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Outline and Explain Two Reasons for the Increase in Same Sex
Couples with Children.

One of the reasons for the increase in same sex couples with children could
be the development of acceptqnﬁg of gay/lesbian couples. Since, they are
more accepted in society they are able to make a family, by adoption,
surrogacy or IVF. This has helped broaden the popularity of same sex
couple’ s families because they are open to all these new opportunities.iqx

The Civil Partnership act 2004 - Introduced by new labour, gave gay
couples rights and responsibilities equal to marriage. Including rights to
inheritance, access to children, pension benefits etc. This gave them new
opportunities and a chance to create families, througﬁ/the eyes of
~acceptance not disappointment and shame. Supporting evidence would be
Weeks et al (1999) where he argues that all increased social acceptance may
explain a trend towards same-sex cohabitation and stable relationships that
resemble those found among heterosexuals. He says gays are creating
families based on ‘friendship and kindship’ which he calls the ‘chosen
family’ where they have the same stability and security as heterosexual

families.

Equality Act 2010- brought together key anti-discrimination in the
workplace on grounds of gender, religion, sexual orientation and age. This
makes any social situation more comfeftable for homosexual partners.
Additionally, for children of gay/lesbian couples it makes their childhood
perhaps slightly easier, as there is no discrimination against their
parents so they are not excluded because of this;,ln 2013, 13,000 same-sex
couples were bringing up children this shows that these new legal changes
has made a he difference and provided homosexuals to create a family and
live equally to heterosexual couples.
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QOutline and explain two ways migration has had an impact on the UK

One way in which migration has had an impact on the UK is that the famify,s)ze has changed,
for example some families have become bigger so that when they move they have support
from their family and others are smaller so that it is easier for them to move. Ballard (1982)
found that South Asian families tended to be extended as they provided an important
source of support for each other. Similarly, Eastern European families tend to be bigger and
have contributed to the ‘baby boom’ in the 2000s. Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2014) talk of
the growth of ‘world families” and ‘distant love’, in which love and other forms of
relationships are constructed between people living in different countries and continents.
However Mirza (1997) found that Caribbean families brought higher rates of single parent
households. 2012; over half of families with depended children headed by a black person
were lone parent. This therefore suggests that migration has had an impact on the size of
families in the UK as when people move some families are extended whilst others are
smaller. This may be because of support or because a smaller families are easier to move
around.

Another way in which migration has had an impact on the UK is an increase in the
population size. For example the net migration (the difference between immigrants and
emigrants) is high, there were 260,000 more immigrants than migrants. Also, 47% of
immigrants were non EU citizens and 14% were returning to the UK. The impact of this on
the UK could include higher rates of unemployment, a high demand for housing; and a lower
dependency ratio as many immigrants are likely to be of working age. This therefore affects
the economy as these immigrants would buy UK goods and they would pay taxes bringing in
more money for the government. Immigrants would also bring their culture with them,
allowing people born in the UK to learn about these different cultures. Therefore,
immigrants can have both a positive and negative impact on the UK.

| C!‘i O
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Lottie Winson D2

‘Outline and explain two reasons for the increase in one parent families in contemporary UK.’ (10)

One of the main reasons for the increase in lone parent families is the increasifig divorce rate in the
UK, and the acceptance of it. Since there is no longer such a stigma attached to divore&, more
families are splitting resulting in one parent households. Ulrich Beck (1992) and Anthony Giddens
(1992) state that in modern society, traditional norms such as the duty to rémain with the same
partner for life lose their hold over individuals. One key statistic in regards to one parent families is
lone parents make up 22% of all families with children. 1 in 4 children live this way. The Divorce
Reform Act 1969 allowed couples to be divorced after they had been separated for two years, and
they no longer had to prove fault — the marriage could be ended if it had irretrievably broken down.
This meant divorce became simpler and available to more people.

Another reason that could be causing an increase in one parent families is that due to feminist QV
movements and working class women now earning for themselves, they d6 not need to relyonmen "\
to support the family. Jean Renvoize (1985) argues that working class women are now able to ..(?,2’ O;'J
support children without involvement from the father. This means women are not reliant on men, =~ o .

™

meaning if they would prefer to bring up their child on their own, they can. In the past, if a N J);‘)\
pregnancy was unplanned and the couple were not married, they would have a ‘shotgun’ wedding, WNQ e

( as they felt obliged to marry. Nowadays, there is less stigma attached to children born outside of i

{

marriage therefore a woman could choose to bring up her child alone — and she would be able to ZF

: X L) support herself and the baby financially unlike in the past.

& o~
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Outline and explain two reasons for the decline in the marriage rate in the UK (10 marks)

With cohabiting relationships increasing more and more in the UK there has been a decline in the rate
of marriage. With 231,490 couples getting married in 2009 - down from 232,990 in 200€ and the
lowest total since 1895, however marriage is still relatively popular today as it is still seen as a normal
thing for couples to do as in 2005 more than 50% of all men and women in the UK were married.

A British sociologist Anthony Giddens (1992) states that this is down to somethifig called ‘confluent
love’. Which is a form of love that focuses on intimacy, closeness, and emotion, and doesr’t have
feelings of obligation which is shown in marriage, for example in the vows ‘for better or worse, for
richer or poorer’. These vows assume that a couple should stay married no matter what, whereas
confluent love relies more on true feelings and doesn’t defnand the couple stay together even if they
don’t want to be like marriage does. Giddens theory shows that there is a decline in marriage because
more people are just happy to cohabitate because they share a confluent love and don’t feel marriage
is necessary when both partners already know each other and don’t have to prove it.

Other sociologists Allan and Crow (2001) pointed out that couples can live together in cohabitation in
a sexual relationship and not have to worry about pregnaa€y because of new inventions in
contraception now. Whereas before there was very few methods of contraception and b&dly any sex
education so couples would often have to get married due to accidently falling pregnant. There is also
a change in norms and values now as it is acceptable to have children outgide of marriage whereas
before it was viewed as living in sin if they were unmarried with children. So Allan and Crow show that
a reason for decline in marriage is because it's more normal now and people are more a&@re of

10)io

contraception and having children.

Libby Petrie (D2)
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Outline and explain two reasons for the growth of LATS (living apart together)

Couples who decide to live apart but stay together could be influenced by several factors. Their
decision to do this could be due to their age, and what they think is acceptable or ‘normal’ in the
society they live in for their age group. More people are deciding to marry at a later age as they want
to put their career first and marriage later on. It is hard and expensive to get a mortgage nowadays,
which makes it difficult for younger people who are earning less to buy or rent»é/hq.use. This could
mean that they’re living with their parents for longer, and away from their partne'}rrs. It can also be
expensive to buy a house with your partner, buy furniture, pay bills etc. when the relationship may
fail if the couple move in together too quickly and can’t make it work.

Their relationship history could be a major factor which has influenced the couple’s decision. They
might not have had a solid relationship in the past, and in order to make things work between them,
they’ve decided that it’s best to live separately. This might help stop bickering and arguments might
be less frequent, or not happen at all. The couple might also benefit from being more independent
and being able to have space, which can lead to a healthier and happier relationship. They are more
likely to stay together if they have a stronger bond and have a bit of distance as they can’t always
pick on things to fight about. Living alone mean they are able to maintain the home and sustain
family boundaries. Partners can still maintain an intimate relationship with each other without
having to move in together, either putting a burden on the other by moving in, or having to make
joint purchases on a house. Their decision could also be due to their age, and what they think is
acceptable or ‘normal’ in the society they live in for their age group. More people are deciding to
marry at a later age as they want to put their career first and marriage later on.

These couples account for 10% of adults in Britain. It has becg,me increasingly popular because of
the shift in cultural norms and values and what couples think is the best for their relationship. The
growth is mainly due to these norms and values.

LAT couples remain concentrated among younger people, their reasons for being in this type of
couple are usually motivated by constraints—although some are in it by choice, especially among
older age groups. The aging of the population could therefore have an impact on this type of
relationship in the future.
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Outline two reasons for the increase in divorce [10]

For the last 40 years, divorce rates have increased a lot and there any many reasons for that.

The Matrimonial and Family Proceedings Act (1984) is one of the cause{c)f the divorce rates

nowadays increasing. This Act allowed people to divorce their partner after a year of being'together.

In the last 40 years technology changed a lot and people have more freedom of doing and saying

what they want. This Act Felps a lot with the divorces rate increasing but in a negative way, because a\
this means couples don't work out their problems together and can just get a divorce. 40 years ago \o‘. co‘}
Acts like these were not around and people would only divorce on extreme occasions, for example, C)-*‘u r*:r
adultery, cruelty or desertion. After two years you could divorce in a mutual agreement, and only MVQ

after 5 years you were allowed to divorce because 1 of you wanted to.
\ . . [

_ Nolue fue reoson WsS socad shevan
Another point that the Matrimonial Act is a reason for divorce rates increasing, is also because 50/60
years ago, women's main job was being agg@;s{t-i;&/ifg. They were also put into forced marriages
and people would judge you if you divorced. So women did not really have a choice on wether they
could divorce, and being a sfngle mother, people would judge you because around that time, this
wasn't seen as a normal thing.

-
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9) Outline and explain two ways families may differ based on ethnic
differences.

One way that families.may differ base on ethnic differences is that some
families ih‘d’ﬁererﬁrefﬁmc backgrounds may have hlgher rates of single
parenthood. An example of this is Misfa (1997 who argues that there is a
higher rate of lone parent families in Caribbean families and Migfa says that
this is not the result of disorganisation, but it reflects the value of having
independent women. This shows us that people in ethnic backgrounds like
these may feel more confident to do things alene, as it is more common and is
not frowned upon, where as in some other ethnic backgrounds, people of an
older generation may not approve, so couples will stay together to avoid
conflict.

Another way that families may differ based on ethnic differences is that more
families may tend to have more extended families than others. Ballard (1982)
found that where there is a higher rate of extended families, there is often
more support with Asian migrants in the 50s and 60s,-This happened because
when they would move, they would often move in together because they
could afford to live separately. This shows us that because of the-past with
migration, it has affected people today to stay together, wherg;i because
there hasn’t been a lot of English migrants, they don’t tend to see having
extended families to be as necessary.

Megan (D2) 16”‘6 |



Outline and explain two reasons for the increase in the divorce rate over the
last 40 years [10]

Divorce has increased over the past 40 years due to legal chanégs. The Divorce Reform Act 1969
Allowed divorce in cases where the marriage had irretrievably broken down and remeved the need
for there to be a ‘guilty party’. This means that divorce became easier and cheaper, thus more
people got divorces as they were accessible to more couples. Evidence of this act increasing the
divorce rates is that the number of divorces doubled between 1961 and 1969 and’f/wad doubled again
by 1972, after the act had been implemented. Furthermore the act widened the grounds for divorce
meaning that people could get a divorce for a larger variety of reasons. Jessie Bernard (1976) argues
that many women feel a growing dissatisfaction with patriarchal marria.ge/and therefor?/divorce
their husbands, this supports that idea that the divorce reform act is a reason for the ificrease in
divorce as reasons such as dissatisfaction wouldn’t be valid before as there needed to be a ‘guilty
party’. The Matrimonial Family Proceedings act (1984) also made divorce more accessible as it
removed the length of time that a couple have to be married before filingfor a divorce from 3 years
to 1 year. This shows that changes in legislation have led to increased divorce rates, this is because
changes in the law have made divorce easier and more accessible, and thus more people/fﬂe for
them.

Divorce rates have increased over the past 40 years due to changesi}values. Juliet Mitchell and Jack
Goody (1997) note that an important change since the 1960s has been the rapid decline in the
stigma attached to divorce. This decline in stigma has led divorce into being normalised thus people
feel more free to divorce as it is no longer as much of a taboo subject and couples who choose to get
a divorce are not really looked down upon by society, thus more people are willing to get a divorce.
Furthermore society is diverting away from traditional values, Ulrich Beck (1992) and Anthony
Giddens (1992) argue that in modern society traditional norms such as the duty to remain with the
same partner for life lose their hold over individuals this is supported by the fact that in 2012 a third
of all marriages were remarriages. Views on marriage have changes and the idea of permanence is
no longer a central idea, instead views tend to focus on marriage being a choice Giddens argues that
the primary reason given for modern marriage is love, and due to the focus of love and happiness
within a marriage people divorce when they are no longer in Ioverz‘rﬁlis has led to an increase in
divorce rates because as Beck and Beck’s study showed increased individualism and emphasis on
personal fulfilment mean that if someone is unhappy in a marriage they are able to leave and file for
a divorce, furthermore to the reduced stigma the couple won’t face as much judgement from society
from tis divorce, thus less people are deterred away from the idea.
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Natasha Dobbe: 10 marker, on cohabitating families.

The rise of cohabiting families, has increased rapidly since 2001 the pumbers going from 2.1
million to 2.9 million. Sociologists argue that gne of the main causes for cohabitation, is the
change of norms and values within societ&nthe view of the 1920s house wife and

arsons nuclear family have evolved, as society’s views have changed, and the ‘typical’
family is no longer as common; Chandler (1993) argued that cohabitating family’s may be
becoming an alternative to marriage. He suggests this is reflected in the increasing
proportions of children out of marriage, as constantly changip{views partners may no
longer feel shunned for having children outside of marriage. Another argument that backs
up this view is Chester’s who suggests people may be delaying marriage;/or using
cohabitation as a trail marriage, before couples fully commit to marriage. 50}//0f couples
are now cohabitating, and the time period of these cohabitating couples has also increased.

— Seciudonsalon oS 0B creased -
As norms and values evolve people’s faith starts to decline, the Office for National Statistics
revealed that the percentage of people following a Christian faith dropped from 71.7 per
cent in 2001 to 59.3 per cent in 2011. This could suggest the change/ix society’s attitudes,
The British Social Attitudes Survey revealed many people are detaching sex and raising a
child from marriage. Furthermore Religion used to regard cohabitation/4s ‘living in sin’, but
today there is less shame in living with a apretner outside of marriage. Barlow et al found
increasing acceptance of cohabitation. Leading to an increase in cohabj,tétion. Some people
chose a relationship that’s based around love that focuses of on intimacy, closeness and
emotion rather than the duties of marriage. Giddens argues that there has been a trend
towards confluent love. This love focuses on the intimacy, closeness and em?io’n ofa
relationship, rather than the feelings of obligation and duty that is in vows at marriage.

nother additional argument could be the change in divorce policies, in 1969 the Divorce

A
\}9’ \ Reform Act was responsible for a massive rise in divorce. This allowed people to divorce if
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they could prove their marriage had broken down. The law then changed again in 1984

when state no longer required a guilty partner to place the blame on, and they were
allowed to petition for a divorce just one year after marriage instead of three years,
inevitably resulting in another increase in couples divorcing. Perhaps resulting in more
awareness and more cohabitation for a trial basis. AS it does not legally commit them for an
extended period of time.
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