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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—ir 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 berween 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. Yer gender
inequality still persists, both in the family and in employment. Women
continue to bear a dispropertionate burden of family caregiving
responsibilities; they do most of the houseworlt; 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

i
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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 “Institurions
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-
carner/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.

PART I

An Institutional Proposal
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principal objective of Gornick and Meyers’ paper is to specify a
{4l policy regime that would support gender egalitarianism. The
icy egime they propose has five main thrusts.
he fixst is six months’ paid parental leave for each parent upon
ith of a child, with 100 percent replacement rates (with a high
p); and with benefits being non-transferable between parents. The
-an be used flexibly (raken at any tme, taken as part-time on
ta basis) over an eight-year period, but with substantial
ification periods required for employers. The leave would be
iced by a new social insurance fund with contributions by
ployers and/or employees. Premiums would not be experience-
ed ‘at the enterprise level. The government would not contribute
ally to this scheme, but would set up an employment referral
ency to help employers with temporary absences. The second is a
onable number of days each year of paid, casual leave for caring
poses, paid from the social insurance system and available to all
rs, not just parents. The third relates to work hours (standard
time work hours of between 35 and 39 per week and a standard
rk-year of 48 weeks).
The fourth thrust is that all employees would have the right to
xible or shorter hours, subject to the agreement of their employer.
mployers could refuse on business grounds, but refusal would be
ﬁbiect to government review. Small businesses would be excluded.
\lI'part-time work would be subject to pro-rata benefits. Finally, the
fth thrust covers affordable, quality early childhood education and
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.unit of analysis, but to rise when countries are the

care. The amounts of care are not specified beyond ¢ ¢+ is likely that a similar result would apply to the

of infant care, “modest” amounts of toddler care (
year-olds) and “more extensive” care for three- and foys
Eighty percent of the cost (uncapped?) would be mer by go
and the remaining 20 per cent would derive from fees subje
income test (dropping to zero cost for the poorest families), The

be a choice of the type of arrangement and of caregiver, ' and litarianism must confront the argument
be associated with the adoption and enforcement of standard, Nt of &° ere (:j%?fercnt and that exact equality should not
- . S d - women ar S :

In_ Fhls d:scussmz? of th'e Gorfuc%c Meyer - oposaf_s, I oal. This objection is inevitable when it comes from
specified set of social policy principles associated with goal- es who rue the passing of the male-breadwinner
. . i Fl
policy areas affected, and discuss the proposed gender- ' ng Q“-Scr\,’?m nd blame all of society’s ills upon its passing.
cies against these principles. Along the way, the relevance . }'ytizc:n becomes more powerful when it is respectable
policy areas is addressed. The principles to be considered gy oPP 0511 that argues that men and women are different
following: institutional versus individual-level explanation pearch dine, 2006) or that motherhood is different in

outcomes; gender egalitarianism versus gender equity; family Brizendine,

policy based on horizontal equity; family support policy - ) d litarianism in terms of equity
) . : . - :fal.to think of gender ega :

vertical equity; child development; labor market efficiency and . . - quality. Gender equity can be defined as follows:

profitability; a lifetime perspective; simplicity and transparency: an equality.

responsibility and affordability; political and cultural acceptah

including multicultural considerations; feasibility, in the sense ¢h

1s not revolutionary, bur builds on or modifies existing instity
arrangements,

beg

gender equity model of the family, there is income.carning work,

old-maintenance work and caring and nurruring work, lc)lut
r has 1o relationship to who does which type of work. The gen Er
odel does not imply exact equality between the man and the
1 any hererosexual couple, rather than that specific roles are
nmined on the basis of gender. (McDonald, 2000a: 3)

INSTITUTIONAL VERSUS INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL EXPLANA _
OF OUTCOMES

equity derives from an evaluati_on of the. fairne'ss_ of a s0c1ety-’5
ystem from the perspective of rights: §oc1al, political, economic
epro.'ductive. Gender equity as the basis for reform lcavels room
ndividual couples to make their own arrangements, fo ong as

kes place within a context of equal rights and equadrcsourc‘:fs
relation to the making of decisions. Ip contrast to gen e{) equ'l‘y},
or équa]ity refers to symmetrical or identical outcomes betweer

The authors correctly take an institutional approach to the expla
of behavior, bur might have been more explicit about this. Oft
academic work in this policy area is based upon individual economet
analysis within one national policy setting. Such research usually fail
to point out that, in a different policy setting, behavior might also.
different. Clearly, people make their individual decisions in the shadow ups. In other words, gender equity refers to
of the opportunities and constraints that apply in their particula and women, as Bro El) : s gender equality refers to equality of
context. Also, it is difficult for people to imagine a different ins of opportunity, whereas g

tional context—unless they have some experience of it. [ have atgu 1.n":ll.ciplc of neutrality in relation to gender and the work arrange-
strongly that the differences in fertility rates between advan e ' ot nder or one divisien
countgries are determined by institutional differences, not by differe LS of the two p Arents c'lc.\es Ilc;tiiglsil;gz dgcilrzsgs(;d in a larer section).
between individuals {(McDonald, 2006). Indeed, it is not uncomm abqr_-ovcr another (d;w‘smn ° b‘ hieved by the attaching of bene-
to find in this area of behavior that relationships at the individ ractical terms, 1?{:“trahtylc.?§ ear(;th er than to their parents: the
level are the opposite of those at the national level. For exam; ts, as far as pos?lgie’fto ! 1enre;1 e triggers the entitlement to the
fertility tends to fall with increases in employment participation wh stence of a child of a given ag




B

e

\‘@

\}%\&\%

165
164 GENDER EQUALITY PETER MCDONALD
benefit. The Gornick—~Meyers proposals are
neutral, gender-equity approach. In particul
ment of six months for each parent represe
gender equity, in thar the same opportunity
but neither is forced to use i, This is mo
equity than the approach of some Nordi
have an entitlement of twelve moenths leav
it the father does not use at least three m
Nordic countries, the rules are gender-
On the other hand, there is an arg
equitable to provide the full rwelve mo
that they can work out the sharing arr
personal circumstances (without the No
ment). This may be the case particula
in eligibility entitlements between the
mother has no entitlement but the fat
able to use some of his entitlement,
discuss eligibility, and I shall Ierurn to
an argument that the couple, with ful
sides, may decide that, at this point in
in the carcer of one or the other. Th
past history of their relationship,
fucures. They may even take the vie
breastfeeding) in the first year is
Should they be prevented from ma
leave being non-transferabl
Meyers do not propose t
utopian world. For mos
bargaining rights, and the
leave would be that father
tion of just how utopian

i nd without children.
quite consiéte her--th?p'.betwe-enipfg i?)r;sl;v ;;iluased to justify both of
ar, the paid.] ontal equity p 1{19;:_5’\46 ers policies: paid parental leave
1S a strong s, he Go:cllnc1 o che (as recognition of the coses
S provided to ¢, cplacemen g anl clit argument is underpinned by the
te in keeping._ with he horizontal €qu v ] value. Most people withourt
¢ countries, whex iildren bave a socta

vi ir taxes for the support of
onths op 1 provide some of their tax
onths of the jea

specific. :
ument that it woy|
nths of leave to ipg

deration is that the provision. of horizontal Eq:i:g
. workplace level (higher benefits o parents t arems
iiay lead to employers’ discriminating betx;v;:; pzamr
e g best ‘ents irt: their reward Systemsi ésaiiary, 2;3;156 ind;ﬂdua]s
rdic “use it, or loge j¢> e resulting system would ¢ C:Sllja! side individual
D here e ..dlff ives not to be parents. Itis also not le ok
fatter and the moth e without children to see t'hemsehveje ¢ doing more work
her does, maybe she g . hen those vith chlldrix?ld E:m e e A,
e and Meyers g upon the social value of childr

this ropic below, TH olicies to those who do not have children.
! bargaining strength o) .

time, there is value ip
is may be the outcor
and of their careers or ;
w that full mother care.

in the best interests of th
king these decisions by the pa
e? Of course, the reason that Gornick
his approach is that we do not:liy
t couples, both sides do not hay
cffect of providing twelve months of
s would take none. In a sense, this is
social reformers are willing to be.:€
and Meyers are utopian enough to provide leave entitlement
parent, but not to allow them to make their own decisions abo
this leave might be shared between them.

” aid
crhaps where I should address the “loose f.:ﬂdS of th(; p ‘
iy cheme: who contributes to the social insurance sc en}: X

25 ] i i s say that
’ bute? Gornick and Meyer
uchido they contri
. will be made by employers and/or _empigyees. We must
he “and/or” question: Is it “and” or is it “or”? If the zlmswel;
: tributi ees?
1t are the relative contributions of cmp_igyers ar;d e;np I(r)ly(r) eo?
premi es contribute a fixed a
reminms set? Do employe - e
e of salary? What is the percentage? Is the bcnelflt colntlép
e gth of contribution, or only upon current fsa ary e;rar;
sarent on a low salary who has been contributing for Len }l')
o i s been
maller payment than one on a higher sala“ry vih%v Oiid cen
buting for one year? The answer seems to be “yes.
as fair in institutional convext?
s fair-ini the US institutiona . _n
tributions made by or on behalf of all employees, mc.:iudl tg
will never have a{nother) child? Doc}s a pe;son f:onl:n;:zid
\fte hild? If no, there isa c -
after he or she has had the ¢ . con
ve to have the baby as early as possible after c:(;,ntnbutilc:;‘s:
i ree to a scheme w
equity—recognition of the additional ! f yes, w1ll- 55-year—9§d ?Orkegi :ir 10 @ scheme where
compared to those on the same level : . - expect to receive very litele romh Vith neibuions
e The Gormick ! - . . would make? Or, do we start the scheme

FAMILY SUPPORT POLICY {HORIZONTAL EQUITY)

Gornick and Meyers do not mention the principle of hor

costs for those who have ¢l
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enefits from contributions. The proposed §.cheme isa
ieme. Issues of vertical equity can arise when a
ery. large benefit {as high as $75,Q00 per couple}
Liribution, while another person receives little or no
king considerable conn;ibunon {for example, a person
ibured for ten years but is not employed at the birth of
auise of inequities such as this, and. because of the actu-
eﬁne’&—beneﬁt schemes are now going out _of fgvor. An
proach, where the government bears all risk, is an income-
oan system. Under this arrangement, the parental leave
ade by the government as a loan to the_ parent, who then
i across their lifetime through an addxFlonaF percentage
ome tax (Chapman, 2006). A subsidized interest rate
ncentives for early repayment can be provided. This is

entrants to the labor force? Are contributions made by s
of casual employees or those employed only for short peri
long will an employee (and/or the employer) have to contriby
he or she is eligible for the benefit? _'
What happens when a person has been out of the labo
has a break from contributions before returning? Whar happe
the parent is no longer employed but has made contributig
past? What happens when no contributions have ever §
respect of a new parent? What happens if a parent rety
first child at a part-time salary level and then has Secon
the leave for the second child paid at 100 percent replac
part-time wage only? If so, is this not a disincentive ro engag
time work after the birth of the first child, or an incentive not
a second child? '
Can “sweetheart” deals between an employer and an em
prevented? Because the employer does not actually pay the
Is not experience-related), an employer eager to retain a }ug
employee may make a deal to increase the employee’s salary.in
of the birth, so that the parental leave payment will be hi:
quid pro quo would be a solid-gold guarantee of the reti;
employee to the same employer after six months. What
the entitlements of those who are already entitled to ree
parental leave under existing employer-funded arrangement
These are all annoyingly practical questions that will: hay
addressed in developing the parental leave policy. Furtherr
answers to these questions are fundamental to issues of vert a
If, for some of the above reasons, there are people who are:
to receive an entitlement or a full entitlement, then, ther
circumstances in which neither parent is eligible, or wher
parent is eligible {or receives a low payment). For second
births, the incongruous situation could arise in which the fat
eligible but the mother is not, because she has been out of the
force caring for other children. :
It seems, although this is not specifically stated, that the fun
public fund. The actuarial risks of the fund are therefore Bozrn
the government——that is, by the taxpayer. Many of the above pr
could be ameliorated to some extent through government:
of a base level of parental payment available to any par
employer—employee premiums would then raise this base to 100.p
of salary level for six months. This base-leve] support would als¢
to underwrite the viability of the scheme. :
Many of the problems described above relate to theiap

e ternporary costs of the early years of_ childrearil}g.across
quentincome-earning lifetimes. Alternatively, combining the
oaches; the income-contingent loan from government cogld
<ed-base-rate paid to every parent upon the blrt}.l of a child,
goested above, the employer—employee premiums would
his base to 100 percent of salary level. Potentially, the

spect of all new births thar is equivalent to twelve wecks
mum wage. This can be considered as equivalent to a

reialso vertical equity issues in relation to the child-care
f parents are able to choose their own form of care and the
nt:funds 80 percent of the cost, those who can afford reali}f
care (a live-in, highly educated nanny) will stand to benefit
sly: Tronically, at zero cost as proposed by Gornick and Meyers,

ar-olds, it would be much simpler to set up a free and universal
childhood education system for, say, twenty hours per week. }}{ew
nd has recently done this, and there is considerable polmc_ai
sure in‘ Australia to achieve the same goal. Then, in relation to child
- are talking about only the additional hours of child care for
o four-year-olds, as well as the unspecified hours at younger
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ages. The current tax deduct

i ves more
| ble parents to arrange their work 1
1b1I1ty arrangements e .

. ¢he needs of their children, and these are
some relief from these costs. Is this enough? Gornjck: ation:to e sl |
would say no. First, their scheme i much more genergy; ornicl Meyeais roposals. i€ parents were able
free ECEC for three- to four-year-olds) than current tax doj; ddevelopment goema1 e e others _Ther;
Also, tax deductibility does not create a quality child-¢4 g Jhts to par B L e e be envisage
goal of the Gornick-Meyers proposals. But it is clear ¢ e; %g,s o Cioumsancsc b e
and Meyers need 1o give greater considerati . et Fle i %f
care will be supported, and ro the issue i .__other. (11 ol B e be the case it
Australian election, the coalition govern -arncq}a'rlyigoci hr% o oo dhat was better
child-care policy that would have paid 3 Cif T s 7
expenses of parents for child care. With cpaied o e e a7
the policy was modified to excl (ep from these argfathers' e conclding hat anOtber
i S e e . societal arrangements surrounding
per annum. The policy is st re. In generztiwr_focused. ngements susroundine
iR 2 o T ct))teainaii welcoming of pioneer father-care-

in tHe I al

of funding caps
ment hurriedfy refes
0 percent of the o
in a day of itg annb_un‘
ude nannies. Afrer the: elec
with the imposition of 1 cap of A
ill under attack for vertical equj
enough to imply expensive child ¢

me.

affordable by the well-off,

.nerally. n . reast-
: ' ‘ mc.x_:?il}}’len the conversation resolves aroundfbf ol
Ina footnote, Gornick and Meyers dea] with sing] : ) .’Wbodies In moving to a greater level of fa
them nine months of parental leave. There are questions a - fEnS.

he carly years of the child’s life, it is not only leave

hi be changed. -
ﬂ rgﬁ?dtgare Gornick and Meyers propose the adoption
tod )

hild-care system is under-
@ ' dards of care. The cf

d the eligibility of a non-custedis ment :ta‘;al and so it remains unclear exactly how
i s g ehildsg) '(zirl))c II‘)aiSf:d and controlled.

i nths more
care than a child in a two-parent family? Should non-custodia

have a right to parental leave? Shoul
parent be dependent upon agreeme

$ PROFITABILITY
| NCY AND BUSINES
stepparent is eligible? What happens with same-sex couples? RKET EFFICIE | e
M. ers seem to be acutely aware of potlcnnal ob;e-ctix;)ns
> In the leave provisions,
licy:proposals from empl?yers. s
_Oilf_i}"g ragon must be provided to em?loyefs. ’I;ihe soini_
: n?lt{slimt experience-rated. While this is demgnled to rIr:‘1 o
o) iminati ibed above, it could pro
ing with this principle, the GornickFMeY - cgative). discnmmanon},l asr tdgsecar{;c Ti O e ccld aloo
| . iminati thea . _
parental leave policy provides access of the child to both paren gc_immanoni(s:(e)? e e mplosment (Casu.a%’ shohrt
the child’s early years. It would support at least six months of brea to the P.K:zi(;z O(businesses s of employment (casual short
feeding and mother care in the first g CIPIISE SIZE i nefits. .
provided all mothers are eligible. If a e heible 10 i bi’le S
had no entitlement to parental | . + xtent that these pog cis cn:;c e;_;ly s 0 manin i
. ; ent:to the labor force during . e
3:1E;?Z:i‘j:I"‘vl’:zvie;(x;mlent_al ote labor market efficiency ami'l1 bus:;z?; p:fle irability. 1 1
we);c sick. In Australia rtg?smflz)gr rtant.gd argue that policnes.such ?st; :S::ation’s Ny
days per annum for all {;mpfoyee 0 e D otion

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Policy should be designed so that that it i
development goals. In keep

purposes would help when child
m of leave has been extended ¢
s. Righes to part-time work or flexib
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However, this is not an e
tn Australia to provide al

asy task. An ALempt was mgq
that Gornick and Meyers |

| worl i
" kers WIth_ some of the
bropose (the right to part.g;

[ore affluent later years to the years when their incomes

“of child-care activitics.
; ch is also relevant at the population level,

flexible i

or negotiated worki

. ork o

trial Relations Commissilng I’?}urs) through the Australiag : domal

i Ressions Com (the induserii] coure syoy n : 18 erational accounting. In broad terms, Societies fund
e their parents, 50 that the children can become

by empl i
oyer organizati
ons and | | |
4 be taxed to provide support for the next generation

ment, bur wer
Hona o8 befori ‘S‘;.(Iiiol’t‘ed by the decisions of the Copi: l
Howres i s coul] e advareage of . ommi nd for their parents’ generation at older ages.
government changed the industria] | o ..
aws so ¢

rights did not a i
pply, and stripped the Commission of o

influence, M i .
any other rights were also lost through thim' 1 s

iatiOli. Ille mnor al hﬁre is: dOIl r UIIdCIE tIIIlate the 01)!)()3]!!
s on
thESe pIOPOSEiIS to bHSInﬂSS W III be a dlfflcult

: l‘&StI‘lCthl’l LIpOIl their Cl‘npl() ;
ment

inderstood by the electorate, policy programs need as far as
¢ 'simple and transparent. The principles here are that
1d know their entitlements, that they should have a simple
~Meyers reform for employers wil| ning their entitlement, and that their entitlement should
will b . with every dollar change in their income, every additional
ork, or accordingto a myriad of other terms or conditions.
hievement of these aims involves a tax-transfer and child/parent
system that has largely neutral effects as people change their
ks and workforce participation. Complexity also involves high
{étration costs, when that money would be better placed in the
yds of parents. A transparent system enables parents to determine
ir entitlements with ease in advance of their decision-making.
L {60 early in their development to state whether or not the
Meyers proposals pass this test. There are still many impor-
<tions to be answered regarding the operation of the parental

“child-care policies.

most problematic Gornick
s1mpl.est: the specification
working week.

A LIFE-COURSE APPROACH

children get older. Fo
human capita]
lation of huma

r this to happen,

. parents r intain tk
and their attachment to fore, The 18

the labor force. The accumy
nd women, but especially |

FISCAL PRINCIPLE

y reform must be within the capacity of the country and employers
pay; We can be certain that, ultimately, this principle will be imposed
n the reformer. Thus, cost must always be in the forefront of our
iderations. Ultimately, the costing of proposalsis absolutely essen-
he detail of the costing exercise can also unearth problems that
not previously considered. Of course, the more complex the
y is, the more difficult it is to cost—another argument for
mplicity. These policies carry a dollar cost to employers. To reveal

actual cost will have a positive impact if it is relatively small, and
f 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 _

be, and will o Spresent 4 cost to government. How much .+ funded child care also raises the issue of which level
> e US government be comfortable ab ol ey i d which level will deliver it and/

to its already considerable bu dger deficits? abour addip ent v;ll.:i:ga);l fmiq 1{(3 and whic -?ed iWI le ;jver hlt and/or

: ; sality. If the child care is provided largely y the private

ve the fee levels to be controlled if the scheme provides

POLITICAL AND ' fund of a percentage of the fees? Is the government
CULTURAL ACCEPTABILITY : ' se fees to be paid to parents or to the center?

Itis i
in pi;isgczflw:()us Eh?t any proposed policy must be brog
erms. It is inevitable th
e ds - at govern
ublic ) ) g ments
Sﬂce gislcussgon al;out these issues in order to achieve politica]
- Unly about 3 percent of el : ala
electors will bec ' .
year, and that percentage is falling as th OME parents iy ' . .
who become parents in any year, most 'iel EOPUlatlon ages. Of and Meyers assert that the policy proposals they make will
N wi e Y :
policy initiatives—that is desp;te o 1l have done so withour fertility at a desirable leve_l. The emergence of very low
the impacts upon them OE ur views, many are accepiin ates in many advanced countries has been attributed at least
will be immediately alqdp;?sentlpohc‘es- Thus, the policy prg he gender inequities that would be addressed by the
irect r e, . :
percentage of voters. The implic }; EI?’ant to c?;ily a very. s yick—=Meyers proposals. ‘
immediate beneficiaries cove rl; ma lon from this is tha, beyo yretical argument (McDonald, 2000a, ?.OOOb, 2006} is that
range of voters that zhe’ policy refonts ‘f‘”” have to convince a ress of gender equity has been variable across social
The US is : . rm 1s warranted. s, As individuals, women have been able to progress rapidly
a massivel il ;
example, its diversity of v::] le(?rse 2 sistitutions of education and employment. In most advanced
u ) - . o
though, proportionally, twic: Z;Sl;n uch gfreate: thfm in Australia; ey, oday, young women are more likely to be enrolled in higher
born in another countr)’f- Diversit ?“Y of Australia’s population ‘wer tion that young men. It is not uncommon for more than 60
ance of reform more difficult SY I(}' values makes the political accepé 1t of university scudents to be women. In a growing number of
straightforward because of its éthf'mg (;5 wedish policies in Swedey i cupations, young women are able to compete equally with young
{Swedish-style?) policy in the USHE an cultgral homogeneity; sellin nso long as they are willing to provide extended hours of work
it owever, is a much s ive absol iority to the demands of their workplace
proposition, because of its diverc: > ¢n more diffi ive absolute priority to mands ir workplace.
it L . AN s ;

? s diversity of values. _ . - cver, social institutions that are related to family life—the family
¢ the tax-transfer system, and employment conditions (as distinct
PRACTICAL FEASIBILITY mployment itself)—have been slow to adapt ro the changes that

: v ffected women as individuals. The consequence has been that
Aside from cost and political 1 have a clear understanding that their personal aspirations will
. C TN . . . . . - . .
implement if it is not re'\rqutia acceprability, new policy is easierito everely curtailed if they have children. Survey evidence indicates
; onary—rthat is. if it s &l . . . )
existing institutional arrange:;ii}y tIl;ar is, if it builds on or modifies hat most young women (and young men) still aspire to having chllc_iren,
existing administrative structu ts. h ﬂ.ie'new policies undermine ut for many women the choice berween work and family is a highly
some people, they will be o esdal.l existing benefit structures stoblematic one. The gender inequity consists in the fact that there
. . Is) . . . . o .
Istrative infrastructure, agaiﬁpth?; s if they require major new admi no such choice for young men.
new policy overlaps with state anednfléléz bclpracncal [c)iifficulties; if the his theoretical argument has been largely acceplted in fELU:ope,
eral responsibilities, it will be here it is evidently the case that countries with low levels of gender
3 [+ o Y < g
quity in social policy have very low levels of fertility {under 1.5 births
woman in all southern European and all German-speaking western
ropean countries). On the other hand, those countries that have
ender-equity policies of the type proposed by Gornick and Meyers

dly accep f
niust e['_]g"a F: THE GORNICK-MEYERS POLICIES UPON

n

L

nd heterogeneous couner
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have relatively high levels of fertility (between 1.7 and Z-O-bi
woman in all Nordie countries, and al French-, English- angd
speaking western European countries). Most European courigy
very low fertility are beginning to implement gender-equj;
(McDonald, 2006. :

Does very low fertility matter? In the short term, fewer bjg
lower costs both for families and states. Thus, a continually
birth rate, even to 2 very low level, will lead to higher living ¢
The principal short-term negative effect of very low fertil
economic, but psychosocial. It can be regarde

d as an unhealg
trend if those who would otherwise have children do not do sob
in their view,

society is not organized in a way that woyld
easy to do so.

In the longer term—after around twenty-five years—. o
fertility leads to sharp falls in the size of the labor force, ar
time thar the population from the baby-boom era is reaching
It also means that the age of the labor force itself Increase
falling supply of younger workers. There is an argument that
workers play a key role in economic development because, wit

generation of new technology, they tend to be s assimilators, [y
words, very low fertility leads

The US fertility rate remai

implementation of the policy regime thar Gornick and- M
Propose, so it could be argued thar this regime is not required

US to support fertiliry. However, US fertility has been kept at a relagyy
high level for reasons thar do not apply in other advanced count

and may not continue in the US into the future: the continued: hig
fertility of certain ethnic groups, especially Mexicans; the continug
of developing—country fertility levels in some US states, especial
the Southwest; the very early childbearing and inefficient u;
contraception in the US. It remains the case that vast numbers'o
women, especially those who are more highly educated, face the sa;
gender-equity issues that have led to very low fertility in other advanc

countries. There is a strong argument that US policy should consid
the needs of these women

ission
he next stage might be to set up a E:om:fn.ss
wility i i olicies.
Tb'!ity of implementing their menu of p
casibl
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It is indeed preferable to create new
way—particularly polici
these. Gornick and Meyers have done an excellent jobint

and I am a strong supporter of the principles behind their policie
However, good idea




