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SO 326: POPULATION AND SOCIAL CHANGE (Richard Lampard)

Handout for Week 11 Lecture:

CONTEMPORARY MARRIAGE: PROBLEMS AND INTERVENTIONS

This topic considers changes in ‘marital intervention’, taking into account the ways in which ‘problems’ are perceived/constructed and the purposes and forms of intervention.

‘Marital intervention’ is considered against a backdrop of:

a) 
[Changes in] marriage patterns and the internal dynamics of relationships

b) 
[Changing] norms, expectations and ideologies

c) 
[Changing] analytical and political perspectives

and also a backdrop of different discourses (which to an extent link in with the above):

i)    
the ‘therapeutic’ discourse

ii)   
the ‘welfare of children’ discourse

iii)  
the ‘marriage as a key institution’ discourse

MEDICALISATION (OF MARRIAGE)
Morgan (1985) Chapter 2:

Medicalisation

‘Medical’ Model   =    Marital problems + Body to treat problems 

 (of  marriage)
     + Specialised body of knowledge/theory relevant to practice

Growth of Marital Therapy/Family Therapy

Marriage Guidance (National Marriage Guidance Council: NMGC [now called ‘Relate’])

Review of marriage guidance literature

· Shift from ‘guidance’ to ‘counselling’

· Particular understandings of marriage

· Emphasis on sexuality

· Class not considered

· Emphasis on work limited

· Gender noted but not problematised

· Overall, ‘medical’, family-centred perspective; little reference to socio-cultural context

CASE STUDY OF NMGC

Lewis et al. (1992) - [in effect a history of Marriage Guidance in England]:
Chapter 1 (Morgan)
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Morgan: The problem for the counsellor/therapist is balancing recognition of a constant deep emotional structure with acceptance of historical change in the nature of marriage.

In changing social context:

Impact of WW II: upheaval in domestic relationships?

Welfare State: changing patterns in provision of care (e.g. changing role of volunteers)

Affluence/growth of leisure (allowing time to reflect on quality of interpersonal lives?)

Changes in gender order (labour market participation; ‘feminist consciousness’)

Permissiveness/secularization

Privatisation (a view of the private sphere as “a legitimate central life interest”)

[Also: greater emphasis on self-identity; consumerism in relation to ‘services’?]

Marriage guidance: Is it simply a response to individual and/or societal needs? 
Or has its role been more active, i.e. in the defining/‘creation’ of needs?

Medicalisation: construction of circumstances as “marital problems”

Similarity of marriage guidance to medical intervention/consultation

(although there has been a move away from ‘medical models’ in terms of actual practice)

[Part of a general historical process? Note Foucault’s discussion of the ‘clinical gaze’, i.e. the analytical observation of clients by various occupational groups]

SHIFTS IN ‘MARRIAGE GUIDANCE’ PRACTICE

Chapter 6 (Clark)

Guidance, Counselling, Therapy within NMGC

[N.B. pre-1968 anti-pre-marital sex and anti-extra-marital sex]

1950s: Rogers - client-centred, non-directive counselling theoretical underpinning to practice

1970s: Move to psychoanalysis-based therapeutic approach

Psychodynamic perspective - childhood experience, including effect on choice of partner

Also 1970s: Marital sex therapy - medical/treatment-orientated (more behavioural)

Aims and objectives? Problem for Relate of determination of these 

Efficacy/value? A limited amount of evaluation/research has taken place

[Class and gender differentials in take up: Why were (are?) users disproportionately female, middle class? Is this attributable to society or to the nature of marriage guidance?]

‘TOOLS’ USED BY THERAPISTS/COUNSELLORS

Clark et al. (1991): Chapter 7 (Clulow)

· Psychodynamic perspective on marriage as relationship [Strong links made to childhood: childhood experiences affect current relationship, and indeed choice of partner in the first place]

· Experience of loss when marriage breaks down (Bowlby)

Clark and Haldane (1990): Chapter 3

Models for marital work/intervention:

· Psychodynamic

· Behavioural

· Existential (emphasises human search for meaning)

· Systems (focus on transactions between different parts of social system: individual; couple; family; wider society)

In practice overlap may exist and an integrative approach may be used!

Clulow and Mattinson (1989)

Blueprints (psychodynamic) for relationships (internalised in childhood)

They examine:
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However, they also consider the relationship of therapy/guidance to the social context, i.e. there is an interpersonal relationship focus but the relationship is seen as situated within a socio-political context.

FAMILY LAW, CONCILIATION, MEDIATION

Rodger (1996): Chapter 3
Notes the existence of structure-emphasising (‘correctional’) and agency-emphasising (‘appreciative’) discourses regarding marriage (Marriage as an institution vs. a more individualistic view of couple relationships), suggesting that a shift towards the latter discourse facilitates the existence of the new ‘technicians of human relations’.

Guidance, therapy and counselling expand in line with changing discourses, rises in divorce, and the development of new forms of ‘expertise’. Family law becomes less punitive but develops structures to ensure the well-being of children. Mediation and conciliation services grow from the legal system, the new forms of ‘expertise’ and an emphasis on the rights and welfare of children.

Smart (1997)

Smart, however, detects conflict between the agency-orientated ‘appreciative’ discourse, and the emphasis on the rights and welfare of children (and seems to imply that the latter is more consistent with the ‘correctional’ discourse?):

The push towards mediation individualizes divorce rather than seeing marital dissolution as a consequence of changes in marriage such as the suggested shift towards ‘pure relationships’ as a norm. Thus the concerns of child welfare specialists as embedded in the Children Act and the Family Law Act flow in a contrary way to shifts in society by denying people (especially women) the chance to make ‘clean breaks’ from problematic relationships. An emphasis on joint parenting in effect pulls marriage back towards being (viewed as) an ‘institution’ rather than a ‘relationship’. 

[See also: Walker, J. and Hornick, J. 1996. Communication in Marriage and Divorce: A Consultation on Family Law. London: BT Forum].

King (1999)

King notes that the ‘new family lawyers’ make use of a construction of ‘sensible parenthood’, which entails:

· the suppression of emotional responses to the marriage break-up

· a willingness to talk with/co-operate with the other parent

· an ability to put the welfare of the children before their own interest

In addition, there is an emphasis on the need for any ‘disputes’ to be ‘sorted out’ via mediation, or court welfare officers, or other means.

Neale and Smart (1997)

These authors note the problem for family lawyers of the conflict between welfare principles/ideology (echoing the 1989 Children Act) and their allegiance to justice and their clients’ interests. The ‘ideal’ process has not only shifted away from litigation to negotiation but has also shifted away from lawyer-based negotiation (on behalf of individuals) to (couple-based) mediation

Sclater and Piper (eds) (1999)

In Chapter 1, which aims to contextualise the 1996 Family Law Act, the authors note the failure to recognise the “emotional investments which divorcing people have in engaging in conflict” (p9), and identify a clash between notions of an amicable discourse between the ex-partners and the need for a final separation. A tension can be seen as existing between the prescriptions of welfare discourse and contemporary ideals of autonomy and individualism (such as those discussed by Giddens). In Chapter 7, Brown and Sclater note the tension between the welfare discourse of co-operation and the divorce process as viewed from a psychodynamic perspective.

THE GOVERNMENT AND MARRIAGE

Barlow, Duncan and James (in a chapter on “New Labour and family policy in Britain” in Barlow et al. 2002) discuss the 1998 government Green Paper Supporting Families. They note that a chapter within it proposes “a number of measures to strengthen marriage. These include better preparation for marriage, … access to mediation and counselling to support marriages in difficulty, and better information before divorce ‘to increase the chance of saving more marriages’” (Barlow, Duncan and James 2002: 117).

Part II of the Family Law Act 1996 included compulsory attendance at an information meeting for people seeking a divorce. This meeting would have a number of aims, including encouraging those attending to save their marriages, to attend a meeting with a marriage counsellor, and where appropriate to make use of mediation services.

However, an evaluation of the piloting process for these meetings, although it found them (and subsequent meetings with counsellors) to have been of value for a proportion of individuals, saw them as occurring at too late a stage in marriages to help ‘save’ more than a very small number of them, and viewed the anticipated level of use of mediation services as having been unrealistic. Walker, J. 2001. Information Meetings & Associated Provisions within the Family Law Act 1996: Final Evaluation Report. Lord Chancellor’s Department/University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne: Centre for Family Studies. (Available at: http://www.dca.gov.uk/family/fla/fullrep.pdf).

For this reason (i.e. the apparent lack of effectiveness of the meetings in saving marriages and promoting conciliatory behaviour), among others, the Government decided in January 2001 to repeal Part II of the Act before it was implemented.

(See the press notice at: http://www.dca.gov.uk/family/fla/press.htm).

Finch (2004) poses a “question about whether … changes in civil registration are more about facilitation (creating a legal and policy climate in which choices about family practices become easier) or about persuasion (encouraging citizens to live in conformity to the family values which the government wishes to uphold). Inevitably the proposals contain elements of both.” (p263). She also comments that “the [2002] White Paper [on civil registration] makes strong statements about the honourable nature of the unmarried state, in its provisions for the strengthening of parenthood rights for unmarried fathers. This of course picks up another theme in the 1998 Green Paper … namely that the apparently inconsistent aim of supporting and respecting the choice not to marry is promoted alongside strong statements about the value of marriage … The tension between the twin aims of supporting parenthood and supporting marriage, when so many people chose to undertake the former without the latter, clearly creates difficulties in forming concrete policy proposals. Where there is a choice between the two, the White Paper tends to opt for measures which it sees as supporting parenthood…” (p261).
***

As noted by Klett-Davies (2012: 121-3), relationship support services have only recently (i.e. since about 2007) risen towards the top of the political agenda. During the preceding ten years, adult couple relationships were marginal to government policy aimed at improving children’s life-chances, although this ‘family’ policy did promote the idea that (evidence-based) interventions into family life by government, including those placing an emphasis on family stability, were legitimate, if they were aimed at improving social outcomes (especially for children). From 2007 onwards policy documents and ministerial comments (initially by Ed Balls) placed a greater emphasis on provision and funding of relationship support services, setting aside any hesitancy to embrace what had previously been seen as a Conservative agenda, i.e. shoring up the ‘traditional’ family (Klett-Davies 2012: 123). A 2010 Green Paper (‘Support for all’) used evidence from a research report (Walker et al. 2010: see web reference list), which recommended relationship education for children and relationship preparation before marriage, and advocated a ‘public service message’ ‘de-stigmatising’ and promoting the value of relationship support (2012: 124). The change of government rendered the Green Paper irrelevant, but not the commitment to developing relationship support services, even at the (implicit) cost of cutting back other family-related services (2012: 125-6). Klett-Davies makes the interesting point that civil partnerships and the current promotion of ‘marriage’ (including the current push towards same-sex marriage) shift the emphasis away from sexual orientation and towards being single or ‘non-married’ as markers of being ‘outside society’ (2012: 126-7), although organisations providing or promoting relationship support services vary in their view of cohabitation and other forms of non-marital relationships (2012: 128). She also notes that government policy around relationship support services takes it into an area of personal life that has become very ‘privatised’ over recent decades (2012: 129), and perhaps pulls in a different direction to individualism-driven social change.
