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 I Will Follow Him: Family Ties,

 Gender-Role Beliefs, and Reluctance to
 Relocate for a Better Job'

 William T. Bielby and Denise D. Bielby

 University of California, Santa Barbara

 This article tests competing explanations for why wives in dual-
 earner couples are less willing than husbands to relocate for a better
 job. Hypotheses are derived from a neoclassical market model that
 assumes spouses maximize family well-being and a sociological al-
 ternative that emphasizes the mediating function of gender-role ide-
 ology in decision making by couples. Results from a maximum-
 likelihood probit model that uses data from the 1977 Quality of
 Employment Survey indicate that couples' orientation to the "pro-
 vider role" shapes how they respond to job opportunities. A hus-
 band's potential loss from a move appears to deter wives from
 capitalizing on opportunities at a new location, but a wife's poten-

 tial loss does not deter husbands. However, differences by gender
 are substantially smaller among men and women who reject tradi-
 tional notions about husbands' and wives' roles within families.
 Implications for future theoretical development and empirical re-
 search are discussed.

 Geographic relocation among dual-earner couples more often than not

 results in increased earnings for the husband and decreased earnings for

 the wife (Mincer 1978). Married women are much less likely than married
 men to report being willing to move for improved job opportunities
 (Markham et al. 1983; Markham and Pleck 1986). An employer who

 knows that familial obligations tie a married employee to her current
 location need not match higher wage opportunities available in distant

 locations (Sandell 1977). Thus, it may be that a substantial portion of

 ' We are grateful to James N. Baron, Paula England, Barbara Reskin, and the AJS
 reviewers for their insightful comments on earlier versions of this paper. This research
 was supported by the Sociology Division of the National Science Foundation, grant
 NSF SES85-10172, and by the Academic Senate, University of California, Santa
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 Sociology, University of California, Santa Barbara, California 93106.

 (D 1992 by The University of Chicago. All rights reserved.
 0002-9602/92/9705-0002$01 .50

 AJS Volume 97 Number 5 (March 1992): 1241-67 1241

This content downloaded from 128.111.128.33 on Tue, 16 Oct 2018 03:43:29 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 American Journal of Sociology

 the gender gap in wages is due to the dynamics of decision making within
 families regarding how to respond to opportunities elsewhere.

 In this article, we seek to understand why wives are less willing than

 husbands to relocate for improved job prospects. Specifically, we exam-

 ine the circumstances under which family considerations lead employed

 wives and husbands to forgo a move that would lead to job advancement.
 Of particular interest is whether variation in reluctance to relocate is
 consistent with rational decision making regarding family well-being. We
 assess the adequacy of the explanation offered by neoclassical economists
 regarding family migration decisions and examine whether gender-role
 ideology mediates husbands' and wives' responses to a job opportunity
 that requires geographic relocation.

 A NEOCLASSICAL MARKET MODEL OF FAMILY MIGRATION

 Jacob Mincer (1978), in an article published in the Journal of Political
 Economy, offers a parsimonious and persuasive model of family migra-
 tion. The central idea is that spouses maximize family well-being and,
 in doing so, may forgo opportunities that are optimal from a personal

 calculation of utility maximization. Let Gh and G. be the potential net
 gains in utility associated with a relocation opportunity, where the net

 gain to the family, Gf, is the unweighted sum of Gh and Gw. If both Gh
 and GW are positive, the move is optimal for the family as well as for the
 husband and wife individually. If, however, the husband's net gain ex-

 ceeds the wife's net loss (i.e., Gf > 0, Gh > 0, GW < 0, and IGWI < Gh),
 then the optimal decision for the family is also optimal for the husband,
 but not for the wife. Thus, if the utility being maximized were family
 income, the family would relocate if the husband's gain in earnings in
 the new location exceeded the absolute value of the wife's loss (net of the
 cost of the move). The wife in this circumstance is, according to Mincer's

 definition, a "tied mover," since her move is tied to family circumstances
 that run counter to her "private" calculus. Of course, according to the
 formal properties of the model, either spouse could be the tied mover.

 Conversely, if the wife is faced with a net gain from a relocation

 opportunity, but the husband's net loss is of greater magnitude (i.e.,

 Gf < , GW >0, Gh <0, and IGhl > Gw) then forgoing the relocation
 maximizes family utility as well as the husband's utility. In this situation,
 the wife is a "tied stayer"-capitalizing upon her personal utility would
 make the family worse off, and she stays for the sake of the family.
 Again, according to the formal properties of the model, either spouse
 could be a tied stayer.

 Mincer extends the model by introducing the possibility of opportuni-
 ties at more than one alternative geographic location. The location that
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 maximizes the wife's gain (G mX) need not be the same as the one that
 maximizes the husband's gain (Gm'). Yet a third location could maximize

 family gain (Gj'a = GW + G;), and the move there would lead to forgone
 private opportunities for both spouses. Both would be tied movers, sacri-

 ficing private gains of (Gm' - Gh) and (Gm' - Gb), respectively, for hus-
 band and wife. In short, both spouses compromise for the sake of max-

 imizing family utility, although one spouse is likely to compromise more

 than the other. In the language of neoclassical economics, these sacrifices

 represent "negative private externalities" that are internalized within

 the family. That is, the discrepancy between the individual's private

 maximum (Gmax or Gm') and the gain corresponding to the family op-

 timum (GW or GO) measures a cost to the individual that is recompensed
 within the family.2

 The neoclassical model is symmetric with respect to spouses. In terms

 of its formal properties, husbands and wives are treated identically. The

 neoclassical model does not assume that the husband's potential gains

 from moving are more important than the wife's in decisions regarding

 migration (Sandell 1977). Instead, the model assumes that each spouse's

 potential gain or loss is weighted equally in the computation of family

 well-being. Nor does the neoclassical model assume that the husband is

 able to impose his own private interests on the family. Instead, the model

 assumes that each spouse places family well-being ahead of personal

 well-being. According to the model, private losses fall disproportionately

 on wives solely because of the structure of the labor market. That is, the

 labor market is structured such that husbands' gains from opportunities

 elsewhere tend to exceed wives' losses from moving, so tied movers are

 disproportionately female. And, wives' gains from opportunities else-

 where seldom exceed husbands' losses from moving, so tied stayers are

 also disproportionately female.

 Considerable empirical evidence has been produced that is consistent

 with predictions from Mincer's model. For example, dual-earner families

 migrate less than those with a single earner (Mincer 1978). Further, on

 average, husbands' earnings increase after migration, while wives' earn-
 ings and employment levels decline, at least initially, consistent with

 wives' disproportionate representation among tied movers (Long 1974;

 Da Vanzo 1976; Duncan and Perrucci 1976; Mincer 1978; Lichter 1980;

 Spitze 1984; Maxwell 1988).

 2 In a further elaboration of the model, following Becker (1974), Mincer introduces
 the net gains from marriage for each spouse, Mh and M.. He then shows that the
 marriage dissolves (i.e., one spouse relocates and the other does not) when migration

 ties, (G" - GO) + (Ga,X- G'), exceed the net gains from marriage, Mh + M.. In
 this situation, private externalities are not internalized within marriage.
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 SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES: RELATIVE RESOURCES AND
 COUPLES' DECISION MAKING

 Social exchange theory (Emerson 1976) applied to husbands' and wives'

 decision making (Blood and Wolf 1960; Scanzoni 1970; McDonald 1980;

 Blumstein and Schwartz 1983; England 1989) yields predictions similar

 to those of Mincer's neoclassical model. If financial resources provide

 leverage in bargaining between spouses, then the partner with greater

 earnings capacity is likely to gain the most in negotiating over whether

 or not to relocate for a job opportunity in a different location.3 Thus,

 both the neoclassical and social exchange theory perspectives predict that

 married women are more likely than married men to be tied movers

 and tied stayers because of women's lower earning potential. Also, both

 perspectives are symmetric with respect to marital partners. That is, both

 predict that husbands are more likely than wives to be tied movers and

 tied stayers whenever a wife's earnings capacity exceeds her husband's.

 Since the two approaches have similar empirical implications, we will
 not attempt to distinguish between neoclassical and social exchange ex-

 planations in our analyses.

 However, neoclassical and social exchange explanations do differ in
 one respect. Mincer's neoclassical model is based on utility maximization.

 That is, an individual forgoes a personal gain because he or she derives
 greater utility from enhancing family well-being than from personal

 well-being. In contrast, social exchange theory invokes the notion of

 power as the mechanism through which decisions are made. That is, the
 spouse in command of the most resources is able to impose outcomes that

 further her or his own goals to the detriment of the partner's (Hood 1983,

 pp. 17, 178).

 In recent years, the social exchange or "relative resource" theory

 (Blood and Wolf 1960) approach to husbands' and wives' decision mak-

 ing and marital power has been criticized and supplemented by ap-

 proaches that emphasize the process of decision making by couples and

 the mediating role of gender-role ideology in that process (Young and

 Wilmott 1973; Hood 1983; Szinovacz 1987; Godwin and Scanzoni 1989a).
 Below, we show how this work suggests an alternative explanation of

 the tied stayer phenomenon that challenges the symmetry of both neoclas-
 sical and social exchange theory approaches.

 3 In an elaboration of this perspective, England and Farkas (1986) note that homemak-
 ers bring nonfinancial resources to a marriage, but these resources are largely "rela-
 tionship specific." Whereas financial resources from employment can be transferred
 to a new marital relationship at little or no cost, the homemaker's relationship-specific
 resources are of little value in a new marriage. Thus, the partner in the earner role has
 more alternatives than the homemaker, and therefore the homemaker's nonfinancial
 resources contribute little to that partner's power within the marriage.

 1244
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 SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES: GENDER-ROLE IDEOLOGY AND
 THE PROVIDER ROLE

 Neoclassical and social exchange approaches ignore the household roles

 husbands and wives occupy, the gender-role beliefs they subscribe to

 regarding those roles, and the effect of these beliefs on both the process

 and outcome of couples' decision making. Hood (1983, p. 5) definesfam-

 ily roles as "mutual expectations negotiated by the actors that define

 each actor's responsibility to other family members in a given context."

 Neoclassical and social exchange models implicitly assume that such ex-

 pectations are perfectly flexible and adapt seamlessly to changes in the

 opportunities and costs facing household members. In fact, even in con-

 temporary American families and despite wives' recent gains in the paid

 labor force, husbands more often than not assume the provider role (Ber-

 nard 1981; Haas 1986; Thompson and Waller 1989; Perry-Jenkins and

 Crouter 1990). Further, whether or not a spouse assumes (or shares)

 responsibility for the provider role may shape the value placed on that

 spouse's earnings potential in bargaining over the division of family roles

 and responsibilities. For example, in a detailed qualitative study of 16

 dual-earner couples, Hood (1983) found that a husband who views his

 wife as a coprovider is more willing to take on shared responsibility for

 parenting and household work than is a husband who sees himself as

 primarily responsible for the provider role. It may also be true that an

 employed wife who is not recognized as a coprovider cannot rely on her

 earnings potential as a resource in bargaining over paid work activities.

 In short, gender-role ideology introduces asymmetry into the process

 by which husbands and wives decide how to respond to a job opportunity

 in a different location. As Hood (1983, p. 7) hypothesizes, a spouse's

 bargaining power is shaped by "the mutually recognized right or author-

 ity to exercise power in a given area" as well as by relative resources.

 Thus, when the provider role is defined as the husband's responsibility,

 the wife's net economic gain (or loss) from a prospective geographic move

 is likely to be discounted relative to that of the husband. If so, then an

 employed wife is more likely to be either a tied mover or a tied stayer than

 is an employed husband, regardless of how much parity or imbalance in

 the economic resources each spouse brings to the relationship.

 Asymmetry in the job relocation process is suggested in empirical re-

 search by sociologists. Duncan and Perrucci (1976), analyzing longitudi-

 nal data on college graduates, found that wives' occupational prestige

 and proportionate contributions to family income-factors that should
 contribute to tied-stayer status among husbands-did not deter family

 migration. Lichter (1983), analyzing longitudinal data on a national sam-
 ple of women, found that wives' returns to migration did not increase

 with education and occupational status (measured both absolutely and

 1245
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 relative to husbands' schooling and status). Thus, these findings at least

 hint at the possibility that the wife's economic interests are discounted

 in relocation decisions, even when acting upon those interests would

 increase the overall economic well-being of the family.

 However, none of the existing empirical research was designed explic-

 itly to test the neoclassical model of family migration against sociological

 alternatives. Moreover, most of the existing research on gender ideology,

 the provider role, and household decision making focuses on the division

 of labor and responsibility regarding household roles (e.g., Hood 1983;

 Hardesty and Bokemeier 1989) rather than on work activities and geo-

 graphic mobility. The research presented below is a first step toward a

 direct evaluation of neoclassical versus sociological approaches to the

 issue of spouses' responses to job opportunities that require geographic

 relocation.

 RELUCTANCE TO RELOCATE: HYPOTHESES DERIVED FROM

 THE NEOCLASSICAL PERSPECTIVE AND

 SOCIOLOGICAL ALTERNATIVES

 Our focus is on the factors that predispose employed husbands and wives

 to be tied stayers. Specifically, we will examine the circumstances under

 which individual husbands and wives report a reluctance to relocate for

 a much better job because of family obligations. Hypotheses derived

 from the neoclassical perspective on migration are listed in table 1. Job-

 and firm-specific investments are hypothesized to tie an individual to his
 or her current location. These include factors such as job-specific skills,

 job security, and firm-specific benefits that orne sacrifices when leaving
 one job and employer for another. In contrast, general skills-abilities
 that are as valuable to other employers as they are to an individual's

 current employer-should reduce one's reluctance to relocate for better

 TABLE 1

 DETERMINANTS OF RELUCTANCE TO RELOCATE FOR IMPROVED JOB OPPORTUNITIES:

 HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS DERIVED FROM A NEOCLASSICAL MARKET MODEL

 Variable Hypothesized Relationship

 Job-specific investments. +

 Firm-specific investments. +

 General skills .

 Spouse's job investments. +
 Location-specific family investments. +

 Female main effect.

 NOTE.- + = positive relationship; - = negative relationship; 0 = no relationship.
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 job opportunities. Family traits tying an individual to his or her current

 location are spouse's job-specific investments and family investments in

 location-specific resources such as schools, child care, and the like. A

 spouse's forgone earnings, the expense of his or her job search in a new

 location, and the monetary and psychic toll of relocating children to

 new schools, neighborhoods, and child-care facilities are additional costs

 associated with a move.

 Overall, women are expected to report a greater reluctance to relocate

 for a better job because of family obligations. As noted above, according

 to the neoclassical model, women are more likely than men to be tied

 stayers because wives' potential gains from a move seldom exceed their

 husbands' losses. However, if the factors listed in table 1 adequately

 capture the costs involved in a relocation for a better job, then there

 should be no net difference between men and women in the propensity
 to report a reluctance to relocate because of family obligations. That is,

 compared with working husbands faced with comparable benefits and

 costs from a move, employed wives should be neither more nor less likely
 to express a reluctance to relocate because of family considerations. Of

 course, any small net difference could easily be attributable to model

 misspecification or imperfect measures. However, a modest to strong net

 effect in the direction of women being less willing to relocate would be

 difficult to reconcile with a model that assumes that husbands' and wives'

 gains and losses are weighed equally in decisions about job moves.
 A sociological approach that introduces the mediating function of

 gender-role ideology suggests supplementing the neoclassical model with
 the asymmetries hypothesized in table 2. If husbands discount the value

 of their wives' paid work to family well-being, then spouses' job invest-

 ments should have little or no effect on deterring a willingness to relocate

 for a better job among employed married men. That is, the predictions

 of the neoclassical model regarding spouses' job investments should apply

 only to employed married women.

 TABLE 2

 DETERMINANTS OF RELUCTANCE TO RELOCATE FOR IMPROVED JOB OPPORTUNITIES:

 HYPOTHESIZED ASYMMETRIC RELATIONSHIPS

 HYPOTHESIZED

 RELATIONSHIP

 VARIABLE Males Females

 Spouse's job investments .................................................... O0

 Nontraditional gender-role ideology ............................. .............. +

 NOTE.- + = positive relationship; - = negative relationship; 0 = no relationship.
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 Moreover, dual-earner couples differ in the extent to which they sub-

 scribe to traditional gender-role ideology regarding the husband's role as

 provider. Husbands and wives with progressive values regarding work

 and family roles should be more flexible with regard to sharing responsi-

 bility for the economic well-being of the family (Raush 1977). Thus,

 while a traditional husband might be inclined to pursue job advancement

 despite the consequences for other family members, a nontraditional hus-

 band should be more inclined to express a reluctance to do so because of

 family obligations. In addition, while an employed wife with traditional

 values regarding family roles might be reluctant to pursue a job advance-
 ment that might threaten her husband's role as provider, a nontraditional

 wife should be more inclined to pursue job advancement that enhances

 the economic well-being of the family. Accordingly, we hypothesize that

 nontraditional gender-role ideology will have a positive effect on hus-

 bands' reluctance to relocate for a better job because of family obligations
 and a negative effect on wives' reluctance to do the same.

 Below, we first describe our data and measures. Then, for individuals
 in dual-earner couples, we estimate a statistical model of reluctance to

 relocate because of family considerations, and we interpret results with

 respect to the hypotheses derived above. In the final section we assess

 the implications of our findings for competing perspectives on gender and
 couples' decision making and make suggestions for further research.

 DATA AND MEASUREMENT

 Data

 Data are from the 1977 Quality of Employment Survey (QES), a repre-

 sentative multistage probability sample of adults who are at least 16 years

 old and who live in households and work at least 20 hours per week

 (Quinn and Staines 1979). An 80-minute personal interview was com-
 pleted by 1,515 individuals (79% of the eligible respondents). Our analy-

 ses are restricted to married respondents in dual-earner families and are

 based on a sample of 162 women and 197 men with complete data on

 the variables included in our statistical models. Detailed descriptions of

 independent variables appear in the Appendix in table Al, and descrip-

 tive statistics for all measures are reported in table 3. These data are

 publicly available from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and
 Social Research.

 Reluctance to Relocate Due to Family Considerations

 Willingness to relocate for improved job opportunities was assessed in
 the QES with the following item: "Suppose you were offered a job that
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 TABLE 3

 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, 1977 QUALITY OF EMPLOYMENT SURVEY, BY SEX FOR

 MARRIED RESPONDENTS WITH EMPLOYED SPOUSES

 MALES FEMALES

 VARIABLE (RANGE) Mean SD Mean SD

 Dependent variable:

 Reluctant to relocate, any reason (0-1) .57 .. . .89 ...

 Reluctant to relocate, family reasons (0-1). .16 . . .56 ..
 Job- and firm-specific investments:

 Job security (1-4) ......................................... 3.13 .76 3.34 .63
 Stake in job (1-4) ......................................... 2.73 .88 2.33 .91
 Skill utilization (1-4) ..................................... 2.83 .82 2.78 .79

 Specific training, in years (0-10) ...................... 2.60 2.09 1.54 1.40
 Firm size, in 100s of employees (.05-30) ........... 6.38 10.21 3.83 7.22

 Self-employed (0-1) .................................... . . .09

 Earnings, in $1,000s (1-97)* ........................... 16.97 10.26 8.00 4.71
 Intrinsic rewards (1-4)* ................................. 2.82 .68 2.99 .69

 General skills:

 Part-time (0-1) . ....................................... . 05 .16
 Part-year (0-1) .... ................................... .11 ... .23 ...

 Work discontinuity (0-. 97) ............................. .11 .16 .31 .25

 Occupation proportion female (0-1) ......... ........ .20 .25 .69 .30

 Laborer (0-1) ............................. ......... .04 ... .02

 Education (6-18) .......................................... 13.04 2.79 12.72 2.50
 Age (18-78)* ............................................... 40.27 11.68 36.94 11.40

 Spouse's job investments:

 Spouse's earnings, in $1,000s (0-61) ........ ......... 7.63 8.34 14.32 7.70
 Spouse's specific training, SVP (0-10) ............... 1.62 1.53 2.51 1.90

 Family investments:

 Children in household (0-1) ............................ .61 . . . .61

 Responsible for child (0-1)* . ........................... o7 ... .49 ...
 Years married (1-55)* ............. ...................... 14.68 11.46 14.36 11.21

 Gender-role ideology:

 Nontraditional beliefs (0-1) . ........................... .25 ... .43 ...

 NOTE.-Correlation matrices are available from the authors upon request. SDs are not reported for
 binary variables. N = 197 males, 162 females.

 * Control variable; no directional hypothesis specified.

 is much better than your present one, but located in another community
 at least 100 miles away. How willing would you be to move to the other
 community to take this job?" The possible responses are "not at all
 willing," "not too willing," "depends on the circumstances," "some-
 what willing," and "very willing." A response in any of the first three
 categories was followed with a probe: "Why wouldn't you be willing to
 move?" From the open-ended responses, up to three reasons were coded
 and classified into various categories, including one for "family ties,
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 family obligations" and another for "employment of others in house-
 hold."4 The dependent variable for our analyses is a binary item coded
 "1" for respondents who express some reluctance to move and who list

 family factors as a reason for that reluctance and "0" otherwise. We

 assume that the binary responses reflect an underlying unobserved con-

 tinuum of reluctance to relocate because of familial ties. Accordingly,

 statistical analyses are based on a binary probit model (Winship and

 Mare 1984). Coefficients in the probit model reflect the effects of work

 and family traits on a respondent's propensity to be tied to her or his
 current location by family considerations, or, in Mincer's (1978) terminol-

 ogy, the propensity to be a tied stayer.

 One advantage of this particular measurement is that both men and

 women are confronted with the same option regarding a hypothetical job

 opportunity elsewhere: a "much better" job located 100 miles away. In

 contrast, in analyzing the economic consequences of actual moves (e.g.,

 Lichter 1983; Maxwell 1988), there is no way of knowing about differ-

 ences in the spatial distribution of job opportunities facing married men
 and women. Nor can an analysis of actual moves unambiguously sepa-
 rate migration motivated by job opportunities from moves motivated by

 housing and neighborhood considerations or other factors not directly

 related to one's job.

 On the other hand, one limitation of our measure is that men and

 women may have different standards regarding what constitutes a

 "much better" job. Ideally, it would have been preferable to have re-
 sponses to survey items proposing specific absolute (e.g., $5,000) or rela-

 tive (e.g., a 15% increase) gains. Nevertheless, our models do control for
 attributes of the respondent's current job, labor supply, and human capi-
 tal. Any sex difference in standards regarding what constitutes a "much

 better" job net of these factors is likely to be small.

 Independent Variables

 Job- and firm-specific investments. -Among our measures are percep-
 tions of job security, having a sense of a "stake" in one's job, and having
 one's skills fully utilized on the job. The scaling of these measures and

 the survey items upon which they are based are described in table Al.

 Specific training is measured by the average "specific vocational prepa-

 4 The QES codebook lists as examples of "family ties or obligations" responses such
 as "My family is here," "I'm married," "My husband would hate to move," and
 "It's a bad time for my kids to change schools." Examples of "employment of others
 in household" are responses such as "I wouldn't want my husband to leave his job"
 and "My husband makes 10 times what I can make."

 1250

This content downloaded from 128.111.128.33 on Tue, 16 Oct 2018 03:43:29 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 I Will Follow Him

 ration" (SVP) score of the respondent's three-digit census occupation. As

 an estimate of "the amount of time required to learn the techniques,

 acquire the information, and develop the facility needed for average per-

 formance in a specific job-worker situation" (Roos and Price 1981, p. 9),
 it serves as a proxy for a respondent's job-specific training.

 Firm-specific benefits and advancement opportunities are greater in

 large establishments than in small ones (Brown, Hamilton, and Medoff

 1990). Accordingly, we include establishment size (number of employees)

 among our measures of job- and firm-specific investments. Since self-
 employed individuals are likely to have made site-specific investments in

 their businesses, we include self-employment status among our measures
 as well.

 Both intrinsic job rewards and earnings are included among our mea-

 sures of job- and firm-specific investments. These measures are included

 as control variables, and we offer no hypotheses about their effects on
 reluctance to relocate because of family considerations. On the one hand,

 if earnings and the level of intrinsic rewards are truly attributes of the

 job and not of the incumbent, then they are location-specific and should

 deter relocation. On the other hand, they may in part represent attributes

 of the incumbent that are marketable elsewhere, thereby facilitating relo-

 cation. Accordingly, we offer no hypotheses about these two measures.

 General skills.-The skills of those who work part-time are likely to

 be generalizable to different locations, thereby facilitating relocation.

 Similarly, individuals who anticipate discontinuous labor-force participa-
 tion are likely to choose jobs that are easy to exit and reenter, regardless

 of location. Accordingly, we include part-time and part-year work and
 discontinuity of labor-force experience as indicators of general skills hy-
 pothesized to have a negative effect on reluctance to move (cf. Markham

 et al. 1983).
 According to human capital explanations of occupational sex segrega-

 tion, female-dominated occupations are those that penalize workers least

 for turnover and time out of the labor force (Polachek 1976; cf. England

 1982, 1984). Skills acquired in these occupations should be easily transfer-

 able, and therefore the proportion female in a respondent's three-digit

 occupation category is included among our measures of general skills.

 Compared with other occupations, unskilled manual labor involves
 few firm-specific skills. In preliminary models, we included binary vari-
 ables to capture differences among 10 major occupational categories.
 However, the only consistent differences were between laborers and all

 other occupations. Accordingly, only the binary variable for laborers is
 included in the results reported below.

 Following Markham et al. (1983), we expect individuals with more

 schooling to have knowledge about distant opportunities and skills that

 1251
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 are valued elsewhere. Therefore schooling is included among our mea-

 sures of general skills.

 Age, listed along with our measures of general skills, is included in our

 statistical models to control for life-cycle variation in the propensity to

 move. We control for linear and quadratic effects of age but offer no

 specific hypotheses about those effects.

 Spouse's job investments.-Following Mincer (1978), we expect

 spouse's income to be a strong deterrent to relocation. The higher the

 spouse's income, the less likely it is that the potential gain from a move

 for the respondent would offset the losses for the spouse. Conversely, the

 economic loss to the spouse resulting from a move is minimal if the spouse
 has very low earnings. Ideally, the potential loss facing the spouse would

 be measured directly. Nevertheless, the amount of income at risk is obvi-

 ously greater for respondents whose earnings are considerable compared

 to those whose spouses earn very little.

 Finding employment in a new location for a spouse with specific train-

 ing should be more difficult than doing so for a spouse with more general-

 ized skills. Our measure is the average SVP score for the spouse's three-

 digit occupational category.5
 Family investments.-As noted above, costs, both material and emo-

 tional, are involved in moving children from one neighborhood to an-
 other. New arrangements have to be made for schooling, child care,

 and recreation, and children must establish new friendship networks.
 Accordingly, our models include the presence of children in the household

 as a measure of family investments in one's current location. Our model
 also included a binary measure indicating whether the respondent has

 primary responsibility for child care. According to the neoclassical model,

 husbands and wives are assumed to be equally altruistic toward their

 children. Consequently, according to that model, whether an individual
 has primary responsibility for child care should have no net impact on

 reluctance to relocate, and we hypothesize no relationship. Finally we

 also include the number of years the respondent has been married as a
 control variable.

 Gender-role ideology. -We classify respondents as holding nontradi-

 tional gender-role beliefs if they do not believe that a husband should be
 sole provider for his family and they do believe that a mother's relation-

 ship with her children does not suffer if the mother is employed outside
 the home. Individuals who are neutral or express contrary views on either

 5 Preliminary models also included spouse's self-employment status, spouse's educa-
 tion, and spouse's major occupational category. However, these traits had no effect
 on reluctance to relocate because of family considerations, net of spouse's earnings
 and specific training.
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 issue are classified as holding traditional gender-role beliefs. The specific

 survey items upon which our classification is based are described fully in
 table Al.

 RESULTS

 Gender Differences in Reluctance to Relocate

 A majority of the respondents, 57% of the males and 89% of the females,

 expressed at least some degree of reluctance to relocate for a better job
 (table 3). Consistent with each of the theoretical perspectives summarized

 above, women in dual-earner couples were substantially more likely than
 men to cite family considerations as a reason for their reservations about

 relocating for a better job. Over half of the women (56%) reported a
 reluctance to relocate because of family considerations, compared with
 just 16% of the men.6

 Descriptive statistics in table 3 show several gender differences in in-

 vestments and skills that are consistent with the neoclassical explanation
 of the tied-stayer phenomenon. In general, husbands in dual-earner cou-
 ples have higher levels of job- and firm-specific investments than do
 wives. In addition, women have higher levels of general skills. Specifi-
 cally, compared with women, men work for larger firms, have more
 specific training, and report a greater stake in their current jobs. Women
 are more likely to work part-time or part-year, have discontinuous pat-
 terns of labor-force participation, and (of course) work in female-
 dominated occupations, traits associated with general skills. Spousal
 earnings, are, on average, nearly twice as high for women as for men.
 Accordingly, the amount of spouse's earnings at risk from a move is

 considerably higher for women than for men. While these differences are
 consistent with the neoclassical model, it remains to be seen whether
 they account for the substantial difference between men and women in
 reluctance to relocate. Results from the statistical models discussed below
 examine whether this is so.

 Determinants of Reluctance to Relocate among Men and Women in
 Dual-Earner Couples: Evaluating Alternative Perspectives

 The probit model is estimated in two steps. Model 1 includes the indepen-
 dent variables relevant to the neoclassical explanation of the tied-stayer

 6 Besides family considerations, reasons most often cited for being reluctant to relocate
 were: the attraction of the respondent's current community, inertia (e.g., "We're
 established here"), and, especially for men, financial ties such as home ownership.
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 phenomenon: measures of job- and firm-specific investments, general

 skills, spouse's job investments, and family investments. It also includes

 a binary variable for gender. If gender differences in the costs and bene-

 fits of relocating for a better job are adequately represented by the model,
 then the coefficient for "female" should be small. A large net effect of

 female would indicate that wives in dual-earner couples are more likely
 to forgo a move because of family considerations than are husbands with
 the same kinds of job investments, skills, and family situations. In other
 words, such a finding would indicate that gender differences in the tied-

 stayer phenomenon cannot be explained fully by couples' calculations of
 the potential net economic gain to the family resulting from a relocation

 for the job advancement of one spouse but not the other.
 Model 2 adds the effect of gender-role ideology and introduces interac-

 tion effects that capture the asymmetries hypothesized to follow from the
 impact of beliefs about the provider role on couples' decision making

 about relocation for a better job. Strong interaction effects consistent

 with our hypotheses would indicate that the gendered structure of family
 roles sharply constrains the process by which husbands and wives evalu-

 ate their relative contribution to a family's economic well-being.
 A logarithmic (base e) metric is used for respondent's and spouse's

 earnings. Because of the interactive specification, the effects of gender
 and nontraditional beliefs are contingent upon spouse's earnings. To fa-
 cilitate interpretation, the variable log of spousal earnings has been devi-
 ated from its sample mean.7 Accordingly, main effects of gender and
 nontraditional beliefs represent net differences evaluated at the mean of

 (logged) spousal earnings.
 Consistent with the neoclassical explanation of family migration, esti-

 mates for model 1 in table 4 show that both a spouse's earnings and a

 spouse's specific training contribute to a reluctance to relocate because
 of family considerations. In addition, skill utilization, an indicator of
 job-specific investments, has a significant effect in the hypothesized direc-
 tion.8 However, these effects are tiny in comparison to the effects of
 earnings and gender. Compared with those with low earnings, well-paid
 individuals are much less likely to let family considerations interfere with

 a potential relocation for a much better job. If we assume that those with
 high earnings benefit more from such a move in the long run, then this

 I The mean of log spousal earnings is 8.9636, corresponding to $7,813 in the original
 (dollar) metric.

 8 Overall, the probit results are roughly consistent with those of Markham and Pleck's
 (1986) OLS regressions of the QES "willingness to move" measure on several of the
 same variables included in our specification.
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 TABLE 4

 DETERMINANTS OF RELUCTANCE TO RELOCATE BECAUSE OF FAMILY CONSIDERATIONS:

 MAxIMuM-LIKELIHOOD PROBIT ESTIMATES

 Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2

 Job- and firm-specific investments:

 Job security ................... .............................. .14 .13

 Stake in job ................................................. -.07 - .03
 Skill utilization ............................... .................. .19* .25**

 Specific training (SVP) ................................................ -.03 -.02

 Firm size (in 100s of employees) .................................... .00 .00

 Self-employed . .................................................. -.39 - .43

 Log earnings ................................................. -.52*** -.55***

 Intrinsic rewards ................................................ . -.13 -.14

 General skills:

 Part-time.. ..................... ........................ 10 -.12

 Part-year . ................................................. -.16 - .15

 Work discontinuity ................................................. -.23 -.34

 Occupation proportion female .................. .................... -.15 -.24

 Laborer .............. ................................... -.66 -.50

 Education ................................................. .03 .02

 Age (in 10s of years) ................................................. .55 - .14

 (Age - 40)2 ................... .............................. -.05 .04

 Spouse's job investments:

 Log spouse's earnings ................................................. .16* - .31

 Spouse's specific training (SVP) ............... ..................... .10** .07

 Family investments:

 Children in household ................................................. .13 .20

 Responsible for child ................................................. -.10 -.16

 Years married (10s) .................................................. -.05 -.07
 Gender-role ideology:

 Nontraditional beliefs ................................................. .68***

 Female main effect ................................................... . 74*** 1.06***

 Interactions:

 Female x log spouse's earnings .................................... 1.23***

 Female x spouse's specific training ............ .................. . .03

 Female x nontraditional ............................................. - 1. 18***

 Male x nontraditional beliefs x log spouse's earnings ...... .54*

 Constant ............. .................................... 1.88 3.03

 .2 ........................................ . 369.25 339.29

 NOTE.-Significance levels are for one-tailed tests except for "log earnings," where a two-tailed test
 with no directional hypothesis was used.

 * p < .10.
 ** P < .05.

 *** P < .01.
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 finding is consistent with a neoclassical approach toward maximizing

 family well-being.9

 In contrast, the large net gender difference is difficult to explain from

 a neoclassical perspective. Holding constant job- and firm-specific invest-

 ments, general skills, spouse's job investments, and family investments

 accounts for just 40% of the large overall gender difference in reluctance

 to relocate because of family considerations.'0 In other words, according
 to model 1, compared with married women in similar work and family

 situations, married men are substantially less likely to express reserva-

 tions about familial obligations when contemplating a move for a better

 job.

 The large effect of gender in model 1 coupled with the small effects of

 every other factor but that of earnings seems to suggest that married men

 are almost always more likely than married women to pursue personal

 gain in the sphere of paid employment, regardless of the consequences
 for family well-being. However, model 2, which acknowledges that
 gender-role ideology shapes how married men and women respond to job
 opportunities, shows that determinants of the tied-stayer phenomenon

 are more subtle and complex.

 As noted above, the neoclassical model is implicitly symmetric. It as-

 sumes that women's disproportionate representation among tied stayers
 is due to differences between husbands and wives in the levels of cost

 and gain factors, not due to differences in the effects of these factors.
 Results for model 2 in table 4 show conclusively that the implicit symme-

 try of the neoclassical model fails to fit the data adequately. Introducing

 the binary variable for gender-role beliefs and the four variables captur-
 ing interaction effects reduces L2, the likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic,

 by nearly 30 points. A reduction of that magnitude with five degrees of
 freedom allows us to reject the hypothesis that the five additional coeffi-

 cients are jointly zero with a type-I error rate of less than .001. Moreover,
 the pattern of individual coefficients corresponds almost exactly to our

 hypotheses: spousal earnings are more consequential for women than for

 men, and the model's asymmetries are much more pronounced for those

 9 In other words, the dollar value of the future earnings generated by a "much better
 job" is likely to be considerably higher for a person who moves from an already
 highly paid position than for a person moving from a poorly paid job.

 1o Evaluated at a probability of .16 (the male mean), the probit coefficient for the
 female main effect in model 1 corresponds to an effect of .24 in the probability metric.
 In other words, compared with a man whose traits imply a probability of expressing
 reluctance to relocate because of family considerations of .16, a woman with identical
 traits would have a probability of .40 of expressing the same view. Since the zero-order
 gender difference is .56 - .16 = .40, variables other than gender mediate 100% x
 (.40 - .24)/.40 = 40% of the total difference.
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 FIG. 1.-Reluctance to relocate due to family considerations, by sex, spouse's
 earnings, and gender-role beliefs.

 with traditional gender-role beliefs than for those with nontraditional
 beliefs.

 The impact of gender-role beliefs and the asymmetries of the tied-stayer

 phenomenon are apparent in figure 1. The figure shows the probability

 of reporting a reluctance to relocate because of family considerations as

 a function of spouse's income, separately for traditional males, traditional

 females, nontraditional males, and nontraditional females, based on the
 coefficients for model 2. (Predicted probabilities are computed with all
 other variables set to their mean values.)

 The gender difference in the effect of spouse's earnings is greatest

 among working husbands and wives who hold traditional gender-role
 beliefs. Among traditional wives in dual-earner couples, the propensity
 to be a tied stayer (as indicated by our measure) increases sharply with
 spouse's earnings, exactly as predicted by the neoclassical model. Their
 response pattern is consistent with a maximizing approach to family eco-

 nomic well-being. Traditional wives whose husbands earn very little do
 not report family ties as an obstacle to moving to get a better job. How-

 ever, the greater their husbands' earnings (and, presumably, the greater

 the potential for lost earnings caused by a geographic relocation), the
 more likely these women are to express a reluctance to relocate because

 of family considerations.

 1257

This content downloaded from 128.111.128.33 on Tue, 16 Oct 2018 03:43:29 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 American Journal of Sociology

 In contrast, the response curve for traditional husbands is essentially

 flat. (The spike as spouse's earnings approach zero lies outside the range

 of spouse's earnings, and it is an artifact of the logarithmic specification

 coupled with a negative but insignificant slope coefficient.) In other

 words, traditional husbands rarely express any reluctance to move be-

 cause of family considerations, regardless of how little or how much their

 spouses earn. The loss of part or all of a wife's contribution to family
 income is no deterrent to relocation for these husbands, even when the

 amount of income at risk is relatively large.

 Gender differences in the effects of spouse's earnings are less pro-
 nounced among husbands and wives holding nontraditional beliefs. As

 hypothesized, holding such beliefs has a net effect of reducing the propen-

 sity for women to report a reluctance to relocate because of family consid-

 erations and increasing the propensity of men to do the same. Unlike

 traditional married men, nontraditional husbands are more strongly tied
 to their current locations when their wives are being relatively well paid.

 Nevertheless, gender differences do exist among respondents with non-
 traditional gender-role beliefs. Nontraditional wives are more sensitive

 to their husbands' earnings than nontraditional husbands are to their

 wives' earnings. Moreover, at higher levels of spousal earnings, nontradi-
 tional females are more likely to report a reluctance to relocate because

 of family considerations than are nontraditional males with comparable

 work and family situations (although the gender difference is substan-

 tially less than that among respondents with traditional beliefs)."
 In sum, our results show that gender difference in the tied-stayer phe-

 nomenon among husbands and wives in dual-earner couples is funda-

 mentally shaped by gender-role beliefs. The neoclassical model's explana-
 tion of the difference in terms of couples' maximization of family utility

 fails to capture the asymmetry in how husbands' and wives' contribu-
 tions are valued. A man with traditional gender-role beliefs appears to

 give little consideration to the disruption of his wife's employment and

 her potential loss of earnings when evaluating a potential job opportunity

 for himself in a new location. Moreover, this orientation among tradi-

 " According to the point estimates for model 2, the response curves in fig. 1 for
 nontraditional respondents cross at a level of spouse's earnings of $9,300, slightly
 above the median of spouse's earnings at $8,500. In contrast, the curves for traditional
 respondents cross at $1,681, which corresponds to the seventh percentile of the spousal
 earnings distribution. Thus, the model predicts that traditional females will express
 a greater reluctance to relocate than traditional males throughout almost the entire
 range of the distribution of spousal income. But among nontraditional respondents,
 females are actually predicted to be less likely to express a reluctance to relocate due
 to family considerations across a range of spousal earnings that spans the lower half
 of the distribution of that trait.
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 tional males persists even when the level of wife's earnings at risk is
 substantial.

 In contrast, gender differences among those who reject traditional no-

 tions of women's and men's roles at home and at work are less pro-
 nounced. These men and women, who hold more flexible views toward
 responsibility for the family's economic well-being, appear to value their
 own and their spouse's work roles more equally. They are more likely to
 express an inclination to forgo a move to improve their own job opportu-
 nities when it implies that their spouses will have to give up highly paid
 jobs. But even this propensity is more characteristic of nontraditional
 females than of nontraditional males. So, as measured here, gender-role
 beliefs mediate some, but not all, of the asymmetry in the tied-stayer
 phenomenon.

 Our findings have implications for notions of power, ideology, and
 decision making within families, and they suggest some interesting issues
 for future research. We address these issues in the concluding section.

 CONCLUSIONS

 Marital Power, Economic Resources, and Gender-Role Ideology

 Our findings suggest that as recently as the late 1970s, a man with tradi-
 tional gender-role beliefs would refuse to let his spouse's job interfere
 with his own job advancement. In contrast, a woman with the same
 beliefs and opportunities would apparently sacrifice job advancement if
 it meant asking her husband to leave a well-paying job. Our findings
 for respondents with traditional gender-role beliefs are consistent with a
 decision-making process wherein men pursue their own self-interest,

 while women evaluate what is best for the economic well-being of the

 family. In terms of the neoclassical model, women with traditional beliefs
 and well-paid spouses anticipate being tied stayers, but traditional men
 in the same situation do not.

 The findings for respondents with traditional beliefs challenge both
 Mincer's neoclassical model and the social exchange approach to power,

 relative resources, and decision making within marriage. The neoclassi-
 cal model of family migration might be salvaged by assuming well-being

 (Gf = Gh + G.).`2 However, this modified model no longer provides a
 neoclassical explanation for gender differences in the tied-stayer phenom-
 enon, since asymmetry has been imposed from outside the model. More-

 12 Alternatively, wives with traditional beliefs might weigh husbands' economic gains
 more heavily than their own in computing family well-being; i.e., Gf = aGh + bGw,
 where a > b.
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 over, additional ad hoc adjustments would be required to account for

 the behavior of men and women with nontraditional gender-role beliefs.

 Similarly, the social exchange approach cannot explain why the level

 of a spouse's economic resources deters a traditional wife from pursuing

 personal gain from job advancement but does not deter a traditional

 husband in a comparable situation. England (1989; England and Kil-

 bourne 1990) suggests that earnings from employment may be a resource

 that provides wives with potential power that they choose not to exercise.

 Her argument is based on an assumption that women are more altruistic

 than men and are therefore less inclined to bargain to the margins of

 their market power. However, introducing an assumption of gender dif-

 ferences in altruism to salvage a social exchange explanation of the tied-

 stayer phenomenon among husbands and wives with traditional gender-

 role beliefs fails to account for the behavior of husbands and wives who

 do not share those beliefs.

 The neoclassical and social exchange explanations of gender differences

 in the tied-stayer phenomenon suffer from the same limitation: they fail

 to acknowledge that gender-role ideology mediates husbands' and wives'
 interactions over their work and family roles. Gender-role ideology is a

 form of "culture-mediated power" that shapes relationships between

 social groups (Lamont and Wuthnow 1990). The "male provider role"
 is a symbolic construct that provides one readily available model from

 which couples can define what Hood (1983, p. 7) calls "the mutually
 recognized right or authority to exercise power in a given area." That

 particular model has been the dominant one in the United States for
 much of the 20th century, but it is not the only model. One alternative
 that has become increasingly viable as employment opportunities for

 married women have expanded is the "coprovider role." Whether hus-
 bands and wives subscribe to either of these models or some other alterna-

 tive'3 is determined by a variety of factors, including social background,
 early socialization, and economic constraints (Thornton, Alwin, and

 Camburn 1983).

 Our findings support the notion that the gender-role ideology a wife

 and husband subscribe to defines the range of role options they consider
 and the resources and contingencies that are (and are not) taken into

 account when deciding role responsibilities. For example, among couples
 subscribing to the male-provider-role model, disruption of the wife's em-
 ployment is typically not a relevant parameter in decisions about whether

 the husband will take advantage of a job opportunity at a new location.

 Conversely, unless the economic viability of the family is threatened,

 13 See Atkinson and Boles (1984) and Scanzoni et al. (1989) for elaboration of other
 alternatives to the male provider and coprovider models.
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 relocation for the wife's job advancement is not among the choices con-

 sidered when couples with traditional gender-role beliefs negotiate role
 behaviors and responsibilities.

 In short, gender-role ideology defines the limits of what is subject to

 negotiation with respect to work and family roles. Thus, traditional
 wives' subordination of their job interests to those of their husbands is
 not the outcome of an explicit, zero-sum bargaining process in which

 traditional husbands have the resources to make their private interests
 prevail. Instead, a traditional husband's power is indirect and culturally

 mediated (Lamont and Wuthnow 1990) to the extent that his role as
 provider is taken for granted and mutually recognized as legitimate by
 both spouses.

 Empirically demonstrating the effect of indirect or culturally mediated

 power can be difficult, since it may not be played out explicitly in micro-
 level negotiations between husbands and wives. Indeed, husbands and

 wives often agree on the fairness of their decisions about work and family
 roles regardless of the relative resources each brings to the decision-mak-

 ing process (Godwin and Scanzoni 1989b; Sexton and Perlman 1989).

 Our approach has been to show the consequences of culturally mediated
 power through asymmetries in the determinants of the tied-stayer phe-
 nomenon among those subscribing to different cultural notions of hus-

 bands' and wives' work roles. We have detected strong asymmetry con-
 sistent with differences in the content of respondents' gender-role beliefs.
 Among those with traditional beliefs, the wife's potential loss in the job
 market as a tied mover is not a consideration when the husband is faced

 with a job offer elsewhere, but it is for those with nontraditional beliefs.

 Gender-Role Ideology, Family Migration, and Social Change

 Recent research on the causes and consequences of changing gender-role

 beliefs allows us to speculate on the dynamics of change regarding family
 migration decisions. For example, we know that cohort succession is an

 important source of attitude change and that female labor-force participa-
 tion is both a cause and consequence of progressive gender-role beliefs

 (Mason, Czajka, and Arber 1976; Thornton et al. 1983; Thornton 1989).
 According to our measure, in 1977, 25% of the men and 43% of the
 women in dual-earner couples held nontraditional gender-role beliefs. No
 doubt, the percentage subscribing to such beliefs has increased since
 then, and over the same period female labor-force participation has con-

 tinued to rise, while the gender gap in wages has closed modestly.
 Together, these trends suggest that the tied-stayer phenomenon affects

 men and women more equally today than it did in 1977. A higher propor-
 tion of men are likely to be in relationships in which the spouse's employ-
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 ment is an important consideration when deciding whether to move for
 job advancement. Moreover, as wives' job- and firm-specific investments

 have increased, it has probably become more difficult for couples to

 maintain that a move for the husband's job advancement is in the eco-

 nomic interest of the entire family. As a result, it is probably increasingly

 the case that geographic locations that are optimal in terms of economic

 gain for the family as a whole are suboptimal from the perspective of

 either spouse individually.

 In short, compromise over geographic relocation for job advancement

 is probably a more salient issue among dual-earner couples today than it

 was in the 1970s. It may also be that the range of culturally acceptable

 accommodations is changing as well. For example, delayed marriage,

 separate residences, and long commutes may increasingly become part

 of the constellation of ideologically sanctioned gender-role arrangements

 of the 1990s.

 The above speculations are based on the premise that males with non-

 traditional gender-role beliefs who are evaluating job opportunities in a

 new location are in fact sensitive to disruption of their spouses' employ-

 ment. While our results for the 1970s showed this to be the case, they

 also showed that nontraditional males were not nearly as sensitive to

 their spouses' job circumstances as were nontraditional females. Thus, to

 the extent that husbands continue to devalue wives' roles as coproviders,

 women in dual-earner couples will remain disproportionately represented

 among tied stayers.

 Directions for Future Research

 We are confident that our findings regarding gender-role beliefs and the
 asymmetries in the tied-stayer phenomenon are robust and replicable.

 However, our research was based on secondary analysis and is limited

 by the information available in an existing data set not explicitly designed

 to study family migration decisions. A more definitive study would:

 (1) interview both the husband and wife in each household to obtain

 complete information on each spouse's work and family investments and

 potential losses from relocation, (2) pose hypothetical options that explic-

 itly specify economic gains from a move, and (3) follow actual job changes

 and geographic relocations with longitudinal data.

 More important, our secondary analysis did not allow us to study the
 process by which husbands and wives negotiate their role responsibilities

 and the way in which gender-role ideology shapes that process. To com-
 plement the survey methodology relied on here, couples could be asked

 to discuss how they would respond to a job opportunity for one spouse in
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 a new location. The analyst could study the resources that are considered

 relevant to each spouse, which costs and benefits are weighed and which

 ignored and the range of alternative outcomes that the couple considers,

 as well as the couple's report of which outcome they would be likely to

 choose. A variation on this methodology that has been used successfully

 by others (e.g., Godwin and Scanzoni 1989a, 1989b) would be to have

 couples recollect and report on actual decision-making episodes regarding

 geographic location and job advancement. A research agenda along these

 lines is likely to provide important insights into the economic, structural,

 and cultural factors that shape how individuals in families reconcile their

 personal interests in job advancement with others' interests and with

 overall family well-being.
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