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The concept of family has dramatically changed in the 21st century; critically reflect upon this statement. (Consider ONE change in detail)

 The Purpose of this submission is to critically reflect on how the concept of family has dramatically changed within the 21st century (Cohen, 2021a; Cooper, 2017; Cenegy, Denney and Kimbro, 2018). With a focus on one change in particular, this assessment will be focusing on the shift from nuclear families to non-nuclear families (Cohen, 2021a; Cohen, 2021b; Cenegy, Denney and Kimbro, 2018; Brown, 2011). To understand the shift away from nuclear families this submission has been broken down into four stages. The concept of family (Cohen, 2021a; Cooper, 2017; Cenegy, Denney and Kimbro, 2018; Treas and Scott, 2018), divorce and marriages (Marriage Act, 2013; Divorce, Dissolution and Separation Act, 2020; Divorce Act, 2002; Treas and Scott,1995), economic factors (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2019; Flood and King, 2014) and technology (Turkle, 2011). Each of these elements contributes to the transition away from the traditional nuclear family (Cohen, 2021a; Cooper, 2017; Cenegy, Denney and Kimbro, 2018).

 In the 21st century the concept of family has changed dramatically through various social, economic, and cultural transformations (Cohen, 2021a; Cohan, 2021b: Cohen, 2018; Stacey, 2017; Richman, 2012). Several factors contribute to the shift of the structure of families (Cohen, 2021a; Cohen, 2018; Stacey, 2017; Richman, 2012). From diversity and family structures (Cohen, 2021a; Cohen, 2018), traditional nuclear families are no longer the sole norm (Cohen, 2021a; Cohan, 2021b; Cohen, 2018; Stacey, 2017; Richman, 2012), as families with one sole parent (Stacey, 2017), families with both gendered parents (Cenegy, Denney, and Kimbro, 2018), and extended families gain more acceptance (Cenegy, Denney, and Kimbro, 2018; Stacey, 2017). This diversity challenges previous notions of what constitutes a typical nuclear family (Cenegy, Denney, and Kimbro, 2018; Stacey, 2017). Evolving gender roles have played a significant role in redefining family dynamics (Kimmel, 2018; Brown, 2011; Treas and Scott, 2018; Hewlett, 2002). Women are increasingly entering the workforce (Wood, 2021; Treas and Scott, 2018), challenging traditional expectations regarding their roles within the family (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons, 1937; Parsons, 1951; Wood, 2021; Treas and Scott, 2018). This has led to a more equitable distribution of responsibilities and decision-making within households (Wood, 2021; Treas and Scott, 2018). The globalized nature of the 21st century has led to increased migration and multiculturalism (Castles and Miller, 2019). Families are often spread across different geographical locations, impacting traditional notions of close-knit, geographically stable units (Castles and Miller, 2019; Treas and Scott, 2018). Technology, such as video calls and social media (Fuchs, 2017; Lipschultz, 2013), has both facilitated (Ling and Fortunati, 2019) and complicated (Metzger and Flanagin, 2008) these long-distance family relationships (Fortner and Fackler, 2006; Metzger and Flanagin, 2008; Ling and Fortunati, 2019). The digital age has revolutionized communication, affecting how families interact (Fortner and Fackler, 2006; Metzger and Flanagin, 2008; Ling and Fortunati, 2019). Social media, smartphones, and other technologies have altered the nature of family bonds (Metzger and Flanagin, 2008; Ling and Fortunati, 2019), sometimes fostering connectivity but also introducing challenges related to privacy (Metzger and Flanagin, 2008), screen time, and the quality of face-to-face interactions (Metzger and Flanagin, 2008). Economic factors, such as rising living costs and the need for dual-income households, have influenced family structures (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; ONS, 2022). The pursuit of career opportunities or economic stability may lead to non-traditional living arrangements (Castles and Miller, 2019; England, 2010), with family members residing in different locations or adapting to flexible work schedules (Castles and Miller, 2019; Treas and Scott, 2018). Attitudes toward marriage have evolved (Manning and Stykes, 2015), with an increasing number of individuals choosing to delay or forgo marriage altogether (Manning and Stykes, 2015; Traister, 2016). Cohabitation without marriage (Traister, 2016; Gadoua and Larson, 2014; Presser, 2000), once less common and socially stigmatized (Goffman, 1963), is now widely accepted (Traister, 2016; Gadoua and Larson, 2014). There is a growing emphasis on individual well-being and personal fulfilment in the 21st century (Manson, 2016). This shift can impact family dynamics as individuals prioritize their own aspirations and goals (Hochschild and Machung, 2012), sometimes leading to non-traditional family choices (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Treas and Scott, 2018). While increased diversity and flexibility in family structures can be seen as progress toward inclusivity and individual choice (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018), they also pose challenges in terms of societal adaptation, support systems, and the potential for increased social fragmentation (Garrison and Scott, 2012). 

 Family dynamics are changing dramatically, with more people opting for non-nuclear households (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Giddens, 1992; Treas and Scott, 1995). The term nuclear family refers to a type of family in which both biological or adopted parents, one male and one female who are married (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Cohen, 2021a), and all of the kids, whether they were born to them or not live under one roof (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Cohen, 2021a). Since the early 20th century in many western cultures, this kind of family unit was seen as the norm (Cooper, 2017). When we talk about the core or basic structure of a family, the word nuclear makes us think of two parents and between two and four children (Cooper, 2017; Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Cohen, 2021a).             
 Structural functionalism suggests that social institutions work most efficiently when there is role specialization (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons, 1937; Parsons, 1951). In nuclear families, there tends to be a division of labour and roles between parents, where each member has specific responsibilities (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons, 1937; Parsons, 1951). For example, one parent may focus on earning income while the other takes on more domestic responsibilities (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons, 1937; Parsons, 1951). While structural functionalism provides insights into the functions and contributions of nuclear families to social stability (Durkheim, 1893; Parsons, 1937; Parsons, 1951), it is essential to recognize that this perspective has been critiqued for not adequately addressing issues of social inequality, conflict, and the diversity of family structures (Smelser, 1956; Lukes, 1974). Other sociological perspectives, such as conflict theory (Smelser, 1956; Lukes, 1974) and symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969), offer alternative viewpoints that highlight issues of power dynamics, inequality, and the subjective experiences of individuals within families (Smelser, 1956; Lukes, 1974, Blumer, 1969).
 A significant advancement in recent years was the implementation of The Marriage (Same-sex Couples) Act, 2013, providing legal acknowledgment for marriages between individuals of the same sex. In 2013, the Marriage Act (1949) underwent a transformation into a new legislation, The Marriage (Same-sex Couples) Act, (2013), giving legal marriage rights and recognition to couples of the same sex in the UK, ensuring equal treatment with opposite-sex couples (UK Government Equalities Office, 2019; Rydström, and Silius, 2016). This legal change reflects a more inclusive understanding of marriage and has expanded the definition of family to include diverse structures, steering away from the traditional definition of a nuclear family (Rydström, and Silius, 2016). 
 Changes in societal norms and attitudes have led to shifts in the age at which people marry and the prevalence of cohabitation (Manning and Stykes, 2015). The rise in divorce rates has led to an increase in single-parent households and stepfamilies (Treas and Scott, 2018; Meezan and McPherson, 2019; Stacey, 2017). Attitudes towards divorce have shifted over time, and there is greater social acceptance of divorce as a viable option when marriages face challenges (Clarke-Stewart and Brentano, 2018). As societal norms evolve (Hochschild and Machung, 2012), individuals may be more inclined to seek divorce rather than remain in unhappy or unfulfilling marriages (Atkinson and French, 2015). Evolving gender roles and expectations within marriages can impact relationship dynamics (Kimmel, 2018; Hochschild, and Machung, 2012). As traditional gender roles shift, couples may need to renegotiate responsibilities and expectations (Kimmel, 2018; Hochschild, and Machung, 2012), which can sometimes lead to conflict (Smelser, 1956; Lukes, 1974) and, in some cases, divorce (Kimmel, 2018). Economic factors, such as financial stress, unemployment, or precarious employment, can put strain on marriages (Flood and King, 2014; Tolan, Weller and Weiss, 2015). Changes in divorce laws (The Divorce Act, 2002; Divorce, Dissolution and Separation Act, 2020) may also play a role. Legal reforms that simplify divorce procedures or reduce social stigma (Goffman, 1963) may make divorce more accessible and socially acceptable (Johansson and Kantor, 2016), contributing to higher divorce rates and challenging the definition of the nuclear family (Johansson and Kantor, 2016). The implementation of the Civil Partnership Act (2004) officially recognized civil partnerships as a legally recognized status for couples of the same sex (Renton, 2005). The 2019 the UK government broadened those eligible for civil partnerships to include couples of different sexes (The Civil Partnership (Opposite-sex Couples) Regulations, 2019). Civil partnerships provide legal recognition and entitlements equivalent to marriage, encompassing inheritance rights, access to benefits, and legal protections in the event of dissolution (The Civil Partnership Regulations, 2019; The Civil Partnership Act, 2004; Gerstmann, 2008). This has contributed to greater legal security and protection for couples in civil partnerships (Gerstmann, 2008). Civil partnerships offer an alternative to marriage, providing couples with greater choice and flexibility in formalizing their relationships (The Civil Partnership Regulations, 2019; The Civil Partnership Act, 2004; Gerstmann, 2008). Some couples may prefer civil partnerships for personal, cultural, or religious reasons (Gerstmann, 2008; Renton, 2005), and the availability of this option enhances the diversity of family structures, as well as steering away from the traditional definition of a nuclear family where both parents are married (Gerstmann, 2008; Renton, 2005). The availability of civil partnerships may have had some impact on marriage rates (Gerstmann, 2008), as couples have the option to choose between civil partnership and marriage (Gerstmann, 2008; UK Government Equalities Office, 2019). However, the overall impact on marriage rates is influenced by various factors, including societal attitudes, cultural norms, and individual preferences (Stevenson and Wolfers, 2019). The introduction and evolution of civil partnership laws reflect the changing cultural and legal landscape (Renton, 2005; Gerstmann, 2008). These legal changes contribute to the ongoing evolution of societal attitudes toward relationships and families (Renton, 2005; Gerstmann, 2008).
 Economic factors, such as the rising cost of living and housing (ONS, 2022; Shaw, 2018), have also influenced family structures (Levy, 2018). Economic trends such as urbanization (Wirth, 1938; Gottdiener and Hutchison, 2019) can affect housing affordability (Gottdiener and Hutchison, 2019). High housing costs may influence living arrangements, potentially leading to extended families or multiple generations sharing a household (ONS, 2022; Levy, 2018). Creating a shift away from nuclear families (Cohen, 2021a; Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Kimmel, 2018). Dual-income households are now more common as both partners contribute to the financial stability of the family (Levy, 2018; Hochschild, A., and Machung, 2012). This economic necessity has led to a reconfiguration of roles within families, with a greater emphasis on shared responsibilities and flexibility (Levy, 2018; Hochschild, A., and Machung, 2012). Marxist theory argues that capitalism is characterized by class struggle, with the bourgeoisie exploiting the proletariat (Engels and Marx, 1848). The cost of living is a crucial aspect of this exploitation, as working-class families must allocate a significant portion of their income to fulfil essential necessities such as housing, food, and healthcare (Lansley and Mack, 2015; McGarvey, 2017). This economic pressure can perpetuate class divisions and contribute to the reproduction of an exploitative system (Lansley and Mack, 2015; McGarvey, 2017). Economic downturns and high levels of unemployment can lead to financial stress within families (Lansley and Mack, 2015; McGarvey, 2017; Tolan, Weller and Weiss, 2015). This stress may contribute to relationship strain, potentially impacting the stability of the nuclear family (Lansley and Mack, 2015; Tolan, Weller and Weiss, 2015). Government policies related to social welfare (UK Government, 2023a), such as childcare support (UK Government, 2023b), parental leave (UK Government, 2023c), and healthcare (UK Government, 2023d), can impact family decisions (Lansley and Mack, 2015). Economic opportunities may require individuals or families to move or travel geographically (Castles and Miller, 2019; Zinn and Eitzen, 2018). This can affect the family structure, by one parent having to travel long distances for work (Neeley, 2021), leaving families with one sole parent from time to time (Neeley, 2021; Castles and Miller, 2019; Zinn and Eitzen, 2018). 

 Technology has further impacted the concept of family (Coyne, et al, 2014; Turkle, 2011), fostering connections and relationships beyond traditional boundaries (Coyne, et al, 2014; Turkle, 2011). Technological advancements driven by globalization (Frankopan, 2018; Harvey, 1991), such as the media, internet and social media, have transformed communication (Coyne, et al, 2014). Families can now maintain connections across borders more easily, allowing for frequent interactions and shared experiences despite physical distance (Bruess and Haver, 2015). Globalization (Frankopan, 2018; Harvey, 1991) has facilitated virtual presence, enabling family members to participate in each other's lives even when separated by long distances (Frankopan, 2018). Video calls, instant messaging, and social networking platforms have become integral to family communication (Galvin, et al, 2019; Bruess and Haver, 2015). Families separated by long distances can maintain closer ties through virtual communication, reducing the impact of physical separation (Phillips, 2017). In recent years technology has enabled flexible work arrangements, allowing parents to work remotely (Neeley, 2021), this has enabled the rise of remote work (Neeley, 2021) and the gig economy (Woodcock and Graham, 2019). This flexibility allows individuals to structure their work lives in non-traditional ways (Frankopan, 2018), potentially impacting the traditional nuclear family structure where one parent works outside the home (Frankopan, 2018). 
 While these changes reflect a more inclusive and diverse understanding of family, they also bring challenges (Galvin, et al, 2019; Frankopan, 2018). Societal attitudes may lag behind these shifts, leading to stigmas (Goffman, 1963). In the context of changing nuclear families, Non-conventional family structures, such as households headed by single parents, blended families, or families with parents of the same sex, may experience stigma (Goffman, 1963; Becker, 1963; Cohen, 2021a) or societal disapproval. Goffman's (1963) concepts of discreditable and discredited stigma can be applied to individuals within these families who may choose to conceal or openly manage their non-normative family structures (Cohen, 2021a). Goffman's work doesn't explicitly delve into intersectionality, but the concept is relevant when considering families with multiple layers of stigmatized identities (Cohen, 2021a). For example, a single-parent family led by a person from a marginalized racial or ethnic group may experience layered stigmas (Cohen, 2021a; Goffman, 1963). 
 
 In conclusion, the 21st-century shift of the nuclear family concept reflects a dynamic interplay of evolving societal norms (Hochschild and Machung, 2012), economic realities (Cohen, 2021a; Cohen, 2018; Stacey, 2017; Richman, 2012), and technological advancements (Turkle, 2011). 
 The profound impact of technology extends beyond communication tools (Coyne, et al, 2014; Galvin, et al, 2019; Turkle, 2011), influencing how family members navigate relationships, work, and daily life (Coyne, et al, 2014; Galvin, et al, 2019; Turkle, 2011). Virtual communication platforms, remote work options, and the ability to connect across borders have expanded the boundaries of family (Turkle, 2011), fostering connections and shared experiences despite physical distances (Coyne, et al, 2014; Galvin, et al, 2019; Castles and Miller, 2019; Turkle, 2011). Economic considerations also play a crucial role in shaping family structures (Cohen, 2021a; Cohen, 2018; Stacey, 2017; Richman, 2012), Financial constraints (Stacey, 2017; Treas and Scott, 2018), job opportunities (Stacey, 2017), and changing workplace dynamics (Stacey, 2017; Treas and Scott, 2018) contribute to the re-evaluation and adaptation of family structures, challenging the traditional narrative of the nuclear family (Stacey, 2017; Treas and Scott, 2018).
 The acceptance and legalization of same-sex marriages have undoubtedly marked a significant societal shift (Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Kimmel, 2018), challenging traditional norms and reshaping the landscape of nuclear families (Cohen, 2021a; Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Kimmel, 2018). the once-rigid definition of nuclear family has expanded to be more inclusive (Cohen, 2021a). This transformation has fostered a more diverse and tolerant society (Cohen, 2021a; Zinn and Eitzen, 2018), promoting equal rights (Cohen, 2021a; Zinn and Eitzen, 2018) and dismantling barriers (Goffman, 1963; Blumer, 1963) based on sexual orientation (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018; Newton, 2018). The evolving societal attitudes towards divorce have contributed to an increased acceptance of the dissolution of marriages (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018; Newton, 2018), regardless of the partners' genders (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018; Newton, 2018). This normalization has led to a more nuanced understanding of family dynamics (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018; Newton, 2018). the intersection of same-sex marriages and divorce has propelled a shift in nuclear families (Cohen, 2021a; Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Kimmel, 2018), challenging traditional structures and fostering a more inclusive and accepting society (Zinn and Eitzen, 2018; Newton, 2018). As these changes continue to unfold, it becomes crucial to recognize and celebrate the diversity within families (Cohen, 2021a; Hochschild and Machung, 2012; Kimmel, 2018).
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