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Journal of Social and Family Policies 

Founded in 1985, the Journal of Social and Family Policies [RPSF] (Research and 

Projections from 1985 to 2009, then Social and Family Policies until March 2015) is a 

quarterly peer-reviewed and multidisciplinary scientif ic journal. It publishes original 

research in the field of family and social affairs (public policies, benefits, service offerings, 

actors of these policies, targeted audiences, etc.), as well as developments affecting the 

family, childhood, youth, parenthood, poverty and housing. The journal welcomes 

articles in all areas of social sciences and humanities. Its multidisciplinary approach 

requires authors to use plain words and explain what does not come under common 

language (presentation of measures, theoretical concepts, specific survey methods, etc.).  

The RPSF is developed based on special thematic issues or dossiers, or presented in the 

form of a collection of contributions (mixed issues). It is composed of different sections, all 

subject to external review: 

• "Scientific articles" (60,000 characters maximum, with spaces) are original 

contributions based on empirical subject matters; 

 

• "Syntheses and perspectives" (30,000 characters) present problematised analysis 

of grey literature or research syntheses; 

 

• "Studies" articles (30,000 characters), shorter than scientific articles, present the first 

outcomes of quantitative (including descriptive statistics) or qualitative (exploratory 

surveys, studies, research in progress) surveys by placing them in their f ield of 

research;  
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• "Methods" articles (30,000 characters) discuss data collection tools in the field 

covered by the RPSF (inputs and limits of these methods, discussion about 

indicators, etc.); 

  

• "Reviews" are book (8,000 characters) or symposium reviews (20,000 characters) 

problematised in accordance with the journal's areas of interest. Reviewed book 

authors or symposium organisers cannot submit reviews. 

 

Special Issue Presentation  

While until the 1970s, contemporary family sociology focusing on European and North 

American countries seemed to describe a linear evolution towards a concentration of family 

bounds around the couple, and around emotional and identity issues rather than material 

ones, several factors have since contributed to revising family ties beyond what might be 

called the "elementary family". However, the boundaries of this "enlarged family" remain 

blurred and still diff icult to name today: how to grasp and objectify the bonds that go beyond 

the couple and minor children? How to think spaces and temporalities of family bounds' 

morphological variations? How to articulate the material issues and the emotional 

foundations of family relations? What terminologies and what methodological entries should 

be used to grasp the shifting boundaries of what is seen and experienced as "the family" 

today? 

 

This dossier seeks to answer this set of questions based on original empirical articles from 

all areas of social sciences (anthropology, demography, law, geography, history, political 

science or sociology), covering different historical or geographical scopes, and using 

different terminologies and methodological entries. 

 

More specifically, we suggest three complementary and non-exclusive lines of reflection: 
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-   Axis 1: Define the boundaries of kinship. Family bounds beyond conjugal family 

-   Axis 2: Analyse the content of kinship relationships. Material and emotional bonds 

marked by inequalities  

-  Axis 3: Describe and name contemporary kinship. Methodological and 

terminological issues 

  

Axis 1. Define the Boundaries of Kinship. Family Bounds Beyond Conjugal Family 

At the end of the 1970s, pioneering work in France rediscovered the importance of family 

bounds beyond the conjugal unit, family ties through which a whole range of support and 

exchanges circulate (Roussel, 1976; Gokalp 1978; Pitrou, 1978). The combination of 

demographic changes (increase in divorces, aging of the population) and the political 

questioning of a strong social state model (aimed at reducing expenditure) contributes to 

turn “family solidarity” into a political issue from the 1980s onwards: mutual aid based on 

family ties is seen as a solution to cushion the consequences of the economic and social 

crisis (Debordeaux, Strobel, 2002; Martin, 2015). Transfering the management of individuals  

to the family is an issue again discussed at the end of the 1990s, as the political stakes of 

the elderly's aging and loss of autonomy again redefine the existing balance between State, 

family and market in the management of social risks. In France, as in other European 

countries, under various modalities (Da Roit, Le Bihan, 2010), the intervention of close family 

caregivers is gradually institutionalised and funded by the State (Touahria-Gaillard and 

Trenta, 2019). 

 

Quantitative work on family solidarity highlights the life cycle of mutual aid: young adults and 

dependent elderly people are more often the beneficiaries of these circulations, around the 

still key significance of the filiation bound (Bonvalet and Ogg, 2006; Portela and Raynaud, 
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2019). Yet these support relationships also question relations between first family members, 

less often analysed: how to conform to the norm of equality between first f amily members 

when you help your adult children? How are the tasks of taking charge of dependent parents 

distributed among siblings, especially according to gender between sisters and brothers, 

sisters-in-law and brothers-in-law? 

 

Other contemporary realities question family boundaries: the rise of single-parent and 

blended families that question the movement of individuals and goods within kinship 

(Cadolle, 2000; Martial, 2005); migration and the role of geographical remoteness and 

migration policies in the evolution of remote family bonds (Merla, Kilkey and Baldassar, 

2020; Imbert et al. 2018; Grysole, 2020; Bidet, 2021); development and progressive 

recognition of homosexual or trans-parent families whose research has examined 

conjugality, f iliation, but less so other kinship relationships (Gross, 2014); the rise of new 

communication technologies that also help to renew the forms and boundaries of the 

"extended family" (Dupin, 2018), as highlighted during the health crisis. 

 

Beyond individual and collective practices within family groups, it is useful to question the 

role of institutions in defining these shifting boundaries of the "extended family": at the 

notary, at the doctor, at the family allowances fund, at the prefecture, how are bonds beyond 

the conjugal core defined and regulated? What roles and connections are attributed or 

denied to first family members, adult children or step-children, grandparents, uncles or aunts 

when interacting with the administration? And how can actors circumvent or negotiate legal 

obligations, when they are out of step with their practical experience of kinship relationships? 

 

Axis 2. Analyse the Content of Kinship Relationships. Material and Emotional Bonds 

Marked by Inequalities 

 



6 

In addition to examining relationships within kin, work on “family solidarity” has also shown 

the material dimension of family bonds – in addition to the emphasis on the relational, 

affective and identity dimension of these bonds (de Singly, 2017). To respond to the social 

crisis and to the impotence of the social state in taking charge of young studying people or of 

dependent elderly people, it is then money, "helping hands" in kind, contacts, which circulate 

in the close entourage. In contrast to E. Durkheim's prophecy that "things increasingly cease 

to be a cement of domestic society" (Durkheim, 1892), material issues continue to feed into 

contemporary experiences of family relationships. If contemporary norms want to hide this  

economic dimension of family bonds (Zelizer, 2005), this “hidden economy of kinship” still 

structures relations between relatives (Déchaux, 1994). Work on these issues has shed light 

on how the family contributes to the reproduction of class and gender inequalities (Herpin 

and Déchaux, 2004; Papuchon, 2014; Bessière and Gollac, 2020). 

 

However, attention to these unequal mechanisms based on material issues must not 

obscure the affective dimension and emotional work (Hochschild, 1983) which are closely 

interwoven with these material circulations at the heart of family relations. If so many 

conflicts erupt around alimony payments, donations or inheritance, it is because money 

issues mingle with feelings, positive or negative, specific to family relationships. 

Disagreements reveal differences in drawing boundaries and in expected contents of 

different family relationships (Gollac, 2014). The gendered conception of family ties also 

influences how to think and practice mutual aid. Thus women, who are often pivotal in family 

solidarity, make their help more dependent on the relational quality that binds them to their 

relatives, when men follow a more statutory logic (Le Pape et al., 2018).   

 

If one must continue to study more closely and systematically the material dimension of 

family bonds, it is also necessary to deepen the study of these ties' affective implications. 

For example, what forms does "moral support" take among relatives – a classic refuge value 

in quantitative surveys on family forms of mutual aid? How can one objectify the anxiety and 
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mental burden experienced by a child in search of autonomy during his/her studies, or by an 

elderly parent who may at any time fall into dependence when he/she does not wish to 

depend on his/her children? And how to measure the variations of this emotional work 

according to age, sex, social environment, or even the family connection considered? 

 

To take emotions and the emotional dimension of family bonds seriously is as well to think of 

benevolence, dedication, compassion, as to decipher anger or jealousy, by paying attention, 

for instance, to family conflicts. 

 

Axis 3. Describe and Name Contemporary Kinship. Methodological and 

Terminological Issues 

The boundaries of what is perceived and experienced as "family bonds" are blurred and 

changing over time and according to the issues considered, shifting with the context and 

crises that individuals or family groups may go through. This vagueness seems intrinsic to 

the study of these links, as the ready-made expression of "extended family" points to: 

extended to where and in relation to what? Do family bonds beyond the conjugal family form 

a group, a network, a configuration? How can we differentiate between family subsets, 

between "elementary" or "extended", "orientation" or "procreative" families, between conjugal 

family and kinship? 

The anthropology of kinship has provided family sociology with a productive toolbox to 

rethink these bonds and help characterise them (Déchaux, 2008; Weber, 2013). The logic of 

"household" refers to the pooling of resources within a group, according to a solidarity 

principle, to face everyday life, when the logic of "lineage" questions the mechanisms of 

intergenerational transmission and the tensions that can arise from them (Weber, 2002; 

Gollac, 2003). However, these terms of household and lineage are not always easy to 

handle, because they designate fragile collectives, organised around often temporary 
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common causes. Moreover, these concepts may have different meanings depending on the 

disciplines used, and these variations will also have to be questioned. 

Kinship, on the other hand, means at least all the people to whom an individual is related, 

whether this individual has an ongoing relationship with these parents or not. More 

specifically, it may refer to types of bonds that operate on a principle of reciprocity rather 

than pooling (Martial, 2005).  

Following a usually quantitative approach, the analysis of kinship networks activated by an 

individual within his kinship allows to objectify the intensity, yet also the quality, of the links 

organised around an individual (Wall et al., 2018).  

Other issues should also be considered, including temporality of these family bonds, their 

evolutions in the cycle of life, their reconfigurations at key moments such as the departure 

from the parents' home, entry into the labour market and access to property, the arrival of 

children, separation, the dependency of an elderly or disabled relative, inheritance, etc. 

These pivotal moments can be thought of as temporary, family ties alternating between 

routine organisations more often centered on the conjugal cell, and moments of "crisis" 

where other connections can take over – such as when an elderly dependent parent is taken 

in and can compete with married life. Yet with the increase in life expectancy, the phase of a 

loved one's dependency can greatly lengthen, and these moments of crisis thought as 

occasional last longer and force more lasting, but also more costly and potentially conflictual, 

reconfigurations. Moreover, the idea that the contemporary family is mainly organised 

around the conjugal core must be discussed and reintroduced in the multiplicity of routine 

family organisations, in France or in other national contexts: intergenerational cohabitation, 

substitution kinship with placement of children with "trusted third parties" or entrusting 

children to relatives in the home country for migrants, affiliation with a step-parent's kinship 

in the case of family reconfiguration, etc. 



9 

Kinship is also effectively captured through space. Whereas in public statistics the family has 

long been assimilated into the cohabiting conjugal family through the notion of household, 

urban sociology has contributed to make visible family ties that go beyond the housing scale 

alone (Willmott and Young, 1957), in particular through the notion of family-entourage 

(Bonvalet et. al., 1999).  

In order to describe the forms of exchange within these groups or networks, should the term 

"solidarity" – too politically marked and guiding the reading of these bonds only towards 

positive affects – be abandoned and replaced by another notion, such as "mutual aid"? If the 

word "caregiver" has been used for the management of the elderly or ill people, why is it 

denied by parents materially accompanying their children into adulthood (Le Pape et. al., 

2018)? How can we identify support and count them as precisely as possible, without falling 

into a standardised accounting logic that would neglect the emotional meaning given to 

these support systems, and the socially differentiated ways of counting (Perrin-Heredia, 

2011)? 

These terminological considerations are articulated with methodological questions. What are 

the diff iculties and contributions of statistical surveys, based on interviews or observations? 

In quantitative approaches, what can be learnt from administrative data or public statistical 

surveys to better understand these kinship bonds? Several issues around the statistical input 

of kinship relationships deserve to be raised. The first question is how do major national 

surveys map the geography of kinship relationships? "Household/family" equivalence has 

long been criticised, and the evolution of domestic organisations, due to increasing marital 

separations for instance, has only reinforced the inadequacy of our understanding of family 

relationships at the household level (Trabut et. al., 2015). How can statistical sources be 

used today to better study the circulation of minor children within kinship for example? 

Finally, the most recent surveys have sought to improve the measurement of practical and 

financial exchanges within kinship – mainly around the management of dependent elderly 
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people or the financial support of young adults, challenging the notion of "main caregiver", to 

update the differentiated contributions of several members of the same family group (Béliard 

et. al., 2013). How has attention to kinship relationships led to change major national 

surveys? And what do these major surveys tell us today about these issues?  

In qualitative approaches, what can post-surveys do to refine the definition of kinship 

relationships by individuals? What is specific about multiplying interviews in a family 

monograph approach (Eideliman, 2009) rather than conducting individual interviews? What 

are the conditions for these monograph approaches? Intimate sphere par excellence, does 

the family lend itself to observations and under what conditions? Within households (Lareau 

and Rao, 2020) or through institutions responsible for organising these kinship relationships 

– at the risk of studying institutions and their normative imposition more than the reality of 

family bonds – and forms of resistance to institutional norms? The choice of family time and 

spaces through which these bonds are studied also influences the results obtained: the 

configuration of family ties varies according to the year's rythms – holidays or daily life 

involving various domestic organisations – but also to places – the secondary house is the 

site of potentially renewed relationships compared to the main residence.  

Beyond the expected analyses of contemporary transformations in kinship relationships in 

French society or in European or North American societies, the coordination team strongly 

encourages authors to submit comparative points of view, in time (by considering the 

historical variations in the forms taken by these kinship ties) and in space, by revealing the 

specificities or similarities between various national contexts.  

Editorial Process 

Authors will send a summary (around 200 words) and keywords by 9 January 2023, 

indicating the section for which the article is submitted, as well as a brief biographical note. If 

the abstract proposal is accepted, the article must be sent by June 2023 at the latest to be 

evaluated (double evaluation) and discussed by the editorial board. There is therefore no 
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guarantee of publication before the article's validation by scientif ic experts and 

acceptance by the editorial board.  

 

Recommendations to the journal's authors (in English and in French), to follow for all 

submitted articles, are available on the journal's website: 

https://www.caf.fr/sites/default/files/medias/cnaf/Nous_connaitre/Recherche_et_statistiques/

RPSF/RPSF_Recommendations to Authors_June22.pdf 

Calendar 

-   9 January 2023: Dateline for submitting summary proposals 

-   June 2023: Sending the original version of articles to coordinators, followed by 

exchanges with authors 

-  September 2023: Submission of articles to the editor-in-chief and external 

reviewers 

-    Fall 2023: Editorial board 

-    February 2024: Submission of the articles' second version 

-   Mid-March 2024 – June 2024: Comments on articles, editorial secretariat and 

layout 

-    Fall 2024: Publication of the issue 

 

 

 

https://www.caf.fr/sites/default/files/medias/cnaf/Nous_connaitre/Recherche_et_statistiques/RPSF/RPSF_Recommendations%20to%20Authors_June22.pdf
https://www.caf.fr/sites/default/files/medias/cnaf/Nous_connaitre/Recherche_et_statistiques/RPSF/RPSF_Recommendations%20to%20Authors_June22.pdf
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