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much conflict 1s more likely to believe that rwo role-related selves can coexist
harmoniously. In contrast, a girl who sees her mother struggling with her work
and family roles may come to feel that two role-related selves will inevitably
generate internal conflict. It is important to ask whether the processes through
which role-related multiple selves are formed during adolescence and the contra-
dictions that at least some girls sense in the various aspects of their self-concept
could tmpact their expectations for their own futures. That 1s, would girls who
have internalized a harmonious coexistence of role-related selves expect to hold
Sfulfilling jobs while simultaneously experiencing a satisfying family life? Con-
versely, would girls who have conflicting selves express pessimism regarding the
coordination of roles in the future?

Marchena’s chapter brings to the forefront the importance of adolescents’
perceptions of their parents” WFRC and WFRM. This commentary expands
on Marchena’s study by focusing on adolescent girls and their perceprions of
their mothers’ balancing of work and family responsibilities. In particular, we
suggest that adolescent girls’ perceptions of their mothers may influence their
expectations, hopes, and goals for their own future work and family roles. We
Sfurther propose that adolescent girls’ perceptions of their mothers may affect their
developing self-concept, which can, in turn, impact their expectations and goals.
We believe this is a research direction worth pursuing as it may shed light on
the development of both girls’ and boys’ expectations and goals for their future
education, professional aspirations, marriage, and parenthood.

4 Imagining family roles: parental influences
on the expectations of adolescents in
dual-earner families

Matthew N. Weinshenker

e US in recent years, the majority of two-parent families with children
e become two-income families (Cherlin 1992; Perry-Jenkins, Repetti,
‘Crouter 2000). In contrast to the post-war era, when it was normative
jusbands to work for pay while wives cared for home and children,
7.the average married woman is employed. In addition, her husband
be more involved in housework and childcare than before (Bianchi
1. 2000; Demo and Acock 1993). Given that parental influence on
dren’s gender socialization is well established (e.g., see Eccles 1993;
nton, Alwin, and Camburn 1983), a key question is what kinds
nder-related attitudes children in dual-earner families have. One
ht expect them to think in relatively egalitarian terms as they begin
form ideas about how they will organize their lives, particularly with
ect to the major responsibilities for earning an income, childcare, and
1ousehold chores. Further, one might expect the strength of children’s

alitarian orientation to vary systematically depending on whether par-
ts'are equal partners, or whether the husband remains the primary
r while the wife retains most of the responsibility for the home and

*his chapter investigates the accuracy of the above predictions, as well
everal related ones. The phenomenon to be explained is how the
~children of dual-earner couples believe they will divide responsibility for
he “breadwinner” role and the “homemaker” role when they are adults.
Chis is related to, but distinct from, the more commonly studied issue
children’s gender role norms, which is a question of how children feel
y should behave, as opposed to how they think they will behave. The
s here is on how variations in expectations relate to parental influence.

What effects do the gender attitudes, role behavior, and parenting styles of
others and fathers have on their children’s expectations about the future
arital division of labor? Both qualitative and quantitative data from
others, fathers, and adolescents who participated in the 500 Family
tudy are used to investigate this question.
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Recent trends in American marriages

Contemporary American adolescents are growing up in an era when typ-
ical parental roles have undergone a fifty-year process of transformation.
The “traditiona]” family, consisting of a breadwinner father and a stay-
at-home mother, has become increasingly rare. The key change in two-
parent families has been the eéntry of married women with children into
paid employment. This trend has combined with the rise of the single-
parent family to considerably increase the proportion of mothers in the
Iabor force.

In married couples, men also appear to have taken on more housework
in recent decades (Bianchi et a]. 2000). Research, however, suggests that
men’s participation in housework has not changed to an extent compa-
rable to their wives’ increasing presence in the workforce. The current
situation is one where the average wife and mother works, but continues
to do the lion’s share of the household chores (Demo and Acock 1993).
For Hochschild, this is one component of a “stalled revolution,” a con-
tradiction between equality in the work place and inequality in the home.
The stalled revolution arises from the fact that “the exodus of women into
the workforce has not been accompanied by a cultural understanding of
marriage and work that would make this transition smooth” (Hochschild
1989: 12).

Scholars have devoted considerable thought to explaining why men
have not increased their participation at home in a way that comes
close to compensating for women’s increased work responsibilities.
Several mechanisms have been proposed, including relative power,
early socialization, and gender as performance. In the latter explana-
tion, associated with the symbolic interactionist school (Berk 1985;
West and Zimmerman 1987), housework is an opportunity for both
sexes to “do gender.” By taking responsibility for the housework,
women confirm their femininity. Just as importantly, their husbands
demonstrate their masculinity by holding themselves aloof from such
tasks,

On the other hand, not every family is average. Although many dual-
carner couples divide the housework in a way consistent with rhe predic-
tions of the performative theory of gender, at least 3 few have pioneered
highly egalitarian housework arrangements. These couples tend to be dis-
tinctive both ideologically and structurally. Ideologically, they believe in
equality and are “child—centered”; structurally, they are likely to have
middle-class standards of living and to be highly educated (Coltrane
1989; Risman and Johnson-Sumerford 1998).
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:"Parental influence on family role expectations

family role expectations are inﬁugnced by their parents, thfe ?:iﬁz:
erations suggest that children in mxddle.—cla.ss, dual-earr.ler aB es
be more likely than others to have.egahtarlan e.xpec.tatlon’s. u 5
onclusion warranted? Do parents influence th'elr chxldrenhs exp}f
bout future family roles? Children’s expectations about dg;;/ t i};
de roles within their future marriages are conceptuallyH1 ere
eir norms about how marriages ought to be arranged. owe\:r;
onstructs are similar enough that one would expect factors tha
the latter to predict the former as well. In the literature on Frz;rlls;
of gender norms, the three most important explanatorgr vartla n(; ;
titude transmission, the division of household.labor, an fmaf er "
yment. In addition, this chapter explores the influence of a four

tor: parenting style.

- Arttitude transmission

well-established that parents, and mothers in par}ncular, trall)nslglt{:
13 gender role attitudes to their childrfen. Mothers chrenli.lde elrel’s
ut proper gender roles have a strong influence on theer 1<: i rand
porary attitudes (Cunningham 200.la; Thorntor}, hﬁm’ nd
amburn 1983). Additionally, mothers’ be!lefs when their children <
g continue to influence them over time (Moen, Erickson, an

: - lain 1997). o
Ih:pgséflfsiﬁ,c (i)ast studi>es have focuseq on mc?ther—chllc; ll?ﬂuer;f;:
cause many data sets include limited information from aft e:rsi)Oth
vantage of the 500 Family Study is that data were collected rom o
-ms in each family. Thus, in this chapter the gender. role attitude
others and fathers are included in statistical models in orcljer to ;ﬁe
héther both have a significant effect on adolescent expectations. The

nitial supposition is that they both do.

Hypothesis 1. The more liberal (egalitarian) the mothgr’s or father’s gende§
: role attitudes, the more likely his or her children will be to expect equa

sharing of breadwinning and homemaking roles.

Diwision of household labor

Aside from attitude transmission, scholars have found thgt parents m(?t;:
énce their children’s gender-related attitudes and beliefs by mc;. e
ing behavior. This has two components. One is housework modeling,
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specifically the question of how m
does. The other is work modelin
of whether the mother works,
characteristics of her job.
Although Booth and Amato’
“non-traditionalism” on childr
by the father in the family as
been rare for scholars to consj
dicting children’s gender role
(2001a), who looks at the relati
children’s opinions about the j

8, which comes down
and secondarily, the pre

s (1994) study of the effec

attitudes. An exception is

onship between parental housework and
deal division of housework,‘ he finds 18-

as in Cunning-
te parents’ housework to children’s att-

barents’ attitudes. Thus, it is possible to

corroborate Cunningham?’s finding by testing the following hypothesis

about role modeling

Maternal employmen;:

On the question of whether materna] employment affec

der attitudes, the existing research is not unanimous. On the positive

side, Dennehy and Mortimer (1993) report that high school boys are
i € notion of wives returning to work after giv-

mothers are employed. Similarly, Stephan and

at high school students whose parents are both
employed in “high-prestige occupations” are more likely than others

ts children’s gen-

wife combines career and
family.

Maternal employment may also affect children’s expectations about
role sharing at home. S

uch female-typed housework the fathe,

to the question
stige and Othey

t of Parenty;

tor Dre-
Cunningham
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gender and the performance of particular kinds of
) rnal employment affects children’s attitudgs
ot matc: Moen, Erickson, and Dempster—McC]axr}
t S‘uppor’te . der roie attitudes are explained by parenta
5 hlldrel? Srie:ther’s employment behavior. In an ear]ller
; :ly itn eand Camburn (1983) reached the'same con;:aliln
01?lt, m::;t I’De noted that these authors are tliyli\lfot:ne:tpal ¥
ol i xample, .
| f:Chﬂd gelndegrftoalii: tittf;;isesr‘lolzo;iiectlyprelated to work,
: t"ld'e recept ble for a woman to “argue with a man no’E
o 'accepta ing” or “travel long distances by herself
G o gath\ea:;logfound an effect for maternal employ-
Ar?l?snagtttiltllj’;f:s, the dependent variable his ;noreefolct:usseeecrln ;
. i in the future.
s ab(')i};(f g{%iiiﬁ?o;l:l\lj;jfg be more influenced by
ol SpheC] a child’s diffuse feelings about proper g.e.n(':ler
o 'oymen't ct:l alr;xpectations about the future4n'{ar1tal d1v1scxion
at ::u: g? ?flltsergst here, the following hypothesis is suggested.

. o d
The greater the mother’s relative respon81b11.1ty fofrt f:;s
e moreeliiely children will be to expect equal sharing o .

Parenting style

: i other
— issi le modeling, is there any C

: i transmission and ro i ns?
from ittlt;:flts influence teens’ gender and family expelct:t;r(])ﬁu_
hh'ltcis Ii)ess often considered in the literature, parents i{ithunde
e tefenalgers’ orientations through their style of 1nterallc;101r;-93) oni.
 colleagues (Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde, and Whale oot and family
o dimensions of parenting practice — family suppl cents’ views
en;:e — which are particularly consequential kfor ad:n:tss, responsive.

: ; is defined as “the par .
ir futures. Family support is d a le in the
ss t;h t;l; fcuhiLIId In a responsive family, the chlldd1;, Z?sr?of\(z);tja:nd cared
s t . : .

i ith other family members, an ‘ - .
e Spe’rlldzltlg}:nv;e by contrast, “refers to the stlmu.latlon, dl:iszshvr;ll:e,
tr‘ s?x;llgythat paren,ts and other family mem}ll)eril .(li(lirle)cetr ;;:’Ves fammily
- . i the chi

da- Iso includes the expectations th ec-
ﬂdi)Chatnek?:i/eei)f him or her and the child’s desire to fulﬁlli tgi)jrel ;ZF; -
mns?’rS(ROathunde, Carroll, and Huang 2000: 1157192& i?u teenagers,
: ll?ea es found that family support promoted Opntr)ril;lation of the two
;0 il glclhallenge promoted motivation, and the com

amily
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encouraged an achievement orientation. Corro
vided by Schneider and Stevenson (1999) wh
both genders tended to have high education
tions if their parents were supportive and ch
These results suggest that daughrters of par
and challenging would expect to be heavily
work. They may also expect to have husb
share of the household labor and childcare i
traditional female responsibility for the ho
a career, suggesting the final hypothesis.

borating evidence wag pro-
o found that adolescents of
al and occupational aspira.
allenging.

ents who are both supportiye
invested in the world of paid

ands who do a considerable

f'they recognize that accepting

me makes it difficult to pursue

Hypothesis 4. The higher the parents’ scores on family support and chal-

lenge, the more likely girls will be to expect equal sharing of the bread-
winner and homemaker roles.

Gender-specific effects

Of the four hypotheses offered, only the last makes any mention of the

child’s gender. Considering that men and women continue to play some-
what different roles in the vast majority of families,
suppose that adolescent boys’ and girls’ expectatio
influenced by different sets of factors. Yet when r
itly asked whether parental effects on gender soci
of the child, more often than not they have fo
€.g., Cunningham 2001b; Thornton, Alwin,
the occasional findings of gender-spe
ignore them. Without explicitl
Is prudent to test for gender-

it seems reasonable to
ns about the future are
esearchers have explic-
alization vary by gender
und no difference (see
and Camburn 1983). Still,
cific effects means one can hardly
y hypothesizing where they might occur, it
specific effects in relation to all hypotheses.

Method

Sample

For this research, the unit of

father, mother, and adolescent child. Accordingly,
vided by each parent and by the teenaged child ar
another. If more than one teenager in the same fa
vey, only one triad of father, mother,
Using two or more triads from a single family would give the parents
disproportionate influence over the results.

Largely because of the use of family-
not included in the analysis. Of the fa

analysis is the family triad, consisting of

the survey data pro-
¢ matched with one
mily completed a sur-
and child was selected for analysis.

matched data, some cases are
milies who participated in the
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. Study, 379 have adolescent children, deﬁp.ed as children
i ,of 12 and 18. In 142 of these families, one mem-
o ‘?ges ither the adolescent or a parent) failed to complete
1 Erlad i es were excluded. In addition, since the surveys
" es?o Ca:;e respondents and mailed to the research center,
" Pt yto guarantee that all questions were ans?ve‘red. Con;
ng v::lid,itional families were dropped due to missing data.
ce the focus of this analysis is thebeffec; ;ﬁ (jigzlr—:;trrz; 1131?;
ldren’ tations, a small number o -

. S f:anetxvpifZ(s: out of the labor for'cte at the‘tlm'e. gf tllle sur:u;};
uded. Following the standard deﬁn}tlon, an m(;lm 1;a 1ksi rcl)u N
Tforce if he or she is neither working nor actively looking

xclusions, the final sample size is 160 families. Conmiem}xllgdtllz
: ’ - . . W e
ili luded, it is important to as
of families that were exc e e
ain. Two-sample t-tests comp
er from those who rem ‘ e ent
:‘ ilies show a few differences at t
and excluded families s
level, but more similarities. Included adolescents are ablgg
M
'éér older than those excluded. Included parents are :gso oh !
‘ lescents tend to hav
i the fact that older ado ‘
age, which reflects hat o e slightly
hers in included families
arents. Mothers and fat . oo work 8 SEnTY
, rage difference of abo
vorkweek than others (an ave ! :
‘for men and four hours for women). Further, tclile ratio of falt:szd
in i XC
i rage in included versus e .
ther’s work hours is lower on ave - :
: of earning
es i i ded parents share the burden :
es. This suggests that inclu : ) nin
e-in a relatively equal way, which may be consequential for
en’s gender-related expectatlon.s. - .
frtanygother ways, however, the included and excluded fam:ll.lézra:n
significantly different. The two groups of.pa;ent; do ;:::;rk P
n i i der role attitudes, hous
ms:of educational attainment, genc -
lute number of hours or the relative share performed by eac}lll pa;:m;,
: e (either absolute value or relative share earned by eac é)a t the,
d'parenting style. In addition, teens in the two groups hg;e 1a E)uhave
e gender composition, and they are no more or less likely
alitarian expectations about their future marriages. cests. The
Itis not possible to draw definitive conclusions from thesi" t ° r.nem
o ily i
Ti lies are excluded because one fam
jority of the excluded fami xclu : mily mern
- di i d it is impossible to say w
r did not take part in the study, an. is S
' i in i from individuals who chose to pa .
eople differ in important ways : one toparticpate
S ilable, however, it seems that
ased on the data that are available, = incl 5
amilies are not much different from the other dual-earner families in th
500 Family Study.
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Dependeny variables

children; and the third
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. In each case, te
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A response of zero indi
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Explanamry variables
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ther’s relative share of work hours was calculated in a similar
survey, each parent was asked to report hours spent at his or
b. A separate series of questions asked about hours at second
“he original, categorical response options were recoded based
ory medians. After adding together hours at each job, the
of total parent hours logged by the mother was computed.
age is used as a measure of relative parental responsibility
winner role.
port and family challenge are measured using the Sup-
1ge Questionnaire that has been employed on several occa-
unde and colleagues. Each construct reflects adolescents’
ement with sixteen statements about their family life and
ts’ parenting practices. Examples of support statements are
having dinner together and talking” and “If I have a prob-
special attention and help.” “I’m expected to do my best” and
playing competitive games” are typical statements from the
ale. Negatively worded items were reverse scored to match
ositive items and then an overall mean for each measure was

, a number of demographic measures are included as controls
they may explain part of the variation in adolescents’ gender-
expectations or parents’ attitudes, division of labor, and parent-
s. The controls utilized are the teenager’s gender and age, the
r’s age, and household income.? In addition, considering that the
ndent variables are children’s expectations about marital life, includ-
issue of who will do childcare, it is reasonable to suppose that teens
donot plan to get married or to have children will have different atti-
es than those who do. Fortunately, the survey asks adolescents about
future family plans. A dummy variable was created to index ado-
nts who indicate the odds are “low” or “very low” that they would
arried and/or have children. This dummy variable is also used as a

Results

Descriprive findings

able 14.1 provides adolescents’ responses to the three questions about

family role expectations. The last row below each question shows the

percent egalitarian, which represents those who expect to share a given
task equally with their spouse, as well as the small number who expect to

divide tasks in a “role reversal” way (such as the 2.6 percent of boys who

expect to do more housework than their spouses).
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Table 14.1 Distriburion of
- : responses to famy, .
questions by gender of respondent Jamaly role expectarion

Boys % Girls %
Who will do housework/chores?

Mostly you
You slightly more than spouse e os
You and your spouse equally 63-6 o
Spouse slightly more than you 2 p o
Mostly your spouse v o
Percent “egalitarian” o e
Who will take care of your children? o o
Mostly you '
You slightly more than spouse re o
You and your spouse equally 7?6 .
Spouse slightly more than you 2 4 e
Mostly your spouse 0o 00
Percent “egalitarian” e 5s
Who will earn money to support the e 03
family?
Mostly you
You slightly more than spouse 4,75.3 ot
You and your spouse equally 42.4 Te
Spouse slightly more than you 5 s
Mostly your spouse 0o 0o
Percent “egalitarian” 432 oo

N

Notes: Total number of cases is 160.

Not all
Ne cglumn§ sum to 100 percent due to rounding
P <.001 (difference between groups) .

. As table 14.] shows,
ily tasks in an egalitarian fashion: 7¢ percent of bo

ges telling them

plans to be theis ity primary eonis Givthey have not relinquished

g Y, p S1ts that lndl lduals fr S g
hOnl() am Whlcll OSi1t l \% (0] m Ia] back ](’u]l(is Iend
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+k role may be a source of conflict in these respondents’ future
€s.
< and standard deviations of all independent variables are pre-
table 14.2. The numbers are first shown for the total sample,
separately for adolescent boys and girls. The adolescent sample
t evenly split by gender (53 percent female, 47 percent male); this
cks the numbers for the entire 500 Family Study. The mean age
full 92 percent of respondents feel they are likely to marry and
Idren. The average adolescent in the sample lives in a family with
hold income above $100,000. This is not surprising given that
¢ dual-earner households, and that many parents have individual
s close to, or above, that figure (see chapter 2).
.nts’ gender role attitude scores are, on average, quite far towards
itarian end of the scale. This finding is not surprising given that
parents share the characteristics of those who have led national
-attitude trends in a liberal direction (Brewster and Padavic 2000).
cally, the mothers in the sample all work, and most parents of either
ler are highly educated.”
le some fathers in the sample do no female-typed housework, the
o father does about one-third of the work performed by either par-
meaning the mother does the other two-thirds. This is a good deal
e egalitarian than the national average (Bianchi et al. 2000). The
ge mother in the sample in turn logs about 40 percent of the hours
worked by either parent, with her husband accounting for the other 60
ent. Finally, teens rate their parents as high on both supportive and
enging dimensions of parenting, although girls tend to give their

‘énts higher scores than boys.

Predicting adolescents’ role expectations

Do any of the parent characteristics discussed above explain adolescent
xpectations? Results from a series of logistic regression models estimated
1o answer this question are shown in table 14.3. All coefficients are pre-
sented as odds ratios.

There are five models reported in table 14.3. Models 1, 2a, and 3a use
only the main effect of each explanatory variable to predict adolescents’
expectations about doing housework/chores, taking care of children, and
earning money to support the family, respectively. It is possible that par-
nts’ effects on their children’s family role expectations vary by the gender
_ of the child. Accordingly, models were estimated to allow for interaction
effects between gender and the other explanatory variables. All possi-
ble gender interactions were tested, but only interactions significant at
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. L
he .05 level were retained in the final models.® The child
) care an

case of the house i
work regression i i
s > O 1nteraction effect
e ch level. Therefore, there is onl i e
ework expectations, Y @ single model

In model 1, on]
. > 0nly one of the foy
ev1de1(1jt. The father’s share of femraf vped s harental
as predi i
Iargper thc;tgdl birhbypothesw 2. Note that while the odds ratio j
iy » this is because the father’s share of b ok
househOIda.gc.e units. To understand the mode] cono'?isework
oo thesf. lﬁ one, the father does only 10 pércenil ?r e ¢
N > H1€ lather does 50 percent, Accordj el
ome children would be 1.0340 imes mors ool !
egalitarian division '
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t expectations about the breadwinner role? In model 3a, the
der is the only significant predictor. The significance of gen-
Larkable considering that many more girls than boys expect
breadwinner role equally with their spouses (see table 14.1).
surprising at first glance is that none of the measures of par-
appear to have an effect. As it turns out, model 3b shows
e several gender-specific effects on breadwinning expecta-
o hidden when one looks only at “main effects.” Family chal-
ated with less egalitarian earnings expectations for boys,
(For girls, the main effect of challenge is offset by the inter-
cen challenge and gender. The odds ratio is 0.05 * 25.47 =
is not statistically significant at the p < .05 level.) Although
ent for family support is not significant (p < .08), there is
adolescents in supportive families toward more egalitarian
s about earning money.
3b, age is shown to be the only factor predicting girls’ earning
ions. Specifically, older girls are less optimistic about the extent
1 their future spouses will allow them to perform the bread-
uties. One way to read this result is that girls who initially
d a husband willing to share become more “realistic” over

teenager believes that he/she is unlikely to marry and have chil-
is has a large (but insignificant) effect on the odds of holding an
an outlook in all of the models. This appears to be consistent
theory of Goldscheider and Waite (1991), who fear that young
_especially women — whose gender beliefs are egalitarian will opt
o families” rather than risk falling into traditional breadwinner—
naker marriage patterns. However, only 8 percent of adolescents
ot believe they will marry and have children, and most favor shared
work and childcare. Thus respondents seem more supportive of
rian “new families” rather than “no families.”

review, how well did the fourypotheses about parents’ influence
dolescents’ expectations fare? Hypothesis 1 — parents with egalitar-
ender role attitudes will tend to have children with egalitarian role
ctations — is not borne out. If anything, the opposite notion — that
tarian parents have adolescents who desire more traditional fami-
-is suggested by the coefficient for mother’s gender role attitude in
del 2a. Considering that this is the only instance where either parent’s

h‘dér role attitude is significant, the evidence is too equivocal to draw

ng conclusions.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that adolescents would have more egalitar-

n expectations when the father does female-typed housework. This is
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Explaining the effects of parenting style
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An acts tari
ve father and an egalitarian son: the Fleming-Colemans

In the Fleming- :

work. D:;E;?egw(;gljmag farpxly, the father does a large share of the house-
half of core househ l?dg ume as 2 lawyer, Samson Fleming does about
uniqueness in o (; t';lslis according to his and his wife’s reports. “The
that I carry in this fa ml~1y’ Samson notes, “is the amount of workload
one that does 1he - aml. y. I am the one that does the laundry. I'm the
mally one mouly asoppmg angi thqse kinds of outside activities that nor-
house.” His oty Mziclag primarily with g woman, or the wife of the
had a sense thg; ;m hgeb ole,rnan, a college professor, concurs: “Well, I
the hOme-assodatez us kand s a lot more involved in the home - in ;”
Well, none of o COO!:VOgu.t ':;i): cl;nﬁw, lik.e the laundry and the cooking.
does at least his Share,’I i thalts’s \gf:tl;;nrgaf;g the lunch packing. He
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Samson’s large contribution to the housework seems to have made an

; pression on his son Lewis, a twelfth-grader. He is already in the habit

helping out, particularly by driving his two younger siblings from place

place. “I feel i’s my responsibility, and I love it,” he claims. “I’m the

-brother and I love being the big brother. You know, sometimes it’s

d of irritating with being the one that has to shuttle everybody around.

almost like a soccer mom some weekdays. You know, I’m dropping
rother off at soccer and basketball. I’m picking my sister up from
1d, or driving her to swimming. We’re in so many activities.”

The family’s perspective is consistent with the performative theory of
y housework matters. In Lewis’s mind, chores and gender do not seem
be strongly associated. Although he likens the job of chauffeuring his
ings to that of a “soccer mom,” he also sees it as an appropriate
sponsibility for a big brother. Furthermore, on the survey he reports
at he expects to do half the housework and the childcare when he
ts married. Considering how non-traditional the Fleming-Colemans’
vision of labor is, it seems likely to be influential in Lewis’s thinking.

Reproducing the second shift: the Lieberthals

In contrast, families in which the father does a relatively small proportion
the housework tend to produce children who expect the same unequal
vision of labor when they marry. Tenth-grader Tanya Lieberthal plans
to play the homemaker role when she marries. When asked who should
do the housework, she replies, “The wife. In my family, it’s the wife. You
ow, there’s this understanding that she’s supposed to take care of the
1wuse. And frankly, she’s the only one of the two who should take care

. of the house. So, she’s got to worry about coming home and vacuuming

and doing laundry and fixing things.”
What makes Tanya remarkable is that she has these plans despite cir-

cumstances that would seem to encourage her to be more career-oriented.

: According to her father, she is at the top of her class at a highly competitive

magnet school. An overachiever, she participates in a variety of extracur-
ricular activities. As her father tells it, “She does a million things in high
school. She’s on the debate team. She’s on the JV soccer team. She’s on
-the newspaper. There are probably three or four other things that she
does. I just can’t think of them right now.” In addition to this, she has
liberal beliefs about gender; her gender attitude scale score is 5, the most
egalitarian score possible.

Despite all of this, Tanya’s stated plans involve working part time and
taking primary responsibility for home and children. This is close to the
path followed by her mother, who stayed home when Tanya and her two
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-haven’t demanded a lot of housework out of them, you know, which
lains why the basement looks like this.”
1igh family support seems to be an important part of the explana-
n for Candice’s aspirations and expectations. Supportiveness fosters a
ng father—daughter bond. As Candice notes, “Mom and daddy admit
I’'m daddy’s favorite . . . he tells me all the time that he just like thinks
me, and goes, ‘Oh, she’s so cute.”” While not explicit in the interview,
1is close relationship may have encouraged her to follow in her father’s
otsteps. And if she is to pursue the demanding life of a musician or
1 actor, it would be reasonable to expect to have egalitarian arrange-
ents in her marriage. This, then, could be one mechanism by which

high family support leads to egalitarian expectations.

High challenge and a son who aims high: the Summers

\ good illustration of the effects of high family challenge on teenage

oys is provided by Kendall Summers, a twelfth grader. On the survey,

Kendall reported that when he gets married, he hopes to be the primary
readwinner while his wife does most of the childcare. While he is unsure

‘about his future occupation, he sees himself in the traditional provider
role. “My dad works because it makes him feel good to keep us happy and

to-support us as a family. And I think it would do the same for me. You
know, hard work . . . would be fulfilling for me knowing that I was helping
keep the family together.” As this comment indicates, Kendall’s plans are
influenced not just by parental challenge but also by the division of roles
between his father, a small business owner, and his mother, who had just
recently found part-time work after spending many years as a housewife
and volunteer worker. Even though parents’ relative work hours have no
influence on adolescent expectations in the aggregate, the fact that his
father has been more attached to the workforce than his mother seems to
influence Kendall’s expectations.

* When asked what values his parents have tried to instill in him, Kendall
immediately mentions the work ethic and responsibility: “Mainly that
nothing is just handed to anyone. Hard work is the way to get every-

Since encouragement to work hard is a component of Rathunde’s

thing.”
Kendall’s comment is consistent with rating his parents

challenge scale,

as high on challenge.
Kendall’s mother concurs that she and her husband push him, partic-

ularly to do well in school. “I know he probably feels stressed from that.
With his grades, it’s probably a big stress for him because we have just
always told him that it’s an unfortunate thing that the world out there
has become competitive, and a lot of the competitiveness is unfair that’s
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out there now. And so you really do need to strive to be at the top or do
something to distinguish yourself.”

While it may seem that the case of Kendall Summers merely shows
that adolescent sons in dual-earner familjes aspire to be like their fathers,
recall that mothers and fathers in the subsample analyzed are not equal
participants in the workforce. As seen in table 14.2, fathers work more
hours per week, on average, than mothers. A fact not shown in the table
is that on average they also earn nearly twice as much as mothers. Also,
some families such as the Summers became dual-earner families only
recently, when the mother, formerly a full-time homemaker, entered the
workforce. Nevertheless, 47 percent of boys expect to share responsibility
for family income equally with their wives, and 78 percent expect equal
sharing of childcare. The factor that appears to distinguish Kendal] from
these other adolescents is parental challenge. The boys whose parents
push them hardest tend to orient themselves toward achievement in the
workplace. While this is speculation, such boys may conclude that they
would prefer a traditional wife who will support their aspirations.

Conclusion

It is important to offer some cautions about these results. First, partic-
ipants in the 500 Family Study are not representative of the American
population in general, but only of midd]e- and upper-middle-class dual-
carner families with children. The results cannot be generalized beyond
this population. Furthermore, the data are cross-sectional, making attri-
butions of Causality problematic. For example, it may seem that parents’
gender role attitudes are shaping their children’s attitudes. As Glass and
her co-authors have shown, however, the pattern of influence can also
proceed in the other direction (Glass, Bengtson, and Dunham 1986).

Despite these limitations, the study has several strengths relative to
the existing research on gender role socialization. The sample includes
as much data for fathers as for mothers or children. This allows analy-
sis of both parents’ influence on their children, rather than merely the
mothers’ influence, as is commonly done. Also, systematic consideration
is given to the ways in which socialization effects vary by the gender of
the child. Finally, the availability of matching qualitative and quantitative
data allows greater insight into results than would be possible in a purely
quantitative study.

Several suggestive findings have emerged from this study. When fathers
participate in traditionally female household tasks, children are more
likely to €Xpect to share housework in the future; girls are also more likely
to expect that their husbands will share childcare with them. On the other
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was calculated based on procedures developed by Casey Mulligan and Yona
Rubenstein (see technical appendix B).

5. Among the familjes used in this analysis, the medjan education for a parent of
cither gender is a master’s degree or equivalent.

6. Generally it is best to test all theoretically interesting interaction terms at
once, rather than including and excluding them on the basis of significance.
The problem is thar gender could plausibly interact with parents’ gender role
attitudes, division of labor, parenting style, or even the teenager’s own age,
Given the sample size, there are not enough degrees of freedom in the mode]
to test all these interactions at the same time. Running Separate regressions
for adolescent boys and girls was not feasible. By including all main effects in
the models, but selectively including interaction terms, an appropriate balance
Is sought between methodological correctness and the difficulties of working
with a smal] sample.

7. The large but statistically insignificant main effect for gender in model 3b needs
to be understood in relation to the gender-by-age and gender—by-challenge
Interaction effects. In model 3b, it appears that girls are 712 times more likely
than boys to €xpect to share breadwinning responsibility equally with their
future spouses. But in fact, the trye difference in odds ratios between boys
and girls is 712 * .45 age « 25.47¢hallenge Thus, a 14-year-old girl who rates
her parents as being at the mean on family challenge is predicted to be 14.49

distortions in results due to multicollinearity, logistic regression models were
estimated again with fewer predictors. Each of the the main effects models
was run four times in Succession, each time including only one of the four
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" The potential importance of family
relationship dynamics

ately, Weinshenker’s analysis of parenting styles suggests a potentially
urce of theorizing about what some of the personal or SJamilial goals that
» gender might be. The role of family relarionships and parent—child
ics in shaping gendered family pasterns is not well understood, although
[ number of disparaze studies have pointed to the potential tmportance of
relationship dynamics for gender-related outcomes. For mstance, in his
tive study of couples who participate equally in family work, Coltrane
-argues that many sharing couples are best characterized not so much
ir feminist gender ideologies as by their “child-centeredness” and “equity
? This finding suggests a potential theoretical mechanism through which
fects of parental support andlor challenge operate. Lewis’s parents may
“that their children’s well-being, given their particular circumstances
text), will be best served by following an unconventional model of house-
rrangements. It is possible that Lewis’s recognition of the mportance
asuring children’s well-being (in this case, his siblings), in combination
1s father’s significant participation in housework andlor his mother’s cen-
onomic role in the family, interact in such a way that Lewis has the
al resources 1o ignore prevailing cultural definitions of gender. Together,
Zinshenker’s analyses of parental modeling and parenting styles combine to
oward an emerging research agenda regarding the determinants of egal-
n ideals and practices among children.
ere are several aspects of Weinshenker’s measures of family challenge and
support that suggest areas for future investigation. First, measures of
ers’ and mothers’ independent contributions to each of these might be
lightening. For instance, it may be especially important to understand the
nt 10 which the father, in particular, is responsible Jfor fostering a support-
or challenging environment. Weinshenker’s findings suggest that fathers’
}‘iicipation in housework holds particularly strong significance for adolescent
s’ expectations about future responsibility for childcare. In an investiga-
of “child-centered fathering,” Coltrane and Adams (2001) showed that
en’s participation in child-centered activities, including helping children with
omework, driving children ro activities, and having private talks with chil-
", was associated with greater relative participation by men in the kinds of
tine housework Weinshenker uses as his indicator of the parental division
labor. It is unclear whether this type of child-centered fathering would be
nked to adolescent children’s perceprions of family support, but it seems likely
hat fathers’ involvement in child-centered family work might shape children’s
Uture expectations about housework and childcare. Future research examunming
the connections between Jathers’ day-to-day interactions in Jamilies, their level
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of commitment ro children’s well-being, and changes in fathers’ gender-related

attitudes and behaviors may offer additional MSIghLs (nto our understanding of
contemporary family practices.

The findings regarding the influence of family challenge are also worthy
of future tnvestigation. Again, it may be important 1o know nor only which
barent is the primary source of adolescents’ perceptions of challenge, bur also
whether this sense of challenge is communicared equally to sons and daughters,
Weinshenker finds thar children, especially boys, who are Jrequently challenged
by their parents have less egalitarian expectations aboyy their future family roles.
The individual Jamily challenge measures suggest that children who report high

successful family relarionships. Therefore, it seems likely that the prevalence of
the “ideal worker” ideology among middle-class Jamzlies is likely to continue to
produce gender-stratified Jamily responsibilities (Williams 2000). Given these
possibilities, it may be Srudtful for future tnvestigations to consider interactions
between parenting styles and each parent’s gender ideology and contributions to
Jamily work.

Combined with consideration of the consistent influence of fathers’ relative
participation in routine housework, research on parenting styles and Jamily
relationship dynamics offers the potential for the formulation of a comprehensive
model of the influences that lead 10 “sharing couples. Despite some continuing
evidence of a “stalled revolution” (Hochschild | 989), there is also growing
evidence that men are becoming more involved in the kinds of family work
that have historically been performed by women. Weinshenker’s powerful and
provocative analysis Suggests a number of new directions researchers should
thoroughly investigate in the search Jor mechanisms thar may provide a “Gump
start” for the stalled revolution,

Jennifer Glass

Weinshenker has done an admirable job of summarizing the existing theories
about how parents influence their children’s anticipated division of labor berween
spouses — direct transmission of parenis’ ideas and beliefs about gender roles,
and modeling both Jathers’ actual participation in housework and childcare
and mothers’ employment and earmings outside the home. His analyses also
shows the limitations of these theories, which Jail 1o take into account the char-
acter of the relationship berwveen barents and their teenagers. Developmental
Dpsychologists have paid much more artention to the ways itn which the qualiry of
barent—child relationships affect children’s social and wntellectual development; it
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earmings constitute abour 40 percent of household income, Most households
could not afford a 40 bercent cut in mcome, meaning that these households are

g k)

highly dependent on wives” earnings epen though they are not equivalent 1o
husbands’.
Finally, the Jfindings thar high levels of parental challenge encourage adoles-
Jorm more traditional expectations regarding their responsibilizy for
breadwz'nm'ng and their role in childeare gre troubling. High levels of parentq]
challenge affect gurls differently — increasing both their expectation thay they
will have primary care Jor their childrey, and their expectation that they wij
provide financiql Support for therr Jamily, although the larter effect falls jus:
short of statisticql significance, Parenzal challenge thys Seems 1o prepare boys
Jor raditional male careers thar require g Supportive secondary earner Spouse,
but prepares &irls to become “superwomen who carry responsibility for borp,
breadwz'nm'ng and childeare sz'mulzaneously.
What could be the bsychological mechanism driving these results? Turning
10 the actual scqle ttems, the barental challenge irems reflect youth s engage-

and hobbies, extracurricular activities,
achievement and hard work expected of them in thys wide range of Dbursuirs

you do, make Jamily members proud), and the valye placed on mdividualism
(self—conﬁdence, self-discipline, z'ndependence, mdividual accomplishment, and
responsibiliry). Although Weinshenker rightly supposes that such households
should nourish high aspirations Jor success in oz, sons and daughiers, there 1
nothing in the scale ttems thar challenges the traditional sex wping of aduls social
roles. Given his portrait of the parents i, this sample as wpifying Hochschild’s
“Stalled revolution n gender roles, perhaps the hugh achieving chyl-
dren in these households understand success in very gender-biased ways. For the
sons, this parental pressure 10 succeed resyiys m a very traditional orientarion
toward achievemeny outside of home and Jamily. Given cultural conceptions of
masculinity thar vieg successful fatherhood g5 Synonymous with financigl pro-
vision, these Young ambitious men may see no contradicrion between their roles
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What these interpretations share is an emphasis on the emozlzonal clzmho pu
Jamily rather than just the actual behavior of parenzz. Ado esc;nzs z(z)o p

’ J ; iy Iy ted on
) their lives, both can be coun ke
th their parents are involved in ' i e
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] m
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mily life. Future research on adolescents’ Jamily and career aspzrazz}ons w? i
wéll advised to pick up on the mtriguing start thar Weinshenker’s ana [y

Vides.



