begin from our policy
and political history; in the specific case of the contemporary US,
this means that feminists must reckon with popular beliefs in, and
investments in, gender differences of various kinds, and the multiplicity
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of their expression across cultural divides based on geographic
location, “race,” ethnicity, religion, and all the rest. We need to find
ways to articulate egalitarian visions that can appeal to many different
kinds of people, not all of whom embrace the standard feminist version
of the good put forward by Gornick and Meyers. This is all to say
that I do not believe it is possible, or desirable, to articulate a full-
blown alternative utopia to counterpose to Gornick and Meyers’
vision. Nevertheless, I can sketch out some ideas for how one might
move forward in the contemporary US context.

The radical vision of opening opportunities for women—all kinds
of women, and men denied access to advantaged positions in employ-
ment and elsewhere—has characterized large swaths of organized and
popular feminism. It is sometimes accompanied by demands to open
familial and care “opportunities” to men, to move toward something
like gender symmetry; but at other times, the logic of expanding
choice in the face of diverse situations and demands has prevailed,
while the goal of making men’s and women’s lives more alike has
been sidelined.” Given the character of gender relations, in which the
category of “woman” (and gender) has varying levels of salience at
both individual and collective levels (Riley, 1988), we will wait in vain
for a final resolution to “sameness or difference” questions, and must
be prepared to wrestle with gender forever. Thus, I suggest that our
motto be “Open possibilities for men and women, remove policies
and practices that impede choices,” continuing the best aspects of
past feminist practice in the US: removing obstacles to women’s (and
men’s) freedom, and providing resources for a democratically selected
range of options.

I hope it is clear that such a vision could inspire feminist political
action around issues of care. Indeed, if I were not something of a
political pragmatist, this orientation would lead me to advocate a
citizen’s wage, or participation income, which could cover the exigen-
cies of care, as well as allowing people to fulfill other needs and aspi-
rations. But (unlike many advocates of basic income, citizen’s wages
and the like) I would insist that such payments be coupled with
strengthening efforts to develop and open “non traditional” training
and employment opportunities for women, to upgrade the conditions
and pay of care workers in the US and elsewhere, to encourage men’s
caregiving, and to develop better public and private care services. This
ensemble of policies would facilitate a variety of arrangements with
respect to employment, care and other important activities. Yet I believe
that, in the contemporary US, gender-egalitarian policy reform starting
from the premise of adult employment is far more likely to succeed—
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thus, I can see political promise in all the policies I have enurperated,
save a citizen’s wage itself! However, this is a different discussion than

the one allowed by the “real utopias” framework (although I do pursue .

it elsewhere: see Orloff, forthcoming).

Democracy is critical to our politics, both as means and end. The
designers of polices that support social reproduction, care and employ-
ment, and that regulate these spheres, must be accountable to demo-
cratic constituencies. This is not to say that “anyth‘ing goes” as'long
as people “freely choose” it: we must decide collectlv.ely what lel 'be
supported through public means, given legal protections to minority
rights. There is no political obligation on fen}lplsts to support every
possibility. Calculations of economic and political .fee}s.lblhty, as.v.vell
as normative desirability, enter here. Within the multiplicity of political
and policy possibilities, feminists can and should argue for thgse t.hat
empower women, that give them more freedom to Flefme their lives
and to engage in the political decisions that de.fme and support
collective ends. But we must expect agonistic political debat.e among
ourselves and others over how this will be understood—this cannot
be fixed in advance or settled for all time. The continuing, constitutive
paradox of feminist politics—that we must both accept and r.efuse
difference, as Joan Scott famously put it—precludes any ultimate
decision in favor of either “symmetry” or diversity. Our present-day
goals and our utopias will be created politically, and anew, as long
as there are feminists and democracy.

NOTES

1 Tagree with Hassim (in this volume) that the spatial, political and social
limits of the proposal deserve greater scrutiny.

2 1 have argued that these comparisons have been far too i{lﬂl?enced by
“Swedophilia,” and that we need a more comprehensive appreciation of Fhe
advantages as well as failures of existing US gender policy (as I. offer with
colleagues in O’Connor et al., 1999)—but that is not the subject of our
concern here. . .

3 Thanks to Julia Adams for illuminating conversations on this point; she
convinced me that the concept of “interests” brings in its wake too much
accreted semiotic baggage, especially from its Marxist past, thereby th.wartir'lg
any attempt to set it free from understandings of politics as determined (in
the last instance of course) by “material” forces.

4 1do believe that historically specific institutional legacies make certain
policy approaches likely, possible, or impossible—this is at least partly a
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matter of politics, as these legacies create, reinforce, or alter definitions of

problems, understanding of patterns of coalitions and enmities, and sets of

institutional capacities (Weir et al., 1988), while conditioning the way actors
claim the right to name themselves (Jenson and Mahon, 1993). In short,

“policy creates politics”—or, at least, helps to do so.

5 See Fraser (1990) for an influential statement of the contextualized and
conflictual construction of what are understood to be “needs” or even, in
some instances, “rights.” Haney (2002) explores the “invention” of certain
sorts of needs and subjects (for example, the “needy,” or “mothers”) in post-
socialist Hungary, and further specifies a theory of the political and cultural
construction of needs, rights and identities.

6 It is not entirely clear how one would measure progress toward gender
symmetry, which is not particularly well-defined. Does it depend on 50/50
informal care and employment splits by all heterosexual couples? Most
couples? What about singles or gay couples or other familial or household
arrangements? Or should it be measured in the aggregate?

7 Although they mention “equal opportunities” in employment, they do
not outline policies that would regulate equal treatment on hiring and wages
and prevent hostile environments, sticking only with the regulation of working
time. I return to this point below.

8 Gornick and Meyers claim there is widespread agreement that the Nordic
countries, plus France and Belgium, constitute a “coherent cluster.” I think
this misreads the evidence. Yes, they all have strong elements of public
provision for children’s care, but that does not extend to other features of
their gender policy models, nor does it reflect similarities in the political
forces that brought these services into being (see, for example, Kremer, 2007;
Lewis and Ostner, 1995; Pedersen, 1993; Jenson and Sineau, 2001; Mahon
1993). Specialists on the Nordic countries further insist that gender and family
policies are actually becoming more distinctive within the cluster, as right or
liberal parties put their stamp on policy (see, for example, Fllingsaeter and
Leira, 2006). Sweden has been the principal exemplar of policies said to foster
dual-earner/dual-caregiver households, yet in the most recent elections it has

joined the other Nordic countries in embracing “choice” (usually meaning
the right to cash out the cost of public services into an allowance to support
mothers’ work in the home for a year or two), and with it, continuing gender
differences in care and employment patterns. Yet note that, even before the
most recent policy changes, Sweden, too, has featured plenty of continuing
gender differentiation in work and care patterns (Ahlberg et al., 2008).

9 Gornick and Meyers are also motivated by concerns of developmental
psychology about children’s well-being, mainly American in origin, but they
have rebelled against a common prescription of thar US literature (which is
usually quite distinct from feminist analysis)—to support mothers’ withdrawal
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from employment. Sweden, as a source of policy inspirationT gave them a:
way to respond to worries about care without losi‘ng the emphaéls on n?otbers
employment, and allowed them to fashion a credible set of policy institutions
for promoting dual-earner/dual-caregiver households. . o

10 Perhaps this also reflects the direct influence of “dlffere.nce feminism,
which has characterized feminism in the developed world since the 1980s;
this certainly influenced Fraser (1994).

11 This literature is vast. Key works on care in political and legal theory
include Tronto, 1993; Sevenhuijsen, 1998; Kittay, 2002, Fineman, 1995, 2004;
Young, 1990. Germinal scholarship linking social [.)rf)vmon, gender, care and
employment includes Land, 1978; Lewis, 1992; Williams, 2001; Jenson,1997;
Koven and Michel, 1990; Gordon, 1990, 1994; Fraser and Gordon., 1994,
Hobson, 1990; Knijn, 1994; Cass, 1994. Let me also note, sipce Gormck‘ and
Meyers do not, that 1 have been involved in developing thl.S scholarship as
well and I cannot here do it justice, but I have reviewed it elsewhere (see
Orloff, 1996, 2005; O’Connor et al., 1999). . . .

12 Recall that Gornick and Meyers, too, understand the “dissolution of th”
gender division of labor” as a prerequisite for their utopia of “gender symmet.ry.
This strikes me as unproblematic if we are speaking of the usual undefstandlngs
of utopia, but more troublesome if we are speaking of “real” utopias.

13 As Adams and Padamsee describe a similar set of analyses, these works

begin from the premise that

social position—analytically independent of and prior to consciousness—
generates ideas and even identities. The latter are simply assumed. to be
aligned with actors’ positional interests and precon?eptual experiences.
Further [it is assumed that] these identities apply not ]u.st to an aggregate
of people with the requisite demographic characteristics, but. that these
actors form a natural group and that their actions can be interpreted
accordingly. (Adams and Padamsee, 2001: 13)

14 I'wonder about several things. Are they refraining from propos.ing policies
targeting masculine privilege out of a political calculation that thlS' would l?c
counterproductive, pushing away potential allies among men, particularly in
the unions and social-democratic parties that have been such important players
in expanding social policy in the Scandinavian—and 1n'd.eed Europeal.l——
context? Do we see here, then, a bit of a concern about political and practical
feasibility? Or are Gornick and Meyers simply assumi.ng that we already ha.ve
policies flowing from an understanding of masculine interests in oppm;tumty
hoarding (to use the rather bloodless term favored by some theorists of
inequality) or worse? They would be partially right about the US (aflc'l, to a
lesser extent, other English-speaking countries); yet these sorts of policies are
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rather less developed in other countries (see also Zippel’s contribution to this

volume). Or do they think such policies are unnecessary?

15 In Scandinavia, to date, the complete equalization of leaves between
men and women has been blocked, partly because of concerns about breast-
feeding (Ellingsaeter and Leira, 2006).

16 Much feminist analysis has been concerned with the power of social
location to shape our political ideas, but here I do not want to make the
standard “standpoint” critique of Gornick and Meyers. The problem is not
that Gornick and Meyers have proposed a set of policies that somehow flow
from self-interest based on their social location, and that might contradict
the interests of other, “worthier” women. Rather, it is that they present their
vision as something other than politically and historically contextualized.
But their program—Ilike any other—will have to contend with other visions
of gender equality, or other political and social goods, that women as well
as men might embrace.

17 1 am grateful to Linda Zerilli for first raising this question in conver-
sation, and continuing to discuss its implications with me.

18 Indeed, some recent research on contemporary North American men
who are primary caregivers (Doucet, 2006) finds that these fathers do not
see themselves as “mothering,” but fathering. Perhaps we should not worry
about what they call it, as long as they are engaged in providing care. Yet it
seems to me that, politically, the differences in terminology and in identifi-
cation will matter.

19  Certainly feminism can—and has—emerged in non-Western contexts,
but as the protagonists themselves insist, it takes on context-specific forms;
and it remains an open question how much any sort of feminism presupposes
some kind of autonomy and individualism.

20 Iceland has recently introduced what might count as a “real-utopian”
parental leave policy: each parent receives a three-month leave entitlement,
and a further three months is available for couples to allocate as they wish.

21 Morgan’s essay, in this volume, deals with these issues.

22 Arnlaug Leira (personal communication) has suggested that Finland
comes close to assuring this choice.

23 It is important to note that some maternalist, gender-differentiated
visions accepted mothers’ employment, while others did not (Pedersen, 1993)

24 This has not stopped women from fantasizing about getting men to
do more housework, however.

25  Gornick and Meyers, too, are concerned with expanding the resources
available to women and men of all income levels, reflecting their social-
democratic orientation. Indeed, they take on arguments that the policy
package of leaves, services and work-time reduction will impede choice
by saying that, in fact, it will allow more options as compared to the lack
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of provision currently obtaining in the US. But here they are simply
defending a set of policies against the status quo, not adjudicating between
different visions of utopia. They do not define their utopia in terms of
choice.

26 Whether respect for diversity and generous systems of social provision
can coexist has not yet been demonstrated, either in the diverse but non-soli-
daristic US, or in solidaristic but not yet diversity-accommodating European
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Social Policy Principles Applied
to Reform of Gender Egalitarianism
in Parenthood and Employment

Peter McDomnald

The principal objective of Gornick and Meyers’ paper is to specify a
social policy regime that would support gender egalitarianism. The
policy regime they propose has five main thrusts.

The first is six months’ paid parental leave for each parent upon
the birth of a child, with 100 percent replacement rates (with a high
cap), and with benefits being non-transferable between parents. The
leave can be used flexibly (taken at any time, taken as part-time on
a pro-rata basis) over an eight-year period, but with substantial
notification periods required for employers. The leave would be
financed by a new social insurance fund with contributions by
employers and/or employees. Premiums would not be experience-
related at the enterprise level. The government would not contribute
financially to this scheme, but would set up an employment referral
agency to help employers with temporary absences. The second is a
reasonable number of days each year of paid, casual leave for caring
purposes, paid from the social insurance system and available to all
workers, not just parents. The third relates to work hours (standard
full-time work hours of between 35 and 39 per week and a standard |
work-year of 48 weeks). i

\
\
|

The fourth thrust is that all employees would have the right to
flexible or shorter hours, subject to the agreement of their employer.
Employers could refuse on business grounds, but refusal would be
subject to government review. Small businesses would be excluded.
All part-time work would be subject to pro-rata benefits. Finally, the
fifth thrust covers affordable, quality early childhood education and
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care. The amounts of care are not specified beyond “limited” amounts
of infant care, “modest” amounts of toddler care (for one- and two-
year-olds) and “more extensive” care for three- and four-year-olds.
Eighty percent of the cost (uncapped?) would be met by government,
and the remaining 20 per cent would derive from fees subject to an
income test (dropping to zero cost for the poorest families). There would
be a choice of the type of arrangement and of caregiver. This would
be associated with the adoption and enforcement of standards of care.

In this discussion of the Gornick—Meyer proposals, I begin with a
specified set of social policy principles associated with the potential
policy areas affected, and discuss the proposed gender-egalitarian poli-
cies against these principles. Along the way, the relevance of other
policy areas is addressed. The principles to be considered are the
following: institutional versus individual-level explanations of
outcomes; gender egalitarianism versus gender equity; family support
policy based on horizontal equity; family support policy based on
vertical equity; child development; labor market efficiency and business
profitability; a lifetime perspective; simplicity and transparency; fiscal
responsibility and affordability; political and cultural acceptability,
including multicultural considerations; feasibility, in the sense that it
is not revolutionary, but builds on or modifies existing institutional
arrangements.

INSTITUTIONAL VERSUS INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL EXPLANATIONS
OF OUTCOMES

The authors correctly take an institutional approach to the explanation
of behavior, but might have been more explicit about this. Often,
academic work in this policy area is based upon individual econometric
analysis within one national policy setting. Such research usually fails
to point out that, in a different policy setting, behavior might also be
different. Clearly, people make their individual decisions in the shadow
of the opportunities and constraints that apply in their particular
context. Also, it is difficult for people to imagine a different institu-
tional context—unless they have some experience of it. [ have argued
strongly that the differences in fertility rates between advanced
countries are determined by institutional differences, not by differences
between individuals (McDonald, 2006). Indeed, it is not uncommon
to find in this area of behavior that relationships at the individual
level are the opposite of those at the national level. For example,
fertility tends to fall with increases in employment participation when
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individuals are the unit of analysis, but to rise when countries are the
unit .of analysis. It is likely that a similar result would apply to the
relationship between fertility and gender equality.

GENDER EGALITARIANISM

A movement for gender egalitarianism must confront the argument
that men and women are different, and that exact equality should not
be the expected goal. This objection is inevitable when it comes from
right-wing conservatives who rue the passing of the male-breadwinner
model of the family and blame all of society’s ills upon its passing.
However, the opposition becomes more powerful when it is respectable
intellectual research that argues that men and women are different
(for example, Brizendine, 2006) or that motherhood is different in
character to fatherhood (for example, Anne Manne, 2005).

It is useful to think of gender egalitarianism in terms of equity
rather than equality. Gender equity can be defined as follows:

In the gender equity model of the family, there is income earning work,
household maintenance work and caring and nurturing work, but
gender has no relationship to who does which type of work. The gender
equity model does not imply exact equality between the man and the
woman in any heterosexual couple, rather than that specific roles are
not determined on the basis of gender. (McDonald, 2000a: 3)

Gender equity derives from an evaluation of the fairness of a society’s
gender system from the perspective of rights: social, political, economic
and reproductive. Gender equity as the basis for reform leaves room
for individual couples to make their own arrangements, so long as
this takes place within a context of equal rights and equal resources
in relation to the making of decisions. In contrast to gender equity,
gender equality refers to symmetrical or identical outcomes between
men and women, as groups. In other words, gender equity refers to
equality of opportunity, whereas gender equality refers to equality of
outcome.

A principle of neutrality in relation to gender and the work arrange-
ments of the two parents does not privilege one gender or one division
of labor over another (division of labor is addressed in a later section).
In practical terms, neutrality can be achieved by the attaching of bene-
fits, as far as possible, to children rather than to their parents: the
existence of a child of a given age triggers the entitlement to the
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benefit. The Gornick—Meyers proposals are quite consistent with the
neutral, gender-equity approach. In particular, the paid leave entitle-
ment of six months for each parent represents a strong statement of
gender equity, in that the same opportunity is provided to each parent
but neither is forced to use it. This is more in keeping with gender
equity than the approach of some Nordic countries, where couples
have an entitlement of twelve months leave, but where that is reduced
if the father does not use at least three months of the leave. In these
Nordic countries, the rules are gender-specific.

On the other hand, there is an argument that it would be more
equitable to provide the full twelve months of leave to the couple 50
that they can work out the sharing arrangement that best suits their
personal circumstances (without the Nordic “use it, or lose it” arrange-
ment). This may be the case particularly where there are differences
in eligibility entitlements between the father and the mother. If the
mother has no entitlement but the father does, maybe she should be
able to use some of his entitlement. Gornick and Meyers do not
discuss eligibility, and I shall return to this topic below. There is also
an argument that the couple, with full bargaining strength on both
sides, may decide that, at this point in time, there is value in investing
in the career of one or the other. This may be the outcome of the
past history of their relationship, and of their careers or intended
futures. They may even take the view that full mother care (including
breastfeeding) in the first year is in the best interests of the child.
Should they be prevented from making these decisions by the parental
leave being non-transferable? Of course, the reason that Gornick and
Meyers do not propose this approach is that we do not live in a
utopian world. For most couples, both sides do not have equal
bargaining rights, and the effect of providing twelve months of shared
leave would be that fathers would take none. In a sense, this is a ques-
tion of just how utopian social reformers are willing to be. Gornick
and Meyers are utopian enough to provide leave entitlements to each
parent, but not to allow them to make their own decisions about how
this leave might be shared between them.

FAMILY SUPPORT POLICY (HORIZONTAL EQUITY)

Gornick and Meyers do not mention the principle of horizontal
equity—recognition of the additional costs for those who have children
compared to those on the same level of income who do not have chil-
dren. The Gornick—Meyers focus is upon comparisons between men
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and women, rather than between persons with and without children.
Here, the horizontal equity principle could be used to justify both of
the major aspects of the Gornick—Meyers policies: paid parental leave
(as income replacement) and child care (as recognition of the costs
of children). The horizontal equity argument is underpinned by the
proposition that children have a social value. Most people without
children are willing to provide some of their taxes for the support of
the next generation.

Another consideration is that the provision of horizontal equity
measures at the workplace level (higher benefits to parents than to
non-parents) may lead to employers’ discriminating between parents
and non-parents in their reward systems (salary, promotion, career
development). The resulting system would then provide individuals
with incentives not to be parents. It is also not unusual at the workplace
level for those without children to see themselves as doing more work
for the same pay when those with children have more leave. Again,
an emphasis upon the social value of children is the best way to
promote such policies to those who do not have children.

FAMILY SUPPORT POLICY (VERTICAL EQUITY)

This is perhaps where I should address the “loose ends” of the paid
parental leave scheme: who contributes to the social insurance scheme,
and how much do they contribute? Gornick and Meyers say that
contributions will be made by employers and/or employees. We must
first settle the “and/or” question: Is it “and” or is it “or”? If the answer
is “and,” what are the relative contributions of employers and employees?
How are the premiums set? Do employees contribute a fixed amount
or a percentage of salary? What is the percentage? Is the benefit contin-
gent upon length of contribution, or only upon current salary level?
Will a parent on a low salary who has been contributing for ten years
receive a smaller payment than one on a higher salary who has been
contributing for one year? The answer seems to be “yes.” Would this
be seen as fair in the US institutional context?

Are contributions made by or on behalf of all employees, including
those who will never have a(nother) child? Does a person continue to
contribute after he or she has had the child? If no, there is a consid-
erable incentive to have the baby as early as possible after contributions
commence. If yes, will 55-year-old workers agree to a scheme where
they can expect to receive very little from the large contributions that
they would make? Or, do we start the scheme with a cohort of new
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entrants to the labor force? Are contributions made by or on behalf
of casual employees or those employed only for short periods? How
long will an employee (and/or the employer) have to contribute before
he or she is eligible for the benefit?

What happens when a person has been out of the labor force and
has a break from contributions before returning? What happens when
the parent is no longer employed but has made contributions in the
past? What happens when no contributions have ever been made in
respect of a new parent? What happens if a parent returns after a
first child at a part-time salary level and then has a second child? Is
the leave for the second child paid at 100 percent replacement of the
part-time wage only? If so, is this not a disincentive to engage in part-
time work after the birth of the first child, or an incentive not to have
a second child?

Can “sweetheart” deals between an employer and an employee be
prevented? Because the employer does not actually pay the benefit (it
is not experience-related), an employer eager to retain a high-profile
employee may make a deal to increase the employee’s salary in advance
of the birth, so that the parental leave payment will be higher. The
quid pro quo would be a solid-gold guarantee of the return of the
employee to the same employer after six months. What happens to
the entitlements of those who are already entitled to receive paid
parental leave under existing employer-funded arrangements?

These are all annoyingly practical questions that will have to be
addressed in developing the parental leave policy. Furthermore, the
answers to these questions are fundamental to issues of vertical equity.
If, for some of the above reasons, there are people who are ineligible
to receive an entitlement or a full entitlement, then, there will be
circumstances in which neither parent is eligible, or where only one
parent is eligible (or receives a low payment). For second or further
births, the incongruous situation could arise in which the father is
eligible but the mother is not, because she has been out of the labor
force caring for other children.

It seems, although this is not specifically stated, that the fund is a
public fund. The actuarial risks of the fund are therefore borne by
the government—that is, by the taxpayer. Many of the above problems
could be ameliorated to some extent through government provision
of a base level of parental payment available to any parent. The
employer—employee premiums would then raise this base to 100 percent
of salary level for six months. This base-level support would also tend
to underwrite the viability of the scheme.

Many of the problems described above relate to the apparent
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separation of benefits from contributions. The proposed scheme is a
defined-benefit scheme. Issues of vertical equity can arise when a
person receives a very large benefit (as high as $75,000 per couple)
for very little contribution, while another person receives little or no
benefit after making considerable contribution (for example, a person
who has contributed for ten years but is not employed at the birth of
the child). Because of inequities such as this, and because of the actu-
arial risks, defined-benefit schemes are now going out of favor. An
alternative approach, where the government bears all risk, is an income-
contingent loan system. Under this arrangement, the parental leave
payment is made by the government as a loan to the parent, who then
repays the loan across their lifetime through an additional percentage
impost on income tax (Chapman, 2006). A subsidized interest rate
applies, and incentives for early repayment can be provided. This is
the way in which individuals fund their higher education costs in
Australia. The advantage of this type of approach is that individuals
can spread the temporary costs of the eatly years of childrearing across
their subsequent income-earning lifetimes. Alternatively, combining the
two approaches, the income-contingent loan from government could
be at a fixed-base-rate paid to every parent upon the birth of a child,
while, as suggested above, the employer—-employee premiums would
then increase this base to 100 percent of salary level. Potentially, the
base payment could be tied to the twelve weeks of leave already
available to new US parents through the Family and Medical Leave
Act. The Australian government is now providing a payment (not a
loan) in respect of all new births that is equivalent to twelve weeks
of the minimum wage. This can be considered as equivalent to a
nationally funded twelve-week paid maternity leave at a base rate.
Despite all protestations, this payment has not led to an increase in
births among the “wrong’ people”—teenagers and the poor.

There are also vertical equity issues in relation to the child-care
proposal. If parents are able to choose their own form of care and the
government funds 80 percent of the cost, those who can afford really
expensive care (a live-in, highly educated nanny) will stand to benefit
enormously. Ironically, at zero cost as proposed by Gornick and Meyers,
poor families could also have the expensive live-in nanny: For three- to
four-year-olds, it would be much simpler to set up a free and universal
early childhood education system for, say, twenty hours per week. New
Zealand has recently done this, and there is considerable political
pressure in Australia to achieve the same goal. Then, in relation to child
care, we are talking about only the additional hours of child care for
three- to four-year-olds, as well as the unspecified hours at younger
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ages. The current tax deductibility arrangements in the US provide
some relief from these costs. Is this enough? Gornick and Meyers

would say no. First, their scheme is much more generous (outside the

free ECEC for three- to four-year-olds) than current tax deductibility.
Also, tax deductibility does not create a quality child-care system, a
goal of the Gornick—Meyers proposals. But it is clear that Gornick
and Meyers need to give greater consideration to what types of child
care will be supported, and to the issue of funding caps. At the 2004
Australian election, the coalition government hurriedly released a new
child-care policy that would have paid 30 percent of the out-of-pocket
expenses of parents for child care. Within a day of its announcement,
the policy was modified to exclude nannies. After the election the
policy was changed again, with the imposition of a cap of AU$4,000
per annum. The policy is still under attack for vertical equity reasons,
as the AU$4,000 cap is high enough to imply expensive child care only
affordable by the well-off.

In a footnote, Gornick and Meyers deal with single parents, allowing
them nine months of parental leave. There are questions about why
one parent should receive a longer entitlement than another. Why should
a child of a single parent be entitled to three months more mother-
care than a child in a two-parent family? Should non-custodial parents
have a right to parental leave? Should the eligibility of a non-custodial
parent be dependent upon agreement of the custodial parent (legally,
the answer is almost certainly yes) and/or upon a good child-support
payment record? Should a stepparent have a right to non-parental
leave? If so, how long does the relationship have to exist before the
stepparent is eligible? What happens with same-sex couples?

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Policy should be designed so that that it is consistent with good child

~ development goals. In keeping with this principle, the Gornick—Meyers

parental leave policy provides access of the child to both parents in
the child’s early years. It would support at least six months of breast-
feeding and mother care in the first six months of the child’s life,
provided all mothers are eligible. If a woman in casual employment
had no entitlement to parental leave, she might have to return to work
at a time that was detrimental to the child’s development. The three
days of casual leave for caring purposes would help when children
were sick. In Australia, this form of leave has been extended to ten
days per annum for all employees. Rights to part-time work or flexible
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working hours also enable parents to arrange their work lives more
appropriately in relation to the needs of their children, and these are
included in the Gornick—Meyers proposals.

Could child development goals be better served if parents were able
to transfer their rights to parental leave between each other? There
are two answers to this: yes and no. Circumstances can be envisaged
where it would be in the child’s best interest to be cared for by one
parent rather than the other. This would be the case, for example, if
one were not a particularly good parent. It might also be the case if
the child had some particular chronic need for care that was better
provided by one parent than the other. On the other hand, it is not
a very large step from these arguments to concluding that mothers
are always better parents than fathers. In passing, there is another
point to be made here. In general, societal arrangements surrounding
young children tend to be mother-focused. Mothers® groups, for
example, are generally not at all welcoming of pioneer father-care-
givers, particularly when the conversation resolves around breast-
feeding and women’s bodies. In moving to a greater level of father
involvement in the early years of the child’s life, it is not only leave
provisions that need to be changed.

In relation to child care, Gornick and Meyers propose the adoption
and enforcement of standards of care. The child-care system is under-
specified in the proposal, and so it remains unclear exactly how
standards would be raised and controlled.

LABOR MARKET EFFICIENCY AND BUSINESS PROFITABILITY

Gornick and Meyers seem to be acutely aware of potential objections
to their policy proposals from employers. In the leave provisions,
substantial notification must be provided to employers. The social
insurance fund is not experience-rated. While this is designed to mini-
mize (negative) discrimination, as described above, it could promote
positive discrimination (sweetheart deals). The proposals could also
give rise to the promotion of systems of employment (casual, short-
term) or enterprise size (businesses broken into smaller entities) that
rendered workers ineligible to receive benefits.

To the extent that these policies enable parents to maintain their
attachment to the labor force during the early years of childrearing,
they promote labor market efficiency and business profitability. It is
important to argue that policies such as these are in the best interests
of employers and the promotion of the nation’s human capital.
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However, this is not an easy task. An attempt was made recently
in Australia to provide all workers with some of the entitlements
that Gornick and Meyers propose (the right to part-time work, to
flexible or negotiated working hours) through the Australian Indus-
trial Relations Commission (the industrial court system). The
proposals were opposed by employer organizations and the govern-
ment, but were supported by the decisions of the Commission.
However, before workers could take advantage of these new rights,
the Australian government changed the industrial laws so that these
rights did not apply, and stripped the Commission of much of its
influence. Many other rights were also lost through this new legis-
lation. The moral here is: don’t underestimate the opposition. Selling
these proposals to business will be a difficult task. Businesses begin
with the premise that any restriction upon their employment prac-
tices will destroy their profitability. One could expect that the single
most problematic Gornick—~Meyers reform for employers will be the
simplest: the specification of 37.5 hours as the standard full-time
working week.

A LIFE-COURSE APPROACH

A reform agenda should be based on the proposition that families
have lifetime strategies based on notions of their likely lifetime income
streams and career objectives. Most young couples expect to have a
relatively reduced income stream when they have very young children,
but they also expect that their income stream will increase as the
children get older. For this to happen, parents must maintain their
human capital and their attachment to the labor force. The accumu-
lation of human capital by both men and women, but especially by
women, prior to the birth of the first child has been the driving force
behind the delay of first births in most advanced countries. When
they become mothers, women want to be assured that, during the
period of more intensive care for the child, the family income will be
adequate and that, after this period, they will be able to return to the
labor force. This implies an intensification of government and societal
support in the early years of the life of the child. The Gornick—Meyers
proposals are very much in keeping with this life-course perspective.
A potential exception, already discussed, is that the ability to transfer
leave between parents might, in certain circumstances, have better life-
time outcomes for both parents. There may also be scope to make
use of income-contingent loans that enable people to transfer income
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from their more affluent later years to the years when their incomes
are reduced because of child-care activities.

The life-course approach is also relevant at the population level,
through intergenerational accounting. In broad terms, societies fund
children, and hence their parents, so that the children can become
earners who can be taxed to provide support for the next generation
of children and for their parents’ generation at older ages.

SIMPLICITY AND TRANSPARENCY

To be understood by the electorate, policy programs need as far as
possible to be simple and transparent. The principles here are that
people should know their entitlements, that they should have a simple
means of obtaining their entitlement, and that their entitlement should
not change with every dollar change in their income, every additional
hour they work, or according to a myriad of other terms or conditions.
The achievement of these aims involves a tax-transfer and child/parent
benefit system that has largely neutral effects as people change their
incomes and workforce participation. Complexity also involves high
administration costs, when that money would be better placed in the
hands of parents. A transparent system enables parents to determine
their entitlements with ease in advance of their decision-making.

It is too early in their development to state whether or not the
Gornick—Meyers proposals pass this test. There are still many impor-
tant questions to be answered regarding the operation of the parental
leave and child-care policies.

THE FISCAL PRINCIPLE

Any reform must be within the capacity of the country and employers
to pay. We can be certain that, ultimately, this principle will be imposed
upon the reformer. Thus, cost must always be in the forefront of our
considerations. Ultimately, the costing of proposals is absolutely essen-
tial. The detail of the costing exercise can also unearth problems that
were not previously considered. Of course, the more complex the
policy is, the more difficult it is to cost—another argument for
simplicity. These policies carry a dollar cost to employers. To reveal
the actual cost will have a positive impact if it is relatively small, and
if it can be argued to be outweighed by the benefits. The underwriting
of the leave proposals and the direct budget costs of the child-care
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proposals each represent a cost to government. How much will this
be, and will the US government be comfortable about adding this cost
to its already considerable budget deficits?

POLITICAL AND CULTURAL ACCEPTABILITY

It is also obvious that any proposed policy must be broadly acceptable
in political terms. It is inevitable that governments must engage in
public discussion about these issues in order to achieve political accept-
ance. Only about 3 percent of electors will become parents in any
year, and that percentage is falling as the population ages. Of those
who become parents in any year, most will have done so without these
policy initiatives—that is, despite our views, many are accepting of
the impacts upon them of present policies. Thus, the policy program
will be immediately and directly relevant to only a very small
percentage of voters. The implication from this is that, beyond its
immediate beneficiaries, governments will have to convince a broad
range of voters that the policy reform is warranted.

The US is a massively diverse and heterogeneous country. For
example, its diversity of values is much greater than in Australia, even
though, proportionally, twice as many of Australia’s population were
born in another country. Diversity of values makes the political accept-
ance of reform more difficult. Selling Swedish policies in Sweden is
straightforward because of its ethnic and cultural homogeneity; selling
(Swedish-style?) policy in the US, however, is a much more difficult
proposition, because of its diversity of values.

PRACTICAL FEASIBILITY

Aside from cost and political acceptability, new policy is easier to
implement if it is not revolutionary—that is, if it builds on or modifies
existing institutional arrangements. If the new policies undermine
existing administrative structures and existing benefit structures for
some people, they will be opposed; if they require major new admin-
istrative infrastructure, again there may be practical difficulties; if the
new policy ovetlaps with state and federal responsibilities, it will be
much slower to implement because more political players are involved.
My sense is that the paid parental leave provisions are radical, and
that there is a lot more work to be done on them before they will
appear to be feasible in practice.
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Government-funded child care also raises the issue of which level
of government will pay for it, and which level will deliver it and/or
monitor its quality. If the child care is provided largely by the private
sector, how are the fee levels to be controlled if the scheme provides
a government refund of a percentage of the fees? Is the government
component of the fees to be paid to parents or to the center?

IMPACTS OF THE GORNICK-MEYERS POLICIES UPON
FERTILITY

Gornick and Meyers assert that the policy proposals they make will
support US fertility at a desirable level. The emergence of very low
fertility rates in many advanced countries has been attributed at least
in part to the gender inequities that would be addressed by the
Gornick—Meyers proposals.

The theoretical argument (McDonald, 2000a, 2000b, 2006) is that
the progress of gender equity has been variable across social
institutions. As individuals, women have been able to progress rapidly
in the institutions of education and employment. In most advanced
countries today, young women are more likely to be enrolled in higher
education that young men. It is not uncommon for more than 60
percent of university students to be women. In a growing number of
occupations, young women are able to compete equally with young
men so long as they are willing to provide extended hours of work
and to give absolute priority to the demands of their workplace.
However, social institutions that are related to family life—the family
itself, the tax-transfer system, and employment conditions (as distinct
from employment itself)—have been slow to adapt to the changes that
have affected women as individuals. The consequence has been that
women have a clear understanding that their personal aspirations will
be severely curtailed if they have children. Survey evidence indicates
that most young women (and young men) still aspire to having children,
but for many women the choice between work and family is a highly
problematic one. The gender inequity consists in the fact that there
is no such choice for young men.

This theoretical argument has been largely accepted in Europe,
where it is evidently the case that countries with low levels of gender
equity in social policy have very low levels of fertility (under 1.5 births
per woman in all southern European and all German-speaking western
European countries). On the other hand, those countries that have
gender-equity policies of the type proposed by Gornick and Meyers
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have relatively high levels of fertility (between 1.7 and 2.0 births per
woman in all Nordic countries, and all French-, English- and Dutch-
speaking western European countries). Most European countries with
very low fertility are beginning to implement gender-equity policies
(McDonald, 2006).

Does very low fertility matter? In the short term, fewer births mean
lower costs both for families and states. Thus, a continually falling
birth rate, even to a very low level, will lead to higher living standards.
The principal short-term negative effect of very low fertility is not
economic, but psychosocial. It can be regarded as an unhealthy social
trend if those who would otherwise have children do not do so because,
in their view, society is not organized in a way that would make it
easy to do so.

In the longer term—after around twenty-five years—very low
fertility leads to sharp falls in the size of the labor force, at the same
time that the population from the baby-boom era is reaching old age.
It also means that the age of the labor force itself increases with a
falling supply of younger workers. There is an argument that young
workers play a key role in economic development because, with each
generation of new technology, they tend to be its assimilators. In other
words, very low fertility leads to a future demographic crunch.

The US fertility rate remains relatively high without the
implementation of the policy regime that Gornick and Meyers
propose, so it could be argued that this regime is not required in the
US to support fertility. However, US fertility has been kept at a relatively
high level for reasons that do not apply in other advanced countries,
and may not continue in the US into the future: the continued high
fertility of certain ethnic groups, especially Mexicans; the continuation
of developing-country fertility levels in some US states, especially in
the Southwest; the very early childbearing and inefficient use of
contraception in the US. It remains the case that vast numbers of US
women, especially those who are more highly educated, face the same
gender-equity issues that have led to very low fertility in other advanced
countries. There is a strong argument that US policy should consider
the needs of these women.

It is indeed preferable to create new policy directions in a utopian
way—particularly policies that are as fundamental and important as
these. Gornick and Meyers have done an excellent job in this regard,
and I am a strong supporter of the principles behind their policies.
However, good ideas can founder on matters of detail and implemen-
tation. This is an area in which, for good reason, scholars are often
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less eager to deal. The next stage might be to set up a commission
to examine the feasibility of implementing their menu of policies.
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Democratizing Care*

Jobanna Brenner

As long as we are talking utopia, we might consider moving beyond
the social-democratic welfare state and the family/household as the
major institutions for organizing care. Given that proposals for
anything like the Nordic welfare state system are already “off the
charts” in the current US political climate, to envision even more
radical change may appear to take us well outside the bounds of a
“real utopia” project. Certainly, the reforms proposed by Gornick and
Meyers are important and to be supported. However, I want to argue
for going further toward socializing and democratizing the organiza-
tion of care over the life cycle. At their most developed, social-
democratic welfare state programs attempt to make the family/
household workable by expanding public responsibilities for early
childhood education and care (freeing parents from having to carry
that labor entirely themselves) and subsidizing parenthood, especially
in the early years of life, so that parents can withdraw temporarily
from the labor force. Shorter working weeks, as Gornick and Meyer
propose, provide parents more time to carry out the everyday tasks
of care throughout children’s growing-up years. These programs are
meant to lighten the burdens on the household and redistribute those
that remain, so that both men and women can be equally responsible
for the work that still must be done.

Although these policies do socialize some of the responsibility for
caregiving work, they leave in place the family/household as the major
institution for organizing care. Relying on the family/household for

* 1 am most grateful to Janet Gornick, Marcia Meyers, and Erik Olin
Wright for their very thoughtful comments on this paper. Many thanks also
to Bill Resnick for helping me think through these issues.
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the work of care limits possibilities for moving toward gender equity
and undermines social solidarity, especially under conditions of relative
scarcity. Further, although it is certainly possible for work/family poli-
cies such as paid parenting leave to gain more political support than
they have now, I would wager that significant gains in this area will
require broad and powerfully mobilized social movements. Under such
circumstances, we ought to be ready with workable alternatives that
will inspire and motivate people to join such movements and take
advantage of the possibilities for radical reforms that they open up.

I offer two strategies for transcending the family/household system
and the social-democratic welfare state by socializing responsibility
for care and democratizing care-providing institutions. First, [ explore
cohousing communities—a more collective form of living that
broadens and democratizes the group of people sharing the work of
care. Second, I explore democratic and participatory forms of organ-
izing public services, and consider how these might engage both care
workers and those dependent on their care (for example, parents of
young children, families of elders, elders themselves) in mutual
governing relationships. Collective, democratic, and participatory
institutions expand the possibilities for gender equity at both an indi-
vidual and group level. Many studies of women’s participation in
democratic decision making, particularly at the local level, demon-
strate their increase in confidence and leadership skills and, often,
changes in their expectations about gender relations in personal life.
In the practice of deliberative decision making, under supportive
conditions, participants learn to present their own needs and interests
in relation to those of other individuals and the larger group. Through
the deliberation process, individuals are often compelled to reevaluate
their own interests in light of what they learn about others, and in
consideration of what will work best for the group as a whole (Fung
and Wright, 2003; Mainsbridge, 2003). The deliberative decision-
making process opens up an arena for questioning inequalities in
life situation, providing an opportunity for both men and women to
interrogate men’s privileges. The culture of radically democratic
institutions values equal participation and holds the group responsible
for ensuring this occurs, so that it is not left up to women as individuals
to fight for their place at the table. Democratic practices certainly do
not in themselves challenge the gender divisions of labor which are
at the heart of gender inequality. But they create a far more favorable
ground on which women can press their claims for men to share more
equally the burdens and pleasures of care. More indirectly, radically
democratic institutions organizing care work expand the ground for
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gender equity because they support the deepening of social solidarity.
Social solidarity, in turn, underlies political support for the kinds of
programs Meyers and Gornick propose. It is true that a sense of
common purpose and group connectedness within a workplace or a
neighborhood is never automatically generalized to a larger collectivity.
On the other hand, the highly individualized institutional relations
within which the family/household carries out its responsibilities for
care work, and in which family members are forced to negotiate within
their workplaces and households around who is going to take up that
work, tend to reinforce rather than counter individualistic striving,
Collective forms of living and working at least push in the opposite
direction.

COHOUSING: A REALISTIC ALTERNATIVE TO THE FAMILY
HOUSEHOLD

Even two-parent families face barriers to achieving gender equity
because the burdens on the household remain quite extensive. Shorter
working weeks will help, but are not sufficient to manage the workload.
Inevitably there is a poor fit between the demands of market work
and the time needed for care work in the houschold. (If we were to
include elder care in this discussion, the time burdens on families
would be even more onerous.) For all the reasons we already under-
stand, women take up this work much more than men do. Even in
Sweden, the country where the proposed reforms are most developed,
families must still provide high levels of care work; women are much
more likely than men to engage in part-time work; and gender segre-
gation in occupations and across sectors remains very high. It is true
that the gender wage gap in Sweden is far narrower than in the US.
But, because women are much more likely to work part-time, Swedish
women’s overall incomes are lower, and differences in the time that
fathers and mothers spend on care work compared to wage work
continue to be quite large (Thornqvist, 2006). Further, although single
mothers do not sink into abject poverty in social-democratic welfare
states, lone parenting is difficult enough that it cannot but have a
coercive effect on mothers’ choices about staying in relationships.
Cohousing offers promise, because adults share caregiving in
reciprocal relationships among an extensive group of people. Co-
housing combines individual living units with a central common space.
Housing is designed to maximize social interaction, while also
providing individual privacy. Cohousing members are expected to

~
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share responsibilities for organizing collective life, serve on commit-
tees, and participate in decision making. They are fllso exp‘ected to
participate in community meals, although how this is organized, Fhe
frequency of the gatherings, and the intensity of expected partici-
pation varies across communities. A large, comfortable space that
can accommodate the whole community for meals and social
gatherings is at the heart of cohousing. The common house can
include, in addition to a dining room and kitchen, a children’s space,
a library, recreation room, meeting rooms, a workshop, an off{ce,
shared laundry facilities, and guest accommodations (allowing
individual units to remain relatively small, because visitors can stay
in the common facilities. ,

The modern cohousing movement emerged in Denmark in the early
1970s, and is most developed there. From that beginning, cohousing
has spread to the US, Canada, Australia, Sweden, New Zealand, the
Netherlands, Germany, France, Belgium, Austria and elsewhere. The
first cohousing community in the United States—Muir Commons in
Davis, California—was completed in 1991. Currently there are 101
completed cohousing communities, and another 122 are in the plan-
ning stage or under construction.! They range in size from 7 to 67
residences, with the majority containing between 20 and 40 households.
Although in the past cohousing groups envisioned a multigenerational
community, elder co-housing has recently emerged as a more collec-
tive alternative to the typical retirement community.?

Studies on cohousing residents find that participation in neighbor-
hood activities and reciprocal helping are much higher than in their
previous housing situation (Williams, 2005). Cohousing seems to be
especially beneficial for households with children, because.parerhlts
(whether single or coupled) have expanded resources for dealmg with
their care responsibilities—built-in child-minding, help when chlldr'en
or adults are ill, and so forth. Community members can easily estabhsh
relationships with the children living there if they want to, and this
seems to happen—although it is generally not a requirement of
membership (Wann, 2005). Single parents benefit particularly, not only
because there are more adults to help care for children but also because
shared tools and common facilities (such as laundry rooms) reduce
individual outlays for consumer durables, and make available otherwise
unaffordable resources—for example, workout space or office equip-
ment (Williams, 20035).

At the moment, participants in the US cohousing movement are
middle class, even relatively affluent. But co-housing is not inevitably
a middle-class privilege. In Denmark it also began as a middle-class
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movement, and those who wanted to build cohousing communities
faced skepticism from financial institutions and the government. Legis-
lation passed in 1981—the Cooperative Housing Association Law—
made it easier and less expensive to finance cohousing. Today,
cohousing in Denmark has broad support and, most importantly,
government programs have made it more affordable and available to
modest-income households. By 1994 there were already ten rental
co-housing communities in Denmark, financed with government-
sponsored loans (Milman, 2001). In the US, recent local experiments
have broadened access to cohousing. Strategies for opening cohousing
to working-class people include government subsidies, sweat-equity,
and internally generated loans. In Boulder a cohousing development
was built using multiple resources: Habitat for Humanity built four
homes, nine were financed by the city’s affordable housing program,
and twenty-one are market-rate (Orelans, 2004). Common Ground,
in Aspen, Colorado, is exclusively comprised of permanently afford-
able units, and was built on land provided for free by the city and
with construction costs subsidized by the county (Bader, 1998). The
inclusion of rental housing along with owner-occupied units has also
emerged as a strategy for incorporating people who cannot afford a
home down payment into cohousing communities (Ferrante-Rose-
berry, 2002/03). Bank lending rules are a major obstacle to combining
rental and owner-occupied units, but could be overcome through
government subsidies and alternative financing sources (Wann, 2005).
These initiatives demonstrate the possibilities for incorporating co-
housing into nonprofit community development, and even public
housing programs. Currently, single-family home ownership is
promoted by federal government programs administered by local
housing authorities, nonprofit local community development organ-
izations, and national organizations. Cohousing experiments could
be encouraged by these institutions through public programs and
public subsidies, rather than being available only to those who have
the money to make the substantial private investments necessary to
create co-housing projects.

Cohousing appears to combine many of the positive aspects of
earlier communes, while avoiding the forced intimacy and lack of
privacy that seems to have been a principle source of destructive
conflict. Cohousing communities also have their share of conflicts;
however, over time the cohousing movement, drawing on the extensive
experimentation in and experience with consensus process over the
last decades, has developed governing structures and decisional
practices that seem quite workable (Christian, 2001). Living and
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decision making that are more collective require pegple to develop
various kinds of personal skills, and learning these skills has become
part of the generalized culture of the cohousing movement (Daub,
2005; Renz, 2006a, 2006b; Wann, 2005). .

While the suburbs continue to expand and individual American
homes have become gigantic, a counter-movement.within the US
appeals to the desire not only for greater community but a!so for
economic and environmental sustainability. Cohousing, eco-villages,
and, in more mainstream venues, the “new urbanism,” express a
willingness to reduce individual living space in return fpr more
convivial, walkable, neighborly, public space. Cohousing interests
me particularly because it requires and produces l.evels of d.emocra.tlc
participation, individual capacities for dehberauop, and innovative
structures that lay the basis for broader democratic community. Of
course, left to themselves, cohousing groups can be pgttlcularlstlc and
insular. But as part of a broader movement for social change, t}}ey
offer not only a model for collective engagement in the work of caring
for ourselves and others, but also the dense social networks that are
the basis for grassroots political projects (see, for example, the ways
in which women’s extensive neighborhood ties arising from reciprocity
and shared labor historically laid the ground for many different klnds
of community-based movements). The communal spirit that motivates
cohousing could also be mobilized in building a movement for public,
universal early childhood education and care. (qu an example ‘of
cohousing communities as the catalyst for a local environmental justice
movement, see Wann, 2005).

The limited research on cohousing available in English has not
explored gender relations in the communiti.es or w.ithin hougeholds.
However, accounts of participants’ experiences in cohousing are
full of comments by women, and women are often the public
tepresentatives of cohousing communitie.s. Women seem to be
completely engaged in the decision—rr%a.kmg process, and many
report satisfaction with their growing ability to negotiate contention
and conflict. When difficulties over participation and the fulfillment
of work obligations are discussed, neither men nor women are
singled out as more problematic. In terms of work for the cohousing
collective—gardening, cooking, cleaning the common hou.se, and
so on—it seems that the division of labor is not particularly
gendered, though this conclusion is based on sparse and anecdotal
evidence. Whether women’s engagement in participatory governance
has translated into a more equitable gender division of labor at
this point remains an open question.
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DEMOCRATIZING THE ORGANIZATION OF PUBLIC CARE

One of the challenges of advocating for publicly provided services,
including caregiving, in the US is the widespread concern about “free
riders” and suspicion of government. Nonetheless, these negative atti-
tudes coexist with an appreciation (albeit sometimes sentimental) for
the value of community. A potential for social solidarity exists, even
if it is overwhelmed by individualistic striving within a highly compet-
itive and insecure political economy. But does the social-democratic
welfare