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General Summary

THIS paper presents the main results and conclusions from an intensive

sociological study of patterns of interaction within farm families. The
results are based on extended interviews with 408 husband-wife pairs living
on small farms in the West of Ireland. Insights gained from a short period of
observation of family and kinship patterns in one small community in the
same area also inform the analysis.

To a sociologist the need for such a study appears self evident. To the man
in the street, on the other hand, family relationships are usually so taken for
granted as to be unproblematic. Any deviation from expected patterns is
usually explained in terms of personality differences or even moral failures.
To the policy maker concerned with the total aggregate of families, simplify-
ing stereotypes—‘‘averages”—are almost necessary. Frequently, however,
our common-sense view of what the “average” person or “average” family
thinks or does is a mistaken one. And such a stereotype can sometimes have
mischievous consequences. To the sociologist, on the other hand, not alone
is the position of the modal pattern—the “average” family etc.—a position to
be established, but also variation around that mode is expected to be
systematically determined. In the following study we show that not alone
has the pattern of farm family interaction changed from where we had tradi-
tionally thought it was, but families persisting with that pattern are the least
securely established of all families. Also deviations around the average or
modal pattern are very systematically influenced. :

Since Arensberg and Kimball’s (3, 4) classic studies of the early 1930s
their model of farm family interaction has held a dominant position. It has
been continuously reproduced in sociological readings on family and kinship
patterns. This has been done despite the fact that there has been remarkably
little systematic research to check the continuing accuracy and reliability of
their model.

The model which emerged from their study was one of a rigidly defined
division of labour within the farm family and a dominant patriarchical and
rather severe authority system. The internal emotional life of the family
was one where feelings were not usually openly articulated and were
frequently repressed. The position of the father was usually presented as that
of a severe, “distant”, authority figure (4, p. 52), (74). The position of the
mother was usually presented as a role which was both warmly supportive
and one which played a central role in handling and working out tensions
and disagreements within the family. The validity of this model of the
traditional farm family in Ireland was strengthened by very similar findings
from studies of other traditional farming systems.

1
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In so far as Arensberg and Kimball presented a relatively reliable descrip-
tion of family interaction in the early 1930s, the economic, social and
cultural environment has now so changed that one would expect very signifi-
cant changes within farm families today. :

Up to the late 1930s, even in many areas up to the Iate 1950s, farming in
the West of Ireland was stlll of a dominantly subsistence nature. Farm tech-
nology was still based on a horse and man complex, while production
innovations were minimal. The continuity of traditional economic patterns
was still the .dominant pattern. The age grading and scheduling of roles
within the family and community was still systematically traditional. In
terms of transportation and ‘communication, rural communities were
extremely isolated relative to their present day position. Cars, radio and
daily newspapers were extremely rare, while television was still far in the
future. As a result there was little to disturb the stability of the extremely
locality bound social system, rooted in a highly inter-related set of rela-
tionship of family, kinship and locality. In such a solidary conservative
system it seemed to be possible to contain the inevitable tensions resulting
from the very high rate of postponed adulthood, non-marriage, and the
persistent subservience of women and older sons (3, 4, 46).

By the late 1950s, however, very significant changes had occurred. First,
there was an increasing trend toward the commercialisation of farm produc-
tion and of decline in subsistence consumption patterns. However, Scully
could still report in the late 1960s that, on many western farms, production
still proceeded “with the same inputs being combined in the same way to
produce the same outputs” (83). There has occurred a very rapid decline
in the dominance of the horse and man technology, in the pattern of produc--
tion and orientation to the market, and a dramatic fall-off in the availability
of family labour. In terms of communication and transportation, roughly
half the families in this sample had cars and TV sets and all had radios. This
is a rather dramatic increase from the situation in 1951. Then only 1 to 2
per cent of households in the west had cars. There was no TV and only
about. one-tenth of all households had radios. The obviously dramatic
changes in the schooling of children since that time also hardly needs to be
stressed.

The main effects of these changes should be to shatter the legitimacy of
locally autonomous, traditional value systems and the hold that local tradi-
tional reference groups had on peoples consciousness (8, 46, 63). One
would therefore, have expected major changes in family relationships from
that time. In this study we are primarily concerned with documenting the
main characteristics of farm family interaction, and with trying to explain
why families varied in their interaction. But we are also concerned with how
and why family interaction patterns change over time, and specifically with
how this has occurred in Ireland since the 1930s.

The research problem. can be simply stated as five general questions:
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1. To what extent does interaction in farm families conform in its general
patterning to the model proposed by Arensberg and Kimball, or similar
models proposed by some more recent studies? (27, 66).

2.If a substantial proportion of farm families differ significantly in their
interaction from the traditional model, how does one explain that varia-
tion?

3. How is variation in one dimension of family roles—such as sex differences
in task roles—related to variation in other dimensions, such as in decision-
making or social-emotional roles?

4, To what extent is variation explainable in terms of influences and con-
straints occurring within the “external” environment in which the family
operates? Or to what extent are family relationships a consequence of
behavioural adaptations to influences occurring within the confines of the
family itself. For instance, does behaviour in one aspect of a person’s role
within the family—say, in decision-making—have unforseen but systematic
consequences on other aspects of one’s relationship with one’s spouse and
children—as in feelings towards one another and in the way tensions arise
and are resolved within the family? If there are clear and systematic con-
nections amongst the various dimensions of family interaction, then it
may be far easier to explain why families vary in their total interaction
characteristics than by taking any single dimensions separately.

5. What is the relationship between nuclear family interaction patterns and
kinship relationships?

We decided to simplify the analysis by focusing on three of the most basic
dimensions of family interaction: (1) The Division of Labour in sex roles
within the nuclear family—i.e., the extent to which adult sex roles are clearly
differentiated from one another and the extent to which these differentia-
tions are ideologically supported and socially sanctioned; (2) Authority or
Decision-Making Patterns within the family—i.e., the extent to which
decision-making is concentrated in one position, the father’s, or the extent
to which it is shared and decision-making is a joint consultative process
within the family; and (3) Social-Emotional Patterns within the family—the
emotional and communicative characteristics of interpersonal relationships
within the family. Included under this heading is the extent to which most
interpersonal relationships within the family are mutually supportive, and
also the extent to which the father plays an active, emotionally supportive
role in conflict resolution and in expressive-emotional relationships with
his wife and children. These three aspects of familial interaction were
measured as precisely and as reliably as possible.

Results

Very wide variations exist in the economic, technological and the social
and cultural environment within which family interaction takes place. The
rather homogenous standardised environment that the early anthropo-
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logical studies describe as typical, is shown to be completely invalid now.
Only about one-quarter of all farmers in the sample, for instance, still main-
tain traditional productlon, marketing and exchange transactions. And up to
one-third of all households had very few modern household facilities. At the
other extreme, around one-third of farmers had rather modernised farm pro-
duction techniques, were very rational in their market behaviour and also
had higher than average incomes. About the same proportion had very
modernised household facilities, with renovated or new houses and almost
the full range of modern conveniences.

Equally wide: variations existed in the socialisation, work and mlgra’cxon
experiences of both spouses. Although'very few husbands had any post-
primary education over one-third of wives had. Up to one-third of wives and
one-sixth of husbands had worked outside the parish, usually abroad, for
some time before marriage. Although all households were relatively highly
involved in mass media, up to one-fifth had minimal participation even to
the extent of not being interested in, or listening regularly to, national and
international news on the radio. At the other extreme however, roughly

-half of all families had both cars and TV sets, and over a third could be
defined as highly involved in mass media participation.

A very significant change has, therefore, occurred in the economic, social
and cultural environments within ‘which spousal relationships now develop
from what was the case, even in the mid-1950s. That a small minority of
families still apparently exist within the same social, economic and
communicational circumstances characteristic of an earlier era.is true, but
they do so in a situation where they are now clearly deviant, and where the -
accepted meaning of their situation appears to be a negative one. Given this
very wide variation in the social background of spouses and in the economic
and sociocultural environment within which family interaction occurs, it is
not very surprising that equally wide variations exist in family interaction
patterns. The results summarised in Table 1 illustrate this. The results closely

Table 1:f\The spousal division of labour in task roles

) o In farmyard**
Division In housekold In childrearing and

o ‘tasks ) tasks © farming tasks

. o . . Vi . % . %

(1) “Traditional” (Sex segregatcd) ) 49 40 33
(2) ° Intermediate - <16 41 31
(3) “Modern”(Moderate to High J omtness) 32 - 17 . 30
Percentage* © 100 100 100
Total " Number 408 408 408

*Missmg percentages are. those for whom information is incomplete.

**Modern” patterns here, however, indicate that wives have almost completely withdrawn from
farmyard and farm tasks. This is compensated, however, by the fact that w1ves are very highly and
jointly mvolvcd in financial management and decision-making.
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correspond to those for social-emotional leadership and decision-making
scales. Although the value labels are, to some extent, arbitrary the overall
picture of the results indicate that only between one-third to, at most, one-
half of farm families approximate to the traditional farm family model
described by Arensberg and Kimball;—i.e., one with a rigid sex segregation in
task roles, of a high degree of patriarchical dominance in decision-making, a
clear maternal specialisation in social-emotional roles. At the other extreme
between one-quarter to one-third of families appear to be closer to the
“modern” urban middle-class model of family interaction;—i.e., low sex
segregation in task roles, high jointness in task and “decision-making roles,
joint and mutually supportive social-emotional patterns.

In general, however, since these family interaction variables are not highly
correlated with each other one cannot simply aggregate the results from
individual scales. Later analysis showed, however, that there is very complex
interaction amongst these variables.

Taking each family role variable individually, the maximum variance (or
differences amongst families), that we could explain, in terms of a set of
independent “modernising” variables—i.e., level of education, mass media
exposure, etc.—varied from 5 to 13 per cent. This attempt to explain varia-
tion in terms of a simple linear model, taking each family role variable
separately, left over 90 per cent of the variance on most scales unexplained.

Further analysis showed that this poor result was due to two factors:

(i) The items in the scales attempt to measure people’s actual behaviour,
not their expectations and ideals. The assumed modernising variables—broadly
ones that were expected to have clear “reference group effects”—would only
be likely to influence people’s values. Further analysis showed, that some of
the value differences amongst people were not being directly translated into
actual behaviour. By initially focusing on reported behaviour only, we had
significantly mistaken the nature of these reference group effects. Value
changes appear to have occurred somewhat independently of actual
behavioural change. And when such gaps between ideally expected and
actual behaviour exists, people become very dissatisfied with their roles.
Up to half the wives in the most traditional families were clearly dissatisfied
with their husbands’ roles. And within these traditional families, the greater
the exposure of wives to modernising influences the greater their degree of
dissatisfaction and frustration. Conversely, in ““modern” families, the greater
the degree of exposure of wives to modernising influences the greater their
degree of satisfaction. In other words, exposure to these “modernisation”
influences explains more about people’s fecling about their roles than it
does of the way they actually behave in their roles.

(ii) The second reason for our initial failure to explain why family roles or
relationships vary so much, is the fact that most of the variables are very
highly influenced by each other. And their individual relationships with any
external ‘“‘causal” factor is highly dependent on this mutuality. For example,
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the proportion of families with a high degree of segregation of task roles
increases over the family cycle. Most spouses appear to move further and
further apart in their task roles as the children “grow up”’, especially at the
later stages where the, now adult, children have started to leave home. How-
ever, this does not occur if a strong emotional attachment is built up
between spouses at the earliest stage of the family cycle. The extent of such
affectional or empathic’ bonding appeared to “control” the degree of
reciprocal helpfulness in all task roles. . ‘

From other analysis, it appeared that the significance or relative impor-
tance of this emotional empathic dimension had increased over time.
Although the extent of significance of this dimension of family relationships
is the most highly correlated of all with the set of “modernising” variables,
all of these influences combined, explain less than one-fifth of the total
variance involved. So, as one might expect, the extent to which such an
emotional bonding is developed within the marriage relationship is, of
course, related to whether people value it and want it to develop or not. It
is, therefore, related to modernising influences. But it is, perhaps, even more
related to the dynamics of interpersonal interaction and to the commitments
and efforts of each spouse to build such a relationship. Much more than
values is involved here. \

The main influence of modernisation, therefore—of higher levels of educa-
tion, greater social and geographic mobility, higher mass media exposure,
greater participation in societally organised institutions, etc.—appears to
change people’s values. Because spouses may differ in their values and in
their interests and commitments to changing behaviour into line with these,
~ values may not be realised in interpersonal relationships within the family—
especially for those who have less power in the relationship. This quite "
clearly has happened, particularly amongst wives in those families which still
retain very traditional patterns of interaction. This is one reason why there
is not a simple one-to-one relationship between change in values and change
in behaviour within the family. But there is also another reason. The
different dimensions of interaction between spouses and between parents
and children—such as in the allocation of task roles and responsibilities
within the family, and in the characteristics of the emotional life of the
family—are all highly dependent on each other. They form a highly reactive
system. Changes in one aspect of these roles changes others. The most
important . of “these ‘dimensions, in influencing the way other dimensions
might react to external changes, appeats to be the affectional empathic
dimension of family interaction. = o . '

Given this very complex system of variables we next attempted to classify
families in terms of their position on each of these dimensions. We found
that seven rather stable types of families emerged. These are summarised
below: o \
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Table 2: Percentage distribution of family types

Family
type

Basic characteristics of each

family type

Percentage
distribution of
Sfamilies:

by type

Percentage of wives of
each type, who are
dissatisfied with their
husband’s role in the
family

Type 1

Type 2

Type 3

Type 4

Type 5

Type 6

Type 7

*Autonomic, Traditional Roles,
Patriarchical

Highly segregated and autonomous task
roles within the family. Low participation
of wife on farm. High paternal dominance
of control, and overall family decisions.
Maternal specialisation in social-emotional
and tension-management roles.

*Autonomic, Wife Leadership

Highly autonomous and segregated maternal
roles. Joint paternal roles (farm) with high
involvement of wife in both tasks and
decisions. High father participation in
social-emotional  roles. Low  overall
integration.

*Complementary Roles: Joint Decisions.
High Wife Influence

Less segregation but significantly lower
autonomy in task and decision-making
roles. High participation of wife on farm.
High jointness in decisions. High father par-
ticipation in social-emotional roles but low
overall familial integration.

*Joint Syncratic—High Jointness of Work
Roles and Decision-Making

Low sex segregation and high jointness in
task roles and decisions. High jointness in
all decisions. High and joint spousal par-
ticipation in social-emotional roles. Very
high levels of overall family integration.

*Husband Leadership 1: Complementary—
Traditional

Low segregation, but low autonomy of wife
in her task roles. High segregation of hus-
band in farm task and decision-making
roles. High paternal dominance and low
jointness in overall family decisions. Mater-
nal specialisation and social-emotional roles.
Moderate levels of overall familial integra-
tion.

*Husband Leadership 2: “Modern”’

Low segregation, but very low autonomy in
maternal roles. Low participation of wife in
farm tasks but high participation in farm

decisions. Low jointness in decisions but’

relatively high jointness in social-emotional
roles. High overall integration of the family.

*Complementary Syncratic—Spouses Work
Separately but make Joint Decisions

Very high segregation in all task roles. Very
high jointness in decisions. Very high
husband participation in social-emotional
leadership roles. Moderate levels of overall
familial integration.

Percentage

Total Number

10%

14%

13%

11%

18%

25%

10%

100%
408

49%

27%

13%

13%

25%

13%

23%

*These labels are taken from Herbst (50).
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In terms of the traditional pattern, of high level segregation in sex roles,
Types 1, 2 and 7 have equally high-levels. But, in terms of their decision-
making and social-emotional structure, they are obviously quite different -
from each other. The most “traditional”, at least in terms of the description
given by anthropologists, is that of Type 1. Yet it is obvious from the above
results and from other findings that it is the least satisfactory of all types.
The most traditional types, therefore, appear to be the least institutionalised.
Types 2, 3 and 7 are almost equally segregated in task roles but vary signi-
ficantly from each other in decision-making and in social-emotional roles. It
is also significant that these three family types have the highest levels of
income and levels of living of all types. They are also the most modern in
their farm production and marketing behaviour. Types 4 and 6 are by far
the most “modern” and most satisfying in their familial relationships. But
they are not the most rationalised in either production or marketing
behaviour or in level of incomes or level of living. There is obviously no
simple one-to-one relationship between familial and farming modernisation.

Taking the extreme types of families, from the most traditional—1 and 2,
to the most modern—4 and 6, very clear differences exist between them both
in their structure and in the background factors apparently influencing their
formation. We attempt to schematise these differences below.

TRADITIONAL FAMILIES

1. Structure of Relationships:

Task roles.in household, child-rearing and farm
are clearly segregated but, within each role,
decision-making is autonomous.

Overall power is concentrated in the father’s
hands. Little consultation in decision-making.

Mother tends to play the dominant role in -
managing tensions and in emotional
supportiveness. e :

Low levels of overall emotional integration
within these families.

2. Satisfactions with and Feelings about these roles:

Wives least satisfied.

Parental and status satisfaction most
emphasised.

Terms of reference used are parental or formal,
position ones; not interpersonal or affectional
ones, :

Low levels of joint participation in outside
récreational or social activities.

MODERN FAMILIES

High jointness in both task and decision-making
roles. .

Decision-making is joint and consultative.

Father and mother equally involved and com-
mitted to resolving tensions and in emotional
supportiveness.

High levels of overall emotional integration
within the family.
Wives most satisfied.

Parental and interpersonal or spousal satisfac-
tions most emphasised.

Christian names or affectional spousal terms

employed.

Highest levels of joint participation in outside
recreational and social activities.
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TRADITIONAL FAMILIES

MODERN FAMILIES

3. Social Background and Current Life Style Differences:

Greater proportion of both spouses with
primary-only education.

Lower proportion of wives had migrated .
previous to marriage.

Lower levels of mass media involvement.

Lower level$ of voluntary group membership.

Lowest incomes.
Lowest level of living.

Most traditional in farm production and
marketing behaviour.

4. Kinship Involvement:
Least integrated with kin, particularly
wife’s kin.

Greater proportion of both spouses with some
post-primary education.

Higher proportion of wives had worked outside
farming and outside the community, and a
higher proportion had worked in white collar
occupations.

Much higher levels of mass media involvement.

Higher levels of voluntary organisation mem-
bership.

The most “modern’ family types were not the
most modern in farm production of marketing
methods. They held an intermediate position
between the most traditional families and
those with traditional division of labour but
with a highly joint decision-making system.

Most integrated with both kin sets and highest
levels of jointness in contacts with both kin

sets.

In the above we have greatly simplified the presentation of the actual

relationships found. Nevertheless, we are now able to answer most of the
research questions originally asked.

Only a small proportion of present-day farm families, certainly less than
one-third, conform in their structure to the traditional model first pro-
posed by Arensberg and Kimball. In fact, no dominant modal pattern

Variation in family interaction patterns seems to be explainable in terms
of three different but highly interacting sets of influencing factors: (i)
variation in values and expectations about what the desirable or
expected roles should be; (ii) variation in the extent to which affectional-
empathic or supportive bonds build up between spouses in the early
part of their marriage; (iii) interpersonal and situational factors which
facilitate or inhibit the translation of expectations into behavioural
responses. Household composition and family cycle were the most

Variation in one aspect of interaction is highly related to other dimen-
sions. And the responses of spouses to outside influences, in terms of
their mutual helpfulness in performing their different task roles within
the family, is highly dependent on other aspects of their relationship.

1.
now appears to exist.
2.
important of the situational factors.
3.
4.

Increasing jointness in the performance of family roles is correlated with
increasing contact and integration with both kin sets. Those families
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with the most segregated roles and the most patriarchical ‘authority
patterns are the least integrated with their kin, on both sides. However,
the relative integration of both kin sets is not a simple response. Besides
the relative availability of both kin sets, certain “internal” interaction

differences amongst families appear to be highly correlated with rates of
interaction with both kin sets. -




Chapter 1
Statement of the Problem: The Changing Structure of the Irish Farm Family

Introduction

HE Irish nuclear family—consisting of the household group of parents

and children—has been the subject of considerable comment and con-
troversy both in popular and serious literature and in social scientific
studies. In the social sciences—sociology, anthropology and social psy-
chology—the peculiarities of the Irish family have occasionally been the
direct subject of scrutiny, but more often have been assumed to be related
to a whole series of social and psychological problems—alcoholism, mental
illness, sexual abnormalities, or to the unique demographic characteristics of
the Irish population (5, 65, 66, 74, 81, 92-94). One is inclined to agree with
Greely who says that “one comes away from reading the empirical literature
convinced that the Irish are guilt ridden, sexually repressed, superstitious,
unhappy, frustrated, maladjusted and given frequently to alcoholism in
search of emotional release” (41). Popular literature, equally so, has been
more in the nature of caricatures of particular kinds of relationships such as
those characterised by sexual impotence, mother domination, drunken or
inadequate husbands, or conflicts generated by personality differences.

One of the most notable features in all of this controversy is, that despite
all the discussion and comment about it, there has been remarkably little
systematic research done into Irish family life apart from Arensberg and
Kimball’s (3, 4) work done in the early 1930s. Humphrey’s more limited
work, completed between 1949 and 1951, does not add much to Arensberg
and Kimball’s results (52); and Messenger’s (65, 66); R. Harris’s (49); Elliot
Leyton’s (59, 60); Mogey’s (68); and Creswell’s (27) studies have rather
limited descriptions of nuclear family interaction.

The present work is an attempt to provide some information on nuclear
family interaction patterns in Ireland amongst the more traditional farming
population. It is a study of the interaction patterns and interpersonal rela-
tionships existing within a sample of 408 Irish farm families. It is envisaged
as the first of a series of studies of Irish family life, the following ones

making similar investigations of urban working-class and urban middle-class
family patterns.

As the first in a series of studies on family life it was decided to study
farm families situated in the more remote, economically less developed
and culturally more isolated areas of the country. It was felt that in order to
get a more complete picture of the situation we would initially need to study

11
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those families that were closest to the “structural form” depicted by
Arensberg and Kimball (op. cit.). It was also felt that this would provide an
anchor point with which other studies could be compared in the future.
One other reason for starting at this point is that roughly oné quarter of.
current Dublin adults have either come personally from, or are removed
only one generation from, rural backgrounds (53). No doubt other Irish
towns and cities have equally substantial proportions of their adult
population from rural backgrounds. ' ’

As a consequence the information gathered on this survey should also
provide useful information on, and explanations for, variations in family
structure within urban areas. Some American studies have found, for
example, that amongst other things, those reared on farms tended to be
concentrated in low status positions, to be less active politically and to have
a lower rate of activity in voluntary groups than the urban born of the same
class (34). It is possible that simildr variation' may occur in the family
organisation and family interaction patterns of this group in an urban
setting. But Hutchinson’s findings in his Dublin Social Mobility study,
that the rural and non-Dublin born residents of the city have a generally
higher status and better education than the native born, may in fact show
an equally reverse position in the Irish context. This particular study, how-
ever, is limited to an examination of farm families. Later studies will deal
with urban families. o ‘

The study is based on data collected during intensive hour-long interviews
with 408 farm families, where both husbands and wives provided the infor-
mation. All the families interviewed were complete nuclear families: i.e.,
where both spouses were still alive and living together on the farm, and
where at least one child under 16 years of age was still resident in the family.
The ten western, least prosperous and most remote counties were the only
counties sampled—Donegal, Cavan, Monaghan, Sligo, Mayo, Roscommon,
Leitrim, Galway, Clare and Kerry. In all families income depended mainly,
or exclusively, on farming. ~ :

The size of. farms varied from under 10 to over 100 acres. The great
majority of these farms were small, over one-quarter being less than 30
acres and only one-eleventh greater than 100 acres. The average size of farm
in the sample was just over 50 acres. In general, incomes were low to
moderate, and many of the farms were only partially commercialised. The
average gross margin for all 408 farms—the gross output of the farm, less
direct variable costs of feed, fertiliser, seeds, machinery and other expenses
" etc.—was estimated to be roughly £930, although 21 per cent of all farms
were estimated to have gross margins of less than £600. '

Both of these characteristics of the families studied show that, on average,
they farmed slightly more land than the normal farm family in these areas,
and that their incomes were somewhat better than normal. The actual
over-all average farm size for those 10 counties was 41 acres in 1966 while
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the average gross margin for these counties was estimated at £760 for 1969.*
It must be remembered, however, that we were only dealing with a small
and rather select sample of the total farm population in these counties—
those who were relatively young, married and with dependent children under
16 years of age living in the household. For instance, the 1961 Census
reports that only about 48 per cent of all rural households in Connacht
were complete family units with father, mother and unmarried children
present in the household, the child being of any age. Consequently one
would expect that only about one-quarter to one-third of all farm house-
holds are of the kind sampled in this study. American and some Irish studies
have shown that labour productivity and total farm producitvity is at a
maximum at this stage of the family cycle (62, pp. 77-88 and 83).

In general, therefore, the farm families sampled have slightly larger farms,
slightly bigger incomes, and are generally younger and more economically
active than most farm households in the West of Ireland.

‘Statement of the Problem

The problem investigated here can be stated, in very general terms, as five
basic research questions:

1. To what extent do present-day farm families in the more traditional
areas conform in their structure to that described by Arensberg and
Kimball (8, 4) to be true of Irish farming families in 1932; that is also
generally described to be true of most traditional European subsistence
farming families, and that appears still to be the stereotype generally
accepted by most informed commentators on Irish family life?

2. Given an expected substantial difference between Arensberg and Kim-
ball’s model of the structure of family interaction and that found to be
the case in this study, is this equally true of all aspects of family inter-
action—differentiation and specialisation in sex roles, clear patriarchial
authority patterns, clear differentiation and maternal specialisation
in social-emotional roles etc. Or is there greater variation, or has greater
change occurred in some aspects of family interaction while others
have changed very little?

3. How is variation in one aspect of family roles or family interaction
patterns—such as segregation or differentiation in age and sex roles—
related to variation in other areas of family interaction, such as in
authority, or decision-making processes or in expressive social-emotional
roles?

*Estimated from Census of Population of Ireland, Vol. IV, 1966 and An Foras Tallintais, Farm
Management Survey (1968-69), April 1971, p. 11 and p. 12.
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4. If substantial Va’riz\iti‘on exists amongst - families in _thveir interaction
patterns—how does one explain or account for this variation? .

‘5. How is variation in these patterns of family interaction related to
variation in levels of spousal and over-all family integration?

What we are attempting to do here is to try to describe and explain
change over time in family interaction patterns. We attempt to do this by
inference from our analysis of current variations in family interaction
patterns. That is, by analysing and explaining current differences amongst
farm families in their interaction patterns, we hope to argue, inferentially,
how change must have occurred historically, The degree of inference
involved will vary ‘with the extent one.can show that the explanatory
variables shown to ‘‘cause” current variation have themselves been subject
to historical change. For instance, if one can show that variation in the
degree of commercialisation of farming and of the modernisation of the
environing social and cultural context are all clearly related to variations
in family interaction patterns and are also historically cumulative changes
one can then argue more creditably from current variation to historical
change. This will be the approach taken here. It should always be
remembered, of course, that the reliability of any such historical inferences
is not very decisive and is not a substitute for a longitudinal study with
inbuilt controls. o

In analysing changes in family interaction patterns, two clear anchor
points for such an analysis appear in the family research literature: the
traditional farm or peasant family structure, and the modern urban
middle-class structure. Used as “ideal types”, in the Weberian sense, they
should prove useful in conceptualising and in generating hypotheses about
change in family interaction patterns. In the following section we present
these two models of family structure—the traditional farm model as
described by Arensberg and Kimball, and the modern urban middle-class
model as described by the most recent research studies. In structural
functional terms these can be best thought of as stable institutionalised
nuclear family structures which are attuned to, or functional in the very
different economic, communal, technological, and cultural environments of:
(i) traditional subsistence farm economies and in stable communities of kin,
neighbourhood and traditional communal systems; and (ii) the very different
environment present when farming has become commercialised, local kin
groups and neighbour groups have disintegrated, and the cultural and social
autonomy of local small-scale farm communities has been disrupted (46).

For heuristic purposes, therefore, one can think of change in patterns of
interaction within the nuclear family as occurring from one system—the
“traditional system”—toward another, the “modern system”. It is not, of
_course, that these are “‘real’ systems, but are merely ways of thinking about
or conceptualising social change. The anthropological and sociological
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evidence for the validity of the traditional farm or peasant model—as a
general or modal pattern—presented below, comes directly from Arensberg
and Kimball’s studies of the 1930s; and from the fact that the description
of the typical County Clare farm family of that time presents a very similar
picture to that of most anthropological studies of European peasant family
relationships. That is one with a very clear division of labour in age and sex
roles, clear patriarchical authority patterns, and an emotional economy
which is generally non-expressive, even austere, and showing a clear maternal
specialisation in emotionally supportive roles etc. (4, 32, 55, 67, 101, 102).

As to the other “end point”, if any, toward which change has been
occurring there is clearly no fully valid model. For our purposes, however,
we have taken the “modern urban middle-class” model as the most useful
one in thinking about the direction of change in family relationship patterns:
i.e., one where spousal segregation in, at least, housekeeping and child-
rearing roles is minimised or absent; where power or authority gradients
between spouses and between parents and children are minimised and
decision making is to a large extent a joint consultative process; and where
maternal specialisation in emotionally supportive functions is no longer
obvious or necessary because of the greater openness of all interpersonal
relationships within the family and more widely shared mutually supportive
behaviour etc. (11, 13, 36, 56, 71, 98, 100). It is not, therefore, a very
radical “ideal type” especially in that the basic economic provider role is
still dominantly male. Indeed in the farm situation, as we will make clear,
increasing commercialisation almost necessarily exaggerates the male
exclusiveness of the provider role. Besides the theoretical reasons for
expecting change in this direction, all of the available research literature on
the subject clearly indicates this direction of change (15, 18, 20, 42, 82).

Before proceeding with the description of these polar models, however,
we decided to simplify the analysis by focusing on three of the most basic
elements in family interaction: (1) The. Division of Labour in age and sex
roles within the nuclear family—i.e., the extent to which adult sex roles
especially are clearly differentiated from one another and the extent to
which these differentiations are ideologically supported and socially
sanctioned: (2) Authority or Decision-Making Patterns within the family—
i.e., the extent to which decision making is concentrated in one position—
the father’s—or the extent to which it is shared, and decision making is a
joint consultative process within the family; and (8) Social-Emotional
Patterns within the family—i.e.,, the emotional and communicational
characteristics of interpersonal relationships within the family. Included
under this heading is the extent to which the father plays an active,
emotionally supportive role in conflict resolution and in expressive/affective
relations with his wife and children, or in generally managing or harmonising
interpersonal feelings within the family.

By abstracting out these three aspects of family interaction we hope to
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* clarify some of the more intricate inter-relationships or types of “balances” in
the system of relationships within changing family situations, i.e., the way in
which a particular division of labour, for instance, is related to a particular
authority and social emotional structure; and the way in which change in
one sector is related to change in another. ‘

The traditional farm family model, as described by Arensberg and Kimball
(4, pp. 299-306) is viewed as an institutionalised system of roles or inter-
personal relationships which are functional only in a particular economic,
social and cultural context: i.e., where the economy is primarily subsistent;
the environing social structure is an ascriptive, highly locality bound system
of interpersonal relationships of kin, neighbour groups and local institutional
relationships; and where the system of beliefs, ‘values and norms form a
relatively autonomous, closed system, which is highly insulated from
external reference group effects (4, pp. 59-75).

Such an exclusive highly locality bound community, supportive of a
traditional family structure, no longer exists, however. As a result tradi-

_tional nuclear family roles, which may have been functional in a traditional
static repetitive system of economic exchanges, would need to be consider-
ably adapted to the new situation, where both production and consumption
are constantly changing and where routinised solutions to constantly
repetitive economic problems are no longer effective. Certainly the tradi-
tional patriarchial dominance of decision making would be almost impossible
‘to maintain. Similarly, changes have occurred in communications and trans-
‘portation and in informal and highly meaningful contacts with “external”
groups. The traditional locality-descent groups of neighbour and kin have
similarly. been disrupted. ‘As a result of these changes in patterns of
socialisation, of social control, and of meaningful informal interaction, the
nuclear family itself has to change to patterns which “fit” more satisfactorily
into the changed expectations of others outside the family system; but also
to be more effective in attaining its own members’ changed goals. The pro-
cess of family decision making, for instance, that is present and adaptive
in a traditional subsistent economy; where most economic decisions.amongst
alternative options in production or consumption are very limited in number
and usually have already clearly routinised “solutions”; is much more easily
monopolisable than in a modern farming system where alternatives in both
production and’ consumption have greatly multiplied and their values are
constantly changing, and where “solutions” have to be thought through each
time. '

The traditional family system of roles, therefore, is regarded as functional
only in a particular economic, social and cultural structure. Given change in
this “external situation”’—toward greater farming commercialisation, toward
wider and more varied socialisation experiences of participants etc.—change
will occur in family roles. The direction in which such change occurs is
almost inevitably toward a model of interpersonal relationships which could
be called the modern urban middle-class model. '
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The Traditional Model

The traditional family structure is graphically described by Arensberg and
Kimball (1940) as being characteristic of the type of structure which existed
in the traditional rural community they studied in County Clare.

The Division of Labour

The model which emerged from their study was one of a rigidly defined
sexual division of labour in the family. Task roles were highly differentiated
by sex, age, and relative status, and were sustained by sets of beliefs and
values about the natural propensities of the two sexes which provided
justification for such a division of task and authority roles. “Men’s work”
and “women’s work” were known, accepted and performed by the
individuals within the family. Task roles were very clearly defined and
stereotyped. ‘‘The relations of the members of the farm family are best
described in terms of the patterns which uniformity of habit and association
built up. They are built up within the life of the farm household and its daily
and yearly work. The relations of the fathers to sons and mothers to sons fall
into repeatable and regular and expectable patterns of these bonds that
differ very little from farm to farm” (4, p. 59).

Taking first the division of labour in task roles, a clear distinction can be
drawn between family roles based on age, sex and relative status. The
differences in task roles by sex is possibly the most clearly seen and con-
sciously felt distinction—‘“for a man to concern himself with a woman’s
work, such as the sale of eggs or the making of butter, is the subject of
derisive laughter, while a woman’s smaller hands make it ‘natural’ for her to
be a better hand at milking the cows” (4, p. 48). Even in the situation where
women were needed to help out in what was regarded as men’s work,
definite roles were assigned to them—heavy manual work such as ploughing
and sowing being done by the men. The many attitudes and beliefs which
surround this clearly sex differentiated division of labour illustrate the
socially determined character of the distinctions and their genesis in inter-
personal relationships.

This division of labour must be seen within a field of larger interpersonal
interests and obligations. It is based to a large extent on the behaviour
expected reciprocally of husband and wife—a basic functional element of
their relationships, which is upheld and passed on from generation to genera-
tion. And it is buttressed by an extensive body of popular belief and super-
stition surrounding the dichotomy which “serve to uphold the conventional
division and to evaluate the necessary behavioural specialization which is
basic to the interrelationships within the farm family” (4, p. 49). The
connection between sex, age and marital status and the work appropriate
to each status is extremely close. Ridicule and graver charges of unmanliness
and unwomanliness can be brought to reaffirm the conventions against the
“role offender”. This pattern is obvious from a very early age and is reflected
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in the training each sex receives from childhood in farm and household
work:— Male children acquire men’s skills and techniques in anticipation of
the role they will play in the future, while the female child learns 2 woman’s
role as an integral part of her future roles of wife and mother (4, p. 64). Farm
work is definitely a family concern but “who does what” is clearly
differentiated. . _

Although the sex of any individual within the family may be the most
basic determinant of what tasks one performs, there is within this framework
another distinction on the basis of age. This age distinction is strongly tied
to the status assigned to each member of the family, so that clear patterns
can be discerned in the division of labour and the relative power and prestige
of the father and his sons, as also between mother and daughters. The father

-is owner and director and; as such, certain areas remain his exclusive
territory even when his sons become adults.

In the community the farm is known as his and the sons are spoken of
as his “boys” (4, p. 55). Thus in the draining of a fi€ld or the sale of cattle
at a fair the sons, even though fully adult, work under their father’s eye and
refer necessary decisions to him. The father does the heavy work but directs
activity and delegates minor tasks connected with them to his sons, until his
sons are ready to take over. But parental dominance persists until
the father dies, even when the sons are fully adult and capable of running
the farm. As the son matures he takes over more and more of these onerous
and specialised farm tasks—ploughing, sowing, selling, etc.—but full authority
frequently escapes his grasp until the father dies.

Within the household the wife dominated in all spheres. It is she who is
responsible for the day-to-day housekeeping, who cares for the children and
their needs. In these areas the father is not expected to participate, nor does
he to any great extént. These tasks, like those delegated to Her on the farm,
are regarded exclusively as ‘““women’s work™. V :

Authority .

The authority relations within the family are superimposed upon this
differentiated and deeply institutionalised division of labour. They are, like
task roles, intimately. related to the basic beliefs and valties, to feelings of
rightness and appropriateness. The forces of communal gossip and ridicule
serve to uphold, reinforce and justify the prevailing organisation of roles
and relative’ authority relations with the family. In viewing authority rela-
tions, four broad areas within which clear patterns can be discerned are:—
(1) Household and housekeeping; (2) Child rearing; (3) Farm management
and organisation and (4) Financial decisions, i.e., who decided how income
is allocated—both internally and externally.

Care and control of children have well defined boundaries and as the child
grows older in .the case of the male child the nature and type of controls
exercised upon-him change. At the early stages of development of children
of both sexes, the mother almost exclusively looks after their needs and pro-
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vides affection and emotional security and even control. It is only for serious
misdemeanours that the father is drawn in. Similar to Arensberg and Kim-
ball’s findings, Oeser and Emery found in a rural Australian study that the
role of the father in child control is, however, rather more clearly dif-
ferentiated according to the sex of the child than that of the mother. Up to
the age of seven, however, all children are treated in the same manner and
the father tends to remain a distant and rather severe authority figure
(4, 72). This is illustrated by Arensberg and Kimball’s comment of the
silence of the child when :the father is around, never speaking unless directly
spoken to (4, p. 38). There is an emphasis on respect for and awe of the
father, which is developed and encouraged from the child’s earliest
socialisation experiences and there is little chance to develop a warm
affective relationship, so typical of the mother-child relationship. The
mother is more of a guide and companion and her authority most often
makes itself felt through praise or persuasion. It is only when an appeal to
ultimate authority is required that the father is drawn in. Summing it up,
Arensberg and Kimball say: “In the early years before puberty the farm
father enters the child’s cognizance as a disciplinary force. The barriers of
- authority, respect, extra household interests and the imperatives of duty
rather than encouragement make it difficult for any intimacy to develop”
(4, p- 58).

After the age of seven or eight, the male child is removed from the almost
exclusive control of his mother and begins to come into more direct contact
with his father for the first time. At this stage he begins his long apprentice-
ship in farming, during which he learns traditional farming techniques from
his father. Even as he grows older there is little change in the nature of the
relationships. The son remains undoubtedly subordinate, and modes of
address and ways of treating and regarding one another continue to reflect
these persistent superordinate/subordinate relationships within the family.
The “boy” remains the “boy”’, sometimes even up to middle age or beyond.
The son’s terms of address and reference for the father clearly express the
emotional “‘distance” and clear authority difference between them: “the
Boss”, ‘“the old fellow”, “Dad”, expressing in varying degrees, by tone of
voice and content of term, the varying emotional response to the relation-
ship as the son ages or as the relationships differ.

The mother-son relationship has a different content. He is still subject to
her requests or commands but she continues to provide the warmth and
affection lacking between father and son, and is occasionally called upon
to relieve tension when disputes arise. As a mother she is able to do this
while at the same time protecting the father’s position. Overall there is
minimal scope for initiative or autonomy by the son, parental dominance
often persisting for as long as the father lives. This relationship prevents any
growth in mutual sympathy and affectivity that might possibly develop
during the long years of working together on the farm.
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All major decisions on the farm are made by the father. It is he who buys
and sells, decides what, when, and how things should be done. Sons are
seldom delegated the authority to make decisions even when fully adult
and thoroughly familiar with farming methods. This, in fact, is directly
part of the system of controls, duties and sentiments which make up the
whole family. If the father were to relinquish  some of his autonomy in this
area it would undoubtedly threaten his authority ‘position- and ability to
command within the‘group. ’ ' - : :

In the financial area a similar pattern occurs, all major financial decisions
on the farm are made by the father. It ishis prerogative to dispose of income
derived from the farm, but there is always an obligation to do so in the
interests of his wife- and family. Despite the fact that sons are taken to the
market from a very early age they are never allowed to carry out the buying
and selling (4, pp. 51-52). In regard to the wife’s financial management
role, although' she is entitled to any income which may accrue from her
own productive activities—the sale of eggs, butter; milk or occasionally pigs
—she is expected to spend it in the interests of the family. In a number
of cases this may be highly significant, but generally tends to be a small
proportion of total family farm income. - ‘

The whole pattern of family interaction, both as to the allocation of task
roles and of power, is such as to maintain the superordinate-subordinate
relationship between spouses, and between parents and children. The
individual is completely immersed in the group, -where individuality and
innovativeness is suppressed and adherence to the norm is demanded above
all. Such an over-all system, however, can only- remain intact so long as it
remains legitimised by the consensual sets of beliefs and_values of the com-
munity and this legitimising ideology remains effectively isolated from
contending ideals of family organisation which hold in external prestigeful
.groups. This traditional family structure can only survive, therefore, within
the ambit of encapsulating primary groups of kin and neighbours where
traditional norms are rigidly enforced, where deviations are severely
sanctioned. and pressure to co-operate and conform is greatest. Should this
external situation change, or new innovative forces™impinge upon the
system, change can be anticipated. - : ‘

Change ' in one area normally has a cumulative effect throughout the
whole of the -community and family life. Perhaps the most forcible and
vividly - drawn picture of such a change is Lerner’s investigations in the
Middle East where, within the space of ten years, the beliefs, values and
attitudes and the whole social organisation of a small and previously
isolated rural community had changed dramatically due to the introduction
of modern - technological . developments, particularly mass media and
mechanised transportation (57, See 15,26, 35 also.).
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Social Emotional Structure

Although theoretically it is possible within the framework of the tradi-
tional family for the father to develop an expressive or emotionally suppor-
tive relationship with his children and yet maintain his authority position,
there is, in fact, very little scope for such development (6). As has been
previously mentioned the children are almost exclusively in their mother’s
care up to the age of seven. As Arensberg and Kimball put it, “In his earliest
childhood the mother looms larger in the child’s consciousness™ (4, p. 52),
the father is only drawn in as a disciplining force. This, coupled with the
highly differentiated task and authority structure and possibly certain beliefs
about what constitutes manliness—Irish society in general does not
encourage expressive behaviour in men—all militate against the development
of such a relationship. As expressed by Oeser and Emery, it is a cultural
pattern which expects the women to be “gentler’” while the father always
remains in all contexts ‘“the ultimate source of authority as well as the
ultimate source of redress” (72).

The fact that the mother is most usually responsible for providing
emotional support, facilitating the expression of positive and negative
feelings and the working out of emotional tensions within the group appears
then to be largely a resultant or consequence of the usual paternal
authority structure of the family. The father is an object of obedience,
respect and perhaps awe for his children, rarely of love and affection. To
allow emotional elements to undermine this position would give rise to
insecurity and allow for a certain degree of questioning of the basis of this
power. Other researchers, apart from Arensberg and Kimball who have
investigated family structure have also found that, particularly in the case
where authority is concentrated in the husband-father position, the social
emotional functions are almost invariably equally concentrated in the wife-
mother position (6, 32, 77, 84, 101, 102).

In conclusion, the structure of the traditional farm family may be des-
cribed as one with a clearly differentiated and deeply institutionalised
division of labour; a clear patriarchial authority system with a simple
repetitive or routinised decision-making process concentrated in the father’s
role; an equally clearly differentiated social-emotional structure where the
mother acts as the main emotionally supportive and tension management
agent in the family. In general this characteristic of the Irish traditional
farm family, as described by Arensberg and Kimball, is equally true of most
anthropological studies of peasant systems in western societies and indeed of
most other cultures as well (33, 38, 67, 77a, 84).

If one were simply to dichotomise each one of the three variables men-
tioned—in that task roles may be clearly sex and age segregated or jointly
shared, authority or decision-making functions highly concentrated in one’
role or widely shared, and social-emotional functions clearly differentiated
and specialised or equally and reciprocally shared by all family members—
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it is obvious that the ‘“‘peasant model” is only one of eight possible com-
binations [i.e., 2 x 2 x 2.]. The equally opposite model of low sex role
differentiation, democratic and consultative decision-making processes with
relatively equal weight to all voices in the decision, and with-an emotionally
supportive communicative system where feelings are freely expressed and
tensions are resolved on a relatively equalitarian interpersonal basis; is one
that is most usually described by sociologists as characteristic of the modern
urban middle class family in Western and particularly American and British
socicties (11, 13, 31, 47, 71). :

It is obvious here that one is really discussing two ideal types—yet two
that are most frequently described in the literature as being ideally typical
of traditional farming and working-class families, and of modern middle-class
families. All of the possible intermediate combinations — which logically
must represent the majority of all families — have not been so fully dis-
cussed. The assumption is being made here that any change in any one of
these three dimensions will be highly related to that of others, i.e., that they
are interdependent; and that it is possible to classify families (by cluster
analysis or other means) into a series of relatively homogeneous sub-
categories varying from the rigidly traditional to the typical middle-class
model. The approach usually taken, however, has been to try and explain
variation in each one of these variables independently and not to treat them
as an interdependent system of variables (50). This is the approach that will
be initially taken in this study. Only later in Chapters 5 and 6 will we
attempt to examine them as a system.

Reasons for Change in Traditional Patterns | :

Why should one éxpect that any change has occurred in the traditional
farm family? E. A. Wilkening, in discussing the processes of change affecting
‘farm families notes that a number of cumulative and interrelated social pro-
cesses have occurred which have altered the relationships between the farm
family and its external social environment. As a result of this the system has
altered in one or more of its essential features; i.e:, in the type of function it
performs, the various roles of its members, the norms or expectations
governing behaviour in these roles, and.even in the over-all values which give
direction to the total family system (97). ' "

Numerous changes in the external environment can be pinpointed as
catalysts of change in the Irish rural community. One of the most influential
must surely be the developments within the economic sector in the past
10-25 years, where there has been a rapidly growing industrial sector coupled
" with a rapidly declining farm population. From the Famine onwards the
farming population has been declining but there appears to have been an
underlying continuity in the culture and social structure of most traditional
rural communities up to and. after the Second World War. This is possibly
accounted for by the fact that up to the late 1940s the economy of these
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communities was still largely of a subsistence nature and farm technology
continued to be based mainly on manual labour and a horse-based tech-
nology. Technological or production innovations were minimal and changes
in communication and transportation extremely slow. Given little change in
the kind of peasant economy or technology, the strengthening of patrilineal
and patriarchical tendencies within the family and kin group through the
Land Acts, the almost exclusive principle of impartible patrilineal inheri-
tance, and the persistent importance of the stem family system which
guaranteed successors while ensuring that the majority of the non-inheriting
siblings continued to emigrate, it is possible to see how that system could
have persisted for so long. As a result, given the continuing uncertainties of
market conditions, there was little reason for the farmer to orientate himself
towards a larger market economy, or towards the world outside his own
limited and highly localised social circles. With no major changes occurring
in the external social environment, it seems valid to suggest that the tradi-
tional social system with its closed, highly locality bound and tightly inter-
related set of relationships, rooted in family, kin and neighbourhood rela-
tionships, remained relatively intact (46).

From the early 1950s onwards a number of external, broadly economic,
changes occurred which must have had a major influence on family relation-
ships. First, there was an increasing trend toward greatly increased commer-
cialisation of farm production. Although Scully could still report in the
1970s that “in the management of western farms, farm operations continue
to be performed in a traditional manner, with the same inputs being com-
bined in the same way to produce the same outputs”, (83a) there has,
nevertheless, been a considerable expansion in farm mechanisation
accompanying a very dramatic decline in traditional horse technology, and a
very rapid decline in the availability of farm labour etc. Over one-third of the
farms in this study had been highly innovative in farming techniques and had
adopted highly rationalised methods of buying and selling farm products.
Almost one-third had adopted highly methodical accounting procedures and
nearly half used banking facilities. Besides these changes in the farm produc-
tion side there has been even more dramatic changes in the consumption side
and a decline in the traditional subsistence pattern (46). Roughly a third of
the households in this sample had the full complement of the modern,
middle class, “standard package’ of household consumption items. And in
nearly half the families the mother played a minimal role in traditional sub-
sistence activities, like baking, knitting, making children’s clothes etc. In
both production and consumption patterns, therefore, there has been a
significant change over the past 40 years.

This change in farm production and in family consumption patterns has
had a multiplicity of effects on all aspects of family life. In itself it has
opened up the communities, in that they are catering for larger markets, as
opposed to local ones, and economic transactions in general have become
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more rationalised. It has been instrumental in lessening or weakening the
position of the wife in farm production Her contribution to production is
less essential now than it was in the previous situation. In the more economi-
cally rationalised households she has become increasingly like her town
counterpart, in that her role is almost excluswely confined to consurnption
roles, household and child-rearing tasks.

‘Parallel ‘with this major development in the economy there has been a
great extension of mass communication and a growing use of modern trans-
portation. Ninety nine per cent of the families in this study had radios and
half had cars and TV sets. This is a dramatic change from a situation in 1951
when per captia ownerships averaged 2 to 3 per cent for cars, only 11 per
cent. for radios and there was no TV (24). All of these developments have
scverely undermined traditional norms of behaviour, beliefs, attitudes and
values. The introduction of radio and television, and its rapid extension
in the 1960s has served to extend the reference groups of these communities.
It was found. that 95 per cent of the sample listened to the news regularly
and that 26 per cent of families got the Farmers Journal every week.’
Similarly the motor car has greatly expanded the arena of social intercourse.
Both of these: changes, in media and transportation, expose the individual
to more prestigeful outside groups with alternative styles of life and modes of
family interaction. Since the most significant of these external groups are
almost umvcrsally of higher national prestige than themselves, any such
growth in exposure to and relationshlp with them is bound to lead to
profound reference group. effects; in- that it creates a greater awareness of
and rcceptiveness to alternative ways of organising family roles, besides its
more obvious effects on consumption values. Coupled with this increased
mass media participation, the personal mobility of the farm family, facili-
tated by the growing number of car owners, has greatly increased beyond the

confines of the local neighbourhood and community. This has also consider-
ably reduced the strength of the local forces conserving traditional ideas.
Both Lerner, (57) in his investigation of change in the Middle Eastern
‘countries, and Benvenuti (8), in his study of cultural change in a Dutch rural
community, found that these changes in communication patterns had con-
siderable influences in bringing about cultural change, in that it extended the
individual’s reference groups -and patterns of communication and led to
significant changes in other key sectors of the social system (54).

The growing number of farmers who are car owners has, as well as increas-

ing actual physical mobility, also increased the range of significant reference
_ groups available. The farmer and his wife are able to travel to distant market
centres, and to move out of their own neighbourhood for recreational activi-
ties. This results in the farm wife having increasing contact with urban styles
of life. Similarly voluntary organisations, like the ICA, are yet another point
of contact with other groups from varying backgrounds.- The diffusion of
ideas, thcn ‘has been fac1htated in many respects and points to a growing
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rationalisation at all levels. The non-participant isolated communities are
consequently becoming very much a thing of the past (26, 35, 63, 69).

Furthermore, as a result of rationalisation in the field of education,
children of farm families are having completely different socialisation
experiences to those of their parents. Rural depopulation has resulted in
many rural schools closing down, necessitating the ‘bussing’ of children to
other neighbourhoods for educational purposes. Once the children have left
the community they are no longer under the control of parents and kinsfolk
but meet and interact with children from other neighbourhoods. Besides the
school there has been also a gradual closing down of many other local
institutional or service centres of communal integration; i.e., shops, pubs,
garda barracks, churches etc. This increasingly lessens the influence of local
. pressures to maintain adherence to traditional community patterns.

In recent years there has also been a tendency for older children to
migrate to Irish urban centres rather than to emigrate. Returning more
frequently than in previous decades, they will bring back with them know-
ledge of alternative modes of living and provide new reference groups for
their peers who remained in the community (45, pp. 203-208, 240-244; 63).
Even those who remain in the community have wider contact with the ‘out-
side world’ through improved transportation, increased personal mobility
and higher participation in mass media. Values of ‘romantic love’, ideals of
companionships and choice of partners are now accepted by young adults in
striking contrast to the rather more practical, and apparently utilitarian,
basis of the traditional courtship and marriage patterns. Increased mobility
means that the teenagers are able to leave the home area for recreational
activities such as dancing. Here their behaviour is not under the scrutiny of
the local community, and they interact with urban adolescents of a similar
age.

All of these changes in the farm and household economy, where patterns
of production and consumption have undergone tremendous change and in
extra familial social networks — whether insitutional or interpersonal — have
greatly expanded social contacts outside previously locality bound networks.
In one’s ‘“pyschological participation” in the larger society radio, TV,
national newspaper and weekly journal circulations have rapidly increased
awareness and possibilities for identification with alternative ways of life.
And contacts with national governmental institutions, such as the state
bureaucracies, greatly increase as they expand the number of their local
agents.

The main effects of these changes is to loosen the local community’s
attachment to its previously autonomous traditional standards and values.
This local cultural autonomy held sway only as long as local membership
groups retained the most exclusive loyalty of the individual. As soon, how-
ever, as people start to judge or evaluate these local standards from some
more prestigeful “outsiders” perspective — who are much wealthier and
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-have much higher prestige nationally — the local autonomy or validity of
these closed cultures is weakened. As a result the transmission of these
" traditional patterns of behaviour from one generation to another is very
unlikely to proceed without some -considerable change occurring (8, 35).
Considered in terms of marriage and family ideals and expectations these
changes are perhaps most obvious in the younger generation, starting at the
courtship stage. : ' ' ’

The implication of these changes in technology and the accompanying
commercialisation and expansion in farming for the rural family are far
reaching. Both directly ‘and indirectly they are likely to have changed
expectations and valués and hence patterns of behaviour over time. Even at
the courtship stage, young adults, being more mobile, are able to socialise
outside their own parish. Furthermore with increasing migration, when only
about one-twentieth of farm girls and one-fifth of farm boys remain on the
farm, the influence of external reference groups has increased enormously
- (45, 86). - : :

Besides these likely changes in people’s beliefs and values, however, the
family system has had to accommodate itself to some major changes in
- farming practice and techniques. This adaptation would have had to occur
irrespective of the beliefs and values of the participants themselves. This
‘second source of change, which is primarily adaptive to the -changing
economic environment, may be of equal importance to that resulting from
changes in people’s values and expectations. There has been a cumulative
withdrawal of the farmer’s wife from her farm production role. Either her-
previous farm tasks have been eéxpanded to a commercial enterprise — e.g.,
‘as in pig rearing, milking and poultry keeping — or these enterprises have had
to be dropped entirely as profit margins declined and they - became
. uneconomic on a small scale. Hence she is forced to withdraw to the house.
" Task and decision-making roles were highly interwoven in the traditional
. family, and once the pattern and organisation of task roles are disrupted and
re-organised a similar re-allocation: or adaptation may be anticipated in
decision - making. The traditional, rather autocratic pattern of decision
making is unsuitable to the new production techniques where flexibility
and constant re-evaluation are essential. Similarly, changes in consumption
patterns from the traditional subsistence patterns require a consultative
_ type of decision making which, over time, necessarily weakens the traditional
pattern. L o .

Therefore, besides expected changes in traditional beliefs, values and
expectations that occur as people begin to take on the perspective of
prestigeful urban reference groups, very definite adaptations in family task
and decision-making patterns will have to be made as a purely circumstantial
response to the changing farm and household economy. ‘




TRADITIONAL FAMILIES? 27

The Middle Class Urban Family

As already mentioned the reason for presenting a short sketch of the
modern urban middle class ‘ideal type’ is not to suggest that change in farm
family relationships patterns is being consciously aimed toward that goal,
but merely to indicate the expected direction of change from the traditional
pattern once modernisation forces — economy, mass media, mobility, etc. —
increasingly impinge on the traditional system. We do this for three reasons.
First, most of the sociological literature in English usually treats it in this
way. Secondly, most of the research studies of modern farm families show
that the most “modern” structure is that typical of the urban middle class
elite (18). And, thirdly, from the perspective of ideological changes, the
most prestigeful and visible alternative models are those of the urban middle
class. It is proposed, therefore, that the urban middle class family pattern is
the type of pattern that the traditional family move towards when change
occurs. This diverges to a considerable extent from that found in the tradi-
tional family. The change may be regarded partly as a response to changes
in external pressures and demands, — as for example, in the increasing sex
segregation of farm and household task roles as farming becomes increasingly
commercialised — but also to reference group influences which expose
people to alternative prestigeful models of interpersonal relationships.

There is some difficulty in building up an ‘“‘ideal type’ of the middle
class family structure comparable to that of the traditional one because there
is greater variation in the type of structure found. The context within which
the middle class family exists varies widely and is, therefore, more variable
than that of the traditional peasant family. From studies undertaken in
Britain and the United States, however, certain broad generalisations may be
made about the organisation of the middle class urban family at least in the
English speaking world, with its system of roles and the basic values and
beliefs according to which it is structured.

The most satisfactory — from the point of view of the participants —
middle class family type is most frequently described as a ‘joint conjugal
relationship’ with a strong emphasis on the nuclear family and the happiness
and development of the individual personalities involved. Generally there is
some variation in family task roles but the rigid and clearly defined division
of labour — on age and sex criteria is largely broken, although the degree of
participation by the husband in household and child-rearing tasks is limited
by his economic role as provider. What is important is that the norms have
changed. The husband is not ridiculed or sanctioned if he helps in the house-
hold and child-rearing tasks, rather it is expected that he will do so on a
regular basis. Both Bott, and Willmot and Young found in their studies in
London that within the middle class family there was a mutual under-
standing that both husband and wife should be jointly responsible for the
welfare of the children and that these expectations were mutual; co-
parenthood being regarded as a vital part of the joint conjugal relationship.
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Bott says that where a joint conjugal role/relationship exists “. . . joint
organisation is relatively predominant. Husband and wife expect to carry -
out many- activities together with a minimum of task differentiation and
separation of interests”. They not only plan the affairs of the family
together but also exchange many household tasks or spend much of their
leisure time together. However, there remains the basic division of labour
‘by which the husband is primarily responsible for supporting the family
financially and the wife is primarily responsible for housework and child
care. But there is flexibility in housework and child care by which many
tasks are shared or are interchangeable. Bott says of her middle-class group
of families: “The division of labour was flexible and there was considerable
sharing and interchange of. task. Husbands were expected to take a very
" active part in child care” (45; see 18, 25, 48, 78, 98 also). The welfare of the .
children was the concern of both parents. Neither did the couples feel that
fathers should be the final authority and disciplinarian, and that mothers
should be more supportive and warmhearted, rather it was felt that both
husband and wife were more or less equal in authority and supportiveness.
At the economic level although the father still retains the position of pro-
vider or breadwinner, decision making in all areas, including finance,’is joint.
If final decisions have to be made by one member it is normally preceded by
discussion in which husband and wife and even children participate.
‘At a most basic level and where, perhaps, the urban middle class diverges
most strikingly .from the traditional family is that both husband and wife
"are expected to achieve a high degree of compatibility based on their own
particular combination of shared interests and complementary differences.
The rigid division of labour and clear differentiation of authority and social
emotional roles has broken down. In its place there emerges a group held
together by numerous “crescive” (91) bonds where interpersonal relation-
ships are built up over time on the basis of mutually supportive exchanges.
These are geared ideally toward individual self development rather than on
the basis. of highly stereotypical roles which are consensually defined and
highly legitimised in the closed communal relationship systems of the tradi-
tional farm community. . ‘ ‘

Conclusion _ , \ » :
What we have attempted to do in this chapter is, having stated the
problem to be investigated, as laid out in the five basic research questions
(pp. 2 and 3), to propose a conceptual model within which the answer
to these questions might be sought. We do this first by detailing the tradi-
tional family structure as described by Arensberg and Kimball. Secondly,
we propose that within the overall ethnographic description lie three basic
underlying dimensions of family roles—division of labour, authority and
decision-making patterns, and social emotional patterns. And, thirdly, we
propose that change in these traditional patterns of family interaction can
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be clearly seen as occurring in a predictable direction. At least all available
evidence from studies in other countries suggest so (25, 40).

Finally, we propose that the underlying set of factors bringing about these
changes may be seen under two main headings: (1) Economic, technological
and general social environmental changes toward which family roles have to
be adapted irrespective of the feelings and beliefs of the people involved;
(2) Basically cultural changes in people’s beliefs, feelings and values, which
are brought about primarily by the breakdown of previously isolated folk
cultures and the cumulative incorporation of rural people through economic,
technological, mass media, educational and other institutional changes
within a much wider national cultural system. It is this gradual cumulative
assimilation of rural people into a wider national system, where they take
on the values of prestigeful external reference groups and start to evaluate
their own position from that perspective, that is generally seen as the
main agent of cultural change in traditional rural societies (8, 18, 57).
Nevertheless, cultural differences alone may not fully explain family inter-
action differences. This would be to view the family purely as a primary
group which is governed exclusively by moral imperatives—and change in
family patterns of interaction as due exclusively to change in family and
sex-role ideologies. A considerable amount of evidence exists that variation
in the sex role division of labour and power differentials within families are
equally responsive to situational pressures irrespective of any ideological
differences that exist (10, 11). This study, therefore, will be equally con-
cerned with both sets of influences on family variation.

The main general hypotheses being proposed, therefore, are:—

(1) That variation in the allocation of farm, household, and child-rearing
task roles between husband and wife, as in decision making and social-
emotional roles, is accounted for primarily by: (a) variation in
situational or environmental factors, and (b) current communicational
and background socialisation differences amongst respondents which
would indicate major reference group differences amongst them.

(ii) That variation in Task Roles, Decision Making and Social-Emotional
patterns are interdependent so that variation in one dimension is
systematically related to variation in another.

(i) That it is possible to categorise families in terms of the overall con-
figuration of Task, Decision Making and Social-Emotional patterns;
and that variation in this overall familial pattern of interaction is
explainable in the same terms as for variation in any one of these
individual variables.

(iv) What is equally important, but is not possible to phrase as a hypothesis,
is the question—to what extent is it possible to rank order such a series
of “family types’ along a single continuum from traditional to modern
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- and to what extent do the same factors which accounted for the
individual variables also account for this overall pattern of interaction.
Or to what extent given such an- ordinal ranking of farnlly types, does

such a differential configuration of variables ‘‘capture” important
statistical interaction effects amongst the individual variables?

V The following two chapters report first on the methods used in the study
and the ways in which the main variables were operationalised, and
secondly, describe the basic distributions of all the main dependent and
independent variables. The main analyses of the results are presented in
Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Chapter 7 is an additional chapter where we present an
analysis of the relationship between internal famlly patterns and kinship
contacts. It is somewhat peripheral to the main aims of this monograph
But, since the issue is so important and the results so significant in relation
.to the other main findings of the study the preliminary results are presented
here. The final chapter summarises these results and concludes with a
theoretical revision of the main points of this chapter which have to be
disciplined by the actual empirical results and ends with a section on the
1mp11catlons of the study. :




Chapter 2
Research Methods

T HIS chapter is of a fairly technical nature. It contains a detailed descrip-
tion of the procedures adopted in carrying out the study, and the
techniques used to develop scales to measure the major dimensions of family
interaction outlined in Chapter 1. The casual reader should, at least,
familiarise himself with the sections dealing with the variation amongst
families in their division of labour, decision-making and social emotional
characteristics, and the ways in which these are measured. For those wishing
to fully understand the process of the research and the analysis which
follows it is recommended that the chapter should be read in its entirety.

Introduction

This study was initiated in May 1970 when the senior author started on
an intensive participant observation study of a small farming community of
three townlands in County Roscommon. It was originally hoped to use this
as an initial “‘pilot” phase of the family study. It soon became apparent,
however, that it would prove impossible to do any worthwhile observation
work on internal family interaction in the limited time available. Since such
interaction between spouses and between parents and children is so private
and intimate, taking place primarily within the household, it is not easily or
reliably observable even for an individual family. Indeed, it was only at the
end of three months’ observation that it was possible to get to know two or
three families well enough to do even very limited observation without
one’s presence influencing interaction. As a result of this it was decided to
concentrate this initial period of study on the external, more visible and less
sensitive aspects of interaction of nuclear family members with other
individuals and nuclear families—primarily kin, friends and neighbours, and
local institutional relationships. The results of this period of observation are
reported in Hannan (1972).

However, this initial period of observation clearly indicated many of the
major aspects of family interaction and family roles which were undergoing
change, and some of the main influences bringing about change. It was
also very useful in generating particular interview questions or systems of
questions which would not be threatening or embarrassing for respondents
but that would still succeed in obtaining the kind of information that was
required. In examining the emotional quality of interaction within the
family unit, for instance, observations indicated that it would have proved
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very embarrassing for many respondents, and also in their interest to falsify
responses, if we asked. direct questions on how cold/warm/antagonistic
or hostile were the emotional bonds between husband and wife and
between both parents and children. Instead  we asked a series of indirect
questions about their actual reciprocal helpfulness and dependence on each
other which, it was clear from observation, were highly related to their
feelings and which would yield the same kind of information without
upsetting the interviewees. We asked questions dealing with spontaneity
and warmth -of interaction between parents and children at mealtimes;
whether the father’s absence dampened or stimulated the spontaneity and
warmth of interaction between parents and children at mealtimes;
whether and how ‘frequently spouses were spontaneously helpful to one
another in performing disliked tasks; and whether, and to what extent,
each spouse was the recipient of each other’s confidences and worries etc.
Independent observations were also. made of the terms of reference and
address used by spouses for each other. The responses to all of these items
were found to be highly correlated with each- other and, when joined
together in one scale, were found to be highly correlated with other
measures of the emotional-expressive dimension of family interaction. Most
of these measures are described in detail in a later section of this chapter.

- Developing the Interview Schedule , :

As a result of this preliminary work it was decided to concentrate com-
pletely on the formal interview as the main method of data gathering.

‘Between July and September 1970 the senior author drew up and tested
out a number of separate and increasingly refined interview schedules. By
the end of September 1970 we had completed 80 interviews with each of the
two spouses in 40 families in Sligo, Roscommon and Galway. As a result of
this interviewing experience with these 40 pilot families, and on the basis of
an item analysis of the responses involved, we designed a final schedule
which included only those questions that yielded the maximum reliable
and valid information. This final schedule took approximately one hour to
administer and was neither too long, nor too tiring, for the respondents.*

Interviewing . _ - ,

We finally started to interview in early December 1970, starting with a
small team of six trained interviewers, all sociology or psychology graduates.
We started first in County Cavan and proceeded from there to County
Monaghan and Donegal, and. thence to the five Connacht and two West
Munster counties included. Besides this tightly knit itinerant team of six
interviewers and one part-time supervisor, we also employed the services of
four pairs of local interviewers that are intermittently employed by the

*The inter;riew schedules are available and can'be had on application to the senior author at the
ESRI (Details are shown in Appendix .- :
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ESRI Survey Unit on national surveys. Each interviewer was given a short
training course in interviewing techniques and in following the detailed
interviewing instructions.

The sample chosen for interviewing consisted of 630 names and addresses
of farm families selected on a simple random sampling basis from a
national sampling frame of farming families in these counties. Both spouses
were to be interviewed in each family. The results of the interviewing are
given below'in two separate columns, one for each team of interviewers.

Table 1: Number and percentage of family interviews attempted,
completed, and refused

Independent

Interviewing results interviewing ESRI 'local Total
team interviewers
N %o N % N %

(a) Total No. in original sample: 464 166 630
{b) Total No. not applicable: 144 31% 47 28% 191 30%
(c) Total No. applicable, and interviews

attempted: 320 119 439
Total No. interviewed: 300 94% 108 91% 408 93%
Total No. refused: 17 5% 8 7% 25 6%
Total not contacted but applicable: 3 1% 3 3% 6 1%
Total applicable 320 100% 119 100% 439 100%
Total interviewing costs per family £8.26 £6.20 £7.70

As can be seen from Table 1 although the sampling frame was nominally
one of farmers, only 70 per cent of the families named in the sample were
actually applicable. Of those not applicable, all had farms but almost two-
thirds had fathers who were engaged in full-time occupations off the farm.
The remaining families were almost equally divided between those where
one parent was dead or where there were no children under 16 resident in
the household. Only those farm families were selected which had both
parents alive and living together in the household, with at least one child
under 16 years of age. We are focusing, therefore, only on those farm
families with both parents alive and with young dependent children. Since
the characteristics of spousal or parent-child and sibling interaction within
the family vary so much over the life cycle of the family, from the birth of
the first child to a young couple to the later stages when the fully adult
children begin to leave home and get married, it was decided to limit the
study to this early stage of the family cycle. As will become clearly
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evident later there is considerable: variation in: the ages and family roles of
children even within this restricted range of the -family cycle, and this
variation has considerable influence on interspousal interaction. It would,
therefore, have been better had we selected an even more restricted sample.
This would, however, have been very costly in fieldwork expenditure, as it
would have been impossible to find a sampling frame which provided us with
such information.  We would, therefore, have had to oversample to an even
greater extent than we actually attempted, and would have increased inter-
_viewing costs significantly.. ‘

The refusal rate ‘was. higher than normal. Since, however, we were inter-
viewing both the husband and wife in each family, such an inflation of the
“normal” refusal rate of 2-3 per cent was to be expected. :

In 90 per cent of the cases the interviewers reported that their reception
was good and friendly and that they had no great difficulty in building up
and maintaining rapport with respondents. This was slightly less true of
husbands—only in 85 per cent of cases did interviewers report their

~ reception-to be good and friendly, while in six per cent of all cases rapport
declined from an initial fairly good reception, to a disimprovement of
rapport at the final stage of the long interview. This was partly accounted for
by two relatively inexperienced interviewers who, in the initial stages of
interviewing, had not enough experience or training in handling such rapport
problems and allowed it to slip. This was much less true of those interview-
ing wives. R ‘ ‘

Fifty-two per cent of all interviews were obtained on the first call to the
household, 32 per cent at the second attempt, 11 per cent on the third
- and 5 per cent on the fourth and later calls. There was a slightly lower per-
_centage than normal obtained on the first call but this was to be expected,

given that we wanted to interview both spouses simultaneously.

The Interviews and their Reliability " :

Both spouses were interviewed simultaneously by a pair of interviewers.
As a result of our experience on the pilot interviewing it was decided to have
males interview males and females interview females. There was reason to
believe that the younger female interviewers would cause considerable
~ embarrassment to both husbands -and wives if they attempted to interview
husbands while some other girl simultaneously interviewed the wife. In fact,
later experience with the older' female interviewers, who had previously
worked for ESRI on other surveys, showed that it was possible to have them
interview husbands. All of -the itinerant interviewers were university
graduates in the spéialgrst:iences' and all were unmarried. On the other hand,
most of the local “ESRI” interviewers were older women, all but one of
whom were ‘married. = , '

It ‘is ‘apparent now that the use of male-to-male, and female-to-female
interviewer-respondent arrangements must have biased the responses of
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husbands and wives to the semi-factual recall questions on family roles;
e.g., as to who made what decisions; who eventually carried out what tasks
in the household or with the children; or who was the main emotionally
supportive person in different situations. There is no doubt that the
selective perception of both husbands and wives, even with the most careful
interviewing procedures and reporting participation in very recent past
events, leads to some important differences in response. In Brown and
Rutter’s (17) study despite the most careful training of interviewers, and
with asking very specific questions about participation in family events of
the previous week or two, the average correlations between husband and
wife responses was only in the region of 0.40 to 0.70 for bivariate or
more extended scaled responses. And where interviewer training was less
strict and questions were of a more general nature—asking the respondent to
generalise about each other’s behaviour—correlations were much lower. In a
study by Haggarty, where respondents were re-interviewed, only between
65 and 70 per cent of unified responses were reproduced; and exact agree-
ments between husband and wife on “special social data’ and rating scales
held for only 65-77 per cent of responses (43).

Knowing that these constant differences existed between husband and
wife responses to questions on family interaction and decision making, the
decision was taken to interview both husbands and wives and to check out
the relative reliability of information gathered from both kinds of
respondents. If one spouse provides relatively more accurate and reliable
information than the other, then future surveys of this nature can be far
more cheaply done. So, given our original intention to do a number of con-
tinuing studies of family life, in different urban and rural settings and with
different social classes, it was decided to interview both husbands and wives
on this survey and assess the relative reliability of the information supplied
by both.

The following table summarises the comparison between husbands’ and
wives’ responses on a number of direct questions and on three important
multiple item scales.

Table 2: Comparisons between husbands’ and wives’ responses to exactly the
same questions on extent of husband’s participation in household, and child-
rearing tasks and in social emotional leadership roles

Pearson product

moment correla-  Percentage of both
tions between hus-  parents answering
band’s and wife’s  the same questions

scales based on  with sameresponses
their respective

responses
(a) Household Roles—(5 items, Guttman Scale with 2
response (collapsed), categories per item):— r=.80 %o
% Agreeing on response to Q.: “Getting potatoes
ready and washed for the dinner”: (5 response
categories allowed). 61

continued on next page
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Table 2: continued . ) -~
(b) Child-rearing Roles—(7 item, Guttman Scale):— . F=E.81
% Agreeing on responses to. Q.: “Who gets up to them - l

at night if they are sick”. (5 response categories
allowcd) :

55

(c) Social- Emotmnal ‘Leadership “Scale—(5 item Likert
Scale with 3 response categones allowed): ) . r=.39

% Agrcemg on response to Q.: “Who is most hkely to
let them (i.e. children) off if they’ve dorie wrong'’: (5 ) ]
response categories allowed). . o - 62

.For these three major variables, therefore, the overall correlation between
wives” and husbands’ summarised response scores on’ all items is only
moderate. The Guttman Scales in some cases, as in the scale measuring the
husband’s participation. in household tasks, tended to be more highly
correlated with each other than the Likert Scales, so that these will be used
in the subsequent analys1s In other cases the Likert Scales were more hlghly
correlated ‘and where this occurred, as in the cases of fathers’ participation
in child-rearing tasks and Social Emotional- Leadership, these scales will be
used. Both types of scales were initially constructed specifically to check on
their cross-spouse validity. In all cases the Guttman Scales have Coefficients
of Reproducibility of over .90. “Split half” reliability checks on the Likert
Scales yielded equally high correlations (29, pp. 172-199).

Despite a - relatively high level of inter-item consistency or reliability,
however, within each respondent s 'set of answers, the moderate correlations
or level of agreement between the reports of both spouses on their
respective roles within the family throw some doubt on the validity of the
responses (17, 43). This inter-spousal variation seems to be primarily due to
- systematic biases in their recall of past events and current perceptions of
family roles. Random errors appear to be much less significant, given the
high inter-item consistency of responses by each of the spouses. Some pre-
liminary analyses .of the correlates of these biases showed that in cases
where both spouses are highly supportive of each other emotionally, the
wife tends to report that the husband participates or helps out in house-
keeping and child-rearing tasks to a greater extent than he himself reports.
In reciprocal fashion the husband reports that his wife is more helpful in
farming tasks that ‘she herself- does. Quite the opposite tendency to bias
responses occurs when spousal relationships are poorly integrated.

‘After considerable investigation of the relative reliability and validity of
both sets of scales—as indicated by the internal consistency of responses and
of their relationship to a set of independent validating factors—it was
decided to base the analysis on the following scales: To index the division
of labour in household and child rearing, and of all decision-making scales
we used all wives’ responses to measure the division of labour on the farm
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on husbands’ responses. The scale to index leadership in social-emotional
processes is based on wives’ responses, while that to measure levels of social-
emotional integration within the family is based on joint responses from
both wives and husbands. Since this latter scale attempts to measure levels
of mutual empathy and responsiveness between spouses both sets of
responses had to be considered jointly. This was a different procedure than
that which attempts to average out responses between husbands and wives,
as will become obvious when we describe the structure of the scale later.
We did, in fact, attempt to do this and built scales based on such averaged
responses, but it only yielded measures which not alone had lower levels of
internal consistency but also gave lower correlations with any of the inde-
pendent validity checks than either of the previous scales.*

It should be stated at this point that in both schedules less than one-third
of all questions were exactly comparable—i.e., asking respondents to report
on actual behaviour within the family. The bulk of the husband’s schedule,
for instance, dealt with questions on the pattern of inheritance of the farm,
his occupational and residential history, the type and output of the farm and
the degree of technical and marketing innovativeness involved in farming
etc. Besides, questions on the individual’s own attitudes and values had, of
course, to be asked of each individual separately, as had all questions about
one’s kin system—its size, location and contact. Most of this latter informa-
tion will be reported on in a later monograph.

Coding and Scaling of Responses

On completion of the interviewing in mid-March 1971, coding was
started. It was first decided to select a sample of 150 from the 408 husband-
wife interviews obtained, and to devise scales and indices to be used for the
main coding frames. All responses to questions dealing with each of the main
variables of interest in family interaction were coded on to large sheets of
graph paper. Separate response matrices were, therefore, coded for each
variable. Decisions were made, on an a priori basis, to construct separate -
scales for each of these variables from a battery of items which had been
originally included in the interview schedule to tap each of these
dimensions. In this way separate scales were constructed to measure the
allocation of task roles, decision-making and social-emotional roles within
the family. .

For instance, 13 separate items were included in the schedule to provide
an index of the husband’s participation in household tasks. For each of these
tasks each wife was asked: “To what extent does your husband do any of
the following things around the house” while her husband was asked an

equivalent question. The percentage distribution of responses is given below
in Table 3.

*It is intended in a subsequent publication to report fully on the analysis and assessment of the
causes and consequences of these biases in recall and response.




Table 3: Percentage dzstrzbutzon of husbands and wives’ responses to household role items. (Percentages are calculated
: across the rows)

8¢

Wives’ responses . ) ’ Husbands’ responses
(Sample of 150) . - (Reciprocal sample of 150)
o - “Always” “Never” No infor- “Always” “Never™ - . No infor-
Rank order of household tasks on basis 4) S . {0) or “in mation 4) (0) or “in mation
of percentage of wives responding that or . “Occa- an emer- or not or “Occa- an emer- or not
husband “Always/Usually’’ carried out “Usually” sionally” - gency only” . applic-  “Usually”  sionally”  gency only” . applic-
these tasks. , - (3) (2) (1) able (3). (2) (2) able
Score: Score: Score: ‘ Score: Score: Score: '
(3) or (2) (1) or (4) or (2) (1) or
) () - o (3) (0}
“To what extent does he”: (Wife):
“To what extent do you” (Husband):
* 1. Do the repairs around the house: 74% . 18% 4% . 4% 64% 16%- 11% - 9%
*% 2. Keep the garden in trim: ' -67% 13% 14% 6% 58% 12% . 25% 5%
*%* 3. Raking the fire at night: 33% 33% T 25% 9% 21% 19% 59% 1%
4. Getting the children off to bed: . 31% 35% - 33% 1% 13%. . 38% 54% - 4% .
** 5, Carrying the baby or wheeling the" ’ ) . .
pram when you all go out visiting : )
or shopping: - 20% 27% 42% - 10% 12% 33% 53% . 2%
**% 6. Getting the potatoes ready and ’ ’ B
washed for dinner: . 16% 22% 55% 7% 8% 29% - 63% N
** 7. Feeding the baby: 14% - 29% 55% 2%. - 1% 25% . 73% 1%
** 8  Doing shopping for groceries: 14% 29% 55% - : 2% 1% - 25% 7%% 1%
*#%* 9  Getting the house ready for visitors: 13% © 33% 48% 6% 1% - 29% 69% 1% -
10. Changing and cleaning the baby: % - 22% 69% 2% —_ 13% © 8% - 4%
11. Cleaning the floors: 3% 26% 68% 3% — . 19% 80% 1%
*12. Making the beds: 1% 5% - 92% 2% — 7% T 91% 2%
13. Doing the ironing: — — 99% . I% —_ 2% 97% . 1%

FLALILSNI HOYVASHY TVID0S ANV DINONODH HHL

* Jtems selected for Guttman Scale alone.
** Jtems selected for Likert Scale alone.
*#** Jtems selected common to both Scales.
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Two main trends are clearly evident from the distribution of responses.
First, it is obvious that household tasks are very clearly discriminated against
in terms of the frequency or rarity with which they are carried out by the
husband, varying from tasks like house repairs or gardening where the hus-
band usually carries out these tasks to ones like ironing, making beds or
cleaning floors which are almost exclusively women’s tasks. It is very
apparent also that both husbands and wives coincide almost exactly in the
rank ordering of the “male difficulty” of these tasks. There appears, there-
fore, to be a very clearcut system of sex typing of household tasks.

Secondly, it is equally obvious that husbands generally understate, relative
to their wives, their participation in household tasks, even in those tasks
that are almost universally defined as “masculine tasks”, such as in house-
hold repairs, gardening, etc. Between 10-15 per cent more of the wives
report that their husbands “always or usually” do these tasks than the
husbands themselves agree they do. Some tasks, however, like ironing and
making beds, are so identified with the woman’s role that over 90 per cent
in each case assign it in this way almost exclusively.

As already mentioned, two methods of scaling these responses were
employed—Guttman Scalogram methods and Likert Item Analysis methods.
In this latter method only those items were selected which clearly dis-
criminated between respondents with high and low “total scores”. This is
the score got by totalling the individual’s scores on all 18 items i.e., a
maximum score of (13 x 4) 52 and a minimum of 0. Seven of these items
were selected by a conventional item analysis procedure and are indicated on
Table 3.* For each of these seven items there are 5 possible response
categories: “Never” (0); “Husband, but only if wife is sick” (1); “Husband,
occasionally” (2); “Husband, usually” (3); and ‘“‘Husband, always” (4).
Each of these item responses were scored from 0-4 (as shown), to indicate
the husband’s level of participation in each task. Total scores, therefore,
range from 0 to 28. The following table gives the distribution of respondents
over these scores, comparing husbands’ and wives’ assignments.

This table much more clearly indicates the husband’s relative “under-
estimation” of his household participation, when considered relative to his
wife’s responses. The median household participation score of husband is
8.9 for husbands and 12.3 for wives. When considered over the total sample,
husbands consistently assigned themselves a lower participation in house-
hold tasks than did their wives. It is interesting that this did not hold for
child-rearing activities nor for most other scales. These household tasks
appear to have high sex-linked connotations.

*An item analysis of responses was carried out on the 13 items using a chi-square technique
developed by Sharp and Ramsey et al, “Criteria of item selection in level of living scales”, Rural
Sociology (1963) 28, 2, pp. 146-164. Seven items were found to discriminate very highly between
the top and bottom quartiles of respondents who were ranked in terms of their total score, and were
included in this scale.
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Table 4:'Percéntage distribution of respondents according to both husbands’
and wives’ perceptions of husband participation in household tasks

 Likert Scale o Ruti Scores* - Husbands’ Wives’
7 item Scale aiing (Values) responses responses

(Scores 0-28)

Low to high participaﬁon
of husband in tasks mvolvmg

(Scores 0-4) - C ' ] % ’ %
(1) Feeding tﬁe baby: . Almost no
: . participation
whatsoever: 0-3 12 5
(2) Getting the house ready Very low
for visitors : .+ participation 4-6 18 9
(8) Carrying baby or " Low .
wheeling pram in public - participation 7-9 .21 20
(4) Raking fireatnight . °  Low and mod.
: participation 10-12 26 22
(5) Keeping the garden Moderate to
in trim high participa-
: tion . 14-16 14 20
(6) Getting potatoes/veg. High
" ready/washed for dinner . participation 17-19 4 14
(7) Doing shopping for . Very high .
groceries : participation 20+ 1 8
No information 99 4 : 2
Total: ' % . 100% 100%
" No. 408 408

*In Table 4 the lowest score indicates that the husband would never do any of the tasks itemised
above, although he might perhaps do one or two of them in an emergency. Very low participation
indicates that the -husband might do one or two of the tasks occasionally or when there is an
emergency in the houschold. Low participation could be classed as a situation where husband
occasionally did a number of the tasks and usually perhaps did one of the other tasks. Low to
moderate scores would involve the husband usually or always participating in at least two of the tasks
and occasionally in a number of the other tasks. High participation, on the other hand, would mean
that the husband would usually involve himself in most of the tasks indicated.

Using Guttman’s Scalogram technique a five item unidimensional Gutt-
man Scale was also devised, for both sets of responses. This scale had a
Coefficient of Reproducibility of .93 and an. “improvement over chance”
in prcdnctmg responses over average marginal reproducibilities of 71 per
cent. This is, therefore, a highly reliable scale, as the Guttman technique
only ‘requires. a - coeff1c1ent of reproduc1b1hty of .90 etc. ‘Errors were
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randomly scattered and cutting points evenly distributed.* An exactly
equivalent scale was constructed from husbands’ responses, using the same
items, in the same order and in 3 of the 5 cases using exactly the same
cutting points as the mothers’ scale. Different *‘cutting points” for
dichotomising responses were used in two cases because use of the same
cutting points would have resulted in unacceptable levels of error.

The five items selected were, as in Table 5, stated in increasing order
of “difficulty” of the task, from the one most frequently and most
easily carried out by the husband to the one that is least frequently carried
out or is most ‘““difficult” to perform by the husband. The “cutting point”
for responses on each item is between those who respond that the husband
“never” or ‘“never, except in an emergency” does any of the tasks men-
tioned, and those who respond that he ‘“occasionally”, “usually” or
‘“always” carries out the task.

The overall inter-spousal correlation between the 2 Likert scales measuring
husbands’ participation in household tasks was very low (i.e., r =.12). The
wives’ Guttman Scale, on the other hand, provides a scale with higher inter-
spousal reliability of response, (r = .30), much higher within-scale con-
sistency of response and, when checked against a series of relevant mdepen-
dent variables, somewhat higher correlations than any alternative. The wives’
responses, were therefore taken to be the most valid and reliable in this
case. This is not very surprising given that housekeeping is one of her main
roles, so that she is likely to have a more accurate knowledge and presum-
ably more trustworthy recall of the husband’s actual help with the house-
work.

No matter which scale is used, however, the results show some con-
siderable variation in husbands’ household roles, ranging from around a
quarter of husbands who appear to do even less than the traditional
minimum in some parts of the country, of doing the repairs and locking up
the house before going to bed; to the other extreme of nearly a third of
husbands who are very helpful, even to the extent of the 6 per cent who
occasionally help with making the beds. Unlike the homogeneous and rather
stereotyped picture given by Arensberg and Kimball as typical of small
farm family life in the 1930s, there is here considerable variation in the

*The procedures adopted to derive this Division of Labour Scale were as follows:— respondents
were first ranked in terms of their total scores i.e. the score resulting from totalling individual scores
for all tasks husbands participated in. Each person’s scored response to each item was then indicated
on a respondent by item matrix; rcspondcnts = rows, items = columns. The scores for each items
(tasks) were then calculated, and items were re-ordered on the basis of their popularity i.e. their
total scores or how often they were participated in by (their) husbands. This procedure gave a clear
indication of which tasks were most frequently or most rarely done by husbands in the household.
“Cutting points”—i.e. so as to dichotomise the scores—for each item (column of scores) were then
chosen so as to minimise error and to ensure that no item (column) had more error responses than
non-error. Those items which had more error than non-error in the smaller marginal, were rejected
from the scale. The remaining items (those included in the scale) were then re-ranked on the basis of
their cutting points. This yielded the final scales. See Edwards, op. cit., for further details of this
scaling procedure.
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Table 5: Pejrcentdgerdistrib‘ution of families by husbands’ participation in
household tasks, as measured by wives’ responses and scaled by Gutiman

procedures. -
Total responses falling in each
S : ' scale type
Scale type* S . Mothers’ responses
(Cumulative) Item: : % g
: i % each Cumaulative %
Description of item scale type  in each scale type
No information available: - i 3% . 100%
1 " Donotdo any of the following tasks: . 7% 97%
) 2 “Doing repairs around the house”’: 15% 90%
B (Plus in addition)
“Raking the fire at night’: 27% 75%
4 (Plus in addition):
“Getting the potatoes ready and
washed for the dinner”: - 16% . 48%
5 (Plus in addition): . ‘
“Getting the house ready for visitors’’: : - 26% 32%
6 (Plusin addition): ‘ ,
© “Making the beds”: v 6% 6%
‘ : % 100%
Total N 408

**The Guttmann scale is both implicative and reproducable. Thus for any one respondent, knowing
his score on the scale enables one to reproduce his pattern of response on each individual item e.g.,
if a respondent falls into scale Type 4 one can say that in addition to “occasionally or usually” getting
the potatoes ready and washed for dinner he also rakes the fire at night and does the repairs around
the house but never participates in getting the house ready for visitors or in making the beds. Scale
Type 6 would imply that the respondent participates in all tasks indicated on the scale.

husbands’ household roles. In the following sections we will see that this is
equally true of his child-rearing roles. ' ’

The Allocation of Child-Rearing Tasks ,
A similar analysis of both spouses’ responses to questions about child-
rearing ‘tasks within the family showed that the mothers’ responses, as
analysed and represented by Likert Scaling techniques revealed the “best”
results. This judgement is based on the fact that it gives the highest inter-
" spousal agreement and slightly more substantial correlations with a set of
independent validatory variables. As it would be extremely cumbersome to
analyse and report on the-husbands’ and wives’ scaled responses indepen-
‘dently it was decided to take the wives’ scale as best, representing the more

valid and reliable alternative. For these reasons and to simplify the analysis
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and presentation of results the wives’ responses, as selected and scaled by.
Likert techniques, is the measure used. The distribution of wives’ and
husbands’ responses on this scale are given below.

Table 6: Percentage distribution of families on the basis of wives’ and
husbands’ responses to questions on child-rearing roles, as measured by. a

Likert Scale
Likert Scale of 8 items, each scored
0-4 on the basis of extent of
husbands’ participation in the
following child-rearing tasks.
Total scores range from 0-32:
0 = “Mother always”
to
= “Father always” Rating of husbands’ Wives’ Husbands’
does these tasks participation Score*  responses responses
Individual Items % %
{a) Making sure they get up in Almost no participation
time in the morning whatsoever 0-3 14 16
(b) Making sure they eat their Very low
meals properly participation 4-6 24 24
(c) Getting up to them at night if Low
they are ill participation 7-9 24 19
(d) Most patient with them in Low to moderate
answering their questions participation 10-12 17 19

(e) Bringing younger children to Moderate to high

Mass or Church on Sunday participation 13-15 11 10
(f) Seeing that older children do High

their lessons participation 16-18 4 4
(g) Helping children with their Very high

lessons participation 19+ 2 2

(h) Keeping control over children’

to see that they do not get No
into mischief information - 4 6
Total % 100 100
N 408 408

*The score values on this scale are equivalent to those outlined in a footnote to Table 4. Lowest
participation would indicate almost no participation in any of the items listed, while the highest score
indicates that the husband would at least occasionally participate in all the itemised tasks above.

Unlike the previous scale dealing with household participation the
husband’s responses in this case almost exactly paralleled those of his wife.
Both agree that almost 40 per cent of husbands do the minimum, almost
never helping even on an “occasional” basis with most child-rearing tasks.
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At the other extreme, however, 16-17 per cent of husbands are very helpful
with most child-rearing tasks, with.6 per cent being as equally involved as
their wives. On average, therefore, although -husbands’ helpfulness is
generally low a small ‘proportion of husbands' appear to be rather highly
involved in what was traditionally defined as a woman’s role, and another
_ small proportion are moderately helpful. ‘

The Allocation of Farm Tasks:— ,

An analysis of the allocation of farm tasks between husband and wife
was carried out from responses given by husbands to a series of questions
relating to who carried out certain tasks on the farm. Guttman’s technique
was used to construct the scale and the procedures adopted were the same
as those outlined for the Division of Labour in Household Scale (see pp.
- 41-42). Out of the ten original questions asked six were included on the field
_scale and are reproduced in the table below. This scale has a Coefficient of
Reproducibility of .93, Minimal Marginal Reproducibility of .71 and an
Improvement over Chance of 73 per cent i.e., it is almost a perfect scale by
Guttman standards. . ’

Table 7: Percentage distribution of families by wives’ participation in farm
tasks, as measured by husbands’ responses, and scaled by Guttman

techniques
Total responses falling into
. . each scale type
Scale type Item L - Husbands’ responses
(cumulative) . ‘ %
: S - % in each Cumaulative %
Description of item scale type  in'each scale type
No information available 7
1 Does hot participate in any of the tasks
mentioned below: 13 93
2. * “Looking éfﬁer poultry” (“Always”): ' .16 80
3 (Plus in addition) : )
“Cleaning the milking cans, etc”; (“Always”): 21 | 64
4 (Plus in addition) '
“Milking the cows’’; (“Usually”): 10 43
5 . (Plusinaddition) . .
“Feeding the calves’; (“Usually”): : 21 33
6 (Plus in addition) ’ ,
“Feeding the pigs”; (“Always”): . 7 12
7 (Plus in addition) : :
“Looking after the cattle”; (“Usually”): . ‘ 5 5

Total % 100
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As in the household, farm tasks are very clearly sex typed from the usual
“female” farmyard tasks of poultry and dairying to the very highly male
associated task of looking after the cattle.

The distribution of responses contained in Table 7 indicate that almost
one-third of wives have minimal or no participation in farm tasks. A sub-
stantial number of wives (33%), however, are rather highly involved in
feeding the calves, in addition to milking the cows, cleaning the milking cans
and looking after poultry. It is interesting to note that there has been a rela-
tively small breaching of the traditionally male dominated area of looking
after the cattle. In only 5 per cent of cases did wives take on this latter task
but in the case where she did she was also very highly involved in the other
areas of farm activity.

Again here, therefore, there is considerable variation in wives’ involvement
in farm tasks. Only a very small proportion have completely withdrawn to
the kitchen from even the traditional farmyard tasks while, at the other
extreme, a third are very highly involved.

Social-Emotional Leadership Scales:

A Likert type item analysis was carried out on all responses to eight ques-
tions which asked both spouses which of them played the main role in
resolving tensions in the family, in being more supportive and having greater
understanding and patience with children, and in being the more under-
standing and sympathetic when quarrels or disagreements arose between
husband and wife. This yielded five items which had high discriminatory
ability. The following table summarises the items included in the scale and
the percentages falling into each score category. Scores range from 0, (no
husband involvement), to 10, almost complete husband dominance of those
activities.

It is interesting that in one-fifth of all families the father appeared to play
a dominant emotionally supportive role in the family—the first to make
it up with children after they are punished; the most patient in listening to
children’s problems; most likely to let them off if they have done wrong;
most likely to let them have their own way; perceived and acted towards
as most comforting to children when hurt or upset. However, in over a
quarter of all families the father played almost no part at all in such
“emotional management” tasks and in over half the cases played a minimal
role. As in the two previous cases the dominant impression is one where the
majority of fathers maintain very traditional family roles but where a sub-
stantial minority have become highly involved.
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Table 8: List of items and response frequencies in each score category of
) the social-emotional-leadership scale, (Five item, Likert Scale)

Items and responses- ' BN Total responses falling into each scale type
Five Items — Each item is scored: . " Rating of

2, if “Father* is the only response - extent :

1, if “‘both’”’ whether jointly or’ ) of Wives’ Husbands’
independently and (0) if “mothers” - husbands’ Scores responses  responses
only. Total scores range from 0-10. } involvement ) ' % %
Items included ’ ' ) Almost no-

{i} (2) “In general which of you do the children  husband o

come to for comforting if hurt or upset?” participation 0-1 27 ’ 23
(b) “Do any.of them ever come to the other, Low ‘

even when other person is around?”’ participation 2-3 23 18
(ii) ““On those occasions when you might ‘ Low to

be inclined to let them have their own way, moderate

Which of you_is more likely to do this?”’ participation 4-5 17 19
(iii) which of you “is more likely to Moderate to

let them off if they’ve done wrong?”’ ) high

participation 6-7 15 20

(iv) Which of you ““is most patient in listening High

to the childrens problems?” ) participation g+ 12 12
(v) “When a child is punished . . . who would
be the first in the family to make it up with " No
him etc.?” . © information — 6 7
Total % 100 100
i N 408 408

Soctal-Emotional Intergration:— ; :

This is a Guttman scale which measures the extent to which interaction
between husband and wife and between parents and children is generally of
a warm emotionally supportive nature. It combines responses from both
spouses to form a single scale. Where interspousal relationships are mutually
supportive, spontaneously helpful, with high interpersonal empathy, and
where communication is open, spontaneous, and personally meaningful, the
 family has high integration. Families are allocated to scale types on the basis
of responses by both husbands and wives to a series of 13 questions which
were combined to form six items which discriminated clearly between
families — as to the nature of supportive interpersonal relationships within
the family. (CR = .89). A single Guttman scale is used in preference to the
Likert Scale. This is partly because it had slightly higher correlations with a
series of ‘independent’ validating variables, but also has a much clearer
substantive meaning than a score on a Likert Scale. The following table
provides the results.
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Table 9: Ordinal list of items and response frequencies falling in each scale
type of the social-emotional integration scale.
(CR =.89)

% Total response falling in
Scale type Items—arranged in order of “difficulty” each scale type

% in each Cumulative
scale type %

%

1 Case where the answer is negative to each of the
following: 7 97

2 (i) Whether the husband is mentioned by his wife
as being a person she finds it: “the easiest” or “the
best” to talk things over with that worry you”
(Negative = Husband not in either case). 9 90

3 (it) In addition where both parents and children
get together daily or almost daily for the main meal
of the day; or where they rarely have the main meal
together, {twice a week or less), and where father
rarely or never comes in to have a meal with school
children when their main meal is separate:—(the
latter is the negative case). 26 81

4 (iii) In addition where both father and mother
agree in responses that at least in 2 of the 10
child-rearing tasks queried both husband and wife
jointly co-operate in child-rearing; or not.
(Latter = Negative). 16 55

5 (iv) In addition where both parents agree in
responses that some of the children come to
both parents “for comforting if hurt or upset”;
or whether all the children go to one parent only
—usually the mother.
(Latter = Negative). 22 39

6 (v) In addition where husband is perceived to
empathise or sympathise with his wife in jobs
she has to do but doesn’t like doing, and where
he occassionally is spontaneously helpful in
carrying the task out; or not:
(Latter = Negative). 12 17

7 (vi) In addition where both husband and wife
separately and independently guess correctly
each other’s first 3 choices, out of 8 alternatives
given, as to which item gave them the most,
2nd/3rd most satisfaction in family life:
(Positive if guess/empathise correctly) 5 5

No information 3%
% 100
Total No 408
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As can be seen from even a cursory examination of the items included,

the scale is an attempt to measure the degree of integration, or mutually -

supportive interaction, of both spouses with each other and between parents
and children. Families are assigned to scale types on the basis of the extent
of mutually interlocking supportive behaviour as reported by both husband
and wife. Like all Guttman Scales it is cumulative and the items are
arranged in an ascending order of “difficulty”. ‘“Difficulty’ here means that
people who answer higher order items positively also answer all, or nearly
all, prior items positively; and that fewer and fewer families reach pro-
gressively higher levels of integration. The reliability of this scale as measured
by the Coefficient of Reproducibility reaches 0.89, i.e., one can reproduce
each person’s; or each pair of spouses’ actual responses from their assigned
scale type, nine times out of 10. , ,

The most discriminating and least frequently occurring positive item was
No. 7. This measures the extent of mutual empathy between husband and
wife. When both husband and wife could accurately guess which three
out of a battery of eight possible statements best represented their spouses’
views.as to what gave them most satisfaction in marriage and family life
they were assigned a positive score. If both spouses could accurately guess
two or three of the first three items actually mentioned by their spouse—i.e.,
they had a very high degree of mutual empathy—they belonged to families
where each of the other five less ‘“difficult” items were also positively
scored. If they did not have quite that high degree of empathy, but if the
husband did sympathise with his wife in tasks which she did not like
doing and if he was spontaneously helpful to her in carrying out that task—
he belonged to a family where all the other four less difficult items were also
positive. In other words, a positive response to any of these “later” items
predicted the responses to the other less difficult items in 89 per cent of
cases. : :

Only five per cent of the families were so well integrated that all six items
were scored positively. But in.another 12 per cent of the cases, although
empathy was not of such a high order, the husband did empathise with his
wife’s difficulties to the extent of knowing and sympathising with her in the
most distasteful tasks she had to carry out and being spontaneously helpful
with them. In this case the family got a positive score to all the other four
items involved also. In over one-sixth of all cases, therefore, families had a
" high, to very high; level of mutual helpfulness, co-operation, conviviality,
gregariousness and interdependence within the family. :

On the other hand, seven per cent of all families had extremely low
levels of integration or intercommunication within the family. In these cases
the wife did not find that her husband was the best to talk to about her
problems and anxieties. There was a minimal level of interaction at the
dinner table, and indeed all family members rarely met each other for meals.
There was clear differentiation in child-rearing and emotionally supportive
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roles and there was very low empathy or spontaneous helpful interaction
between spouses. In another nine per cent of cases the husband was
mentioned by the wife as the main person she did talk over her problems
and worries with, but that was the limit to which inter-communication,
mutual helpfulness and empathy proceeded. In other words, in one-sixth
of families emotional integration was very high. In one-sixth of families it
was extremely low, while the remaining two-thirds were evenly divided
between the two extremes.

The Allocation of Power, Authority or Decision Making in the Family

The measures of the allocation of power or main decision-making roles
within the family were based on responses to questions about who had
“the final say” or made ‘“‘the final decision” when choosing between two
alternative courses of action. These were the kind of issues that arise in
every family and household and that all couples have to face. A sample of
sixteen such “decisions” were chosen as most frequently occurring and
most discriminated against amongst respondents from an original battery of
twenty-five items. The twenty-five items were included in the 80 pilot inter-
views and were then subsequently weeded out through item analysis of the
responses.

Five separate Likert and Guttman scales were constructed from responses
to these questions. Individual scales were constructed relating to decision
making in each area of activity i.e., household, child rearing and farm. Two
additional scales were constructed which incorporated items which spanned
all the areas of activity and which we titled the “General Power” scale. The
Guttman scales had in almost all cases—with the exception of the farm
decision scale—very high coefficeints of reproducibility or internal con-
sistency. In the case of household and child-rearing decisions the Guttman
scales were used, whilst for farm and general power the Likert scales gave
higher interspousal correlations and were the scales used. Below is repro-
duced the seven item Likert General Power scale. For the particular items
included and methods of scaling for the other scales see Appendix II.

Under the scoring system devised for this scale a low score indicates that
wives predominated in decision making in almost all of the seven items
indicated on the table. At the other extreme a score of twelve or more
would indicate that a husband took the final decision in six of the seven
items or at least took the final decision in four of the issues and consulted
his wife and made a joint decision on the rest. Unlike the Guttman scale
this scale is not implicative and reproducible, hence one is unable to say
exactly what combination of items and responses gives the respondent’s
final score.

An interesting feature of this scale is that, when one compares husbands’
and wives’ responses, husbands consistently give their wives a greater
decision-making role than wives give themselves. Only seven per cent of
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Table 10: List of items and response frequencies in each score category of
the general power scale. (Seven items, Likert Scale)

Item and 'res_ponses . Total }esponxes falling into each scale type
Seven items. Each item is scored (2)if . Ras; : " Winec? ,
“Husband only” makes decisions; (1) h:s:;i;f’ - Scores ré?;;gfzies I;iuss:::sii
if both, and (0) if “wife only”. Total ‘domi %
- scores range from 0-14 : ominance
Items Included ‘ e ’
(i) Who has the final say in borrowing - Total wife ..
money-to buy land? - dominance 0-3 2 3
: Very high
(ii) Who is the general boss in financial wife
matters? . . . dominance 45 5 9
- (iii) Who has the final say in buying or Joint or
_ renting a TV? . allocated
] . . . pattern of .
(iv) Who made (or would make) the final decision- 67 11 16
decision to install running water? - ..  making : .
(v) Who keeps track of money? ‘ ~ Joint or
. allocated : -
(vi) Who are the children afraid of most? pattern of 8-9 18 22
o : decision- :
(vii) Who disciplines the children? . - making
S o Low father ’
dominance 10-11. . 32 22
High
father . .
~dominance 12-13 19 15
" Total
father - .
dominance - = 14 8 5
No Inf. 5 8
Total % 100 100
. N 408 408

wives indicated that they were the main decision makers as compared with
twelve per cent of husbands. At the other end of the scale twenty-seven per
cent of wives said that. their husbands made almost all' the final decisions
whereas only twenty per cent of husbands said that this was the case. It
could be that in this case wives perceive themselves to have less power than
they actually have or that husbands are playing down the amount of
_authority that they wield in decision making. When ‘we related both these
scales to a series of independent variables. with which they should
theoretically be related, the wives’ scale appeared to be consistently the
“more. reliable. This lends support to the latter interpretation. This area of
authority and decision making is taken up again in a subsequent chapter.
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Other Scales

In this chapter we have dealt with a number of major scales in detail.
Since there were over ninety scales or indices constructed in total, one
obviously cannot deal with these in the same detail. The main details of
their content and method of construction are given in Appendix II. This gives
the number and identification of items included in each scale, their exact
identification being possible by checking with the questionnaires. Their
level of reliability and some details of their validity are also given.

Conclusion

In the course of this chapter we have discussed in some detail the sample,
the methods employed in data gathering, data handling and scaling pro-
cedures. We employed conventional interviewing and data processing
methods and the results were generally very satisfactory.

The Guttman and Likert scaling techniques used were the most reliable
and appropriate ways of measuring the variables. The use of these scaling
procedures yields reliable unidimensional scales from the interview responses.
From the distribution of these scaled responses it is very clear that task and
decision roles within the farm families continue to be relatively highly sex
typed. Generally, although there appears to be a limited involvement of
husbands in task roles that were traditionally regarded as female, and of
wives in task and decision roles that were traditionally male dominated,
the dominant pattern is still clearly traditional. Nevertheless, between one
quarter to one-third of families are closer to the modern middle-class model
than to the traditional model: i.e., in terms of their traditional sex
segregation in task roles, of their low degree of patriarchical dominance of
decision-making, and in their joint and mutually supportive social-emotional
patterns. Indeed, only about one-third to one-half of families clearly
fit the very traditional farm family model described by Arensberg and
Kimball.

Whether there is equally wide variation in the background factors that
might account for this variation in family interaction patterns is explored
in the following chapter. It contains a fairly extensive account of the
families interviewed. It pays particular attention to those characteristics
which were hypothesised as impinging on family patterns—i.e., the educa-
tional and occupational characteristics, residential movements and migration
experiences of spouses, and their degree of involvement with mass media
and extra-community informal and formal contacts etc. The results
presented in Chapters 2 and 3, therefore—in describing the main
characteristics of the dependent and independent variables—clearly set the
stage for the analysis of these results which are presented in Chapters 4 to 6.




. Chapter 3-
The Sample Famih'es

ARENSBERG ‘and Kimball provide a rather standardised picture of the
Astructure of the farm family in their classic study. They rarely.concern
themselves with differences amongst families. Yet the families they studied
must have varied widely even in such basic demographic characteristics as
age of parents and children, number and sex of children, stage of family
cycle, etc. All of these differences are bound to have had some influence on
family roles, even in the very traditional cultural context of the small farm
communities of County Clare in the 1930s. However, the authors’ stated
commitment to Radcliffe-Brown’s variety of Structural-Functional theory
and their explicit concern with model building and with tracing out the
functional interlinkages between the different parts of their model of inter-
‘personal and intergroup relationships would, in any case, have forced them
to pay attention only to the modal or the normal and “average’’ pattern of
relationships.* In the mid-1930s -also it is very likely that such a modal
pattern was far more obvious and inclusive than is the case nowadays.

Unlike this earlier study, however, the families described here varied
very widely-in their basic demographic characteristics and in their roles and
interpersonal relationships. Even within our very restricted sample of
families, couples showed marked differences in such characteristics as age,
previous migration and occupational history. Although there was a high
degree of homogamy not all husbands and wives were from farm back-
grounds' nor from the same parish. Even of those born or reared locally
many had lived outside the parish and some even outside Ireland for some
time. Similar variations existed in both spouses’ education, in number of
children, stage of family cycle, the education and occupations of children,
etc. The economy of the farm and of the household also varied widely
from the very traditional to very innovative. commercialised systems of
production; and - from very traditional subsistence consumption and
purchasing patterns to ones not easily distinguishable from those of the
urban middle class. Nor did we find a uniform pattern of mass media par-
ticipation, or formal organisation membership. Even the characteristics of
the encapsulating kinship and local community groups varied very widely.

*See Chapter 1 of Arensberg, The Irsh Countryman; and the Introduction to Arensberg and

Kimball, Family and Community in Ireland; where the authors state explicitly that their primary

_ concern was that of such model building rather than of extensive ethnographic description. See also
Lloyd Warner’s Foreword. : ’

- 52
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Given this diversity in the circumstances within which patterns of intra-
- familial interaction develop one would also expect rather wide variations in
family roles. And as we saw in Chapter 2 this is clearly the case.

The purpose of the study, therefore, is to describe and attempt to explain
such variation in family roles and relationships. In this chapter we attempt
to describe some of the most important variables which might affect these
differences amongst families: (i) First, we describe the basic socio-
demographic characteristics of these families: the age, education, previous
and current occupations of spouses and their children and the number of
children and stage of family cycle, etc. (ii) Next we deal with the basic
hoqusehold characteristics—nmumber and kind of people living in the house-
hold, and the type of house and kind of household facilities, etc. (iii).
Thirdly, we describe the basic economy of the farm and household, i.e., the
amount and value of production and the kind and modernity of production
techniques, as well as the degree of modernity or subsistence in consumption
patterns. (iv) Fourthly, we describe the considerable differences amongst
families in the extent to which they are ‘“‘tuned into” the mass media of
communication and the extent to which they are members of formal volun-
tary organisations. (v) And finally, we attempt a brief description of their
kinship and locality systems.

1. Basic Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

The average age of husbands in the sample was 51 years and 44 years for
wives. The number of children per family was very large, being 4.4, an
average for the total sample, and for those mothers over 45 years of age just
over 5.8. As one would expect from this, most of the families had progressed
well into the family cycle. In only one-seventh of the cases were all the
children of pre-school age, although in 57 per cent of the sample families
all of the children were still at school. In the remaining cases some of the
children were working and in most of these cases some had left home. In
only 4 per cent of all families, however, were all the children working.

On average, therefore, the sample is a rather middle-aged one where most
families have a large number of children around the house and where the
oldest child is just around 14 years of age. The full details of the sample are
given in Tables 3.1-3.6 in Appendix III and are summarised in the folowing
discussion.

Ages

The seven-year difference in the ages of husband and wife is slightly
larger than the average age differences for farmers amongst their age
group (93). There was, however, a very wide scatter in the relative ages of
both spouses. One in six of the wives interviewed was under 85 years of
age, but only one in twenty of the husbands. At the other extreme one in
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six of the wivés, but 40 per cent of the husbands was over 54 years of age.
There is obviously considerable variation from family to family, therefore,
in the age difference between husband and wife.

The median age at marriage for wives was 27.3 and for husbands was
34.4. The actual overall median age at marriage for the total rural population
for 1946 was 28.0 for wives and 33.6 for grooms. Although these figures
changed’ considerably in ‘the subsequent 10 years (by roughly one year for
brides and two years for grooms) for the total population, there was, in fact,
very little’ change for the farm population until the late 1960s, when the
median age of farmers at marriage dropped to 31.7. The figures calculated
from this study would, therefore, appear reasonably accurate in
representing the total population of marriages in the west of Ireland in that
period (93).

The overall average differences in the ages of brides and grooms was
seven years but varies considerably as is summarised in the following table
and more fully in Appendix III, Table 3.4. The overall correlation between
the two ages, as measured by the Pearsoman 7, was only 0.41.

Table 1 Percentage dzstrzbutzon of sample families by age dszerence
between husbands and wives*

- Husbands younger than wives Same age ’ Wives younger than husbands
Wives more . o - Less than Husband less - Husband Husbands
than 5 Wives 1-5 1 year’s " than b years 5-10 years over 10
years older years older .. - difference older older" years older
1% : 4% ) 9% 45% - 25% 16%

*These are not completely accurate estimates as the ages were coded in two-year categories for
both husbands and wives'and both age categories unfortunately did not exactly coincide.

Eighty six per cent of wives were younger than their husbands and a
further nine per cent were roughly of the same age. But in five per cent of
families wives were actually older than their husbands. In these cases the
average age difference was only 3.9 years. Only in one per cent of the cases '
‘were wives more than five years older. In over 70 per cent of these cases
marriages occurred before the husband was thirty.

On the other hand, in the 86 per cent of cases where wives were younger
than their husbands the average age difference between husband and
wife was over seven years. On one-sixth of all cases, however, husbands
were more than 10 years older than their wives. These age differences
between husband and wife undoubtedly have very important influences on
family interaction patterns.

A close examination of the overall trends in Appendlx I11, Table 3.4, shows
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that when husbands married younger the age difference between husband
and wife was smaller. For example, when the husband was 27 at marriage
his wife tended to be 25.6 years, an average difference of one and a half
years, i.e., compared to an overall average age difference of seven years.

Similarly, the range in age differences between that of the oldest child and
his father and mother are likely to be equally significant. The following table
summarises the age differences between that of the father and of the oldest
child. (See Appendix III, Table 3.5 for full details.)

Table 2: Percentage distribution of sample families by age differences
between father and oldest child

Less than 24-29 3034 34-39 40 years Total

24 years years years years nd over _—

difference difference difference difference a No. %
4% 18% ) 27% 24% 25% 408 100

The overall average age difference between father and oldest child was
36 years, just under two years more than the average age of fathers at
marriage. But in 26 per cent of the cases the age difference was over 40
years, while at the other extreme in 22 per cent of families the age
difference was less than 30 years.

Number of Children

The average number of children in all families sampled was 4.4. Size of
family varied very widely, however, from one-third of families with three
children or less, to slightly over one-third of families with six children or
more. (See App. III, Table 3.2). In roughly half of all families, however, the
mother was less than 45 years old. In many of these cases further births are
likely to occur. Taking only those families, therefore, where the mother was
45 years of age or older the average completed family size was 5.8 children.
The national average for the equivalent population of farmers’ wives, as given
in the 1961 Census Report, was 5.5 children (21). Again the sample figures
are very close to their population norms.

Famzly Cycle

In one-seventh of the families surveyed all of the children were under four
years of age—all pre-school. But in another 30 per cent of families some or
all of the children were in primary school and all of them were under 13
years of age. The kind of interaction present in these families will necessarily
differ considerably from that present in older families where some of the
children have left school and are working—as is the case in 36 per cent of all
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. families in the sample. Interaction between spouses here is bound to be
affected, if no more than by the greater amount of work resulting from a
' growing number of young dependent children or the increasing number of
helpers that become available as the children grow up. Here again the sample
_families display considerable variability, and this variability is bound to have
some significant effect on family roles.

Stage of family cycle, of course, is very closely related to age of parents
and in looking at the relative effects of these variables it is necessary to con-
_ trol for each. Table 3.5, Appendix III, summarises the relationship between
family cycle and current age of father. Although both variables are highly
correlated (r = +.62) there is, nevertheless, considerable variation in age of
father at all stages of the family cycle and considerable variation in stage of
family cycle at all ages of, fathers. For instance, for all fathers under 40, in
half the families all children were at the pre-school stage, and in the other
half at the primary school stage. On the other hand, of all fathers over 55,
two-thirds had families where all or nearly all of their children were working,
but one-third had children at a much earlier stage in the cycle.

All of the families in the sample, therefore, varied widely by ages of
parents and in the age differences between spouses. They also differed
widely in number of children in the family and in the relative ages of the
children. The variation in number of children was partly a function of the
ages of the wife, but even when age of wife and duration of marriage was
held constant—rather wide - variations still occurred. All of these
factors are likely to have some influence on family interaction patterns. Most
of these relationships will be explored in detail in Chapter 4. The following
section shows somewhat equivalent variation in the background experience
of both husband and wife previous to marriage.

The Occupational Baékground of Parents and their Education and
Mobility Previous to Marriage

There is an extremely high level of homogamy within the sample with
over 90 per cent of both spouses coming from farming backgrounds and
with 90 per cent of husbands and over two-thirds of the wives being born
'in the same parish as they now live. However, this considerably exaggerates
their degree of immobility since over 40 per cent of the wives and 26 per
cent of the husbands had worked and lived outside the parish boundaries
for some time. The following sections discuss each of these characteristics
in more detail. : ‘

The Occupational Background of Spouses )

Table 3 contains the basic information on the background and occupa-
tional history of both spouses prior to marriage, as well as that of their
working children. : :
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Table 3: Percentage distribution of sample families by occupational status
of wife and husband prior to marriage, and of both spouses’ parents, and
their oldest children who were working

Occupational Occupations
Occupation Occupational status of
Occupational status Occupation  of wife status of husband of oldest of oldest
categories (Hall-Jones of wife’s previous to  husband’s leaving working working
scale) father marriage father school son daughter
Working on Home
Farm:—
(Farmer) 91% 55% 93% 74% 17% 2%
1. Higher non-manual 2% 8% — — 13% 26%
2. Lower non-manual 2% 7% 2% 1% 8% 29%
3. Skilled manual 1% 4% 1% 4% 35% 4%
4. Semi-skilled manual )
and service 2% 25% 1% 6% 20% 20%
5, Unskilled manual 1% 1% 1% 13% 7% 1%
House-
Not known 1% 1% 2% 2% wife 19%
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
N 408 408 408 408 146 137

There is an extremely high level of homogamy within the sample with
over 90 per cent of both spouses’ parents coming from farming. In fact
in only 14 per cent of all cases did either spouse’s parents come from outside
farming. Both spouses, therefore, are very similar in their occupational
backgrounds. However, both spouses had considerable working experiences
off the farm prior to marriage. Nearly half of the wives and one-quarter of
the husbands had worked for some time in non-farm occupations. These
jobs were roughly equally divided in location between Ireland and outside
the country, although this was more likely amongst wives. In both cases,
however, the jobs were almost equally low status jobs in service or manual
occupations, although wives did tend to work in non-manual (clerical, etc.)
jobs to a much greater degree than husbands, an influence no doubt of their
higher educational level.

Equally marked differences exist in the kind of occupations taken up
by the eldest sons and daughters of those families. Only one in six of the
boys was working on the home farm and only one in fifty of the girls. These
figures are very similar to those found on the Cavan Survey where one-in-five
boys and one-in-twenty girls had stayed on the home farm (45). Equally,
there were significant differences in the occupations taken up by sons and
daughters off the farm—nearly three times as many daughters took up non-
manual occupations, while sons predominate in manual occupations. These
differences partly reflect the educational differences between sons and
daughters but must also reflect other sex differences in the occupational
socialisation of sons and daughters within the farm family, where sons tend
to be introduced to hard physical labour on the farm at an early age and
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internalise the relevant occupational values, while daughters are ‘“‘trained”
for off-farm non- manual work (44).

The Education o f Respondents -
In general the level of education of respondents was extremely low as is
evident from the results presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Percentage distribution of spouses and oldest children, who have
" left school, by their levels of education

Oldest Oldest

) ) . son daughter
Educational levels Wives Husbands (left school) - (left school) .

Primary Only: ‘ 69% 87% © 38% 14%
Some Vocational : ' E 10% 5% 31% -22%
Secondary 1-4 years:— ‘ 10% 4%
Secondary 5 years:— ) 5% 2% 27% 56%
Post-Secondary Training or . :

education o 4% — . 8% 9%
No Information . 2% 2% — —
Total %o . 100% 100% 100%* 100%

Nos. 408 ’ 408 194 195

*Because of rounding errors totals do not always equal 100%.

Almost nine out of .10 husbands and seven out of 10 wives had received
only. a primary level of education. Wives, therefore, had a considerable
educational advantage over husbands. Nearly three times as many had
received some post-primary education and even of those who received only.a
primary . education far more of them had stayed on in school to 14. Their
husbands, however, had extremely low levels of education — only 11 per
cent receiving any post-primary education at all. This figure is very close to
those found in other social surveys of farmers (12, 83a, 87). This very
limited variation in levels of education means that it can be of little use in
any ‘explanatory sense. The greater variation in wives’ education and in their
occupational -and migration experience may prove of more use—indicating
a much greater experience of alternative ways of life, and of wider posmbxh-
ties for identification with external reference groups.

There is much greater variation in the levels of education of the oldest
child in the family, indicating presumably equally wide variations in educa-
tional values and resources. The actual figures here are again very close to
those found in other similar surveys. In Hannan’s Cavan study (45 pp. 65-
68), covering primary school leavers of the 1960-’64- five year period, 47 per
cent of farmers’ sons and 19.per cent of farmers’ daughters had received only
a primary education. The sex differences here are somewhat less than in
the Cavan study. This may be due to the considerable increases in levels of
education subsequent to the 1966 free education scheme and the school bus
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service. It is very obvious, however, that the differences in educational levels
of farm boys and girls is still persisting.

Migration:

Before discussing the migration experiences of the respondents them-
selves we have some further relevant information about the paternal grand-
father. In 46 per cent of all cases, the husband’s father had been born in
the house or on the farm currently lived in and had never worked or lived
away from there. And in another 33 per cent of the cases he was born within
the parish boundaries and had always lived there. In nearly four-fifths of all
cases, therefore, he was born and always lived within the home parish boun-
daries and in a further eight per cent of cases he was born in a nearby parish
and had never moved out of the local area. In the remaining 10 per cent of
cases, although generally born locally, he had worked in Dublin, Great
Britain, or the USA for some time. Although there is, therefore, a quite
remarkable degree of residential stability, even considered over the span of
a whole generation, a small proportion of families have quite a history of
migration. This is much more obvious, however, in the case of the respon-
dents’ own migration experiences.

In examining the place of birth of husbands and wives (Table 5) a higher
degree of mobility of wives on marriage appears to be present than one
might have anticipated, given the very high levels of occupational homo-

Table 5: Percentage distribution of spouses by place of birth and migration

experience.
Place of birth of: Migration experience of:
@ () a ()
Place Wife  Husband Wife  Husband

On this farm:— 4% 68% 1. Have never left parish " 58% 74%
This parish 63% 22% 2. Migrated into parish from nearby

areas, <20 miles. 11% 6%
Within 20 miles 3. Migrated into parish from
(not town) 8% 5% >20 miles. 2% 1%
Over 20 miles 4. Bornlocally (parish)but have
(not town) 14% 2% worked and travelled outside:— 28% 16%
Small town 6% 5. No Information: 1% 3%
Dublin or abroad 2% 1%
No information 3% 2%
Total % 100% 100% Total % 100% 100%

N 408 408 N 408 408
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gamy. One-third of all wives were born outside the home parish, 22 per cent
over 20 miles away from the current residence. Although there is, therefore,
a relatively high degree of residential stability, nevertheless, an unexpectedly
large proportion of wives come from outside the local area. Given the much
poorer levels of transport in previous decades, many husbands have travelled
much further to find a wife than one might have expected. On the other
hand, although 90 per cent of husbands came from the home parish, over
one-sixth of these had worked and lived outside the parish for some con-
siderable time, the great majority in' England and America. Although these
figures on the previous migration experience of the resident male popula-
tion are somewhat less than those reported for Skibbereen by Jackson, and
for Drogheda. by Ward, they nevertheless indicate much greater mobility
than one would have expected in a stable farm population.* Nearly one-fifth
of all husbands had lived and worked in urbanised communities for some .
considerable time. Whether this has had any influence on their expectations
and values regarding family life, and on their relationships with their wives
will be established in the next chapter.

The mobility of wives, however, was much greater than that of their
husbands. In their case only two-thirds were born within the parish boun-
daries, although a further eight per cent were born and raised in nearby
local areas. Besides this greater variability in. their birth-places, nearly 30
per cent of those born within the confines of the parish had worked and
lived outside the home community at some time. In fact, 14 per cent had
returned home from abroad to marry, while another 14 per cent had been
working in Irish towns of various sizes, most of them over 10 miles away
from home. ‘ .

We are not dealing, therefore, with a very closed cultural system where
both the primary socialisation of children and the secondary socialisation of
young adults into traditional adult roles is fully locally controlled. This is
the picture presented by Arensberg and Kimball to be true of the small farm
communities of County Clare in the early 1930s. As a result they suggest
that, given a very high degree of consensus on roles, the internalisation of
traditional role models is almost complete, to the point that conformity with
their traditional expectations is almost fully guaranteed. If this was the case
in the 1930s it seems less likely at the present time, when one-in-four of the
husbands and one-in-three of their wives have spent a considerable time
living outside the parish boundaries. Even granted a considerable degree of
cultural homogeneity -throughout the country, combined with the proba-
bility that most temporary migrants would probably retain a basic identifica-
tion with their home community, people are now much more open to

*J. Jackson; The Skibbereen Social Survey, INPC, 1968, p. 168, who found that 32.6 per cent of
the older rural residents are reported to have emigrated for some time. L Ward, The Drogheda Man-
power Survey, p. 82, where the equivalent figure is 50 per cent for unemployed male_s. N .
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membership of, and subject to reference group influences from, urban
contexts which are bound to be challenging to the home culture. This is
especially likely to be true of women.*

2. Family and Household

The typical household is a relatively large one of 6-7 persons with only
parents and children present in most cases. These families generally live in a
detached three bedroomed house with a separate kitchen-diningroom, sitting-
room and indoor toilet. On average however, these houses are rather old,
nearly two-thirds of them not having been renovated in the previous five

Table 6: Some characteristics of households in the sample.

Total number of
persons in house-

hold excluding  Percentage of households with the
Types of household grandparents Sfollowing facilities
Kind of household % No. % Facilities %
1. Husband, wife and children 1. 2 or less bedrooms 28
only in household 65 3 12
2. 3 bedrooms 51
2. 1, and both of husband’s
parents 4 4 19 3. 4 or more bedrooms 21
5 18
4. House renovated within
3. 1, and husband’s mother previous 5 years 40
only 11 6 22
7 14 5, House not renovated
within 10 years 16
4. 1, and husband’s father only 3 8 7
9 4 6. House with separate
sittingroom 59
5. 1, and both wife’s parents 1 10 4
7. With piped water 50
6. 1, and wife’s mother only 4
8. With washing machine 37
7. 1, and wife’s father only 1
9. Indoor toilet 45
8. 1, and one parent of either
spouse (unidentif.ied) 3 10. Electric or Gas cooker 46
9. Siblings of either spouse 6 11. Car 51
No
Information incomplete 2  information 1 12. TV Set 51
% 100 % 100
Total N 408 Total N 408 Total 408

*See Barbara Harell-Bond, Human Relations, Vol. 22, No. 1, 1969, where such invidious com-
parisons were disruptive of levels of satisfaction with traditional family roles amongst wives of Irish
born husbands in an English housing estate.
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years and one-sixth in the previous ten years. They were mostly well
supplied with ‘modern household facilities, although over one-third of all.
cases had the minimum level of conveniences. The average household, there-
fore, is a rather large one although it is a relatively well provided one. (See
Table 6). However, the average view of these households ignores very signi-
ficant varlatlons, as the followmg three subsections on households show.

The Structure and Size of Households

The data presented in Table 6 show con51derable variation in household
types

Two-thirds of all households were single family households with parents
and their children present, i.e., the nuclear family household. Of the remain-
ing third of all households, in over 70 per cent of the cases either one or
both of the husband’s parents were living with the family, usually the
paternal grandmother Otherwise the usual arrangement was for the wife’s
mother to live in the household. Since in over 24 per cent of all cases the
wife’s mother was alive it appears she stayed with a married daughter only in
one-quarter of all cases. And in almost all ‘of these cases the husband had
“married into the family” i.e., the farm was inherited by the wife. However,
in the one-fifth of the families where the husband’s mother was alive she was
living with her son’s family, and on the home farm in over three-quarters
of all cases. There is therefore, a clear filial pattern of residence, (i.e., for
retired parents) coincident, presumably, with inheritance patterns. Only in a
small number of' cases, usually where the .daughter inherits the farm (7 per
cent of all cases), do maternal grandparents reside in the household.

The presénce of either spouse’s parents in the household is likely to
influence the interaction between the spouses and with their children.
Excluding the possibility of conflict, if a wife’s mother or mother-in-law is
active she may be a great help with housework and the children, so reducing
the need for the husband to participate. On the other hand, if one of the
parents is ill or incapacitated in any way, it increases the woman’s workload
and consequently the pressure on her husband to help in the household. So,
even discounting emotional and normative consequences of the presence of
grandparents, such situational constraints would be bound to influence inter-
action.

The average number of persons per household was 6.1, including children
and grandparents. Size of household, however, varied very widely from 31
per cent of households where there were four or less residents to the 29 per
cent. of cases where there were seven or more. On average, therefore, house-
holds were very large but they varied considerably in size.

Household Faczhttes -
Generally houses tended to be medium sized with three bedrooms, only
21 per cent having four or more bedrooms. This allows for slightly more
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than two persons per bedroom and, on average, provides for much better
levels of accommodation than had been expected.

Sanitary facilities were rather limited. In only half the cases was water
piped into the household, although in almost all of these houses a bathroom
or indoor toilet or both had also been provided. The proportions of house-
holds with electric or gas cookers, washing machines, TV sets etc. ranged
between forty to fifty per cent. Not all of these houses were the same, how-
ever, although the possession of one of these items tended to be highly
correlated with that of another. In fact, the possession or lack of possession
of six of these items forms a clear unidimensional Guttman Scale; with the
possession of a large house containing four or more bedrooms being the most
predictive of all items. (See Table 7).

Table 7: Socio-economic, or level of living, scale. Distribution of households
by scale type.

Cumulative Percentage —

Scale Type and Items — in order of “Difficulty’’; indicating % of households
i.e. from most to least with specific item and all
frequently occurring % in each more frequently occurring

(CR =.91) scale type items.
1. None of these items 16% 99%
2. House Renovated within 10 years 18% 83%
8. (2) + Tiles or Lino on Kitchen Floor 6% 65%
4. (2 + 8) + Separate Sittingroom 9% 59%
5. (2 + 3 +4) + Piped Water 13% 50%
6. (2 +3 +4 +5) + Washing Machine 17% 37%
7. All of these items + 4 or more bedrooms. 20% 20%

% 99%
Total N 404 404

To explain the scale — all households with four or more bedrooms (20
per cent) have also got all of the other five items mentioned. The next
and more frequently occurring household item was a washing machine.
Seventeen per cent of all households had washing machines but had not
got four or more bedrooms: i.e., a cumulative total of 37 per cent had wash-
ing machines including the additional 20 per cent who also had four or more
bedrooms. Almost all of the households that had a washing machine also
had all of the more frequently occurring items. The next most frequently
occurring item was having piped water in the house. Half of all households
had running water, and of that total 37 per cent also had a washing machine
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etc. etc. Having piped water, however, predicted presence of a separate
sittingroom, a particular kind of floor covering, recent house renovation etc.
Knowing a household’s scale type, therefore, one can predict the kind of
items present with 91 per cent accuracy but these are not, of course, cause
and effect relationships, but merely probability statements expressing the
order of cultural values and economic constraints on-household improve-
meénts.

Over one-in-six of all households, therefore, had the minimum level of
conveniences — old, rather dilapidated, small 1-3 bedroom houses without a
separate sittingroom. These houses had not been renovated within'the pre-
vious 10 years, had stone kitchen floors, no piped water and minimal levels
of cooking or laundry facilities. A further 18 per cent had renovated the
house but were equally lacking in all other conveniences. This makes for a
total of over a third of all households with minimal levels of household
facilities. On the other hand, over half of all households had tiled kitchen
floors, sittingrooms and a piped water supply; while one-third also had a
washing machine, and ‘one-fifth a large four bedroom house. There is a
considerable variation, therefore, in these households.

Not all of this variation, however, is directly related to differences in
income levels.. The Pearson Product Moment correlation between the Socio-
economic or Level of Living Scale, (SES), and the “gross margin’’ estimate,
as measured by the Pearsonian 7, only reaches +0.30;* i.e., if one interprets
this correlation ratio in variance terms, gross margin differences appear to
explam less than 10 per cent of the variance in SES scores. However, gross
margin is a very crude estimate of dlsposable income. And the ordinal SES
scale, although highly internally consistent, is an index only of the variable
household level of living. However, although both of these factors would
have helped to reduce the correlation it still remains indicative of the fact
that a whole series of other factors intervene which facilitate or prevent
people from spendmg money on household improvements. The possession
of traditional values is one of these, and the fact that there is a small but
significant negative correlation, (r = —.14), between the scale measuring
traditional values and possession of such household items is indicative of
this value dimension. '

The Household Economy

The results presented in Table 8 prov1de the basic data on household
characteristics. -

Two-thirds of all households were nuclear family households where wives
had only their husbands and children to work for or depend on for help. In a
further 11 per cent of households, however, there was an extra male house-
hold member for whom she had to prepare meals and provide the other

*Any correlation ratios quoted in the text are statistically significant.




Table 8: Percentage distribution of households by (i) presence of others in household, (i) husband’s household task
participation, (1) wife’s subsistence contribution and (iv) children’s financial contribution to household

@)

(i)
Extent of helpfulness of

(i) {iv)
Extent to which wife provides/

Extent of working children’s

Kind of household: husband in household tasks. makes following household LY
(Guttman Scale, CR =.92) commodities herself, or buys them contribution to household
Scale
% categories % Index made up of Score % Category %
. Household with nuclear Minimum help 22 following scores and 1. No child working 57
family only present 65 and summed: 2. Children working and
Medium levels of living at home and
. Households with either helpfulness 44 2 = makes/bakes, knits, (min) contributing 7
spouse’s mother present 20 “All” 1 4
Moderate to high 3. Children migrated
. Households with either levels 32 1= “Some” 2 17 but send money 16
spouse’s sister present 2 2 = “None” 3 22
No information 2 4. Children working but
. Household with mother only i.e. for 4 items total no money given
present but with other adult scores range from (married etc.) 16
male relatives present 10 0to 8: 4 26
5. No information 3
. Information incomplete 3 1. Butter: (Score 0-2) 5 13
2. Children’s clothes
(Score 0-2) 6 12
3. Knitting: (0-2) 7 3
4. Baking (0-2) 8 2
(max)
Total Z}; igg Total ? igg Total ﬁ 13(8) Total ;{7 igg
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household services. In these cases the wife could only depend on her hus-
band or children for help if she needed it. In nearly one-quarter of the house-
‘holds, however, her mother or, more usually, her mother-in-law was. also
living in the house and could be expected to be helpful; except where she
was ill. The following table shows a clear relationship between husbands’
helpfulness in household and the presence of such other -female help in the

household. When they are present he appears to-be much less helpful in
household tasks. .

Table 9: Relationship between husband’s helpfulness n household and
* other adult females present in house

Presence of mother or

Extent of husbanli ’s helpfulness in household tasks mother—in-law in household

’ ' . Present " Not Present
Low (1 +2)i— : 35% 18%
Medium (8 + 4):— 38% 48%
High (5 +):— - e 27% 34%
: % . 100% 100%

Total  n 81 295

‘ =63.8; ©  P<.05

In about one-quarter of all cases the husband appears. to be of very little
help with house-keeping tasks (Table 8). This lack of enthusiasm for helping
his wife is, however, partly a function of the actual need for him to help as
the results in Table 9 indicate. When other adult females are present in the
household he tends to-be less helpful in the household. On the other hand,
‘when such household help is not available husbands tend to participate to a
somewhat greater extent.

Besides her ‘basic house- keepmg role the ‘mother had'a traditional sub-
sistence and production role, i.e., knitting, food processing, clothes making,
- butter production and baking, etc. As can be seen from the results in column
3 of Table 8 this is clearly no longer the universal pattern. Over one- -fifth
.of all wives appear to provide almost none of these subsistence services,
while in a further quarter to one half of all cases only a limited number of
such services are prov1ded In fact only five per cent of all wives provide all
of these subsistence services.

A similar index, measuring the extent to wh1ch the family produces its
own potatoes, vegetables, eggs and poultry, meat, etc., reveals a much more
“traditional” picture. Here 52 per cent of all families produced all or most
of their needs in these commodities, and inanother 35 per cent of cases
produced a considerable proportion of them: In only 10 to 15 per cent of
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the cases did most of these have to be purchased. The overall correlation,
however, between these latter indices of household and food subsistence is
very low (r = +.16), indicating two quite different sets of forces influencing
them, rather than any one underlying traditional-subsistence dimension.

Besides these subsistence activities there was a more direct contribution
to family finances in one-quarter of all farm households. Here older children
who were working were contributing directly to the houschold finances.
Most of these were migrants who were sending money home. Even a few
of the married sons seemed to be doing this, although this was unusual.
Such contributions from working children, of course, only occur in the later
stages of the family cycle: i.e.,, when older children are working, but
younger children are still at school and fully dependent upon family support.
It is likely that such contributions play a significant role in family financial
support at this stage. It was rather revealing, for instance, that such con-
tributions were most frequent in low income families and those of lower
socio-economic status. It appears that such contributions are primarily being
made ‘where heavy financial pressures are being felt in low income and
generally “poorer” households—i.e., with few modern conveniences.

In conclusion, therefore, although the typical household was that of a
nuclear family with both parents and an average of four children present,
there was a rather wide variation around the average. Similarly although the
average house was relatively large with three bedrooms, a separate sitting-
room and a moderate complement of modern household facilities, there
was a large number of smaller and much older houses with minimal facilities.
Similarly in terms of the actual magnitude of household services required
(i.., in terms of the number and dependency of members), and of the
actual help wives receive in house-keeping tasks from husbands, “grannies”
or older children, there was an equally wide variation. Similar differences
arose in household and farm subsistence activities and in working children’s
contribution to the family purse. The main financial contribution to the
family, however, came from farming and this is examined in the following
section. '

3. The Farm and Household Economy

The average size of farm was 50 acres. The size of farm varied very widely,
however, as the following table clearly shows.

The acres quoted above are not adjusted for variations in quality, so that
the average size of farm includes some. land which is of very low quality.
Also, using average figures is somewhat misleading in that the distribution is
rather skewed by the 10 per cent of farms over 100 acres. There is, in fact,
great variability in farm size with no clearcut modal category. Although
60 per cent of all farms, for instance, range between 20 and 60 acres they
are very evenly divided within that range. The median is only 43 acres.




Table 10: Pércentage distribution of families by size of farm, and by characteristics of inheritance or acquisition of

farms
G) - B () o () S o 'A » y v {z .
’ . B No. of “additions” : . ) y . .- Acreage of “additions” to
Current size of farm - Size of flfr'xt or original made to original A Previous owner (:if first farm original farm by purchase
S | Jarm _ farm ' owne ‘ or Land Commission etc.
Size % Size % Additions % Inherited from: % Acreage %
(8. acres) (S."acres) ) : ‘ . >
<20 10 < 20 16 None - 59 1. Own parents. 70 <10 : 10
20-29 17 20-29 24 1 29 2. Wife’s parents 7 10-14 6
30-39 18 30-39 19 2 7 3. Own uncles etc. 6 15-19 ° : 38
40-49 13 40-49 11 3 1 4. Wife’s uncles etc. 1 20-24 3
50-69 11 50+ - 28 4+ 2 . 5. Husband’s other relations 3 24-29 3
60-79 15 ; ‘ ' Purchased from: : ~ 30-34 3
80-99 4 6. Non-relatives or Land ' ' 35+ 7
100+ 10 - - Commission* 12 No extra land
No information 2 No information 2 - No information 2 No information . ' 2 purchased: . 64
: No information 2
' % 100 % 100 % 100 : % 100 X % 100
Total,‘ N 408 Total N 408 Total N° 408 Total N 408 Total N 408
Average = 50 acres Av. = 88 acres ‘ - : " Av.=20 acres

*Swop coincidéd with inheritance from own parents usually.
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Paying attention only to current size of farm, however, diverts attention
from the fact that 39 per cent of all farmers had increased their size of
holding from the first piece of land inherited or purchased. Of the first
farm owned, 40 per cent were less than 30 acres compared to only 27 per
cent of current farms, while only 28 per cent were greater than 50 acres as
compared to 40 per cent of current farms. There is, therefore, a continuous
process of growth in farm size for most farmers from the point of first
inheritance throughout the life cycle. The overall average acreage increase
was 20 acres. This process of land acquisition through inheritance and pur-
chase is related to age and family cycle stage.

The predominant pattern of initial acquisition of land was through
inheritance, although ‘‘additions” were usually made through direct purchase
or through the Land Commission. In over 85 per cent of all cases the first
farm had been inherited. In another 3 per cent of the cases the land was still
owned by parents although the farmer himself was the effective manager.
It is remarkable that in 10 per cent of all cases the first land was inherited
from an uncle or cousin. And in a further 5 per cent of cases other additions
were made to the original farm through inheritance from such relatives. In
Scully’s recent survey of west of Ireland farms 42 per cent of all farmers
over 50 had no direct heirs (i.e., sons or daughters), to take over the farm
(83a). It seems clear that in many of these cases the land is very likely to
pass to other relatives on the death of the current owner and that this is a
very significant aspect of farm transfer which should not be ignored by
policy makers.

Of the 39 per cent who had added to the original farm three-quarters
had made only one addition. Only in four per cent of the cases had additions
been made by inheritance alone, while for the remaining 34 per cent
additional land had been purchased directly or through the Land Com-
mission. It appears, therefore, that considered over a farmer’s whole lifetime,
very significant quantities of land are being transferred through the Land
. Commission or purchase, although inheritance still is the most significant
factor. As the final column of Table 10 shows, roughly half of those who did
get additional land through the Land Commission or had purchased it made
relatively small additions of less than 15 acres.

In the overwhelming majority of cases land was inherited directly through
the patrilineal line or, in a small proportion of the cases from other paternal
relatives. But in a small proportion of the cases (seven per cent) the wife’s
parents were the owners. The “cliamhan isteach”, although a very minor
pattern, is still present. '

Labour on the Farm
In the following table we have summarised our information on family
labour on the sample farms.
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Table 11: Percentage distribution of families by identity of main worker on
farm and by helpfulness of wife and children in farm tasks

Person who does “most -Wives’ participation on farm gu:fel_lf?;li;e:;f;zz::st
of the work” - © (Guttman Scale CR =.93) - and children’s help on
. E . © farm
: : % tn Cumul-
Category % . Tasks ~ scale ative Responses %
) o type %
Husband \ 75 | 1.- Wife does none of follow- 1. Could easily
. ing tasks 13 93 manage without
: their help. 13
Sons/father . V 18 1 2. Wife always looks after 2, Could manage
the poultry only - 16 © 80 but only with
: : a lot of extra
. . . work. 15
Wife and -~ | 8. (2) and always cleans 3. Would be im-
husband 5 milking utensils 21 64 possible to
: manage
. without it. 67
Information incom- 4. (2+3) and usually milks
plete, but most  COWS 10 43 [ No information 5
probably husband- “15. (2+3+4) and usually feeds.
father 7| . ‘calves 21 33
. 6. (2+3+4+45) and always i
) feeds pigs 7 12
- © | 7. (2+8+4+5+6) and usually
-  helps to look after cattle 5 5
Don’t know 7
o % 100 % 100 % 100
Total N 408 Total N 408 Total N 408

On three-quarters of the farms the father did most of the farm work.
In the remaining cases the contribution of his sons and of his wife were
equally or more important. On seven per cent of farms, however, sons did
almost all the work, while in 2 per cent of the cases, where their husbands
were incapacitated, wives did nearly all the work. Overall, the contribution of
wives and younger children to farm productlon was regarded as extremely
important on two-thirds of all farms. Here fathers estimated that without
their family’s help on the farm some lines of production would have to be
dropped In only 13 per. cent of cases did they think such help was
unimportant and could be easily dispensed with.

In rcgard to wives’ actual participation, in 29 per cent of all cases they did
the minimum of farm work, certainly not helping very much with milk or
cattle production or even in the traditional ‘“‘women’s work” of cleaning the
milking utensils etc. At the other extreme, however, over one-third of all
wives did help with milking the cows and always helped with feeding the
calves. A smaller proportion did most of the milking and a small proportion
even helped in the almost exclusive male preserves of cattle feeding etc.
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There is, therefore, considerable variation in the extent of sex segregation
in farm production roles with nearly one-third of wives playing a very
important role in primarily male typed farm tasks. Of course, the pressure
on family resources is often so great at particular stages of the family cycle
that housewives are forced into this role even when they actively dislike it.
This female breaching of basically male dominated task areas—especially in
cattle production—is not nearly as seriously ridiculed by the community,
nor the object of personal dislike to the same extent, as the male breaching
of basically female roles such as in basic housekeeping tasks like making beds
or changing babies’ nappies etc. This is a reflection no doubt of the relative
status or prestige ascribed to both male and female roles; i.e., the female
would not lose status by doing male tasks although, with the position
reversed, her husband might. Nevertheless, it is surprising that such a large
proportion of wives play such an active role in what are culturally defined as
basically male domains. It is interesting in this respect that almost all wives
doing more work on the farm than the minimal level of traditional poultry
keeping and related farmyard tasks, liked working outside in the farmyard
or on the farm and many of them would like to do even more if they could
spare the time. Most of these mentioned the restrictiveness and dreary
repetitiveness of their basic kitchen and housekeeping activities and of their
enjoyment of working outside in the open air. In these roles at least,
expectations, feelings, social rewards and sanctions do not strongly support
such a clear sex segregation of roles as was pointed out by Arensberg and
Kimball. Nor do most housewives appear to get “‘such reward and pleasure”
out of their clearly defined roles to the extent suggested (4, p. 46). All of
these household and farm task roles do not appear, therefore, to be so
clearly sex differentiated as was originally suggested. There appears to be a
considerable leeway in the extent of wives’ participation in farm production
roles especially, both in terms of husbands’ expectations and sanctions, and
in terms of wives’ feelings. In any case her contribution to the farm pro-
duction process appears to be highly significant on over half of all farms.

Farm Production

In Table 12 some of the important gross income and production charac-
teristics of farms are summarised.

The gross margins were estimated from the basic production data from
each farm. The average gross margin per unit of each kind of livestock and
crop was used as given for west of Ireland farms by An Foras Talintais,
Farm Management Survey, 1968-69.. Since such gross margins vary from
farm-to-farm, the use of the average figure introduces a lot of error in
estimating any particular farmer’s gross margins. Nevertheless it is the best
available means of doing this and is undoubtedly a better measure of income
or productivity on farms than any alternative.

Here the average gross margin for all farms in the sample in January-




Table 12: Percentage distribution of families by estimated gross margins from farms, innovativeness in farm techniques,
and modernity in methods of farm selling and buying practices

GL

Estimated gross Farm adoption, and production-innovation  |Modemnity of methods of selling livestock Exte()‘zlt; g«: :Zﬁ“l(g)“)ye‘z%g{'{:”g )‘:ftp lies:
margin from farm scale (Lkert scale) (Likert scale) medicines and 4) mach:‘r:ery rept;irs
N Marketing .
Gross margins % Explanation 1::;1;“;::_2 % Explanation ,mzlzz’r"e"t)’ % Explanation L?:g;lf:y %
£150 8 | Six discriminatory items Four discriminatory items Scoring
out of 11 included. SMax. used. 0 = Local parish 0 8
£150-300 8 | score) = 6; (min. =0 1. Cattle: 0.0 28 (open country)
£300-450 9 | 1. Increased cattle nos. in 1 =sold at mart or fac- (i.e. very 1 = Local town 1 10
£450-600 11 previous 3 yrs. tory traditional} 2 = Bigger town further
£600-750 10 yes=1 0 = Fair or dealer - .30 10 away. Score for each
£750-900 10 no =0 -0 5 | 2. Pigs: of 4 items. 2 15
£900-1,0560 - - 9 [ 2. Uses artificial insemina-  (none) 1 = Mart/factory .30 to Scores 0-8 3 28
£1,050-1,200 7 tion. 2 = Fair[dealer .60 19 Coded directly 4 24
£1,200 + 30 yes = }) 1 ; 515 51! If;mbff: 60 ie.
no = .2 = Mart/factory 00 to ) = i
No informa- $ | 8. Uses antibiotics for white 0 = Fair/dealer .90 3 tor-:diti:;;]yl]:cg:ﬁw (7; Z
tion scour in calves 3 19 4. Hoggets/Wethers: based purchasing 8 3
yes =1 1 = Mart/factory 90to 35 | 58:=veryhighlevel  No
no =0 4 24 0 = Fair/dealer 1.00 of “modern” pur- infor- 4
4. Dechorn calves soon (very chasing mation
after birth 5 11 modern)
yes=1 (Scores range from 0-4.
no = 0 : Score divided by no. of
5. Applies nitrates for items applicable. i.c., Max. No
early grass 6 5 score = 1, a highly modem jnfor-
yes=1 (A1) marketing pattern. Min. mation 5
no =10 No infor- scores 0.0-0.30, a very-
6. Uses chemical mation 2 traditional pattern).
weed-
killers
yes=1
no =0
Sum up all scores for each
of 6 items
% 100 % 100 % 100 % 100
Total N 408 Total N 408 Total N 408 - Total N 408
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March, 1970 was £930, much higher than the average of £760 for the same
counties by An Foras Taltintais farm survey for 1968-1969. It is very
unlikely that average income increased by 22 per cent in the interim. On the
other hand, we are dealing with a very select proportion of the total farm
population—married men with young families. And since farm productivity
has been shown to be related to such family cycle characteristics—being
maximised in the stages we are dealing with—the figure should be represen-
tative. Since, however, we only use this figure for comparative purposes (i.e.,
to indicate the differences in total output and gross income amongst farms),
the estimate should accurately serve its purpose, expecially since we are
using rather wide income categories of £150. Roughly one-third of all
families had gross margins under £600, one-third between £600-£1,200, and
one-third over £1,200. As with size of farm there is very wide variation in
farm incomes and resources.

Similarly, in the case of farm modernisation, there is considerable
variation in the extent to which farmers were innovative or had displayed
initiative in breaking out of old moulds of farm production, and of tradi-
tional methods of selling farm produce and buying farm supplies. The use
of a six-item farm production innovation scale used most items previously
validated in a study by Bohlen and Breathnach (12) on adoption and
innovation in Irish farming. This revealed considerable variability in the
extent of traditionality or modernity of farming techniques. The results
presented above show that 89 per cent of all farmers had adopted only two
or less of the six recommended profitable innovations. On the other hand
16 per cent had adopted five or more, while 40 per cent had adopted four or
more.

This distribution of farmers by their production innovativeness is,
remarkably, -almost duplicated in another scale designed to measure their
degree of traditionality or modernity in the practice of selling cattle, sheep
and pigs. Over one-quarter of all farmers still persist with the traditional
methods of selling at the fair or on the farm directly to dealers. This
distribution is clearly bimodal with another 35 per cent at the other
extreme who sell only at the mart or to the factory. The correlation, how-
ever, between the two scales is rather low (r = +.19).

That these two variables are not independent dimensions of behaviour,
but may reflect to some extent the varying underlying allegiances of the
farm owner to the traditional way of life, is demonstrated by some of the
following figures. Although all the correlations are low, the Gross
Margin Scale, Farm Practice Adoption Scale and the Farm Sales Modernity
Scale are all significantly interrelated. It is very interesting, though only
suggestive, that the correlation between Gross Margin and Sales Modernity
is much greater than with the Farm Practice Adoption Scale; i.e., the
magnitude of margins appears to be more closely related to innovativeness in
marketing behaviour than to technical innovativeness in production.
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Table 13: Pearson product moment correlatzons between gross margin, farm
practice adoption scale, and modernity of methods of selling hvestock

Gross margin - Farm sales modernity index
Farm Practicc Adoption Scale - r=.19 : ‘ r=.19

Farm Sales Modermity Scale. - r=.32 . .. 1.00

“Correlations significant at .05 level, two tailed.

Making Money lmd Spending it: How Families Handle Their Finances

~Although on average over £1,200* would have been handled by those
families on farm production and household exchanges, a considerable pro-
- portion of farm households appear to take a relatively uncalculatlng attitude
toward such money exchanges as the following figures show.

Table 14: Percentage dzstnbutzon of famzltes by manner in which money
recetved from farm production is handled tn different families

Financial decisions; (5 o . ‘ R
item Gutiman Scale, Fmg:(;‘:gi?j;z}tdr;hng Who pays bills? Wh;:; o’?,-gg;g ®
CR =.92); : . . . g
Scale Type < % | Category : % Category ‘ % Category %
Primarily wife | None: 42 | Mother pays all . At home—cash
dominant: 19 | .| bills: .12 handling: -1
Mainly husband Yes, some account- | Father pays all 2. P.O. alone: 6
but wifeis - " | ing procedure: 28 | bills: 11 |3. P.O.and
involved: . 50 | Yes, regular Mother pays Bank: -~ 6
Primarily husband . accounting pro- . grocery/drapery/ 4. Bank deposit
dominant: 28 | cedure: 98 | father all others: 56 account 21
Information " | . Information Mother pays all 5. Bank, with
incomplete 8 | incomplete: 92 | including E.S.B. - " current
o . . | etc. Father rates/ account: 24
.rent: | 13 No'informa-
Joint arrange- tion , 4
N ments or both pay :
equally:
No information 2
% 100 ‘ % 100 : % 100 % 100
Total N 408 Total v 408 |  Total N 408 Total 408

In nearly two-thirds of all families when money is received for farm
produce or from the remittances of working children some or all of it is
usually deposued in the bank or post office. Nevertheless in 38 per cent of
all families it is stored i in the household or in the personal wallets of husband

*The Gross Ma.rgm is calculated from gross output of farm less direct costs (the method used in
. the Farm Management Survey 1966-67, An Foras ‘Taliintais 1969). Thus it considerably understates
the actual cash flow in farm purchases and sales,
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or wife. The “dresser” is still the main “bank” for over a third of all families.
And in 42 per cent of all families they do little more than store it—no
regular or written account being kept of receipts and expenses, sales or
purchases. For nearly half the families there appears to be a very casual,
uncalculating approach towards money. In these cases nobody appears to
keep track of money and bills or keeps a regular account of things on paper.
Only in 45 per cent of all families is some such rigid and regular account
kept of farm sales and purchases.

Such an apparently casual attitude is, of course, very closely related to the
level of gross margin on the farm. It is also very closely related to the extent
of innovativeness or commercial orientation of the farmer himself. Of those
who are traditional and cautious with their farming methods, only forty per
cent keep such regular accounts. On the other hand, of those who are
innovative and venturesome, over sixty per cent keep regular accounts. In
other words, technical innovativeness, explicit accounting procedures and
marketing behaviour appear to go hand in hand as farms modernise.

This sort of economic behaviour is also very closely related to the kind of
decision-making processes within the household. In general the husband has
by far the most important voice in such decisions—in nearly 80 per cent of
all cases, and in 28 per cent of these cases he apparently has the over-
whelming exclusive right to make decisions without consulting his wife. The
husband’s responses here are relatively similar to his wife’s, with 32 per cent
mainly “Wife Dominant” families, 35 per cent “Husband Dominant”,
with some wife involvement, and with 25 per cent exclusively “Husband
Dominant”. Even in this latter case, however, husbands tended to give their
wives a greater say in decisions than they themselves maintained they had. A
surprising proportion of wives, however, name themselves as the main
financial decision maker—with six per cent naming themselves as the
exclusive financial decision maker. The husband’s responses agree to a
slightly higher seven per cent of families where wives have such exclusive
dominance. Both sets of responses then provide a somewhat similar overall
picture of the relative dominance or degree of participation. of either spouse
in financial decision making, and in both cases they also agree on a very
wide variation amongst the sample families in this respect.

There appears to be a much more clear-cut segregation of roles in paying
the family’s bills. In approximately one-quarter of all cases either the father
or the mother pay all the bills—roughly evenly divided between the father
and the mother. In another small number of cases (six per cent) there is a
complete joint arrangement where either father or mother orboth jointly pay
all of the bills—whichever is the most convenient. But in 70 per cent of all
cases there is a clear division of labour with the father usually paying the rates
and the Land Commission “rent” and all other standardised larger bills such
as electricity bills, etc., while the mother pays the more variable grocery,
and drapery bills, etc. When there is a current bank account maintained,
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(24 per cent), the father pays by cheque, the mother by cash. Again these
figures clearly illustrate considerable. variation within families. The fol-
lowmg results show much the same variation in communication behaviour.

4. Mass Medza Participation and Formal Group Partzczpatzon

- The following table summarises the main results for mass media participa-
tion and for formal orgamsatlonal membership.

The modal pattern for mass media participation is for relatlvely high in-
volvement in radio and television news. Nearly two-thirds of all spouses
responded that they were both regular listeners to news bulletins, were in-
terested in national and international news items and would be very disap-
pointed if they missed the news on any given day. Included amongst these
rather highly involved ‘“news fans’” was a further 17 per cent who read the
“Farmers Journal” every week, and another 20 per cent who in addition to
reading the “Farmers Journal” every week also did some regular “book
réading” besides. In total, therefore, 37 per cent of all spouses had high mass
media involvement and high technical and literary reading habits. The
remainder are roughly evenly divided between those who had very low
involvement in national mass media but appeared to'be highly locally
oriented and those who, although they had relatively high involvement in
radio and television news coverage and interest in news, had very low actual
readmg involvement.

It is of interest that neither the dally nor local weekly newspaper fits
into this scale. Most farmers do not appear to be able to get the daily news-
paper on a regular basis. Its presence or absence, therefore, does not indicate
very much about communication behaviour in general. On the other hand,
nearly every family gets the local weekly newspaper. Agam its presence or
absence is not predlctlve, but for a different reason. The purchase of the
“Farmers Journal”, on the other hand, is very highly predictive; the 37-40
per cent of the population who get it on a regular basis being highly involved
also in other ‘“news gathering” pursuits from mass media sources.

If participation in mass media is low for a third of all farmers, and if only
slightly more than one-third appear to be highly “tuned-in”’ to sources of
specifically technical information; participation in formal organisation was
even lower. Only 40 per cent of all farmers were members of any organisa-
tion, and many of these were inactive. Only about one-quarter of all farmers
were, m fact, active members, and these were almost exclusively ‘““farmers’
union’ orgamsatlons (i.e., IFA or ICMSA). ‘

The position of farmers wives was even more isolated than that of their
. husbands. Only 14 per cent in all were members of any organisation. How-
ever, once joined, they tended to be much more regular attenders at meet-
ings, and had hlgher involvement than the men.

Most of the wives who were members of organisations tended to come




Table 15: Percentage distribution of families by mass media participation and voluntary organisation membership

Mass media tnvolvement

Husbands’ wives’ participation in voluntary

Percentage of families with:

(5 item, Guttman Scale) (CR = .91) organisations
Scale Type % Cumulative Category Yo % %
. Do none of the following: 7 95% Husband Wife 1. Daily Newspaper
2. Both listen regularly to News 13 88% 1. Not a member of any Every day 16
3. (2) + X = Father mainly in- organisation: 57 85 Sometime every week 40
terested in national and inter- 2. Member and has attended Rarely/Never 44
national news 12 75% a meeting in previous year: 14 1
[0 = Local/farming or No. 3. Member of one and has 2. Local Provincial
“News” items. ] attended meetings in previous Newspaper
4. (8) + X = Both very disap- 3 months/or member of 2 Every week 87
pointed if missed news. organisations: 17 8 Nearly every week 8
(0 = Not disappointed:) 26 63% 4. Higher involvement than 3. Never/Rarely 5
5. (4) + Get Farmers Journal (officer etc.) 9 5
every week 3. Farmers Journal
(0 = Don't) 17 37% No information 3 2 Every week 40
6. (5) +X = Both do regular read- Not every week but
ing of books frequently 30
0=Don’t 20 20% Hardly ever/Never 30
No information 5 —
. 4. Television set 45
5. Car 51
Total Z}; igg Total Z‘f igg igg Total No.= 408
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“from families where their husbands also were members. But of the 14 per
cent of wives who were members, over a third were from families where
husbands were not. This makes for a total of roughly half of all families
where one or other of the spouses was a member of at least one organisation,
and slightly over a third of all families where at least one spouse was a
relatively active member. V

When we tabulated mass media participation by formal orgamsatlon
membership of husband, we got the following result. Both variables are
clearly related (r = +.19) possibly indicating an underlying general dimen-
sion of modernity but there is still considerable independent variation on
both variables.

Table 16: Percentage distribution of families by their formal organisation
. membership and mass medza partzczpatzon

Formal organisation membership

Ma.s:s pzedja - g
participation Notia member Relat::zzl;relractwe Active member T%al
Low (1 +2) 24% 16% 14% 82
Mcdium (8 +4) . 42% 43% 31% 151
High (5 +6) - ’ 34% 38% 56% 152
i
Total % 100% 100%* © 100%

N 225 ° o 55 105 385

*Miﬁsing percentages are those for whom information is not available.
r = .19: significant at the .001 level. ’

The communication behaviour of families is, therefore, as varied as we
had already found the household and farm economy to be. Although up to a
third of families do not appear to be tuned into mass media sources, a rather
higher proportion are very- highly involved. On the other hand, formal
organisations are very poorly supported, especially by farmers’ wives. Even
here, however, there is a small minority very highly involved. Like the
conclusions to previous sections, one would expect that such variation in
communication behaviour is 11ke1y to have a s1gmf1cant influence on family
patterns of behaviour, if only in differentially exposing the population to -
very different altematlvc models and ideals of behaviour.

5. Kinship, Neighbour.and Friendship Ties

One of the most interesting aspects of intra-family interaction is the way
it is related to extra-familial interaction and partlcularly to local kinship and

;
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neighbour group interaction. Elizabeth Bott’s thesis that *“the degree of
segregation in the role of relationship of husband and wife varies directly
with the connectedness of the family’s social network’ has been the subject
of considerable research and controversy in family sociology. Although it
has had to be considerably refined as a result of much subsequent work,
nevertheless, her own work and that of others, particularly Turner, has
shown a very close relationship between the extent of segregation in spousal
roles and the degree of involvement of both spouses in their own local
kinship and neighbour group systems. Those who were migrants and had few
local kin displayed no consistent pattern (13, 90).

The results demonstrate very clearly the over-riding importance of kinship
group bonds for family members, outside the ambit of the immediate
nuclear family. On average both spouses have one to two brothers or sisters
who live locally and with whom they maintain close contact, and between
two and three additional siblings who have migrated. This makes for a total

Table 17: Percentage distribution of families by number of intimate kin.

Number of kin who live in local area/Total who
are kept in close touch with (i.e. not including | No. of siblings who live locally, and total who
siblings and up to first cousins and their children). are kept in close touch with.
Wife’s relatives | .Husband’s relatives: Wife’s siblings |.Husband’s siblings
Others
+ (mig-
rants)
© con-
Total Total tacted Migrant
In altogether| In altogether Who in pre-'| Who but
(No. of local n local n live  vious 6| Uve ‘contacted
kin) area  contact area  contact No. locally mths | locally in 6 mths
% % % % % % % % % %
‘None 33 16 11 8 None: 28 20 22 20
None: but
some
nieces
and
nephews 4 5 7 5
1-3 19 17 15 14
4-6 10 12 16 T 14 1- 27 14 29 18
7-9 9 10 10 13 2— 20 19 21 14
10-12 7 8 11 13 3— 12 9 9 13
13-15 5 8 10 9 4 4 9 6 9
16-18 3 4 6 5 5— 1 6 2 9
19-21 3 6 4 5 6+— 2 8 2 8
21+ 8 16 14 14 ’
No infor- No infor-
mation 3 2 3 4 mation 2 8 2 4
Total % 100 100 100 100 % 100 100 | 100 100
N | 408 408 408 408 N 408 408 | 408 408
Average 6.39 8.60 9.99 10.44 Average 14 2.2 1.49 2.34
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~ of roughly four siblings in all, that each spouse maintains close contact with,
or a total of eight siblings or siblings-in-law that they jointly keep in close
touch with. If we add to this the fact that one half of all wives and one-third
of all husbands had at least one parent still alive, we can clearly appreciate
the even crude numerical importance of one’s close relations in one’s circle
of intimates. This is especially the case where most of the respondents come
from the ‘“‘ancestral home” or parish of current residence. S

“When' wives were asked to identify the six people they felt the most
closely attached to or “felt the closest to”, in just over half the cases they
named more people who were later identified as relatives than they did non-
relatives. This was less true of their husbands where only 36 per cent
emphasised the dominance of relatives to this extent. In only 17 per cent
of the cases.did wives not mention any relative at all. This was true, however,
of 27 per cent of the husbands. Overall, therefore, such close kinship con-
tacts would seem to be extremely important in structuring their life views

- outside the immediate family context. In only a minority of cases do they
appear to be insignificant. This minority, however, is very interesting. (See
Tables 18 and 19). Over one quarter of all wives, although a slightly lower
proportion of husbands, had no siblings living locally and-almost 10 per
cent of both had no meaningful contact at all with any kin.

‘Outside these first degree kin, however, there is a much wider network
of relatives; of aunts and uncles, nieces and nephews and first cousins. Again
here the wife tended to have far fewer local cousins than her husband, no

~ doubt reflecting her greater immigrant status. On average she had six local

kin with whom she maintained close contact, while her hushand mentioned

10 on average. As 'in the case of her brothers and sisters, the wife

tends to have fewer kinship contacts here also. This appears mostly a reflec-
tion of the fact that one-third of all wives were born outside the parish
boundaries while this was true of only one-tenth of their husbands (See

Table 5). The figures in Table 17 indicate this very clearly, where one-third of

all wives had no relatives resident locally, while this was true only of one-
ninth of their husbands. The proportions with no siblings living in the local
area are much greater — 28 per cent for wives and 22 per cent for husbands.

At the other extreme over one-quarter of all wives had 10 or more close -
relatives, excluding siblings, living in the local area with whom they main-
tained close contact. This was true of nearly one half of all the husbands.
But nearly 40 per cent of both husbands and wives had two or more siblings
living locally. -

On average, therefore, both husbands and wives are relatively highly
involved in kinship networks, both local and migrant. Only a small minority
have none, or very limited, contacts. As the overall scale measuring total
kinship integration clearly . shows, however, (see Table 18), there are
a small number of this isolated kind — about 13 per cent of the husbands
have at least three or more siblings living, these three neither provide any
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useful services or serve as close confidants for either spouse. This is a total
of one-quarter of all wives and over one-third of all husbands who appear to
have minimal kinship involvement with their own kin.

Table 18: Percentage distribution of families by extent of' contact and
integration with husbands and wives kin. (6-item Guttman Scales; CR = .92,
wives; CR = .94, husbands).

% in each scale type

Scale type and items Wife Husband
per cent per cent
1. None of following items hold 13 11

2. Pos. = when total no. of parents/siblings and siblings’ spouses
alive is 3 or greater. 11 19

3. (2) + Pos. where no. of parents/siblings contacted in )
previous 6 mths is 4 or 4+. 5 9

4. (3) + Agree they receive useful help/service from relatives
in past years. 10 11

5. (4)+ More than one relative mentioned amongst 6 names given
as persons they feel most closely attached to (excl. spouses

and children). 39 23

6. (5)+ 12 or more relatives who live in local area are kept in
close touch- with. 17 20
7. (6) + total no. of parents and siblings seen in last week is 5 or 5+ 4 4
8. Information incomplete. 1 3
per cent 100 100
N 408 408

At the other extreme 21 per cent of wives and 24 per cent of husbands
keep in close touch with 12 or more of their relatives, receive some useful
services from these relatives, and find more than half their close friends and
confidants amongst them. These respondents who are so highly involved
in their own kinship networks are obviously subject to far different pressures
and influences than somebody who is very minimally involved, but who
might be highly tuned into mass media sources, or highly involved in formal
organisations.

The above scales measure the number and actual availability of kin both at
home and migrants: (1) No. of siblings and nieces and nephews, aunts/uncles
and first cousins etc.; (2) the actual frequency of contact with kin; (8) the
exchange of helpful services, and (4) the degree of intimacy of relationships.
Frequency of contacts with kin are highly correlated with number of kin."
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However, the extent of helpfulness of kin is not related to their actual
numbers or to the total frequency of contact with them, but is highly related
to the intimacy of contact with them. To a considerable. extent, therefore,
the significance of mutually helpful exchanges and the degree of intimacy of
kinship relationships seems to be relatively independent of the actual
number of kin contacted on a regular basis. It does presume, of course, that
some kin are available. This is true for both the wife’s contacts with her own
kin and husband’s with his. ‘ , ‘ o

These scales, however, measure only each individual spouse’s involvement

with his or her own kin—i.e., not with in-laws. There is, in fact, only a slight

. correlation between both. scales (r = +.17) i.e., there is only a slight ten-
dency for a husband’s involvement -with his own kin to increase as his wife’s
’kin contacts increase. Overall, 15 per cent of both spouses have minimal
contacts with either set of kin. A further 40 per cent have very low involve-
ment with one set—usually the husbands—while having medium to high levels
of integration with the other set. A further 37 per cent have moderate to
high levels of integration with both sets of kin, while only 8 per cent of the
total sample have very high levels of contact with both kin sets.

Internal family interaction characteristics, therefore, develop within very
different kin contexts, some of which incorporate wives within a very
supportive set of their own kin relationships while husbands are relatively
isolated from their own kin i.e., 25 per cent of all cases. At the other

" extreme 15. per cent of wives have minimal contacts with their own kin
while their husbands are very highly involved with theirs. ‘

These different characteristics of family social contexts—kinship, volun-
tary organisation, mass ‘media participation etc.—are bound to be very
closely related to the famlly interaction patterns that develop within families,
as both husbands and wives work out their respective mutual roles. The force
of tradition, if present, is likely to be more highly maintained in a close knit
community of kin and neighbour groups within which almost all intimate
contacts are restricted, than where this is not the case. The degree of restric-
tiveness of traditional expectations and of socialisation and social control
processes etc. should, therefore, vary directly with the degree of locality -
ascriptiveness . of one’s’ more intimate. social relat10nsh1ps On the other
hand, thére are clear differénces between husbands and wives in their degree
of incorporation within such locally ascrlptwe groupmgs These relationships
will be explored in Chapter 7.

'Nezghbours and Friends :

The position of nelghbours glves us a. somewhat analogous picture of
locality boundedness of primary group bonds, as the following table shows.
_ Close kin and neighbours are the two most important categories for both
‘spouses 'Not very. surprisingly one’s own kin are far more significant than
one’s spouse’s, although for both instrumental and emotional reasons the




Table 19: Percentage distribution of families by the relative importance of kin, neighbours and friends in one’s
intimate networks

Who is “easiest”/*best” to talk to when troubled or upset '

SAT'TINVA TYNOILIOVYL

Relative importance of kin, neighbours . . o e Taking the six
and other friends in instrumental areas over something. (And wh o does husband “most enjoy households
talking to)
No. who
““‘Comparing all the “Most Tt 93 « » No. married d
hlcltg yo;x g_ethf’;om enjoy” Easiest Best with families n:Iighgt?:urs
relatives/neighbours
and other friends Wife’s  Husband’s Husband’s Husband’s Wife’s Husband’s  Wife’s
which of these three responses —responses responses IreSpONSEs rESponses responses responses
give most help” % %o % % % % % No. %o %
1. Getno help at Spouse: (Wife/
all? 7 2 husband) 44 71 65 56 55 0 2 1
2. Wife’s parents Own children 6 3 10 3 6 1 7 3
[siblings 41 15 Own sibling 2 5 5 10 10 2 15 5
3. Husband’s Spouses’ sibling 1 1 3 1 4 3 20 7
parents/siblings 18 31  Own parents — 1 5 3 6 4 20 8
4, Other relatives 7 5  Spouses’ parents — - 2 — 3 5 14 5
5. Neighbours . 25 40  Other relatives 5 3 — 3 — 6 17 64
6. Other friends 1 1 Neighbour 28 8 6 8 8 No
No information 2 6 Friend 4 2 1 5 — infor-
Priest — — 1 — 2 mation 5 7
No information 10 6 2 11 6
Total % 100 100 T. % 100 100 100 100 100 % 100 100
otal N 408 408 otal N 408 408 408 408 408 Totad 408 408

€8
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wife’s in-laws appear shghtly more 1mportant to her than does her kinsfolk
to him; not unexpectedly, perhaps, given their- lesser availability locally. If
we examine exchanges amongst intimate associates on the basis of purely
instrumental tasks, however, neighbours become very obvious; for husbands
even more important than their own kin. Thirty- elght per cent of the
husbands said that it would be very difficult to manage the farm without
the help of their neighbours. Only 16 per cent of them gave the same answer
to their assessment of their relatives’ help. The kind of “help” given by
neighbours tended to-be of an instrumental kind—generally labour. A third
of the farmers mentioned labour exchanges of an habitual ongoing nature,
and not of an emergency nature, while a further 51 per cent mentioned
labour in an. emergency situation. Very few (five per cent) mentioned the
loan of equipment. and only one per cent mentioned the loan of money.
Overall only four per cent of all farmers said they received no useful -help
from their nmghbours In general, therefore, a neighbour’s help seems to be
essential to the ongoing efficient operation of many ' farms while k1n become
significant only in an emergency situation.

On the other hand, 35 per cent of farmers (32 per cent of their wives)
said they received no help from their relatives in the previous year. And of
those who received help it was of a very different nature. to that of neigh-
bours.” Over 40 per cent mentioned direct financial help (56 per cent of
wives), while another 21 per cent (25 per cent of wives) mentioned gifts of

-clothes, toys, household goods etc. Only 22 per cent (10 per cent of wives),

mentioned farm labour. The kind of instrumental exchanges amongst kin
when they do occur, therefore, is of a different nature than that amongst
neighbours. . :

Much the same pxcture emerges when we examine the nature of the
emotional relationships amongst neighbours and kin. One’s spouse is by far
the most important person with whom one maintains the closest and most
satisfying social emotional relationships. This appears to hold for half to
two-thirds of all respondents. After spouses, one’s own first degree kin
appear the next most important. Neighbours appear to be important only
for “light” pleasurable or enjoyable activity and appear to play minor roles

" in serious tension management activities. We asked three questlons about
these kinds of relatlonshlps in the context of other precedmg questions (1)
“Who do you most enjoy talking to?”” (2) “Who do you find it the easiest
to talk to when you are worried about something?”, and (3) “Who do you
find it the “best” to talk to about things that worry you even if he/she is not
the “‘easiest” to talk to like this?”’

Nearly half (44 per cent) the husbands mentioned their wives as “the
most enjoyable” to talk to, 71 per cent the “easiest” to talk to and 56 per
cent the “best.” The next most frequently occurring category was one’s own
close relatives—i.e., children, siblings or parents. As to the identity of close
intimates a further 9 per cent and 16 per cent respectlvely, of husbands
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mentioned one of these first degree kin as being the ‘“‘easiest” and “‘best”
to talk to when troubled or upset. Another eight per cent mentioned
neighbours. In all, therefore, 90 per cent of husbands mentioned wives/first
degree kin/neighbours, in that order, as being the ‘easiest” and “best” to
talk to; wives becoming slightly less important and one’s own close kin
slightly more important as the question changed from easiest” to “best”
to talk to. This shift in response was equally true of wives’ responses. There
is thus a slight tendency to substitute siblings or parents for one’s spouse’s
advice and support where one is really worried about something and needs
some really serious advice. This shift, of course, may only indicate that the
cause of worry or upset in many cases is the relationship with one’s spouse,
where one may resort to one’s own close kin for help and support.

Neighbours do not appear to be of any importance for such confidential
exchanges—nor indeed do one’s spouse’s relatives. On the other hand, they
do appear to be very important for ordinary day-to-day pleasurable con-
versations. Over a quarter of all husbands said they enjoyed talking to their
neighbours more than to their wives. In fact these are the only two
categories of people that are significant here. Both husbands and wives,
therefore, appear to make clear distinctions in the content of exchanges with
neighbours and kin—even in day-to-day convivial conversation and
occasional more serious communications. Neighbours are rarely the
recipients of any “serious” confidences nor does conversation with them
appear to serve any more serious tension management function. On the other
hand, especially for husbands, it does serve important conviviality functions.
All these differences in the relationships of neighbours and kin support the
contentions made in an earlier paper about the different structure and
functions of local kinship and neighbour groups (46, 61).

The overall predominance of both kinship and neighbour group
relationships in most farmers’ social networks was clearly illustrated in a
question asking them to respond to an imaginary situation. “Supposing you
had decided to take a Land Commission farm many miles away from home,
so that you could only meet your relations/neighbours and other friends
about once a year or so; to what extent would you be upset by not being
able to meet them more regularly?” Fifty-five per cent of farmers said they
would only be upset, -or very upset, at not being able to meet their close
relatives; and 58 per cent said the same for neighbours. In both cases 24 per
cent said they would be very upset indeed. In other words, both categories
appear to be equally important emotionally to farmers. It is very unlikely
that the mother would respond in the same way given her much lower level
of involvement with neighbours. In both cases, however, the relative
unimportance of other categories of persons with whom they had close
relationships is very obvious. Only 15 per cent of husbands said they would
be “very upset” at leaving their other friends—other than relations or
neighbours. And in both mothers’ and fathers’ responses such other
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categories as “friends” or other acquaintances were really insignificant in
terms of either their instrumental or social emotional functions for the
family. - : ' ' o ,

Although, therefore, there may have been a considerable change in the
original traditional community structure, where local kinship and neighbour
groups’ systems included almost all of one’s important social relationships,
it has not yet had any serious.impact in facilitating the development of
more widespread association of intimates on any basis outside these
traditional systems. It is of interest to note that one of the reasons for
including the question on identifying the six persons to whom the individual
was most closely attached was to identify those respondents whose intimates
were recruited outside the traditional ascriptive limits of kin and neighbour
group. However, the number of cases where such a thing occurred was so
minute that the idea had ‘to be scrapped. There may have been some
problems, however, with the use of the word “neighbour”, as we took the
respondents’ own definition of the term. In general, however, we felt that as
a folk category it had a clear and widely shown definition, although we
have not any specific evidence on this point.

Although half the families have cars, their possession does not appear to
lead to any extension of intimate personal contacts outside the immediate
context of neighbourhood and kin groups. Its use appears to be limited to
instrumental exchanges or expansion of secondary group relationships; i.e.,
market and recreational relationships. It will probably take a genetration at
least for the emergence of informal networks of friends outside the
previously traditional system to develop. The consolidation of schools, the
increasing levels of education being achieved and the increasing mobility
of younger people in recreation and courtship, will all increase the range of
meaningful contacts from amongst whom intimate associates might be
selected. Compared to non-farmers, however, the formation of friendships
by farmers is, and presumably will continue to be, considerably limited by
the occupational context. One cannot make friends in the work contexts
since work is within the family. And most exchanges with others in the
economic sphere, i.e., outside kinship and neighbour bonds, tend to be
competitive rather than co-operative. However, it is very likely that a
comparison between these more traditional subsistence farmers and the more
commercialised farming areas of the east, where neighbour groups and local
kinship groups have been weakened by generations would show the
relatively greater importance of non-ascriptive and non-local friendship or
primary group bonds in the latter case. -

Conclusion : _

A review of the results just presented, and earlier in Chapter 2, shows that
despite the very narrow limits within which families were sampled, very wide
variations exist in the background characteristics of spouses, in the
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economic, social and cultural environments within which families live and
in the roles or interaction patterns characteristic of families.

It was something of a surprise, therefore, to find that the social
boundaries within which spouses’ primary group relationships were formed
were almost classically traditional. Despite the fact that there was consider-
able variation in the familial, occupational and educational characteristics
of spouses and in their migrational characteristics previous to marriage,
in almost all cases, nevertheless, respondents had almost exclusively selected
their most intimate friends from within the most traditional kinship and
neighbourhood boundaries.

This persistence of the traditional structure of primary group relationships
outside the nuclear family is all the more remarkable given the great
improvements in transportation and mass media within the past quarter
century. Roughly half the families now have cars and TV sets, and less than
one-quarter of all families are not to some considerable extent “tuned
into” the mass media of communication. There has been an equally dramatic
transformation in farm production techniques and in marketing and
exchange transactions. Although between a fifth to one-third of all farmers
still appear to be rigidly traditional in these practices, the great majority
have greatly modernised their farming and have moved far away from the
traditional production and marketing techniques so typical of earlier peasant
forms of production and exchange and so clearly described by Arensberg and
Kimball for the 1930s. In an earlier paper it was clearly documented that
the economic, technological and general socio-cultural conditions within
which supportive mutual-aid neighbourhood relationships were once func-
tional no longer existed (46). It was then hypothesised that to form intimate
primary group relationships outside the traditional ascriptive boundaries of
kinship and neighbourhood would be extremely difficult for those whose
primary socialisation had taken place within such a traditionally boundaried.
system. The above results tend to support that hypothesis, at least in regard
to the formation of intimate primary group relationships.

This is not to say that neighbour group relationships are no longer signi-
ficant as mutual-aid groups. Only four per cent of farmers said they received
no help from their neighbours and nearly 40 per cent said that it would be
very difficult to manage their farms without their neighbours’ help. How-
ever, these appear only to be the residual functions of a once strong tradi-
tional peasant system of mutual exchange.

Certainly the social-psychological or cultural commitments necessary for
the persistence of a traditional subsistence farming system no longer exist.
A third of all farmers said they would not choose to go into farming if they
got ‘“‘the chance to do it all over again”, and only 55 per cent were so
satisfied that they had no hesitation in saying they would. The main reason
given (90 per cent of all cases) was the very poor financial returns in farming
vompared to those to be got in alternative employment. And, in regard to
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one of the almost stereotypical characteristics of a peasant culture, only 57
per cent of husbands and 46 per cent of wives expected one of their sons
to take over the farm and felt he had a family duty to do so, while roughly a
sixth of both spouses neither expected nor wanted any of their sons to take
over the farm. Agam, the poor financial return from farmmg was the pre-
dominant reason given. The basic “cultural commitments” necessary for
the persistence of a low income small farming system clearly no longer exist,
with the almost exclusive dominance of these kinds of level of living and
economic standards and rationales.

It-is very clear, therefore, that the economic, technological and socio-
cultural environment within which spousal relationships develop are very
different from that of 40 years ago. It is equally apparent that supportive
attitudes toward rather traditional small scale farming and toward ensuring
its persistence only holds for about half the families interviewed.

Have all these -changes had equally dramatic consequences on family
interaction patterns; as- we had hypothesised in Chapter 1? There is no doubt
that in a rather high proportion of cases, reciprocal spousal roles are now
very different from those described by Arensberg and Kimball to be typical
of farm family life in the early 1930s..- Some of the results presented in
Chapter 2 show clearly that in the allocation of task roles, in decision-
making -and in social-emotional roles, very wide variations exist amongst
families; from those with highly segregated to joint sex role patterns, from
equalitarian to highly patriarchical authority patterns, and from situations

. where the mother leads the social-emotional life of the family to situations
where both spouses are deeply and mutually emotionally supportive. Clearly,
families do vary very widely from the very traditional to the highly modern
end of the continuum.

However, whether these differences in famlly interaction patterns are due
to the equally wide differences in background ‘“modernising” factors, as
hypothesised in Chapter 1, will only be established later. Here, however, we

- must become less confident of that possibility since such “modernisation”
trends have clearly not had much effect on the formation of intimate
primary group. relationships outside the traditionally ascriptive boundaries
of kinship and neighbourhood.

It may well be that exposure to such modernising experiences as further
education, mass media exposure, urban migration experiences, etc. may have
very significant effects on relatively “simple” behavioural variables; i.e., ones
that do not - directly and  consciously demand complex interactional
changes—such as changes in production, marketing and consumption
behaviour, or on attitudes (54); but may well have much lesser effects on
very  complex-role changes such as the working out of a “role bargain”
between a married couple and between them and their children. Whether,
in fact, this is the case is explored in detail in the next chapter.




Chapter 4
Explaining Variation in the Internal Structure of the Nuclear Family

A S we have seen from some of the results presented in Chapter 2 con-
siderable variation exists within families in the allocation of task roles and
in decision-making and social-emotional relationships. In this chapter we will
attempt to explain why that variation occurs by reference to our hypotheses
as proposed in Chapter 1, and to the very wide variation that exists, as
reported in Chapter 3, in the socialisation backgrounds of respondents and
in the economic, cultural and social organisational environments within
which individual family members interact with each other.

The main hypothesis proposed in Chapter 1 and to be tested in this
chapter is: that variation in the spousal division of labour in farm, household
and child-rearing task roles, which has been traditionally highly sex typed,
and in decision-making and social-emotional roles, is accounted for primarily
by equivalent variation in (a) situational constraints amongst families—the
pressure of work, the availability of others to do it, etc.; and (b) variation
in the background socialisation differences amongst respondents, and in their
current communicational environments which would indicate major
normative or reference group differences amongst them. We will take each of
these dependent variables in turn—Division of Labour, Social Emotional and
Power—and try to explain the variation that occurs in them. Later we will
examine particular combinations of these variables to see to what extent an
approach such as cluster analysis provides an equally meaningful but a2 more
explainable categorisation of families.

The Division of Labour in Families

(a) Housekeeping Tasks

The most reliable and most valid scale measuring this dimension of family
roles was a five-item Guttman Scale. This was scaled in a cumulative fashion
from an item which was the least female sex typed i.e., “who does the
repairs around the house?” (where 94 per cent of wives answered that the
husband, occasionally or usually does the repairs), to one which was the
most sex typed i.e., “who makes the beds?” (where only three per cent of
the wives said that the husband ever does this). As already discussed in Chap-
ter 2 this scale yielded the most reliable and most valid measure of the
variable. (See Tables 3, 4 and 5). As can clearly be seen from the results
presented in Chapter 2, husbands generally tended to describe themselves as
participating to a much lower extent in household tasks than did their wives.

89
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Roughly one-third of all husbands did not even average an ‘‘emergency
level” of participation in all tasks. On the other hand, their wives said this
‘was true for only 15 per cent of their husbands. At the other extreme,
nearly one-quarter of all wives gave their husbands rather high participation
scores, such. that they would, on average, have'to ‘“‘occasionally/usually” do
‘all of these tasks, whereas this was true of only six per cent of their husbands.
In all cases husbands tended to down-grade the extent of their participation
in housekeeping tasks, while their-wives tended to give a much more com-
plimentary report of their husbands’ actual help in the household.

From a number of cross checks on responses 1t,appeared that husbands,
in response to these questions, tended to- understate their participation in
household tasks, as in “making beds, shopping, cleaning the house etc. This
- contrasts with responses to child-rearing questlons where the distribution of
‘responses were almost exactly similar. And, in the questions deahng with
social-emotional characteristics of mteractlon husbands tended to “inflate”
their actual part1c1pat10n—at least .in companson to the apparently more
reliable and more valid responses of their wives. In all cases the wives’
estimates tended to be more reliable in terms of the internal consistency of
the responses, and more valid in terms of the scales correlations with other

variables with which they should, theoretlcally, be related.

Takmg the mothers’ responses, therefore, as summarised by the Guttman
scale, it appears that about one-quarter of all husbands do less than the
minimum, even of those housekeeping tasks that are not clearly defined as
female ones, i.e., repairs, looking after fires and preparing vegetables etc.
At the other extreme, however, nearly one-third participate to a rather
moderate degree, even to the extent of helping with house-cleaning and
bed-making etc., although only 16 per cent of all husbands helped with the
latter. Between thcse two' extremes, however, over 40 per cent of all cases
occurred. Hence, if one takes Arensberg and Kimball’s _description to be
typical of the situation in the 1930s, it appears that in about one-third of all
families there has been a considerable shift away from the very rigid sex-role
divisions that appeared to be characteristic of traditional farm family roles at
that time. Only in less than one-half of all cases does one find that clearly
sex differentiated pattern so typical of the traditional farm situation. Never-
theless, it should be remembered that this role is still an almost dommantly
wifely one, however, with a rather h1gh proportion of husbands who are
extremely helpful to their wives even in household tasks that were tradi-
tionally highly sex typed. It is equally reveahng, however, that husbands in
general tend to understate their participation in household tasks, at least as
this is judged from their wives’ responses. This would appear to indicate the
persistence of traditional role expectations on ‘their part, and of feelings
that such household tasks are demeaning even where they are helpmg with
them.

In their actual behav1our, however, considerable dxfferences do exist
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amongst husbands in their household roles. How does one then account for
the existence of such traditional roles amongst some husbands while others
have adopted a less rigidly traditional stance? The first factor that we
examine is the relationship between this variation and a set of modernising
influences which were expected to modify both respondents’ spousal role
expectations and, consequently, behaviour.

We put forward a series of factors which could bring about changes in
people’s beliefs and values as to what the “right” or appropriate roles for
husband and wife should be in housekeeping and child-rearing roles. We
emphasised that changes in beliefs and values or expectations about each
other’s roles on the part of both husband and wife, and amongst supporting
primary groups of neighbours and kinsfolk, could bring about these changes
in behaviour. Increasing contact with urban communities—through increased
formal education, personal experience through migration to urban areas;
increased participation in the mass media; increasing contact with migrants;
increasing collaboration in a market economy which would involve the
husband-father in ever wider networks of market relationships and his wife
in more consumption oriented relationships etc.—should all greatly enlarge
the world view of traditional people beyond the boundary of that previously
existing locally, where all one’s membership and reference groups were
situated within the narrow limits of the local neighbourhood and parish (6).

To what extent, therefore, does variation in contact with, and involve-
ment in, such societal wide networks have any relationship to vafiation in
husbands’ housekeeping roles? The following table summarises the relation-
ship between participation in household roles and a series of variables
tapping such an involvement in wider societal contacts.

As can be clearly seen, however, in Table 1 the extent of husbands’ par-
ticipation in household tasks is correlated with a number of background or
current extra-community communication or contact variables, taking each
variable individually. The correlations, however, are very small and range
from r = +.12, for mass media participation to only, r = —.05, for locality
remoteness. Interestingly, there is no correlation with age of husband or
wife.

Improved levels of education, increasing levels of participation in mass
media, and the use of more modern marketing techniques is significantly
associated with higher participation scores for father. Similarly, three scales
which directly tapped value differences in the socialisation of children
(Nuclear Family Modernisation Scale), and in the relative priority given to
individualistic achievement versus family-obligation values (Familistic Values
Scales) were also moderately correlated with husband’s housekeeping roles.
Overall, however, although there is some significant association between
these variables, the size of the correlations are rather low. The joint effect
of four variables—mass media participation, education of husband, nuclear

family modernisation, and familistic values—reaches R ,4,. = +.20. Roughly,
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" Table 1: The relatzonshtp between levels of husbands’ household participa-
tion and a series of independent variables which index differential reference
group and membership group identities (per cent of each category of the

‘ dependent variable with relevant characteristics)

"Overall correlation

D dent )
Indreefj,’:':g:c”et vzg;;bi:;;v:tna ,;w_” in Husbandset;:eor:u?;xo?;;?zﬂfapmon between dependent
&r ° Low Medium High  and each indepen-

dent variable

Respondent by: - Lo % % %

(a)  Background Variables . o
(1) Education of husband, per cent : r=.12,

“with some post-primary education: o7 9 15 - p<.05
* .

(b) Current Life Situation ‘

(1) Mass media participation;
percentage w1th high scores: 35 39 43 r=.,12,
*% . p< .05

(c) Variables- Ind:catmg Modem/
 Traditional Value Orientations:
(3) Familism Scale:

(a) (Mother) per cent high score 43 38. - - 29 - r=-.16,
(See Appendix 1I) p< .05
(4)~Nuclear Family Modemisation
Scale (See Appendix II): =
(a) Mother per cent high score: 27 31 35 r=.12;
"(b) (Father) per cent high score: ~ 25 29 .42 r=.12;
' . ’ . p< .05
(5) Willingness to move permanently
to another community: :
per cent not willing: 61 51 55 . r=.08,
o 23 p< .10
(6) Farm Sales Modemnity E
per cent + high score ’ 37 _ 43 26 r=—11,
p<.05

*k*k

*Education of wife (r = 01), Migration cxpcncnéc of husband (r = .02), and wife (r = .01); Age of
husband and wife (r = .05); etc. are all not sxgmﬁcantly related to extent of husbands’ pamapatlon in
household, D.L. (Ho )

**Extent of voluntary orgamsatlon membership by husband (r = —.07) or wife (r = —.03); distance
of homes from urban centres (r = — 05), socxo—cconormc status, gross margin (r = .02), are all not
ngmﬁcantly related.

***Fathers familism sc;lg:, and farm adoption innovative scale were not significantly related to
D.L. Ho. The latter, however, was slightly negatively related.
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they jointly explain less than five per cent of the variance in household par-
ticipation scores for husbands. Of course, none of these measurements are
of interval status nor are the distributions normal, so that this variance
interpretation of the relationships found is invalid. Used, however, to
measure only the linear additive relationship amongst variables the Pear-
sonian 7 has been found to be both operationally defensible and a much
_simpler and more sophisticated measure than any alternative (28), although
it does tend to understate the extent of a purely ordinal relationship.

The hypothesis of reference group influences through increasing urban
contacts is, therefore, supported although not very dramatically. Two
unusual trends in the results are, however, worth pursuing. The first
is that husbands’ increasing participation in tasks that were traditionally
those of housewives appears to be as responsive to their wives’ values as to
their own. The more liberal or “modern” wives are in their sex-role attitudes,
the more likely it is that their husbands will be helpful with household tasks
—i.e., wives’ attitudes appear to be as important as that of their husbands’
in this respect.

The second finding is that husbands’ involvement in housekeeping
activities is not related to size of farm or the gross income from farming,
but that it is negatively related to technical and management innovativeness
in farming—i.e., to the use of modern marketing techniques, and to technical
innovativeness in farming. The modernisation or commercialisation of tradi-
tional farming practice, therefore, is not related to husbands’ participation in
housekeeping tasks. However, since we are reporting wives’ perceptions of
husbands’ helpfulness in housekeeping, the latter finding may only indicate
that wives with higher expectations—i.e., from more technically modern
families—tend to downgrade husbands’ actual participation, while wives with
traditional expectations tend to exaggerate them. This latter interpretation
is strengthened by the fact that the scale constructed from husbands’ percep-
tions of their actual participation in housekeeping is unrelated to either farm
income or farm modernisation variables while it retains the same set of
correlations with the other independent variables as does the scale con-
structed from wives’ perceptions of husbands’ roles.

Expectations then appear to intervene in the relationship between
reference group effects and actual behaviour. So far we have argued that
exposure to, or identification with, external reference groups gives rise
directly to behavioural changes. Of course, if such reference group effects
occur, they influence expectations and these may, or may not, be fulfilled.
This is probably one reason why correlations between reference group
indices and actual husband participation in household. tasks is so low.
Because of limitations of time and finance we did not measure spouses’ res-
pective expectations about household roles but limited ourselves to percep-
tions of what each spouse actually did. We did, however, ask wives whether,
and to what extent, they were satisfied or dissatisfied with their husbands’
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part1c1pat10n in household and child- rearmg roles. If we. assume that when
wives are satisfied with their husbands’ participation, their expectations are
then being met, when this is the case, our measure of husbands’ actual house-
hold participation should also be a good measure of their wives’ expecta-
tions. In this case, therefore, we would expect a much higher correlation
between reference group indices and actual behavioural variables, than in
situations where expectatxons were not bemg translated into behaviour.

Table 2: Controlh'ng for families ‘where wives are satisfied with husbands’

household roles (N = 217), the relatzonsth between mass media involvement

and husbands’ helpfulness in household, i.e. per cent distribution in house-
hold tasks by mass media participation. (Percentages add across rows).

Mass media participation : Participation of husband in household tasks

Low Medium High . * Total
: % % ) % % N
Low - ) 25 45 30 100 77
Medium 24 42 g 34 100 50
High . 9 43 48 - 100 90

(r =+.20; p< .01)

Table 2 (above) reports for those wives who are “satisfied”, i.e., whose
expectations_are being met. There is a slightly stronger positive correlatlon
between the two variables than for the total sample. Only one-fifth of
families where husbands do not participate in housekeeping tasks have high
levels of mass media participation to over half of those families whose

“husbands do partlcxpate to a higher degree. The pattern that emerges from
this, therefore, gives some, though clearly equivocal, support to the hypo-
-thesis that reference group variables are more directly related to levél of
expectations than to actual household part1c1pat10n However, when we

Table '3: Percentage dtstnbutzon of families by mass media partzczpatwn at
3 levels of fathers’ household participation for those families where the wife
X “dtssattsﬁed ” with her husband’s household role

Mass media . .. Fathers’ household participation
participation —
Low - Medium High ) Total (150)
o . ' ) N ) % N
Low:— % . 28% (14) : 46% (23) 26% (13) 100% 50
Med.:—~ % 23% (10) . 55% (24) 23% (10) - 100% 44

High:— % - 39% (22) T 41% (28) 20% (11) - 100% 56
' ' L (r=—.11, p< .10)
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examine the relationship between these two variables in the case where wives
are dissatisfied, the hypothesis is further supported. There is a low, but
clearly negative, correlation between mass media participation and house-
hold role modernisation as Table 4 shows. As one would expect, under the
hypothesis, the relationship between reference group influence and perceived
husband participation is actually negative, the lower the participation in
mass media the higher actually is the perceived participation of husbands;
and the higher the mass media participation, the lower the perceived partici-
pation. This suggests that it is standards of evaluation, (“values”), which are
being influenced by mass media exposure and not actual behaviour directly.
The higher the exposure, the higher the standard, and the lower the per-
ceived performance — particularly when these standards are not being met.

If we reverse the order of the variables the relationships involved become
clearer. If we control for level of husbands’ helpfulness in housekeeping tasks
— as in Table 4 — the following trends are substantively and statistically very
significant. Where husbands are not helpful in the household, the greater the
extent to which wives are involved in mass media the far more likely are they
to be dissatisfied, i.e., their increasing expectations are not being met. In this
case, therefore, there is a negative correlation (r = —.19) between increasing
mass media participation and wifely satisfaction. On the other hand, where
husbands are being very helpful the higher the standard the greater the
relative satisfaction. Here there is, on the other hand, a positive correlation
between the two variables (r = +.13); the higher the standard the higher the
satisfaction.

Table 4: Controlling levels of husbands’ help in housekeeping; percentage dis-
tribution of wives who are ‘satisfied’, by levels of mass media participation

Controlling for levels of husbands’
participation in household tasks (1) Correlation between

5 N D.L. (Ho) by level of
Low Medium High satisfaction (1 % 3);

Mass media % of wives who are satisfied for each level of mass
participation (2) with husbands’ help (3) media participation
Low 59% (32) 66% (53) 64% (36) r=(n.s.), (N=121)
Med. 52% (23) 47% (45) 71% (35) r= 415%* (N =103)
High 28% {29) 63% (62) 80% (54) r=+28%, (N =145)

Overall Correlation
between Mass Media

Participation (2), r=—19%* r=.06 r=+.13%%
and level of Satisfac-
tion, (i.e. 2 x 3), for (N =84) (N = 160) (N =125)

each level of husband’s
Household participation

*Significant at the .05 level **Significant at the .10 level.
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We can examine these three variable relationships in another way also. At
low levels of mass media involvement there is no variation in the percentage
of wives who are satisfied at any level of husbands’ household participation,
i.e., where wives’ standards are low and traditional, increasing levels of
participation by the husband do not lead to any higher levels of wifely
satisfaction. In-this case it is highly probable that he is only increasing his
helpfulness as circumstances demand it—not in terms of any value commit-
ment per se. However, this does not -hold true at high levels of Mass Media

involvement, here a very high degree of dissatisfaction is manifest in the case
where husbands’ participation is low but expected standards are higher—
‘only 28 per cent of this group are satisfied. And the highest level of satisfac-
tion is evident when both expectations and actual performance are at their
highest. L ‘ I .

" In conclusion, therefore, although the hypothesis of reference group
effects is confirmed, the nature and dimension of these effects.is not at all
obvious. We have shown that some of this lack of predictability is due to the
fact that ideational change or ideational differences due to reference group
effects cannot always be translated directly into behaviour. By initially
focusing. on reported behaviour only, we had significantly mistaken the
nature of these reference group effects. Indeed, ideational change appears to
have occurred somewhat independently of actual behavioural change. And
when such gaps between ideally expected and actual behaviour exists,
-wives become very dissatisfied with husbands’ roles. In the following section
we examine one of the possible reasons why actual behaviour did not exactly
conform to expectations; i.e., differences in situational constraints amongst
families. S -

Situational Constraints

Besides differences in people’s beliefs about sex typing of tasks within
the family and differences in values as to what are the appropriate male and
famale roles within the family, considerable differences also exist among
families in the extent to which objective situational factors vary—such as
stage of family cycle, the presence of other adults besides spouses in the
family, the number of children that have to be taken care of etc. All of these
factors would vary the actual need for the husband to help his wife. In 20
per cent of families, for instance, the husband’s mother or mother-in-law was
present in the household. In nearly half the families there were female
children over 14 years of age present in the family. In either of these cases
the actual need for the husband to help his wife with housekeeping tasks is
much less than in the case where all the children are very young and the
mother has no person other than the husband to help with the housekeeping.
To what extent, therefore, does variation in the stage of the family cycle, in
the number of dependent children, and in the availability of alternative adult
“helpeérs” influence the husband’s participation in purely household tasks?
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In general, there is no correlation between family cycle stage (r = .02) and
husband’s participation. The presence of other female adults in the house-
hold is significantly related. If his mother or mother-in-law is staying in the
house the husband tends to help much less with housekeeping tasks (r =
—.13). On the other hand, his participation actually increases as the number
of younger children at home increases (r = +.14). All of these variables index
variations in the need for help in the household, or the availability of people
other than the husband to fill that need. One would expect that at the early
stage of the family cycle, especially when there are a large number of young
dependent children in the household that the husband would help more with
the housekeeping. Yet on average he does not tend to. Similarly, one would
expect that if his mother or mother-in-law lives in the house with them,
(one-fifth of all cases), that he would need to do less work in the house. Yet,
here again, there is only a very low relationship. When we examine these
two factors in combination, however, a clearer pattern emerges.

If one controls for family cycle, there is a very definite correlation
between presence/absence of adult females and participation of husband in
the household. At the early stage of the family cycle, where in 41 per cent
of all families his mother or mother-in-law is present, the husband helps with
household tasks to a much lesser extent than in the situation where she is
not present (r = —.28). This would be as expected. However, at the later
stage of family cycle there is no such relationship. This is primarily due to
the very limited variation present with only eight per cent of families with
mother/mother-in-law present and to the fact that some of the older girls
are now able to take on some of the housework.

In regard to the number of children present in the household there is a
low over-all correlation (r = +.11), i.e., the greater the number of younger
children in the household the more the husband helps with housekeeping.
This is especially the case at the later stages of the family cycle, where there
is no woman present to help his wife and where older daughters are not
sufficiently mature to be of much help. (See Appendix III Tables 4.1 and 4.2
for details).

There appears, therefore, to be two factors affecting husband’s household
participation: the demand for labour services in the household and the avail-
ability of alternative labour; and the expectations/values of both spouses.
The children at the early and middle stages of the family cycle are all too
young to help, pregnancies are still occurring and the older children are not
making any significant contribution to housekeeping. However, grand-
mothers are present in nearly half the households at this stage and this
relieves pressure. Variation in the number of children, therefore, makes very
little difference to the need for husbands to help in the household when
such other help is available. At the later stage of the family cycle his partici-
pation increases as the number of children increases.

Situational constraints — family cycle and age of children, number of
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children, presence or ‘absence of grandmothers — all affect the husbands
. participation in housekeeping roles. Taken together these three factors seem
to account for almost as much of the variance in the husband’s household
participation scores as do direct reference group effects. The additive effects
. of these three variables is not significantly smaller than in the latter case
(R1.28¢ = .17). It is also notable here that the most important relat1onsh1ps
are highly interactive;i.e., relationships between any two variables is hlghly
- contingent on the value of a third variable. The hypothesis, therefore, is
strongly confirmed in that situational factors do have s1gmf1cant effects on -
the division of household tasks.
Hypotheses are therefore confirmed for both sets of independent variables.
.However, relationships are not as direct nor as substantial as was hypothesised.
The overall multiple correlation, taking both sets of variables into account
explains less than eight per cent. of the variance in husbands’ household
participation scores. As we have demonstrated, however, some of the reasons
" for this low-ability to explain variation is due to normative influences not
being directly translated into actual behaviour, although they clearly have a -
very strong influence on expectations and feelmgs We have also found that
the relationships amongst variables are highly interactive and not simply
additive as the Pearsonian model assumes. In the following section we
examine the extent to which the same results hold for the part1c1pat10n of
husbands in chlld -rearing activities. - < :

(b) The Division of Labour in Child-rearing and Child Supervision Tasks

The most reliable and valid scale measuring this dimension of family roles
is that constructed by Likert techniques from the mother’s responses. It is
an elght item Likert Scale. The item responses were scored from 0 to 4, from
a situation where “wife always” does these tasks (0), through “Wife usually,
with husband’s help” (1), “Joint” (2), through to the maximum score where
“husband always” does so, (4). In other words, the scale measures the overall
extent of husbands’ helpfulness or part1c1pat10n in ch11d -rearing and child
supervision tasks.

In this case, the actual d1str1but10n of husbands’ and wives’ responses were

remarkably similar — showing no overall tendency for the husband to down-
grade his participation, as he tended to do in the case of purely housekeeping
tasks. His participation here is presumably more socially acceptable, and his
high participation less likely to be the subject of derisive comment amongst
his peers than would k= the case were he to advertise his participation in the
‘purely “women’s work” oI housekeeping tasks. The distribution of families

- on this scale-can be'seen in Table 6, Chapter 2. -
" In six per cent of all cases mothers reported that fathers participated to.a
very high: degree in child-rearing tasks, averaging roughly equal participation
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Table 5: The relationship between division of labour (child-rearing) and a
series of independent variables indexing differential reference group effects.
(Per cent of each category of the dependent variable with relevant

characteristics)
Husbands’ child-rearing Overall Pearson product
Independent variables participation moment correlation
between the two
Respondent by Low Medium High variables
A. Background variables
(i) Education of father: % with a 6% 10% 12% r=+.12
*  post-primary education. p< .05
B. Current life situation variables:
(ii) Mass media participation % high 32% 46% 37% n +.09
score p< .10
(ili) Organisational involvement (father): 60% 62% 54% r=+.10
% not a member of any organisation p< .10
(iv) Gross margin, % with £1,200+ p.a. 27% 81% 33% r=+,19
, p< .05
(v) SES—% with high score 33% 37% 38% r=+.14
p< .05
(vi) No. of migrant siblings in British
towns:
** {Mothcr): % with 2 or more:— 17% 24% 28% r=+l14 . o
Father): % with 2 or less:— 10% 15% 18% r=+09 P<-
C. Variable indexing modernfiraditional
value orientations.
(vii) Familism scale {mother) % with 1= +.09
-high score (5+) 24% 30% 27% p<.10
(viii) Nuclear family modernisation
scales:
$Mother): % high score 44% 45% 55% r=+09 . 49
Father): % high score 30% 34% 35% r=+09 P<-
(ix) Farm sales modernity index
***All sold at farm 35% 37% 29% r=+.10
‘ p< .05
(x) Farm adoption-innovation scale: 11% 17% 18% r=+.09
% with high score. p<.10

*Education of wife; occupation of wife previous to marriage; extent of migration experience of
husband or wife and age of husband or wife are not significantly related.
**QOrganisational involvement of mother, remoteness from urban centre; are not significantly
related.
***Familism scale (Mo); is not significantly related.

with wife over all eight tasks. In a further 28 per cent of cases, fathers
averaged a consistently greater than minimum helpfulness over all items, i.e.,
a score of one for each item. At the other extreme, however; 38 per cent of
fathers had minimal or no participation in child-rearing activities, thus
remaining in the very traditional mould of the non-participant father, avoid-
ing or perhaps resisting being drawn into this sphere. Overall, however, there
appears to be a considerable deviation from the pattern described in Arens-
berg and Kimball, in that one-third of fathers appeared to be rather highly
involved in the upbringing of their children.

Here, again, we want to examine the extent to which variation in contact
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or identification with external informal, formal, or mass media contacts out-
side the immediate circle of local kin and neighbour groups, affects participa-
tion in child-rearing tasks. Departure from the traditional model of clearly
sex-differentiated roles should be at least as highly correlated with increasing
extra-community contacts as in the previous case: Table 5 summarises the
relationships actually found. ‘ L

Here, most of the independent reference group variables have significant
correlations with the dependent variable, and indeed appear to have more .
clearcut relationships than in the former case. The hypothesis is, therefore,
supported although again the independent influences are rather small.
Jointly, however, they have some more moderate influence. Increasing levels
of education, wider contacts outside the community, etc., are all signifi-
cantly related to higher participation scores for father. The overall multiple

. correlation between (1) education of father (rj2=.13),* (2) gross margin (r1s

=.19), (3) SES, (r14=.12) and D.L. (CHL), however, only reaches, Ry 284=.23;
i.e., they jointly explain less than six per cent of the variance in division of
labour scores. Again although this variance interpretation of the relationship
is strictly invalid, it does very clearly indicate that a number of other factors
— expectations, and structural constraints etc., — may be as important as
in the previous case. ' : ’

Using mass media involvement as an indicator variable, we examined the
relationship between husbands’ participation and wives’ satisfaction with it
at various levels of reference group effects. '

The results almost exactly replicate the findings of Table 4. Here again,
the most dissatisfied wives are those who have medium to high levels of mass
media participation whose husbands are unhelpful i.e., where husbands are
‘not helpful the higher the mass media participation the greater the. dissatis-
faction of wives. At the other extreme, the most satisfied groups of wives are
those whose husbands are highly involved in child-rearing and mass media.
At high levels of mass media participation the higher the participation of the
husband in child-rearing tasks the more satisfied the wife tends to be, (r=
+.14). At low levels of mass media participation there is no correlation
between the variables.

The results here again lend further support to our earlier suggestion that,
to a certain extent, the relationship between the modernisation or reference
group “indicator” variables and husband participation variables are being
_eroded by the unwillingness or inabliity -of husbands to meet the changing
expectations of ‘wives. When this occurs increasing mass media exposure
merely increases the level of dissatisfaction of wives. This appears to occur in
a substantial proportion of. cases. Ideational change, therefore, intervenes
between the external modernising influences and actual behavioural change.

*All correlations listed in the text are statistically significant.
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Sttuational Constraints

When examining the influence of variations in situational constraints,
which might influence the participation of husbands in child-rearing
tasks, the same variables were used as in household participation to try to
estimate the extent to which help is needed, and which occurs independently
of either spouses feelings or expectations. Is this, in fact, the case? In Tables
4.1 and 4.2 in Appendix III, some of the influences of situational variables
are shown.

This stage of family cycle is negatively related to participation by the
husband in child-rearing (r = —.10);1i.e., at the early stages the father partici-
pates in child-rearing tasks to a greater extent than at later stages. The
presence or absence of either of the grandmothers in the house seems to have
no influence. But father’s participation in child-rearing tasks increases
significantly as the number of children at home increases (r = +.22). Looking
at the correlations present when family cycle is controlled for, one sees that
the number of children in the family clearly affects the participation of the
husband at all stages of the family cycle. However, at the earlier stages where
children are very young and dependent the father tends to participate to a
far greater extent than in the later stage where they are in a better position
to look after themselves.

Generally, the trends discerned for the patterns of child-rearing participa-
tion by the husband, when situational factors are examined, are somewhat
different to those found for household task participation. In the case of
child rearing, family cycle has a clear effect; the presence or absence of
grandmothers seems to have no effect whatsoever, and the number of
younger children in the family appears to be somewhat more influential in
determining participation than was observed in household task participation.
This suggests: (1) that grandmothers play a minimal role in child rearing
while they play an important role in housekeeping; (2) that within the larger
families fathers participate to a much greater degree, even though they
continue to play a non-participant type role in the household task area;
and (3) that family cycle is a much more significant variable in child rearing.
This latter “finding” however, is so obvious as not to require elaboration.
The multiple correlation between (2) family cycle, (3) number of children,
and husbands® participation in child-rearing tasks is: Ry.g93=.27. Taking both
the reference group and situational variables together, accounts for 10 per
cent of the variance in the child-rearing participation scale (R = .32), with
both sets of variables of roughly equal significance. Again although the
hypotheses are confirmed, relationships are not as great nor as direct as
hypothesised. And again, as in the former case, some of the main reasons
for the low direct predictability of husbands’ participation scores is that
reference group effects are influencing expectations rather than actual
behaviour, and appear to have a more significant influence on wives’ feelings
of satisfaction with husbands’ participation than on actual participation
directly.
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(c) Division of Labour on Farm

Only one scale was constructed to measure the extent of the wife’s par-
ticipation in farm tasks. It was a six-item Guttman Scale which measured
the extent to which the wife “always’ or “usually” carried out the following
tasks: (1) looked after the poultry; (2) cleaned the milking utensils; (3)
milked the cows; (4) fed the calves; (5) the pigs, (6) looked after the cattle.
The percentages of wives carrying out each of these increasingly male typed -
tasks are as follows: (1) none—14 per cent; (2) poultry only—17 per cent;
(3) poultry and utensils only—22 per cent; (4) poultry and utensils, and
usually milks cows—11 per cent; (5) all of previous tasks and feeds calves—22
per cent; (6) all of previous tasks and always feeds the pigs—8 per cent; (7)
all of previous tasks and always looks after the cattle—6 per cent. A third
of all wives, therefore, have very low participation, one-seventh very high,
and the remainder had medium to high levels. The reliability of the scale was
very high, with CR. =.93.

It should be remembered that, in this case, high participation in farm
task roles was traditionally expected of most farm wives. It was hypothesised,
therefore, that increasing identification with urban contacts and increasing
reference group influences, coupled with the growing technology and com-
mercialisation of farms would reduce participation in farm tasks. Table 6
summarises the relationships found between a series of independent variables
indexing these influences, and the extent of wives’ part1c1pat10n in farm
tasks.

As can be seen from Table 6 wives appear to have been more influenced
in their degree of participation in farm tasks by the level of their extra com-
munity contacts and identification. than their husbands were in their degree
of participation in household and child-rearing roles. Four variables show a
moderately high relationship to wife’s help on farm: her level of education,
her migration experience before marriage, and her current level of living
and mass media participation. The greater her level of education and the
extent to which she had travelled and worked outside her home community
etc., the less likely she is to help out on farm tasks. Her participation, there-
fore, appears to be highly responsive to reference group influences.

On the other hand, there is no relationship between her level of participa-
tion on the farm and the degree of commercialisation or technological
innovativeness on farms. Her participation, therefore, appears to be more a
function of her cultural orientations than to any labour requirements of the
farm. The following section will show this more clearly. However, the
relationship between her expectations and her actual participation appears
to be no more direct than in the husband’s case. While many wives who
worked on the farm mentioned how much they enjoyed it—especially the .
freedom of getting away from the confining and often frustrating duties of
housekeeping and child-rearing etc.—many others wished they could do less.
There is indeed a slight negative relationship between increasing involvement
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of wife in farm tasks and the overall degree of emotional integration of the
family.

Table 6: The relationship between wives’ participation on farm tasks and a
set of independent variables indexing reference group effects

Wives’ participation on the farm  Oyerall

Independent variables correlation
Low Medium High
*Respondents by
A. Background variables
(i) Education of wife: Per cent primary only:— 63 69 81 r=-—.17
p< .001
Residence of wife before marriage:

(ii) Per cent in home parish:— 49 56 61 r=—.16
* p< .05
B. Present life situation variables

(iii) S.E.S.: Per cent with high score: 50 33 28 r=-17

. p< .05

(iv) Self sufficiency on farm: Per cent who

produce all basic foods on farm:— 48 59 60 r=+.09
p<.10

(v) Mass media participation: Per cent with high 47 35 38 r=—.09

score p<.10
*%
C. Variables indexing modern/traditional value
orientation
(vi) Familism (mother): Per cent with high score (6+) 33 38 37 r=+.09
p< .00
(vii) Willingness to move: Per cent not willing 51 48 55 r=-—.12
(husbands) p< .05
Hkk
*Husband’s education {r = —.08); husband’s and wife’s age (r = +.08); occupation of wife previous

to marriage; migration of husband and wife not significantly related.
*%Gross margin; technical innovativeness on farms; remoteness; organisational involvement, etc.
not significantly related.

***Nuclear family modernisation scales; familism (fathers); farm adoption in innovation and not
significantly related.

Unfortunately, we did not systematically gather any information on
wives’ feelings about their farm work-participation.

In the following we attempt to measure this indirectly.

When one introduces a control variable i.e., — wives’ satisfaction with
their husbands’ role in housekeeping and child rearing — the results provide
further support for the proposition that the rather low correlations between
reference group indicator variables and actual behavioural variables consider-
ably understates these influences. In cases where wives gave a strong positive
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evaluation of their husbands’ roles a much more pronounced relationship
(r = —.30) occurs between mass media participation and participation on
the farm tasks; whereas where wives were dissatisfied with husbands’ roles no
such relationship exists. In this particular case these results suggest—taking
into consideration the previous results in housekeeping and child-rearing roles
~that the most highly satisﬁed group of wives, whose own expectations and
whose own and spouses’ actual role behaviour are in conformlty with each
other, are of two kinds:

(a) Those wives who have traditional expectations as a result of a traditional
socialisation background and low mass media participation etc. They are
quite content to allow their husbands to have minimal participation in
household and child-rearing tasks, whilst they have high partlclpatlon on
the farm tasks.

(b) Those wives who have highly “modern” expectations as a result of a less
traditional and more mobile background and higher participation in mass
media etc; whose husbands are equally “modern” in orientation and.
highly participative in household and child-rearing tasks, while they
themselves have been able to reduce their own participation on farm
tasks to the minimum.

The fact that role expectations are not so neatly translated into actual
behaviour in a substantial proportion of cases accounts for the very low
correlation between reference group effects and actual role performance.

Sttuational Factors: The association between situational constraints within
the nuclear family and the extent of wives’ participation on farm tasks is
minimal. There are no significant relationships between family cycle (» = .05),
number of children in the family (» = —.00); or presence/absence of other
adults in the households (r = .00). Such structural factors that were found to
be significant in previous cases do not appear to be important here.

Soctal Emotional Patterns

(a) Soctal Emotional Leadership

In Chapter 2 we reviewed and evaluated the various scales used to measure
social-emotional leadership and integration within families. We selected one
measure of social-emotional leadership (a Likert Scale constructed from the
mother’s responses to a series of five questions) as the most valid and reliable
measure. The following discussion therefore uses this scale exclusively. How-
ever, before proceeding with the analysis it would be instructive to examine
first the frequency distributions of both spouses’ responses on this scale.
(See Table 8, Ch. 2).

The most outstanding feature is. that both distributions show an equally
low level of participation of husband in the social-emotional areas. Approxi-
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mately 25 per cent of both spouses report that the husbands play no role
whatsoever in emotional-support or tension-management situations, and at
the other extreme only 27 per cent of mothers’ responses and 32 per cent of
fathers’ responses describe the father as playing an equally important to a
dominant role in the social-emotional area. In general, therefore, although
the distributions show a clear departure from the strictly neutral or non-
supportive emotional role, described by Arensberg and Kimball as being
typical of the traditional father, the majority of families still display the
typical maternal nurturant pattern. Nevertheless, if Arensberg and Kimball’s
description is taken as the modal pattern typical of the 1930s, in nearly half
of all families there has been a considerable movement away from the
strictly unemotional, unexpressive and emotionally non-supportive role of
the father so typical of the old traditional structure. But, compared to the
variation present in the division of labour scales, there appears to be much
less variation here, with 60 per cent of all husbands with scores of less than
half of that possible. The equivalent figure for all previous scales was only
one-third to one-half with such minimal involvement.

Table 7: The relationship between the extent of fathers involvement in
social emotional leadership and a series of independent variables

Independent variables Extent of husband’s emotional leadership Overall
Low Medium High correlation
Respondent by % % %
A. Background variables
(i) Education of wife: % primary only 79 70 65 r=.16
p <.05
(ii) Residence of father since childhood 54 67 58 r=—.09
* % on this farm p<.10
B. Present life situation variables
(ili) Gross margin: % with £1,200+ p.a. 24 32 35 r=.16
p <.05
(iv) Remoteness from ‘urban’ centre: 26 29 20 r=.09
(4+ miles) p<.10
Organisation involvement (mother):
(% a member): 10° 14 22 r=,11
Kk p<.05
C. Variables indexing traditional/
modern value systems
Familism scale (mother): % with high
score (6+) N = 146 45 31 31 r=-.10
*kk p<.05
*Education of husband (r = +.02); age of father (r = —.02); migration experience of wife etc., not

significantly related.
**SES. Fathers organisational involvement; mass media participation, not significantly related.
***Farm adoption; Nuclear family modernisation, Farm sales, Modernity scale; Willingness to move
etc., not significantly related.
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As in previous cases the participation of husbands in- social-emotional
processes is moderately correlated to a number of the independent
“reference group” variables. (See Table 7). Here also the magnitude of these
correlations is rather small, the highest correlation reaching » = +.16. The
overall multiple correlation between education of wife, gross margin and
SEL reaches Rjg9s= .22. It is remarkable in this case that the socialisation
experiences of the wife—her education, formal organisation membership
and familistic attitudes—show higher correlations with her husband’s
leadership score than his own. It may well be, of course, that her choice of
spouse has been directly influenced by these cxpenences.

Situational Factors:

There are also situational pressures within the nuclear family which are
associated with and affect the participation of the husband in such
emotional support of children. They may do so in various ways, such as
increasing the pressure for, or, in other areas, reducing the need for his
participation.

The overall correlatlon between stage of family cycle and fathers’ Social
Emotional Leadership is relatively high (r = —.20). It declines markedly with
progress through the family cycle. This is especially significant since there is
no correlation whatever with age of either spouse. The parental nurturant or
supportive behaviour of the father actually increases with the presence of
either of the grandmothers in the household. Even when we partialled out
the effects of family cycle this correlation still remained and the joint effect
of these two variables explains over 9 per cent of the variance in SEL
scores. Overall, therefore, reference group effects appear less influential in
determining Social Emotional Leadership patterns than do situational vari-
ables. It may well be, of course, that a non-emotionally supportive father is
more likely to welcome grandparents into the home. Before we interpret
what exactly those relationships mean, however, we want to examine the
relationship of SEL to the Social-emotional integration of families in the
following section.

(b) Social Emotional Integration

A Guttman Scale was constructed to measure the degree of emotional
integration within the nuclear family. This differs from the previous scale
which measured only the extent of participation by the father in the social-
emotional area. The present scale attempts to measure the extent to which
spouses empathise with each other’s satisfactions in marriage, the extent
to which they perform tension management functions for each other, and of
the perceived involvement of each in the care and emotional support of
the children. In order to get the best overall measure the combined responses
of both spouses were used to build up the scale.
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Table 8: The distribution of families by scale type on the social emotional
integration Scale.

Distribution of

Items — Guttman scale; CR = .89 Scale type families
%
Case where a low social emotional score on all items 1 7

(1) Case where wife resorts to husband in tension
situations and/or finds him easiest to talk to 2 8

(2) Case where, as well as above, the father has main
meal with all the family and/or usually comes in
for tea with the children after school. 3 26

(8) Case where, as well as (1) and (2) both mother
and father agree that at least 2 child-rearing
activities are carried out jointly. 4 16

(4) Case where, as well as (1)-(3) above, both
-mother and father agree that a child may
g0 on occasions to either parent when upset. 5 22

(5) Case where, as well as (1)-(4), the husband is aware

of the type of tasks his wife dislikes doing and

sometimes helps out with these unasked. R 6 12
(6) Case where, as well as (1)-(5), both husband

and wife guessed correctly the order of ranking

of spouses satisfactions derived from family life

i.e., demonstrate very high interspousal empathy. 7 5

(7) No Information. 3
% 100%

Total N 408

The most striking feature of the ‘distribution of families on this scale,
shown in Table 8 is the very wide variation present, from one-sixth of
families with extremely low emotionally supportive relationships to an equal
proportion at the other end of the scale who appear to be very highly
integrated emotionally. In the former case the father appears fo be almost
emotionally isolated from his wife and children. In the latter both spouses
not only participate jointly in family activities (child-rearing tasks and joint
parental emotional-support) but also show a very high degree of mutual
empathy, awareness of each other’s needs and satisfactions and high mutual
interpersonal support. Besides this small proportion (one-sixth) of families
with such a high degree of spousal empathy and mutual helpfulness, a
further 22 per cent of all families showed a high degree of joint parent-child
supportive and integrative interaction. This gives a total of forty per cent of
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all families with a relatively high degree of joint parent-child integrative
interaction. This contrasts markedly with the picture presented by Arensberg
and Kimball as typical of the traditional farm family, and appears more in
keeping with that of the ideal model of the modern urban middle-class
family.

At the other extreme, 15 per cent of all families have a very low level of
integration. These families exhibited a very low level of parent-child sup-
portxve interaction at meal times, in ordinary child rearmg and child super-
vision tasks and in interpersonal support.

These leadership and integration scales tap two different aspects of the
emotional quality of familial interaction, with the former measuring the
extent or degree of husband/father participation in these activities and the
latter measuring the extent of incidence of emotional-supportive behaviour
in families. Neither of the two social emotional scales are correlated with
each other (r = .08). Families with high levels of Social Emotional Integra-
tion are just as likely to be those with low father dominance of the social-
emotional areas as those with high father dominance. Both scales appear to
be measuring completely different dimensions of the social-emotional
characteristics of family interaction. However, if we examine carefully the
data of Table 9 some consistent relationships are obvious.

There is, in fact, a pronounced, highly significant, though not linear
relationship amongst the variables. If we exclude scale Types 6 and 7 of the
Social-Emotional Leadership scale, we find a very pronounced linear
relationship amongst the variables. Roughly two-thirds of families with low
social-emotional leadership scores (< 3) have equally low social-emotional
integration scores (< 4); while this is -true for only 30 per cent of families
with medium social-emotional leadership scores (3-5). On the other hand,
families of a high Social-Emotional Leadership scale type tend to have a
distribution on the social-emotional integration scale which is almost
equivalent to those of an extremely low social-emotional scale type.

- When the internal content of these scales is examined one explanation
suggests itself. The high scores on the social-emotional leadership scale
indicate families where the father is almost exclusively the most supportive,
patient, forgiving and emotionally expressive parent vis-g-vis the children.
The highest scale type, therefore, seems to indicate families, some of whom
at least have emotionally unsupportive mothers. They are not generally
joint-parental supportive families, whereas they tend to be so at the medium
levels of social-emotional leadership. As a result, families with high scale
values on the social-emotional leadership variable would be rather similar
to those with low values. They both represent families where there is
minimal parental jointness in emotionally supportive roles. Both ends of the
scale represent rather specialised emotionally supportive leadership roles,
in one case (low scores) on the wife’s part and in the other (high scores)
on the husband’s part. In both cases levels of social-emotional integration
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would tend to be low. As Levinger points out “A marriage when only one
partner engages in social-emotional action breaks down in its interaction”
(58). The maintenance of high levels of social-emotional integration requires
reciprocal spousal behaviour, and the lower the reciprocity the lower the
level of social-emotional integration. It appears, in retrospect, therefore,
that the leadership scale is measuring the degree of specialisation of husbands
or wives in the social-emotional area and not the greater participation of
husbands in a reciprocally growing level of expressiveness. The second
measure, therefore, is a clearer index of the increasing involvement of
husbands in social-emotional behaviour. The Social Emotional Integration
scale appears to measure both the level of social-emotional, or mutually
responsive and expressive, interaction in families and also the extent to
which husbands involve themselves in this kind of mutually supportive
behaviour.

Table 9: Percentage distribution of families on social-emotional integration
scale by their social-emotional leadership characteristics

Social emotional leadership

Social
emotional :
integration Low‘h.usbqnd High husband
participation participation
Score 1&2 3 4&5 6&7
% % % %
Low 1&2 29 7 14 12
3 36 23 17 33
4&5 27 43 49 42
High 6&7 8 17 20 14
Total % 100 100 100 100
N 78 108 65 95

X? = 78; P< ,005; C = .41 [r = +.08 for total table.]

Reference Group Effects and Social Emotional Integration

Table 10 summarises the correlations found between levels of social-
emotional integration and extent of involvement in and exposure to societal
wide membership and reference group influences. These were hypothesised
to influence people’s values and expectations with regard to emotionally
supportive and integrative behaviour within families.

Variation in social-emotional integration scale types, as can be seen from
Table 10, is moderately highly correlated with almost all communicational
and ‘“‘external” participational variables, as well as with other “traditional-
modern” value scales. The strength of these influences in almost all cases,
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Table 10: The relattonshtp between the degree of soctal emotional
integration existing within the family and a series of mdependent
vanables which index the background, and the present hfe style
and values of the famzly

Degree of integration
within the family

*k

Overall
: correlati
" Low  Medium  High correcation
. . % . % %
A.. Background variables -
(i) Education of husband: o
% primary only:— A : 92 90 87 - r=.11
: : : p< .05
(ii) Education of wife: % ptimﬁry only:— 75 73 59 r=.09-
: . : p<.10
(iii) Migration experience of mother: _ )
% who did not move from parish:— 60 60 51 r=.09
o . p< .05
(iv) Age of husband: % 55+:— - 48 - 37 29 r=-.21.(p<.05)
(v) Age of wife:i— r=—.18 (p<.05)
B. Present life situation
(vx) Mass media participation: .
% with hlgh score (6+) : 34 41 49 r=.11
p< .05
(vii) Orgamsatmna.l mvolvcment (father) ) :
% not members 65 57 46 r=.16
: p<.05 -
(viii) SES: % with high score (6+) 32 37 56 r=.16
] : p<.05
(ix) Gross margin: % with £1,200 + p.a. 25 29 44 r=+10
* - p< .05
C. Variables indexing traditional modcm
value orientations
(x) Familism (mother): ‘
% with high score (6+) - 45 82 - .25 r=-18 (p<.05)
] (xi) Familism (father): ‘ ] V' . o
% with high score (5+):— = - 42 24 27 r=-=11 (p<.05)

*Mother orgﬁnisational involvement; Remoteness from ‘urban’ centre, not significantly related.

**Farm adopﬁon'; Willingness to move, not significantly related.
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except for Gross Margin and Remoteness, is much greater than for the Social-
Emotional Leadership scale and significantly greater than for any previous
scales. This suggests that Social-Emotional Integration, as an index of
“modernity” in family patterns is a far more valid measure than the Social-
Emotional Leadership scale. The latter scale seems to be measuring, besides
the modernity of values and orientations of both parties, the actual
emotional competence and ability of both parents to play these roles. The
father’s dominance of the social-emotional functions of the family may be
due as much to his relative “advantage” in temperamental and emotional
characteristics vis-d-vis his wife, as to any difference in the values and
expectations about what he should or would like to do.

In summary, therefore, both the social-emotional leadership and the
social-emotional integration scales are moderately associated with each other
but not in a linear fashion. And in both cases their correlations with the in-
dependent variables are consistently greater than in previous cases. Those
with high social-emotional integration scores tend also to be more highly
involved in mass media and formal organisations, less bound to local loyalties

Table 11: Controlling for levels of social-emotional integration percentage
distribution of wives who are satisfied at three levels of mass media
participation

g&"t';"lri";g;.r{ :: s‘;‘t’;z;' Overall correlation between
oviona 8T social-emotional integration

Mass media participation Low Medium High ngfhl?:;l ;{.Zn;;f;ls: ;’ :,{Zg

media involvement

% of wives satisfied

Low 44% 43% 44% r=ns, N=126
(18) (58) (50)

Medium 21% 31% 36% r=.16**N=102
(25) (44) (33)

High 23% 48% 53% r=.20%, N=150
(22) (56) (72)

Overall correlation between

mass media participation and

wives’ satisfaction, for each

level of social-emotional r=—21%% r=ns r=ns
integration N=65 N=160 N =155
Rk

*Significant at .05 level.
**Gignificant at .01 level.

***The “satisfaction” scale used here is for wives’ satisfaction with husbands’ participation in
child rearing.
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and attachments, more “modern” in their household purchasing and general
farm marketing behaviour, and they also tend to have moved around more
outside the ambit of their home community. The joint effects of (1) mass
media participation, (2) Education of husband and (3) of wife, and (4)
husband’s organisation memberships, on SEI reaches a multlple R of .36—
i.e., their joint effects explain 13 per cent of the variance in SEI. It appears,
therefore, that reference group effects have more direct influences on social-
emotional behaviour than on task or work behaviour; and that both the
level of that expressive behaviour increases with modernisation, and the
‘degree of maternal specialisation in social-emotional roles, that was so
typical of the traditional peasant family -declines with modernisation
(54a, 101). :

As the results in Table 11 make clear, however, not all of these modernis-
ing influences are being translated into such rec1procally supportive
behaviour by husbands. A quarter to a third of all wives with high levels of
exposure to mass media effects have apparently extremely unsupportive
husbands and appear to be the most dissatisfied of all wives. -

The results here again illustrate the relationships observed previously
between reference group exposure, the level of expectations and level of
satisfaction with the existing social-emotional characteristics of families.
The figures indicate that at low levels of mass media participation there is
absolutely no difference in level of wives’ satisfaction at any level of integra-
‘tion—i.e., at low levels of integration expectatlons are still bemg met. On the
other: ha.nd at high levels of mass media participation there is a moderately
high correlation (. = +.20) between SEI and degree of satisfaction—i.e., '
where mass media exposure is high, expectatlons are high and when these
are not being met dissatisfaction results. To examine this table from another
perspective clarifies this. At low levels of SEI increasing levels of mass media
exposure— —and, therefore, increasing levels of expectations—result in decreas-
ing levels of satisfaction (r = —.21). The relationship, therefore, between
increasing modemlsmg influences and family modernisation is even stronger
than the correlations in Table 10 suggest. The hypothesm therefore, is very

strongly supported

Situational Factors »

There are a small number of situational variables which might reflect
the degree of emotional integration within families, irrespective of people’s
values or feelings. Integration declines significantly with progress through
the family cycle (r = —.21), but does not vary 51gmf1cantly by number of
children in the family or the presence of grandparents in the household.
However, if one controls for family cycle quite clear patterns emerge. At the
early stages, a statistically insignificant but slightly negative relationship is
observed between degree of integration (i) number of children in the
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family, and (ii) presence of grandmother. At the middle and later stages of
the cycle, some significant positive relationships do appear. Broadly, the
trend is that the larger the family the more integrated it tends to be. (See
Table 4.1 and 4.2 in Appendix III).

The trend may be due to the fact that when the children are very young
and pregnancies follow one after the other, work or task requirements are
so high in household and child rearing that serious emotional support
problems arise. However, when the children are older they can contribute
more to the household, there is less pressure on parents and the emotional-
support problems decline in seriousness.

The hypothesis of situational effects is, therefore, supported also in this
case. And both reference group and situational variables together show a
reasonably high relationship with the degree of social-emotional integration
to be found within the family. The multiple R taking both sets of variables
together reaches, R = .39. This would explain roughly 15 per cent of the
variance in SEI scores.

Power and Authority in the Family

The traditional family was generally patriarchical. ‘The father enjoyed a
position of great authority, respect and deference. The mother did, however,
enjoy a considerable degree of autonomy within her own delimited area of
responsibility, especially in housekeeping. To what extent does this system
still hold? The following table summarises the main scales used to investigate
this dimension.

It is striking that in each of the four subscales the husbands’ responses
assign a more influential position to their wives in these various decisions
than do wives themselves. This is particularly noticeable in the household
and child-rearing areas. In both of these cases, while wives’ responses in-
dicated that their husbands dominated in 38 per cent and 43 per cent
respectively of child-rearing and house-keeping decisions, this was only true
of 17 per cent and 24 per cent respectively of their husbands. Either the
wives are overemphasising their husbands’ participation and are responding
according to traditional expectations rather than actual practice and their
husbands have given the more accurate responses, or else, as was found in
previous scales, the husband is tending to downgrade his participation in
household and child-rearing decision making. In previous cases we found that
the husband tended to downgrade his participation in housekeeping tasks,
especially. His wife’s more complimentary picture tended to provide a more
valid response, at least as judged by the relative strength of the relationship
between both scales and a series of independent variables with which they
should theoretically be related. As in previous cases we checked out this
possibility by correlating both sets of scales with a series of independent
validating variables. In general, although the fathers’ responses provide a




Table 12: Percentage distribution of respondents on a series of power or decision-making scales

Household decision scale

Child-rearing decisions scale

Farm production decisions scale

“General power scale (i Likert)

4 Item G. Scales

5 Item.G. Scale

Index based on -

7 Item Likert

asking “who would  Scale. wife Husband g oping “who would  Scale - Wife Husband Tesponses to 9 items  Wife Husband Scale asking who - Scale Wife . Husband
make final deci- type "-'SPS""-’-" TESPONSES  yyake final deci- -, (CR =.91) (CR 90) dealing with various makes decisions type
sion”" on - . (CR=.95) (CR= -9 0) sion” on farm decisions % % on % %
(i) None of the deci- % % (i) None of the deci- % % (i) Primarily wife (i) To borrow
“sions below 1 13 34 sions below 26 39 dominant in money to buy .
' . [Wife : - decisions 1 5 oo 08 2 ‘3
.~ dominant] (ii) General decisions . S ' . . :
(ii) Buyinga TV - : in child-rearing 8 24 (i) Relatively joint-. . (it} General boss in
set 2" 11 15 ' or shared .- 2 5. financial
(iii) Sending a child : _ matters 4-5 5 "9
(iii) Putting in run- . on for further . {iii) Primarily hus-
- ning water 3 26 22 education 10 band dominant - 30 48 (i) Buy orrent TV
‘ ' : ' ' set B 6-7 11 16-
(iv) Painting walls (iv) - Allowing teen- (iv) Husband com- .
of home 4 35 17 agerstoa pletely dominant (iv) Installing run- ) : }
: i dance 18 6 in decisions:— 65 48 ning water 8-9 18 22 -
(v) General deci- ’ T ’ i . L
sions in running . {v) Sending fora (v) Who keeps track :
_household 5 18 7 - doctor when a . of money 10-11 32 22
‘ [Husband child is il 36 7 e .
dominant] (vi) Who child is
: (vi) Dispatching afraid of most - 12-13 19 15
children on _ - 2
holidays to a (vii) Wheo discip- - : :
relative where - lines child 14 8 5
.they have : o .
never been
before:— 12 10
DK 2 5 DK 2 6 DK - 2 4 DK 5 8
X = father only X = father only 2 = Father only
O = wife or joint O = wife or joint makes decisions
i . 1=Joint
0 = Mother only
makes decisions
Total % 100 100 Total %- 100 100 Total % 100 100 "Total % 100 -100
N 408 408 - N 408 408 N 408 408 - N 408 408

¥
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more even distribution of cases than the mothers’ most of the validity
measures are generally more highly correlated with the mothers’ responses.
Partly as a result, but also because mothers’ responses scaled more con-
sistently and had higher reliability levels, these are regarded as the more
reliable and valid measures of family power.

The results show very clearly that there is rather wide variation in the
relative influence of wives and husbands in family decisions; and also that
the extent of paternal dominance of decisions varies by the content or
nature of the decision. Wives appear to be most involved in household and
child-rearing decisions. Indeed they have the dominant voice in these
decisions according to their husbands. On the other hand, husbands clearly
dominate in farm management decisions and in financial decisions. Even in
these decision areas however, there is much greater participation or even
dominance of wives than was expected.

Explaining Variation in Decision-making Scales

We hypothesised that increasing contact with and reference group in-
fluences from urban areas would lead to a decline in patriarchical power.
It should be remembered that the higher the scale value the greater the
dominance of the father, so that we are predicting a negative correlation
between these reference group effects and all the decision-making scales.

Table 13: Pearson Product Moment Correlations between the family power
scales and a series of independent educational, occupational, migrational,
communicational and participational scales

Household Child- Farm General
Independent variables decision rearing decisions power
scale scale scale scale
2. Education of wife —.02 —.11% -.00 —.10%
3. Family communic. scale +.03 -.04 -.01 +.04
4. Gross margin +.01 —-.03 —.12% -.01
5. Household adop. scale +.01 —.11% —.20* —.10%*
6. Familism (mother) +.04 +.16* —.01 +.06
7. Familism (father) —.10% +.04 +.06 —.08
8. Houschold subsistence scale —.12%* .00 .01 —.10*
9. Family cycle r=—18% r=—.15% r=.01 r=—.10%

*Correlations of .10 or greater are significant at the .05 level, 2 tailed.

As the data in Tables 13 and 14 clearly show variation in the extent of
father dominance of family and farm decisions is not nearly as highly related
to the independent reference group or situational variables as were the
division of labour or social-emotional characteristics of families. Although
wives’ decision-making involvement increases with their level of education,
and with the modernity of their household practices, the joint effects of all
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- Table 14: Correlations between (1) No. of children in family, and (2)
presence of others in household and power of father in family; controlling
for three levels of the family cycle

C . % . » Controlling for family cycle,
cgr’;glzg’:fs% :t{g;ne:zyggzgrlzl © correlations between general

. . d power scale and presence of
?ower and No. of children - grandparents in houschold

Early Middle Late Ear[y';' ?v!iddle Late
‘ (l) No. of children ) (2) Presence of others in household
General Power . - r=.27* . r=.10 . r=-038  r=-24* r=-01 r=.01
(Likert) N=116 N=173 N =147 N=155 N=173 N=148

*Significant at the .05 level.

the mdependcnt variables combined explains less than seven per cent of the
variance in any of the decision-making scales.

Except for-family cycle, situational variables are not directly related to
the extent of fathers’ dominance of decision making. The later the stage of
the family cycle the lower the dominance of the father. Since age has no
relationship. to father’s power this decline must be due to the changing
composition and characteristics of families—the number and age of children,
and their - extent of dependence or independence etc. This finding
corresponds very closely to that found in other studies (11, p. 41-44). It is
explained by Blood and Wolfe and others, as due primarily to the decreasing
dependence of the wife on the husband as the children grow older, the
mother becoming less tied to household and infant care duties, and the
children changing from being burdens to contributors. Both of these changes
increasingly make the wife less dependent on her husband.
~ However, if we control family cycle as we have done in Table 15 we find

that at the early stage of the family cycle, when children are still very young,
very clear relationships exist. Here the greater the number of children in
the family ‘the more power the father has. This result confirms findings of
many earlier studies that the larger the number of children the greater the
concentration of power in families; and indeed the greater the extent of in-
ternal differentiation in the family generally (12a, 14, 30). And, where only
the nuclear family is present, the father tends to be more prominent in
general decisionmaking than where the grandparents are present. In three
generational households, of course, it is very likely that some decisions will
still be made by the old people; although we have already a series of con-
sistent findings which tends to show that in the young, three-generation
household, - husbands tend to be more active and more emotionally in-
" tegrated into the nuclear family than in two-generation families. This occurs
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despite the fact that in three generation households child rearing and farm
roles tend to be far more segregated than in nuclear households.

In conclusion, therefore, there is a much smaller relationship between
reference group factors and power differences amongst families than was
expected. There are, however, some small but significant relationships in
the expected direction, the greater the family’s external participation and
the less traditional they are in orientations the more influence the mother
gains and the less autocratic the control of the father becomes. The relation-
ships, however, are rather slight. In the following section, however, we show
that when we examine the distribution of power in families in relation to
their division of labour characteristics some very clear-cut patterns emerge.
As the results in Table 1, Chap. 5, make clear these variables have almost
no correlation with each other but taken in combination they tend to have
more clear-cut relationships to most of the independent variables than they
had individually.

The Distribution of Tasks and Power in Families

Although there is no overall correlation between the extent of participa-
tion of husbands in household and child-rearing tasks and the extent of their
participation in household and child-rearing decisions, (see Table 1),
there are very important and systematic relationships between both
variables. For if families are classified by the kind of division of labour in
household and child rearing and the extent of father dominance of decisions
in each of these areas we get a very important classification of family types—
i.e., from ones where the wife has a completely separate or autonomous
housewifely or child-rearing role, to ones where both husband and wife
equally and jointly participate in house activities and decisions. This cate-
gorisation was first used by Herbst (50)*. He distinguished between ‘‘who
actually does” and “who really decides” activities in the various areas in
the family and classified families from one extreme where the mother
carried out all household tasks and makes all the household decisions—a
highly differentiated but autonomous role system—to families where both
spouses equally and jointly participate in tasks and decisionmaking—the
joint system. This more complex categorisation he found to be more mean-
ingful and explainable than when he considered each variable separately.

The validity of this categorisation is clearly illustrated when we relate
it to the social-emotional characteristics of families. If these classifications
are valid, one would predict that the greatest differences in social-emotional

*Herbst in this article, by cross classification, divided families into eight different types on the
basis of their categorisation on power (decision-making) and task participation dimensions. In many
ways his categories are more refined than the ones used above because he included separate categories
where jointness in one or both were evident.
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integration scores, for instance, should be between the two extreme types

of families. Table 15 gives the results.

Table 15: Social-emotional integration within families as related to their
task and decision-making patterns in household and child rearing

I : .Hauseiuifely-house-keeping roles
Low husband | Low husband Med.-high hus- (Med.-high hus-
“participation in |participation in- |band participa- |band participa-
household tasks | D.L. in house-- | tion in D.L. in |tion in D.L. in
and low husband| hold but high |household and |household and
participation in |participation in | low participa- high participa-
decisions decisions tion in deci-  |tion or domin-
. sions ance of deci-
) . sions
Low Low|Low High| High Low |High High
ie Autonomous H“Sb‘m‘? Wife dominant | Syncratic or
wife role autocratic or joint joint system
system families families
‘ (N =45) (N=151) (N = 49) (N = 142)
Independent Variables )
Social-emotional integration
% of families: :
) g) with low SEI scores (< 3) 60% 27)| 46% 69) 43% 21)]32% 46
) with high SEI scores (> 6)  24% 11)| 40% 60) 29% 14)146% 65
'A m Child-rearing roles
: Loz;) husband | Low husband .| High participa- | High participa-
participation in |participation in-|tion of husband {tion of husband
D.L. (child rear- | D.L. child rear- | in D.L. child in D.L. child
ing) and low ing and high | . rearing and rearing; and
husband par- husband par- -|low in decision- | high in dect-
ticipation in | ticipation in making sions
decision making decisions )
Low Low| Low High| High Low | High -High
Wife Husband | Wife dominant | Joint or syn-
) autonomous autocratic or joint cratic roles
Social-emotional integration L _ _ -
% of families: (N=72) (N=176) {N = 100) (N = 140)
a) - low SEI scores (< 3) 56% 40)! 59% 45) 35% - 235 28% 39}
b) high SEIscores (> 6) 36% - 26)| 30% - 23) 40% 40)| 49% 68

The results in fact clearly support the hypothesis that there is a strong
relationship. between task allocation, decision making and type of overall
emotional integration patterns within the family. Those families with
autonomous housewifely roles are those with the lowest level of social-
emotional integration, while those with joint or syncratic roles have the
highest level. The order is slightly different for child rearing, with the least
“satisfactory” patterns being that with paternally autocratic patterns of
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child rearing, i.e., where the mother does the work but the father makes
the decisions*.

Although the most emotionally integrated families in both categorisa-
tions are those with joint (syncratic) roles—where husbands help in house-
keeping and child-rearing tasks and are also highly involved, if not dominant,
in decisionmaking in both areas—the least integrated families are clearly
those where the wife is completely autonomous in her housekeeping but
where the husband has autocratic control in child-rearing decisions though
not helpful with child-rearing tasks.

Exactly the same pattern of results is reproduced when we related these
family interaction categories to the independent ‘“reference group” variables
~—i.e., both spouses in families with wife-autonomous household roles, but
with husband-autocratic child-rearing roles, had by far the lowest level of
education; were the least likely to have left the home community; and, if
wives had worked outside farming, they were least likely to have worked in
non-manual occupations; were the least likely to be involved in mass media
channels, and were the most likely to have the lowest incomes, etc. On all
of these variables the most ‘“modern” category in each case was the joint-
syncratic family type. Surprisingly, those families where husbands had high
decision-making involvement in household matters but with low actual par-
ticipation in household—i.e., “‘Husband autocratic”—were almost equally as
“modern” in terms of these “reference group” variables as the stereotypical
joint spousal category—i.e., the pattern which appears to be the most tradi-
tional pattern of interaction in child rearing, appears to be one of the most
“modern” in housekeeping. Again this result buttresses the earlier assertion
that the sex typing of house-keeping tasks is much more pronounced than
in child rearing, so that husband’s involvement in household decision-making
seems to be an acceptable substitute where he cannot yet bring himself to
help with actual house-keeping tasks.

A second, and equally important point about these findings is that the
relationships between the independent variable (Social-Emotional Integra-
tion) and the two dependent variables taken jointly is not linear. It is a par-
ticular combination of the values of both variables taken jointly that isolate
the most integrated and the least integrated families, and these values are not
necessarily collinear. For example, up to this point we have attempted to
explain each of the interaction variables individually, e.g., the increasing
extent of husbands’ participation in household tasks, and the decreasing
level of husband dominance of decisions. The results above, however, show
clearly that low husband participation in house-keeping tasks can have
different consequences for family integration depending on whether hus-

*Herbst, op. cit., found that the highest levels of tension occurred in husband autocratic families;
i.e., with a clearly differentiated division of labour but with husband control of decisions; the next
highest in families with an autonomous role system—i.e., where husbands and wives have highly
differentiated but autonomous roles; and the lowest in “‘syncratic’” or completely joint roles.
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bands participate in decisions or not. Where he only participates in decisions
families appear to be more integrated, not less. Here we appear to be dealing
with wives who have very traditional sex-role expectations but who value
their husbands’ interest and involvement in house-keeping decisions. On the
other hand, the exact opposite seems to be the case for child-rearing
activities. The least integrated families are those where husbands do not
help with child rearing but still dominate decisions about child rearing. Over
both sets of variables, therefore, the least integrated families are those with
autonomous housewifely roles but with husband autocratic child-rearing
roles. Therefore, much of the variance in any single family interaction
variable—division of labour, social-emotional, or decision-making is explain-
able only by its contingent relationships to the other family interaction
variables' and not by any direct relationships to a set of exogenous inde-
pendent variables. In the following chapter we explore these endogenous
interrelationships in great detail. And, in Chapter 6, we use a much more
complex method of categorising family interaction types—by Cluster
Analysis—to examine these more complex interrelationships in more detail
and with more sophistication than in this introductory discussion.

Conclusion _

In the course of this chapter we have endeavoured to pinpoint some of
the normative and situational factors which affect the participation of
husbands and wives in their task, social-emotional, and decision-making
roles within the family. Certain variables were used consistently as in-
dicators. At a normative level variables were chosen which would either
expose the individual families to, or protect them from, external reference
group influences—e.g., level of education, migration and work experience
outside their home community, formal organisation membership, high par-
ticipation in mass media, greater involvement in the market economy etc.
These should expose the individual to more prestigeful reference groups
with meaningful alternative ways of organising family roles. On the other
hand, remoteness, low level of education, limited experience or contact
outside the community, etc., should logically be conducive to the main-
tenance of traditional expectations.

The. hypotheses were. clearly confirmed. However, although increases in
the individual’s contacts and identification with societal communication
networks were related to increases in husbands’ participation in house-
keeping and child-rearing roles, the correlations were generally rather low.
We clearly demonstrated, however, that part of the reason for the low
impact of reference group effects was the fact that ideational change, or
ideational differences amongst respondents, was not being directly translated
into actual behaviour. In this case reference groups’influences were, however,
clearly influencing people’s level of satisfaction with actual family roles.
People’s feelings about what they would like or what they think should be
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done have obviously been highly influenced by such reference groups’ effects

and the fact that these expectations have not been translated into actual

behaviour—usually husbands’ behaviour—has clearly accounted for some of
the low correlations actually found.

A second factor that intervened was that many purely situational factors—
e.g., family cycle, number of children in household etc.—appear to be almost
as equally important as expectations in influencing “who does what”
housekeeping and child-rearing tasks. What seems to underlie these purely
situational influences is that they indicate considerable differences amongst
families in the amount of work to be done and the sheer need to get it done
as well as the availability of others to do that work. In brief our low correla-
tions with reference groups’ factors, therefore, appear to be accounted for
by the fact that:

(a) The actual or reported role behaviour is not alone influenced by the
reciprocal expectations of both husband and wife but also by the relative
power of both in this social exchange, so that in many cases husbands
are not responding to their wives’ expectations in household and child-
rearing roles. In both these areas it is the husband who must respond
beyond his traditional role expectations.

(b) A whole series of situational constraints prevent or hamper the transla-
tion of even consensual expectations into actual behaviour. Where there
are legitimate or fully accepted reasons why husbands cannot recipro-
cate, it does not appear to affect wives’ satisfactions.

Following on from this line of investigation we then went on to categorise
families in a more complex way, by classifying them simultaneously accord-
ing to both their task allocation and decision-making patterns. This yielded
four basic categories of families, from one where the household and child-
rearing roles were primarily maternal and where the mother was almost
completely autonomous in carrying out these roles, to one where both
tasks and decisions were carried out jointly by both husbands and wives.
The relationships observed between this more complex classification of
family interaction types and the set of independent variables is clearly not
linear nor simply additive. Much of the variance and a lot of the meaning of
any single family interaction variable seems to depend more on the con-
tingent relationships to the other family interaction variables and not to any
direct effects of external modernising influences. In the following chapter
we explore these reciprocal interrelationships amongst the family interaction
variables in great detail. We show even more clearly why an attempt to
explain any single variable in isolation cannot succeed to any much greater
extent than we have done in this chapter.




Chapter 5
Mutual Helpfulness or Exchange in Task Roles between Spouses

AT the end of the previous chapter we indicated how different task role

. and authority patterns are interrelated in consistent ways to constitute
clearly different family systems. And these different family structures have
been shown to be consistently related to the kind of background and

~ socialisation experiences both spouses have had, to their current communica-
tional and participational patterns, and to the kinds of interpersonal feelings
and emotionally supportive relationships within these: families.

In this chapter we propose to continue with this kind of analysis and
investigate the extent to which the reciprocal helpfulness of spouses is: (1)
mutually contingent or interdependent; (2) is situationally determined, or
(3) is related to spouses’ feelings toward each other. :

" We can divide task roles in the farm family into those which are primarily
those of the husband (the farm); those which are primarily those of the wife
(the household and housekeeping); and those which are joint or, at least,
demarid some husband participation (the children). The following table
summarises the individual correlations amongst these variables; and with
authority and social emotional patterns in the family.

In regard to the basic role differentiation measures, only two, house-
keeping and child rearing, are moderately correlated with each other and
with social emotional leadership and integrative patterns within families.
The more helpful the father is in housekeeping the more he tends to par-
ticipate in child rearing ‘also and the more emotionally integrated the family
tends to be. On the other hand, the greater the wife’s help on the farm the
lesser the husband’s involvement in resolving emotional problems within the
family. There also appears to be no mutual or reciprocal exchange between
husband and wife on farm and household or child-rearing tasks. This would
appear to indicate that the wife’s help on the farm is partly, at least, a
response to the traditional expectations of the husband—indicated by his
low emotional leadership score, and not in any way a reciprocal response to
his household and child-rearing involvement. It is very revealing that none
of these variables—D. Lab. or SEL or SEI*—has any significant correlation
with' the measures of power or authority in the family. They appear to be

*For the remainder of this chapter, Social Emotional Leadership and Social Emotional
Integration will be referred to as' SEL and SEI respectively, and division of labour as
D. Lab. Family cycle will be referred to as FC.
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two completely independent dimensions of family interaction. As later
analysis shows, however, they have very significant interaction effects.

In the following tables we explore the relationship between the wife’s
helpfulness on the farm, the husband’s helpfulness with the housework
and child rearing, by varying levels of SEL and SEI and under different
situational pressures. As we have already seen D. Lab. (Farm), is correlated
only with SEL and not with husband’s participation in household or child-
rearing tasks. There appears to be no direct reciprocity involved. But when
we control for SEL or SEI a much clearer and very obvious set of reciprocal
exchanges exist between both spouses, but varying greatly by level of SEL
and SEL There is, therefore, very clear interaction in the data. In the follow-
ing tables we attempt to explicate these relationships further.

Reciprocity or Mutual Help fulness in Husband’s and Wife’s Roles at Varying
Social-emotional levels, and at Varying Levels of Need in Farm Families

As we have seen, there appears to be no direct relationship between. the
extent of husband’s helpfulness in housekeeping or child-rearing tasks and
wife’s helpfulness on farm (r = .02, and —.07 respectively). However, all
three variables are significantly related to both social-emotional variables—
the housekeeping and child-rearing scales positively, and the D. Lab. (Farm)
scale negatively. The higher the degree of emotional integration within
families the greater the husbands’ participation in housekeeping and child-
rearing tasks but the lesser the extent of wives’ help on farm tasks.

Irrespective of the emotional-integrative aspect of family interaction,
another variable—family cycle—is also bound to have clear effects on task-
roles in the family. At the early stage of the family cycle, when all children
are less than five years old or are still too young to be of much help in the
household or on the farm, the absolute need for mutual helpfulness is at a
maximum. With only one unit of male farm labour and one of female house-
hold labour and with maximum child dependency in the family—to be sup-
ported economically, to be cooked for, cleaned and generally looked after—
one would expect at this stage of the family cycle a maximum level of
mutual helpfulness in spousal roles the husband helping out the wife with
her housekeeping and child-rearing tasks, and the wife helping the husband
with his farm tasks etc. In fact, as the correlations in Table 1 clearly show
this is only true for wife’s participation in farm tasks. The husband’s par-
ticipation in housekeeping or child-rearing roles is not directly related to
variations in family cycle position. However, if we control for stage of family
cycle and SEL simultaneously there appears to be a very clear relationship
between SEL and husband’s participation in housekeeping and child-rearing
tasks but only at the middle to later stages of the family cycle. Table 2
provides the results.




Table 1: Pearsonian product moment correlations amongst 9 variables measuring intrafamilial interaction

1) @ @) ) (6) (6) Q)] ®) ©)
Div..of labour Div. of labour Div. of labour - (SEL) (SEI) General Power Power Power
in household in child on farm Social Social. power.scale  (household), (child rearing), . (farm),
rearing ‘ emotional emotional extent of extent of  extent of extent of
leadership  integration paternal paternal paternal paternal
dominance  involvement involvement  dominance
1 — 23% —.04 J12% J12% .01 .00 .00 .00
2 — — —.07 .26* 24* J10* .03 ~.05 .05
3 — — — —.13* -.05 —.03 07 14 .09
4 - — — —_ : .01 —.06 —.10% .00 —.08
. 5 —_ — — — — L2+ .16* .08 —.06
"6 — — —_ — —_ —_— 55% -.31%* 61%*
7 — — — — — — — 27* .33%
8 —_ — — —_ — — — —_ 28%
9 . _ —_— —_ _ —_— —_ — — _
Family cycl +.02 —.10*" —.20* —.20* —.21% —11* —.18% —.15% 01
Jointness in decision )
making +.00 +.06 01 .10* —-06 —40* —37* —.27* —.19*

*Correlations at .10 are significant at the .05 level, 2 tajled.
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Table 2: Percentage of husbands with high levels of participation in house-
hold tasks (i.e., scores 5) by 3 levels of family cycle and by 3 levels of SEL.

1)

Social emotional leadership

(2)
Stage of family cycle

(bl) Low (1 +2)

(b2) Medium (3 + 4)

Early Mid, Late

Percentage of husbands with high
levels of participation in housekeeping
tasks (3) (i.e. “‘scores” of 5 or more)+

(al) (32) (35)

35 17 19 :
(20) (12) (63) .

24 32 35
(75) (28) (40)

Correlation of FC x
D. Lab. (Ho.); con-
trolling for SEL

r=—18 n=85

r=+11, n=148

(b3) High (5-7) 30 58 30
(67) (31) (50) r=+10, n=148
Correlation of SEI x D. Lab. (Ho.); r=.02
Controlling for FC r=-—.05 r=,89%* r=,16%* r=,12% 3
n =162 n=71 n =143 13

Notes: The Guttman SEL and Div. of Labour, Child-Rearing scales were used for all tables in Chap-
ter 5. The Likert scales were run with the same variables, and it was found that the patterns of inter-
action did not differ significantly from where Guttman Scales had been used. For computational
reasons, therefore, it was decided we should use the Guttman Scales.

+For the total sample 30% of husbands had scores of 5 or 6.
**Significant at .05 level

At low levels of SEL the later the stage of the family cycle the lower the
level of husbands’ household helpfulness (r = —13). At medium to high levels
of SEL the exact opposite appears to be the case (r = +.10 etc.). When hus-
bands play a minimal role in the social emotional life of the family they
appear to reduce their household helpfulness as soon as their children
become old enough to take over their tasks. It is not indeed that they are
ever very helpful. Even at the earliest stage of the FC with all their children
under five years, the proportion of husbands helpful in the household is
only slightly greater than that of the total sample.

The fact that husbands with low SEL characteristics are only “normally”
(in the statistical sense) helpful to their wives at the earliest stages of the
family cycle is clearly indicated by the fact that there is no correlation
- between variation in SEL and D. Lab. (Ho.) at the early stages of the cycle.
One interpretation of these figures would suggest that “‘emotionally distant”
fathers participate in the household only when they have to, and reduce that
participation as soon as their children are old enough to take over their
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household. tasks. It is obvious from any careful examination of the figures
summarised in Table 2 that the only two cells which have clearly dlfferent _
figures from others.are those of bjay and b jag.

All other cells are remarkably similar. In fact the differences in the flgures
between these two cells and others account for most of the variance in the
table. It appears therefore, that, except for low SEL fathers at the later
stages of the family cycle, all other fathers have rather similar levels of
household helpfulness These rather exceptional husbands appear remarkably
unhelpful to their wives. Husbands with medium to high leadership scores
have a slight tendency to increase their household participation with progress
through the family cycle. This may be partly a compensation for the declin-
ing importance of either grandmother’s help as the family ages.

- Child-rearing Tasks
Somewhat similar conclusions hold in the case of fathers’ helpfulness in
child rearing as the results in Table 3 below clearly indicate.

Table 3: Percentage of husbands with high levels of participation in child-
rearing tasks by 3 levels of family cycle and 3 levels of SEL

W R )
Social emotional leadership : Stage of family cycle
Early Middle Late
(3)
Percentage of husbands with high levels | Correlation of FC x
of participation in child-rearing D. Lab. Chi., con-
- tasks+ trolling for SEL++
Low (1 +2) ' 20% 38% 30% r=+06, -n=85
_ , (20)- (12) (63) }
Medium (3 + 4) ) : 54% . 50% 41% r=-12, n=141
(714) (28) (39)
High (5 +) : ; 45% 1% . 47% r=—01, n=141
(60) - (31) (50)
. ) . . : . ‘r=+.05
Correlations of SEL. 0 - 23
x D. Lab. S| =407 r=+30% r=+.15% | r=+.26%
Chi.,controlling for FC++ ‘| n=154 ~ n=71 n =142 13

+‘ngh’ equals a score of five or greater: Thxs again is the Guttman Scale, 41% of all families had a
score of 5 or greater.

++Numbers of families in each cell at dlfferent lcvcls of SEL and FC vary slightly from table to
table due to varying numbers of non response, etc. on the third variable. -

*Correlations significgnt at 5% level.
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In this case, husbands’ helpfulness in child-rearing tasks does not vary
significantly by FC, at any level of leadership. Although his participation in
child-rearing tasks is, as in housekeeping tasks, much lower at low emotional
leadership level this does not vary by stage of the family cycle. Even when
he is emotionally “alienated” from the family he increases his participation
to “normal” or average levels of housekeeping, when he is most needed; but
he clearly does not do so in child-rearing tasks. The emotional role of the
father is much more closely related to his child-rearing than his housekeeping
roles. Controlling for emotional leadership leaves no consistent relationship
between child-rearing participation and family cycle. When the father plays
a more emotionally active role within the family he becomes much more
highly involved in child-rearing tasks, irrespective of the “need” of his help—
i.e., at the later stages of the family cycle when there are other older children
present in the family who could take his place. Participation in child-rearing
tasks, therefore, appears highly related to the father’s social-emotional
involvement with the family and, to a large extent, is independent of his
“need” to help. His helpfulness in this area appears responsive only to
emotional “pressures’ and not to any circumstantial ‘“needs”.

In summarising the husband’s helpfulness with household and child-rear-
ing tasks, therefore, it appears that even when he is emotionally alienated
from the family he does increase his household participation when his help
is badly needed. But even in this case, where there would appear to be an
equal need to help with child-rearing tasks, he does not do so. In fact, if
he is emotionally alienated from the family he appears to be extremely
unhelpful with child-rearing tasks, irrespective of the demands involved. If
he is even moderately emotionally active within the family, however, only
a small minority of fathers remain unhelpful, irrespective of the stage of the
family cycle and of the apparent need to help out his wife.

Farm Work Roles

The wife’s participation in farm task roles is rather similar in task charac-
teristics to the husband’s participation in housekeeping tasks. They are both
concerned primarily with the manipulation of physical or non-social objects
and not with people, as in child-rearing tasks. Does her participation in farm
tasks, therefore, have the same characteristics? The following table shows
the results.

The results, at first glance, appear somewhat different to those of Table

2. However, if we examine the partial correlations of FC x D. Lab. (Farm),
and controlling for SEL, we get almost exactly complementary trends to
those in Table 2. There is, in fact, a moderately high correlation between
FC and D. Lab. (Farm), for those with low SEL scores. In both tables the
earlier the stage of the family cycle the greater the participation of the wife
in farm tasks, and husband in household tasks. But, unlike the husbands’
part1c1pat10n in housekeeping tasks, the highest level of wives’ participation
in farm tasks occurs here, at the earliest stage of the family cycle. In this



128 ' THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE -

Table 4: Percentage of wives with high* levels o f participation in farm tasks
: ‘by 3 stages of the FC and 3 levels of SEL

Social emotional leadership (1) ‘ Stage of family cycle (2)

Early Middle Late Correlation between

. . T DL (Farm) x FC
Percentage of wives with high participa- tontrolling for SEL
tion on farm tasks+ (3)

Low (1+2) 56% 23% 25% r=-31% n=73
R . : (16) (18) (44)
Medium (8 +4) - ° 87% 42% 45%  |r=+15%t n=118
e (59) (26) (83)
High (5 +) B 28% 43% 34% r=+09 n=135
. v : (64) - (30) (41)
Correlation between DL (Farm) Toq = —20%
and SEL, controlling for FG r=—.28% r=+04 =00 28
S n=189 . n=69 n=118 |r z3=-18%

+High equals a score of 5 or greater: 33% :of wives had scores of 5 or greater.
*Corlrclatibnsv significant at the .05 level, 2 tailed.
**Correlations significant at the .10 level, 2 tailed.

particular case where husbands had statistically ‘“normal” housekeeping
participation scores and subsequently, as the children grew older, reduced
their participation to extremely low levels; wives had extremely high farm
task participation scores and.’subsequently reduced participation to
“normal” levels. In fact, as a careful examination of this table clearly shows
almost -all the variance in the table is accounted for by the extremely high
level of participation of wives in farm tasks at low SEL and early FC stage.

© At the early stage of the family cycle, therefore, when there are many
young dependents in the family and there are no other family helpers, a
very high proportion of wives help their husbands with farm work, especially
in cases where -husbands are not very emotionally supportive. However,
when children get old enough to help, the majority of these wives reduce
their farm role to a minimum. In the exactly analogous situation the propor-
tion of husbands who are equally helpful to their wives in housekeeping is
no more than the average for the total sample at the earliest stage of the FC,
but this ‘‘average” is quickly reduced to an abnormally low rate of help-
fulness, as soon as the children get older. (Compare the first column of
figures in Tables 2 and 4). There appears, therefore, to be a considerable
- lack of reciprocity here, where the spousal and parental emotional climate is
rather cool, with the wives’ helpfulness in farm tasks not being equally
* reciprocated by husbands’ help in household.
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A number of factors could explain this lack of reciprocity. First the power
differences between husbands and wives. Here husbands with low SEL
characteristics, at the early stages of the family cycle might be expected to
have more power or authority. They could, therefore, ensure that their
wives help out more on the farm than they themselves do in the household,
in situations where they are both short-handed. A later result rules this pos-
sibility out, however (see Table 10). Secondly, a clearer sex typing of
household than farm tasks would make it far more “difficult” for men than
women to display an excessively high participation in what are regarded as
one’s spouse’s legitimate roles. This would be most obvious where expecta-
tions are very traditional; i.e., if low SEL levels can be taken as indicative
of traditional norms. Both of these possibilities will be checked out later on.
A second factor deserves more immediate attention. This is the variation in
housekeeping and farm task participation by stage of family cycle.

The Causes of Variation by Stage of Family Cycle

The family cycle, as measured here, refers to the number and relative ages
of children in the family and to the particular roles played by parents and
growing children in the family, as well as the presence of grandparents in the
household. The first stage is that where all children are under four years of
age. The second refers to an older stage where children are up to 12/13
years old but are still at primary school. And the third stage refers to those
families where most children are older than this, but where some of them are
still at post primary schools.

The first obvious variable of importance here that might affect both the
husbands’ and wives’ task roles is the extent of dependency of the children—
i.e., the extent to which actual work done in household and child-rearing
tasks etc., is work created by the dependency of the children themselves.
When they are very young (up to, say, seven years of age), a considerable
proportion of the household task load—i.e., food preparation, cleaning the
house, washing and ironing clothes, getting children up and dressed for
school and ready for bed in the evening etc., is accounted for by this child
dependency. Usually, unless the wife’s mother or mother-in-law is resident,
the wife and husband are the only persons who are available to do these
tasks. Work requirements per adult in the family are at a maximum in the
household and around the farm yard at this stage of the family cycle. Studies
which have related farm productivity to stage of family cycle have clearly
shown that labour productivity and output per worker is at a maximum
at this stage (33, pp. 18-19; 45, p. 107). The actual work demands on both
husband and wife, in the household and in the farmyard are, therefore, at a
maximum at this stage.*

*One study, quoted by Blood and Wolfe (op. cit., p. 43) found that a wife’s housework increases

from 50 to 94 hours a week with the arrival of the first child and then gradually tapers off as the child
grows older.
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As the children age, however, they begin to take up more and more house-
hold, farmyard and farm tasks. This allows the husband to withdraw from
- household tasks, if he wants to; and allows.the wife to withdraw from the
farm, if she wants to. Since, however (unless the children are of one sex
only), it is likely that the growing children will be of relatively equal help-
fulness to both spouses in their different task-roles, a person’s own particular
feelings about helping with one’s spouse’s task-roles may play a major role
in deciding whether to remain “helpful” or to withdraw one’s help and let
the children take over. The fact that such a withdrawal of labour occurred
only at low levels of SEL strongly suggests that such feelings play an
-important role here, and that it is not just a simple matter of labour require-
ments. Indeed in the husband’s case, where he had high SEL scores, his level
of -participation in household tasks actually increases up to later stages of
the family cycle; while his lowest rate of household participation occurred
at the later stage of the family cycle with low SEL scores. The level of
demand for his help and his degree of social-emotional involvement in the
family, therefore, are two of the main variables that drrectly mediate his
household participation. If his emotional involvement in the family is low
- he reduces his household participation as fast as he can; and if high, he in-
creases this part1c1patlon as'soon as he can.

- This interpretation is in line with the findings of the senior author in a
previous study that family obhgatlons (i.e., where children worked at house-
hold and farm ‘tasks and felt that the famlly depended a great deal on their

help) are very.deeply institutionalised such that the older-sons and daughters .. .

dcvelop a strong sense of obligation to the family to help on the farm or
in the household as they grow up (45, p. 184). It is reasonable to suggest
that these obligations might be more keenly felt in those households where
‘the father has a low. SEL score and has withdrawn from household tasks.
On the other hand, at the later stages of the FC where the father has high .
SEL scores and has other help on the farm, he is obviously prepared to
increase his household participation as the older children move out.

This conclusion, however, assumes that the stage of family cycle does
actually indicate. the level of available labour in the family. There are a
number -of other sources of labour available for household and farm tasks,
besides that of growing children. The presence and number of other adults
in the household—parents or srbhngs of either spouse, for instance—was also
recorded, and is controlled for in the following table. This examines the
relationship between social-emotional leadership, family cycle, and hus-
bands’. housekeeping participation, in those families where there are no
_grandmothers or other adult female relatives in the family. The results here
almost cxactly reproduce those of Table 2 and very clearly support the inter-
pretation given there.

In conclusion, therefore, the tables presented so far show very clear
patterns of: exchange or reciprocity in task roles within the family. They also
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Table b: For those families without any grandmothers living in the
household, the percentage of husbands with high levels of participation
in housekeeping tasks at three stages of the FC and three levels of SEL

Stage of family cycle (2)

Correlation between

. . . Earl Middl, Lat SFC and DL (house-
Social emotional leadership (1) arey 1aaie ate ho IZ) contrg l;;n;
Percentage of husbands with high par- for SEL
ticipation in household (3)

Low 36% (11) 22% (9) 21% (48) | r=-.16, N=68
Medium 18% (44) 34% (18)  48% (31) | r=+.21%% N=093
High 36% (22)  59% (22) 87% (41) | r=+04, N=85
Correlation between SEL and DL I9g = .02
(household controlling for r=—.04 r=+.19 r=+25%
SFC) n=77 n=49 n=120 15 =.12%

*Significant at .01 level
**Significant at .05 level

indicate clearly that the extent of mutual helpfulness and exchange
between husband and wife, in what was traditionally defined as specifically
male or female task-roles, is very clearly mediated by:

(1) the actual need for such help, which is primarily situationally
determined;

(2) the degree of social-emotional leadership exercised by both spouses
within the family; and

(3) deeply institutionalised normative factors which appear to set limits
to the extent of husband’s helpfulness, especially in housekeeping
roles.

The overall impression created suggests that the division of labour in
families is more likely to be based on the quality of interpersonal relation-
ships and on situational variables, than on very widely accepted sets of pre-
scriptive norms. The latter seem only to set rather wide ranges within
which interpersonal and situational factors determine the actual outcome.
Nevertheless, there does appear to be a very definite and rather rigid set of
such cultural prescriptions operating. In the following section, however, we
explore in more detail the extent to which variations in levels of emotional-
integration in the family influences spousal reciprocity, and return to this
question of normative constraints later. '
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Social Emotional Integration arid Reciprocity in Family Roles

We used a 5 item Guttman Scale to measure this variable. Families were
allocated to scale types on the basis of the extent of mutually supportive
behaviour present in the family. Where husbands are supportive -of their
wives in tension situations, where they give spontaneous unsolicited help
in tasks wives dislike, where husbands and wives have high empathy with one
another’s feelings and. goals etc., where husbands help with child-rearing
tasks in a joint arrangement with their wives, and where fathers are in-
terested and participate in the children’s activities, etc., families are coded as
highly integrated emotionally. Where none of these interpersonally suppor-
tive characteristics are present families are defined as very poorly integrated.
Most families fall between these extremes. - : ‘

At the end of Chapter 4 we indicated the importance of emotional
integration in relation to task-role and decision-making patterns. We found
this variable to be very discriminating, especially where we compared
families of high and low levels of emotional integration. In the following
tables we examine the interaction between SEL, SEI and participation of
the father in household tasks. The tables have been set up in the same way
as in the previous section but we have substituted SEI for FC.

Table 6: Percentage of husbands with high+ levels of participation in house-
— hold by three levels of SEL and SEI

(2) Social-emotional integration

(1) Social-emotional " Low Medium High Correlation between SEI

" leadership (Father level (1+2)  (3+4)  (5,6+7) .and (DL household)
of participation) - controlling for SEL

Percentage high husband participatioh
o . in household (3)+ :

‘ ‘ N N N
Low (1 +2) 14% (22)  26% (48)  43%(7) r=+2%* N=72
Medium (3 +4) 05% (12) ~  32%(48)  34%(78) | r=+06  N=128
High(5+) 88% (13) . 50% (58)  46%(48) [r=+11  N=119
Correlation between SEL , R =
and DL (household), (ns.) N=47 . (ns.)N=144 (ns) N=128

controlling for SEI

" +High équals a score of 5 or greater.
*Significant at the .05 level, 2 tailed.




TRADITIONAL FAMILIES? 133

Controlling for SEI there is no correlation between SEL by DL in house-
hold. But there remains some significant correlations between SEI and DL
in household, controlling for SEL, i.e., SEI is by far the most important
variable. The more integrated and mutually supportive the different family
members are the more does the husband help with housekeeping. At high
levels of SEI almost all husbands (90%) do some housework. At low levels
of SEI about fifty per cent of the husbands do none at all.

Using the same control variables but substituting DL (Farm) or DL
(household), gives us almost exactly the same results. Controlling for social-
emotional integration leaves no significant relationships between the
emotional leadership role of the husband and his wife’s farm-task participa-
tion, while the relationship between level of family integration and farm
task participation becomes statistically significant but negative. The higher
the level of familial integration the lower the participation of the wife on
the farm. As in previous cases the wife’s farm role seems to indicate both
traditionality of expectations but also poorer emotional integration within
families. In the following table the relationship between the father’s child-
rearing role, SEL and SEI is examined.

Table 7: Percentage of husbands with high levels of participation in child-
rearing tasks by three levels of SEI and SEL

(2) Social emotional integration*
Low Medium High Correlation between
. . . SEI h d -
(1) Social emotional leadership (1+2) (3+4) (5+) ‘ tz'cz'p.a;lifgza?n ‘2;{75;_
(8) Percentage of husbands with high rearing, ¢ ‘”E‘:tl':"”mg
levels of participation in child-rearing for§
tasks (5+)
N N N
Low (1 +2) 17% (23) 20% (44) 60% (10) r=+26% N=77
Medium (3 +4) 27% (11) 40% (42) 49% (72) r=+21% N=125
High (5 +) 44% (16) 42% (62) 42% (57) r=+19%* N=135
Correlation between SEL and Tog = 24*
DL child-rearing controlling for r=+.34* r=+.21% r=+.21%
SEI n =50 n=148 n=139 )5 =.26*

*Significant at the .05 level, 2 tailed.

+High equals a score of 5 or greater.

Here there is a moderately high correlation between SEL and DL (Chi.),
at all levels of SEIL And there is also a consistently positive relationship
between SEI and DL (Chi.), at all levels of SEL. In this case, therefore, there
is no worthwhile difference in the discriminant ability of SEL or SEL It is
interesting that at all levels of integration where the father has a high level of
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social-emotional leadership score he also tends to participate more highly in
- child rearing. This appears to be particularly true where the overall level of
emotional integration in families is very low. The explanation which suggests
itself in this case is that, for some reason, some mothers are unable to play
‘the traditional supportive emotional role expected of them, hence the lower
level of overall familial integration. As a result, in some cases, husbands have
- taken over the emotional leadership role, not only fulfilling an emotional-
supportive role towards the children, but furthermore, playing a much more
active role in child-rearing tasks. In these families there appears to be a com-
plete reversal of the type of structure described by Arensberg and Kimball,
where the family is poorly integrated emotionally, but the father, rather
than the mother, is fulfilling the emotionally supportive role. This appears
to hold for something between 10 and 15 per cent of all families. This
~ appears to suggest that a strongly “psychological” set of variables are in-
fluencing family interaction in these cases.
With this latter exception, however, emotional integration appears to be
by far the more discriminating variable and in the following section it is the
main control vanable employed.

Reczproczty in Famzly Roles at Different Levels of Social-Emotional
Integmtzon

The data so far presented very clearly demonstrate the importance of the
social-emotional structure of the family. The extent of husbands’ participa-
tion in inter-personal supportive and tension management functions, as well
as the overall degree of emotional integration of the family have been very

Table 8: Percentage distribution of wives with high levels of participation
" in farm tasks by participation of husband in housekeeping tasks, controlling
for different levels of SEI

Social-emotional integration (2)

. Dwmon oflabour in house-

k 1) Low Medium High Correlations between
o ot etor | (172) (G449  (5%7) |DLFumxSELcon

S trolling for DL Ho.
participation Percentage wives with hi, h par— %

ticipation-on farm+

Low (1 +2) 39% (18)  20% (45) 25%(24) |r=—.08 N=87
Medium (3 +4) 27% (22)  89%(67) - 32%(56) |r=+.08 N=145
High (5 +) 38% (13) 59% (47)  38% (55) |r=-.15** N=115
“Correlation of DL (Ho.) x DL ‘ - 23~ 05
(farm), controlling for r=.,00 r=+22% r=+09 .| .

SEI - . | N=358 N=159 = N=185 |r;3=.02

*Signiﬁ;ént at the 5% lcvcl._**Signiﬁcant at thie 10% levels. +Score of 5+.
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clearly shown to be extremely important intervening variables in under-
standing spousal reciprocity.

In this section we explore in more detail the degree of mutuality or
reciprocity involved in spousal task roles. Tables 8, 9 and 10 summarise
the reciprocal relationship between spouses in their respective house-
keeping, farm and childrearing task roles, controlling for three different
levels of social-emotional integration.

The results here show that at medium to high levels of SEI there is a
rather moderate level of association between the extent of wives’ participa-
tion on farm and husbands’ participation in household. A certain reciprocal
exchange of services seems to take place. The more the husband helps in the
house, the more the wife helps on the farm. There is no recriprocity at all at
low levels of SEI. In all cases the wives are most helpful to their husbands
at low SEI, although husbands are less helpful and least likely to reciprocate
at low integration levels. What about farm and child-rearing roles? The fol-
lowing table summarises these results.

Table 9: Percentage distribution of wives with high levels of participation in
farm tasks by percentage of husbands in child-rearing tasks, controlling for
different levels of SEI

Social-emotional integration (2) Correlation between
social-emotional in-
DL child Low Medium High tegration and wife’s
rearing (1) {z_art on farm, control-
Percentage of wives with high par- m%g‘z%lﬁiésrf;?g ‘ciﬁ” dar—
ticipation on farm (3) rearing
Low (1 +2) 26% (23) 35% (54) 52% (21) r=+14%% N=98
Medium (3 + 4) 44% (9) 46% (26) 44% (36) r=.05 N=71
High (5 +) 59% (17) 43% (67) 23% (70) r=-—30% N=154
Correlation between husbands’ g3 —.05
participation in child rearing
and wives’ participation on r=+.24%% r=.07 r=—27% = -0
the farm, controlling for SEI N =49 N =147 N=127

**Significant at 10 per cent level, 2 tailed. *Significant at 5 per cent level, 2 tailed.

At low levels of SEI the more the husband participates in child rearing the
more the wife participates on farm. There appears to be a clearcut reciprocal
exchange here. Indeed almost a switching of roles at high levels of husband
participation in child rearing. For a small proportion of families here the
wife appears to be the task leader, the husband the supportive leader. On the
other hand, at high levels of SEI the exact opposite is the case, the more the
husband participates in child rearing, the less the wife helps on farm. The
sort of “role bargain” worked out in this kind of family is, therefore, of a
completely different nature to that of low SEI families. Why? It may well
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be, of course, that in these highly emotionally integrated families, such in-
tegration is in the majority of families—as above—a function of high husband
participation, and in others, a minority, as above—of high wife participation
and emotional involvement. It may be that where the husband does not par-
ticipate in child rearing the wife makes it her business to help with the farm;
and where he does she can safely withdraw from that role. The fact that
there is a moderate positive correlation between DL (Farm) and SEI at low
levels of the husband’s participation in child rearing, and a completely
reversed negative correlation at high levels of husband’s participation sup-
‘ports this interpretation. Whatever the interpretation, the relationship here
is highly complex. Because the sample size is too small it is not possible to
explain it further by introducing other variables.

In conclusion, therefore, the extent. of reciprocity in husband and wife
task-roles in the family appears to be as highly dependent on their.feelings
towards, or mutual emotional support for, each other as on the stage of
family cycle. It is not a straight role bargain, although it does.approach this
when such emotional integration is low. At high levels of emotional integra-
tion, however, it appears that spousal reciprocity in task-roles is absent, as
in spousal exchanges of labour in housekeeping and farm-roles; or actually

_counter profitable for husband as in farm and child-rearing roles. The
characteristics of the social-emotional relationships-here becomes extremely
important, therefore, and would need to be controlled when examining any
relationships between the exogenous independent variables examined in the
previous chapter and any of the family interaction' variables. Variation in
any one of the interaction factors appears so highly contingent on the values
of other “dependent” endogenous variables that they can only safely be
examined as a total system. Before proceeding to do this, however, there is
one other variable, power, that needs to be examined in similar detail.

Family Powe_r Characteristics and Reciprocity in Family Roles

The scale used to measure family power was a Likert Scale. This allocated
families to ordinal categories of increasing paternal power on the basis of the
degree of perceived control over decision-making within the family in seven
specific and highly discriminatory decisions in household, farm, child rearing
and financial areas. In each decision a score of 0 was given where the mother
was perceived to make the final decision; I where the decision was joint
and 2 where the father was perceived to be the final decision-maker. A
score of 14 was therefore given to families in which the mother perceives
the father as dominant in all seven areas. In fact, over a quarter of all families

‘got a score of 12 to 14 indicating very high paternal dominance, but 83 per
cent of wives gave their husbands a score of 8 or greater indicating a clear
overall father dominant system: Only 17 per cent of families have scores
of 7 or less which are clearly highly mother dominant families.
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The extent of control over family decisionmaking exercised by the
father—as measured by the four tables given in Table 12, Chapter 4, has no
consistent relationship with any of the other family interaction measures
employed (see Table 1 of this chapter). There is a slight negative relation-
ship to SEL but hardly sufficient to confirm the Bales and Slater hypothesis
of a negative association between paternal dominance of decisions and
paternal involvement in emotional and tension management functions in
the family (6, 101). The relationships between these two dimensions of
family interaction is far more complex than a simple two-way cross classi-
fication can resolve. There is, on the other hand, a moderate positive correla-
tion between ‘‘general power”, ‘“household power” and SEI, i.e., the
greater decision control exercised by the father, especially in household
and financial matters, the more emotionally integrated the family becomes.
This is probably accounted for by the fact that, as seen at the end of the
last chapter (Table 15), the emotional integration of the family is negatively
related to the degree of autonomy of household and child rearing roles.
High' husband involvement in these decision areas, when associated with
actual helpfulness, indicates a joint system of roles rather than actual hus-
band dominance in decisions.

We have already seen that spousal reciprocity in family roles is highly
contingent on social-emotional and circumstantial factors. To what extent is
it equally influenced by power or authority differences? The following
section explores this question in detail. To simplify matters we used
“General Power” scale as an overall measure of the extent of father
dominance in decision making (see Table 10, Chapter 2, for details of these
scales).

A series of tables which controlled for family cycle and related the family
power characteristics to D. Lab. (Ho.), D. Lab. (Farm), and D. Lab. (Chi.),
showed no consistent correlation between power and the division of labour
in the family.* The increasing participation of the husband in household
and child-rearing tasks is not related to his extent of dominance of decision
making in these areas; nor is the wife’s participation in farm tasks related to
her participation in farm decisions. These appear to be relatively indepen-
dent dimensions of family life. And this holds for all stages of the family
cycle. However, the power scale used measures only the extent of father
dominance in these decisions, not the kind or nature of the decision-making
process. We constructed one further measure of these latter characteristics
of family decision making—the extent of joint spousal consultation in-
volved. Again, however, controlling for family cycle, and looking" at the
same variables as above, no clearly consistent pattern emerged.

What emerges at this stage, therefore, is that there is apparently no direct
correlation between both spouses’ reciprocal participation in family tasks

*See Appendix III, Tables 5.1 to 5.4,
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and their participation in decisions. Both dimensions appear to be relatively
independent of each other. Unlike family cycle and SEI, the decision-making
characteristics of the family do not appear to. influence reciprocity. How-
ever, if we also control for the emotional-intergrative characteristics of
family interaction some interesting patterns emerge. Here the decision-
making and social-emotional characteristics of the family appear to interact
with each other, as in some previous cases, to influence spousal reciprocity.

Controlling for SEI there is no consistent relationship between family
power and D. Lab. (Ho.) or D. Lab. (Chi.).* The correlations between SEI
and D. Lab. (Ho.), and D. Lab. (Chi.), remained relatively stable for all
levels of power, i.e., there appeared to be no significant interaction in the
data. However, this situation did not hold for the wife’s participation on the
farm, as the following table shows.

Table 10: Percentage distribution of wives with hz:gh participation on the
farm by three levels of power

Social-emotional integration (2)
Low Medium High Correlation between
Husbands’ power (1) (1+2) (3 +4) (5+) SEI and DL (farm),
controlling for power
Percentage of wives with high par-
ticipation on farm+ (3)
N N N
Low (0-8) 52% (17) 33% (51) 30%(38) | r=.01 N=101
Medium (9-11) : 33% (24) 48%(60) 830%(62) | r=-—22* N=146
High (12 +) 8% (13) 44% (38) 30% (40) | r=-01 N=91
. Tog = —05
Corrclation between -
power and DL (farm) r=-37% r=.11 r=05
controlling for SEI (N=54) (N=149) (N=135) | r;5=—.08

*Significant at the .05 level.
+High equals a score of 5+.

The correlations in the table above indicate that at low levels of integra-
tion the lower the power of the father the higher the participation of the
wife on the farm; i.e., high paternal dominance is usually accompanied by
low participation of the wife.on the farm. This position is reversed at
medium levels of integration where the higher the power of the father the
higher the participation of the wife on the farm. This finding is in line with
a previous interpretation of the data in Table 4 which sought to explain

* Appendix Tables 5.5 and 5.6.
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why the wife’s help on the farm is so abnormally high at early SFC and low
SEL. The higher power of the husband in traditional families could possibly
have explained it. But it is very obvious in this case that the greater the
power of the husband the less the wife helps on the farm; or, alternatively
the greater the influence of the wife on decisions the more she helps on the
farm.

Finally, when we relate family power to SEL, controlling for SEI some
very consistent inter-relationships emerge as the following table shows.
Since there are no overall correlations between SEL and power these data
are highly significant.

Table 11: Percentage distribution of fathers with high SEI scores by three
levels of SEI and three levels of power

Social-emotional integration (2)
Low Meds High Correlation between
Husbands’ power (1) (1+2) (3+z4u)m (525_’) } SEI/SEL, controlling
Percentage husbands with high for power
score on SEL (3)
N N N ’
Low (0-8) 18% (17) 48% (48) 53% (30) Tgg = 29%, N= 95
Medium (9-11) 48% (21) 41% (61) 40% (62) Tgg = —10, N=144
High (12+) 30% (10) 42% (60) 28% (40) ryg = 00, N=110
Correlation between SEL
and power controlling rig=+17 r13=-.07 ryg = —.14*%
for SEI N=48 N=169 N=132

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .10 level.

Only at high levels of SEI is there a consistent negative relationship
between father dominance of decision making and his Leadership role in
social-emotional behaviour. At low SEI there is a consistent, though
statistically insignificant, positive correlation between power and SEL;
the greater the power of the father the more involved he becomes in SEL.
This result is in direct contradiction of that hypothesised by Zelditch (101
and 58) who proposed that these two dimensions of family relationships
are inversely related. He hypothesised that in the ‘normal’ nuclear family
consisting of a male adult, his spouse, and their children, the male will
play the role of a task or instrumental leader and the female the role of
expressive leader, and that the greater the extent of authority enjoyed by
the male the greater the tendency of the female to be the expressive leader.
In this.case, however, where the overall mutual emotional supportiveness of
family members is low, the father’s emotional leadership and authority




140 THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

positions are partly correlated. Indeed, even in this case, those families
- with low husband leadership and power are the least emotionally integrated
of all families, i.e., where the father is both weak in authority and low in
emotional supportiveness families appear to have the lowest level of
emotional integration of all. On the other hand, it appears that even where he
has a low emotional but a high authority position in the family the level of
emotional integration is higher than average. In other words, his authority
and his emotional leadership role appear to be relatively substitutable in
regard to maintaining a high level of emotional supportiveness in families.
The least emotionally integrated families are those where the mother
dominates both areas; i.e., low SEL and low paternal authority; or where
the father dominates both areas, i.e., with a very weak maternal emotional
leadership role and a very ‘high paternal authority role. The relationship
between these variables is very much more complex than suggested by
Zelditch. B _

" It is very clear also from the data in Table 11 that at low levels of paternal
~ power there is a significant and clear positive correlation between SEL and
SEI, despite their being no overall correlation. This would suggest that where
family decision making is dominated by the mother or is primarily mother
dominant but of a joint spousal nature, family integration and the father’s
emotional leadership roles are mutually contingent. At medium to high
levels of patemal dominance the opposite tends to be the case, although the
trend here is not nearly as consistent.

In conclusion, therefore, the power or decmon-makmg characteristics
of families does not appear to act as an intervening variable which influences
the degree of spousal recxprocn:y in the same way as SFC or SEL However,
there still remains very clear interaction effects between Power and SEL and
SEL Relationships are clearly not linear nor additive. The relationship
between any two of these variables is clearly contingent on the values of
the third.

Conclusions”

"In Chapter 4 we examined the relationships between: each of the in-
dividual variables used to measure family interaction characteristics and the
hypothesised set of influencing variables. Although most of the hypotheses
were supported, the actual strength of the relationships was generally rather
low. A number of reasons were isolated, which partly accounted for this.
 The first reason was that the hypothesised reference group effects could
only directly .influence expectations or values, and these are not neces-
sarily translated into behaviour; especially into such complex interactional

. behaviour as that between spouses and between parents and children. We
found this to be clearly the case. Reference group differences were as
_ efficient in explaining degrees of satisfaction -or dissatisfaction with one’s
spouse’s .actual performance as they were with explaining that performance
itself. -
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The second reason for the low correlations found was that a set of
situational factors—i.e., family cycle, number of children, etc., accounted
for almost as much of the variance as did reference group factors. This was
especially the case for the division of labour in household and child rearing,
where the amount of work to be done, and the sheer need to get it done,
varies considerably over the life cycle of the family and influences the
mutual spousal helpfulness irrespective of expectations or feelings.

A third, and even more important reason, however, why these correlations
were low was the finding that all of the family interaction variables appeared
to be mutually dependent on one another and that their individual relation-
ship with extraneous variables was partly dependent on this mutuality. The
initial implicit assumption of simple linear additive relationships was, there-
fore, clearly false. Relationships amongst the dependent variables appeared
to be almost as important as those with the independent variables. The task
of Chapter 5 was to try and unravel these inter-relationships.

Chapter 5, therefore, has concentrated primarily on the interaction
between task role variables, i.e., the degree of reciprocity or mutual help-
fulness that was occurring between spouses at varying stages of the family
cycle, at different levels of emotional integration and different levels of
paternal authority. The most striking feature of the results was the very
high degree of interaction which is occurring between these variables.

The first part of the chapter dealt with husbands’ participation in house-
keeping and child rearing at different levels of emotional leadership, and at
three different stages of the family cycle. What emerged from this line of
investigation was that the husband’s helpfulness with household and child-
rearing tasks was clearly contingent on the stage of the family cycle and on
his emotional involvement in family activities. In child rearing it was par-
ticularly noticeable that where he was emotionally alienated from the
family he displayed minimal helpfulness. A similar set of contingent in-
fluences appeared characteristic of the wife’s participation on the farm. It
was also found, however, that such situational variables as the stage of family
cycle influenced husband’s participation in household tasks regardless of his
emotional involvement. .

Using the same variables, but substituting Social Emotional Integration
(SEI), for stage of family cycle, it was shown that SEI was equally dis-
criminatory, in that at different levels of integration there were clear dif-
ferences in the degree of reciprocity or mutual helpfulness between spouses.

Controlling for levels of SEI within the family ‘unit, and relating dif-
ferences in decision-making patterns in families to their division of labour
characteristics, showed almost no consistent effects, except in the case of
wives’ participation on the farm (Table 10). Here, a relatively high negative
correlation appeared at low levels of SEI: the lower the dominance of the
husband, the higher the participation of the wife on the farm. This relation-
ship disappeared at high levels of integration, however. The power dimen-
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sion, therefore, does not appear to play a comparable role to emotional and
situational factors in. influencing reciprocity. It may well be that other
factors may be intervening which obscure these relationships. It was, how-
ever, clear that the distribution of power in the family was influencing its
level of social-emotional integration. ‘The least emotionally integrated
families were those where the mother dominated both emotional and
dec1s10n-mak1ng functions.

It is very clear, therefore, from the results presentcd in Chapter 5, that
a simple additive model of the data, such as was initially assumed in Chapter
4, cannot represent the relationships involved. It appears that certain con-
figurations of variables (such as a clearly segregated division of labour when
associated with an autonomous decision-making pattern within the family,
and combined with a particular social-emotional structure) hang together in
clearly distinguishable patterns and have effects which are clearly interactive.
Exammmg each of these variables in isolation ignores its contingent associa-
tion with other interaction variables. The main reason for some of the low
correlations in Chapter 4 appears to be that we ignored this fact.

In the next chapter we use a method of cluster analysis to separate out
types of families which are distinguishable on the basis of their configuration:
or pattern of scores across 10 family interaction variables: 3 division of
labour scales, 5 decision-making scales and 2 social-emotional scales. The
"‘'method extracts 7 different types of families which are clearly distinguish-
able from one another. Some have patterns which are very similar to those
observed to be characteristic of the traditional peasant family. Others have
configurations which approximate those of the urban middle-class model.
As a first approximation, this.method of analysis allows us to simultaneously
examine the effects of a number of variables acting together. In sociological
research interaction amongst variables has usually been considered only
amongst independent variables. In this particular case, Cluster Analysis,
which pulls out a number of relatively homogeneous sub-categories of
families with similar patterns of scores across these ten variables and with
statistically distinguishable differences ‘from other sub-categories, appears
to be the only suitable technique for which operating computer programmes
exist in Ireland. It yields subject clusters, or idealised subject types, which
are determined. both by the degree of co-variance of the subjects’ scores
across the 10 variables, as well as by the ‘“‘distance” or closeness of these
similar patterns of scores from each other. The latter ‘“correction” is in-
cluded to correct for situations when two patterns of scores, such as 3, 2, 1,
4, 8, 7, etc. and 7, 6, 5, 8, 7, 11, etc. have a correlation of 1.00 but have
an average scale “distance” of 4 units between them, i.e., although highly -
_correlated patterns, they are clearly qualitatively different.




Chapter 6
Categorising Families by Cluster Analysis

T HE principle of Cluster Analysis is to segregate a population, having many
different and varying characteristics, into discrete and relatively homo-
geneous classes of individuals (31). This is done by assigning individuals who
are most similar to each other, on their overall configuration of scores across
a number of significant variables, to a single cluster.* The method extracts
the minimum number of unique clusters that best segregate most individuals.
If we visualise each cluster in terms of the typical member of the class—the
configuration of average scores across all variables—it is the minimum
number of unique modal configurations which best represents the total
matrix of scores. This might be most logically done by a Factor Analysis of
subjects across the relevant variables. However, such a straightforward
solution, which would be based on factoring a subject by subject correla-
tion matrix, would be highly misleading in this case. Since it is based on
correlating the scores of each pair of subjects across 10 variables, whose
values vary from 1-9 as here, it would be inevitable that two subjects with
score configuration of:

(i) 2,1,8,5,4,2,5,3,1
and
(i) 6,5,7,9,8,6,9,7,5

would be put in the same cluster (r = 1.00), although each one is almost at
the opposite end of each scale. Since correlation methods, being based on
covariation, do not necessarily take the “distance” of each pair of scores
from each other into consideration, the probability of such anomalous
categorisations would be maximised.

The method of Cluster Analysis employed here used both correlation and
“distance” methods, constructing clusters with the maximum correlations
but the minimum average ‘“‘distances” between subjects; and the maximum
“distance’” between adjacent clusters. “Distance’ in this case is equivalent
to the sum of the average ‘“‘distance” between pairs of observations across
the 10 variables concerned.

*The programme used was that developed at the University of Edinburgh and described more fully
in Clustan, I.A. User Manual, Edition 1, first issued in November 1969, corrected in August 1970.

143




lﬁ T o THEk ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Table 1: Arithmetic Mean values ()—( ) and Standard Deviations (S) of all 7 Clusters
) over the 10 interaction variables included

Measures
- X=Mean Total
Variables on which - §=Stan- sample ' . ‘Cluster types

clusters are based * ° darddev. (N=408)
' : . values

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(N=39) (N=56) (N=52) (N=46) (N=72) (N=101) (N=39)

1. DL (Ho.):
Extent of husband’
participation in
houschold tasks
(Scores range from 1-7)

2. Power (Ho.):
Extent of husband’s
dominance in household

- decisions

(Range 1-5) .

3. DL (Chi):
Extent of husband’s .
participation in child-
rearing tasks ’
(Range 1-28)

4. Power (Chi.):
Extent of husband’s
dominance in child-
rearing decisions
(Range 1-6)

5. DL (Farm): ;
Extent of wife’s par-
ticipation in farm
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6. Power (Farm):
Extent of husband’s
dominance in farm

decisions
(Range 1-5)

7. General Power:
Extent of husband’s
dominance in the
most discriminatory
family decisions
(l-l4¥ :

8. Jointness in decision-
making:
Extent of mutual or joint
spousal involvement in”
gcncra! decisions
(0-14) -

9. Social-emotional
" leadership:
Extent of husband s par-
ticipation in expressive
and tension management
functions
(1-10)

10. Social-emotional
Integration:’
Extent to which spousal
and parent-child relation-
ships are mutually
emotlonally supportive
and expressive
(Range 1-7)
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Overall extent of husband’s ’
participationin 1, 3,9 15,5 - 9.9 13.8 16.0 17.9 15.7 18.2 16.2

Overall extent of husband’s
dominance in decisions (2, 4, 5, 7) 21.1 21.4 164 208 19.7 24.2 23.7 18.8
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The following are the variables we used in clustering families:
(a) Division of Labour:
(1) In household (DL Ho.). This is a 5 item Guttman Scale. CR =
.92; scores range from 1-6.
(2) In child rearing (DL Chi.). This is a 7 item Likert Scale; scores
range from 1-20.
(3) On farm (DL Farm). This is a 6 item Guttman Scale. CR = .93;
scores range from 1-7.

(b) Extent of Paternal Dominance in Decision-making in Famailies:

(4) In household (Guttman Scale; CR =.95; scores range from

(5) In child rearing (Guttman Scale; CR = .91; scores range from
1-6.

(6) On the farm (Guttman Scale; CR = .93; scores range from 1-5).

(7) General power, or overall paternal decision-making dominance
in families (Likert Scale; score 1-14).

(8) Extent of autonomy in or reciprocal spousal joint consultation
in decision-making in families (Index 0 = none, to 14 = v. high).

(c) Social-emotional Characteristics of Families:
(9) Social-emotional leadership (Likert Scale; scores range from
1-10).
(10) Social-emotional integration (Guttman Scale; CR = .89; scores
range from 1-7).

All of the scores were standardised before computation began. The ideal
solution to our problem would have been to put in all 408 respondents and
have the computer calculate all the ‘““distances” for all the subjects simul-
taneously. Unfortunately, since the maximum size matrix that the computer
could handle was limited to 120 x 120, it was not possible to do this. As a
result we had to put in four separate samples of 102 families to be clus-
tered independently. We then tried to match these with each other. This is a
rather crude and only partly successful strategy, but was the only one
possible in the circumstances. The four sets of cluster analyses were, in most
respects, highly similar and, when amalgamated, yielded relatively homo-
geneous clusters of families with similar configurations of scores across the
ten variables. The outcome is shown in Table 1. The 10 means and standard
deviations for each cluster are given in the individual columns, and can be
compared with the overall sample means and standard deviations given on
the first column on the left of the table. By comparing the underlined 10
mean scores per column with each other the cluster profiles can be com-
pared with each other and with the overall sample scores.

First, however, it is obvious if we compare the standard deviations of
clusters in this way, that clusters 6 and 7 are less homogeneous than others,
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each having 5 of the 10 variables where variances are somewhat greater
within the cluster than within the overall sample, while clusters 4 and 5
have only a single value each where this is the case. Clusters 1, 2 and 3 are
intermediate in this respect. Of the 10 variables, 4 are very clearly
segregated, i.e., with low within cluster variances: (10}, Social-emotional
integration; (3), DL (Chi.); (7), General power; (8), Jointness in decision-
making. These stress differences amongst categories of families in terms of
their power structure, and joint spousal and parental emotionally supportive
behaviour. The clusters are relatively well segregated on these dimensions.
On the other hand they. are least well segregated on variables 2, 6 and 4;i.e.,
- power differences amongst families in household and farm and in SEL.
They are relatively well segregated on the remaining division of labour
scales and the exercise of power in child rearing. Variances, although greater
than in the case of jointness scales, are still very small.

Unfortunately, the necessity to put in four separate sub-samples for clus-
 tering meant that - the optimisation of similarity ‘within clusters and
“maximisation of differences or variances between clusters—carried out by a

modified set of F and t tests by the programme—which was carried out
by the original Cluster Analysis, was lost through the amalgamation of
similar clusters from the four different analyses. As an example the follow-
ing table compared the means and standard deviations for the first cluster
_extracted and the similar finally amalgamated cluster. ’

As can - clearly be seen, the means of the two clusters are remarkably
similar across 9 of the 10 variables and, for most variables, are clearly dif-
ferent from the over-all average values for the sample. A series of modified
t ‘tests which compared the means of the individual clusters with the mean
values for the over-all sample found that in 5 cases out of 10 these differences
were highly significant. -

However, the main interest of the table is in the great increase in' the
variances as similar clusters from the four different analyses were amal-
gamated. In nine out of the ten cases, variances were considerably increased
- by amalgamation, in most cases by over half. In fact, in three out of the ten
variables, the variance. is now equal to, or greater than, the over-all sample
variance. The final amalgamated cluster, therefore, is much more approxi-
mate than one would wish but, in the local circumstances of limited com-
‘puter capacity, could not be avoided. Despite this, however, the resultant
types of families' have clearly distinguishable differences from each other
and, as later tables show, these differences are clearly very significant.

Interpreting Family Types - ,

A careful examination of the results in Table 1 and of a further analysis
of these in- Appendix III (Table 6.1) shows that Type 1 families have the
highest level of sex segregation in family roles of all the types isolated. On

average, wives in these families do nearly all the household and child-rearing




Table 2: Comparison of means and standard deviations of computer derived clusters and amalgamated clusters

(10 variables on which clusters are based)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
DL Power DL Power DL Power  General  Jointness SEL SEI
(Ho.) (Ho.) (Chi.) (Chi.) (Farm) (Farm)  power  decisions
First Analysis: _
First cluster type X 2.3 3.5 4.4 3.0 2.4 5.0 10.8 0.3 4.1 2.6
extracted S 0.7 1.0 2.8 1.5 1.2 0.0 1.4 0.7 3.2 0.6
(N=11)
Amalgamated from
4 separate analyses:
first amalgamated X 2.6 2.9 4.7 3.3 2.6 5.0 10.2 0.5 2.6 2.4
cluster type S 1.0 14 3.5 1.8 1.1 0.2 2.4 1.2 2.9 1.2
(N =39)
Average for total X 3.7 3.2 8.1 3.5 3.5 4.7 9.8 1.2 3.7 4.1
sample S 1.3 1.2 4.5 1.7 1.6 0.5 2.7 1.5 2.6 1.7

(N = 408)
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work, while husbands do almost- all the work on the farm. In their
relatively “isolated” task roles also, both spouses are relatively autonomous
in decision-making, the husband showing less than average interest in house-
hold and child-rearing decisions, while the wife has almost no say in farm
decisions. These families appear to constitute the most typical case in our
sample of what Herbst (50) labelled the traditional “autonomic” role
system; i.e., segregated roles which are run relatively autonomously. In
other respects also these families are equally traditional, having higher than
average parental dominance of, and the lowest level of reciprocal or joint
spousal involvement in over-all, particularly financial, decision-making. This
type is also equally low in terms of social-emotional leadership role of the
husband and of the over-all emotional integration of the family. Over all
variables it clearly constitutes what is almost stereotypical of the traditional
farm family system as described by Arensberg (3, pp. 45-58). As Herbst
points out, however, this type may.have gone beyond a point of role
autonomy where its over-all integration is seriously threatened (50). In all,
however, only 10 per cent of all families belong to this type.

Cluster 2 on the other hand, has almost equally low levels of husband
involvement in household and child-rearing tasks and decisions as in Cluster
1, i.c., a highly autonomous role system. It has, however, greater than
average participation of wives in farm tasks, as well as in over-all decision-
making. In fact, it has the lowest overall level of father dominance of deci-
sions of all types and average levels of jointness in decision-making. At the
same time, it has greater than average emotional leadership by the husband.
Indeed, one could characterise these families as partially maternally
dominant with a strong emotional role being played by the father. Overall,
however, it has the second lowest level of emotional integration of all types.
Over all variables it could, therefore, be regarded as the second most tradi-
tional type in task role structure, and indeed in internal roles generally, but
exhibiting some considerable movement away from tradition on the father’s
side. Again, as found in other studies, this type of pattern of wifely
autonomy with high participation of wives in husbands’ decisions—a mirror
image, almost, of Cluster 1-has the second lowest level of over-all familial
integration (50). Taking all variables together, therefore, Clusters 1 and 2
show the highest level of sex segregation in household and child-rearing roles
and in the overall autonomy of the mother in these roles. They diverge in
terms of maternal involvement in over-all decision-making and in the social-
emotional leadership roles of fathers. In these cases, however, either because
of the nature of the maternal involvement in decision-making or of a lack
of jointness or reciprocity in social-emotional roles, both types of family
have equally low levels of emotional integration. Roughly one quarter of
all families belong to both types. - = .

Cluster 3 families, on the other hand, have an over-all pattern of scores
which is closest to the over-all sample average. It has much less segregated
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task roles than 1 and 2 with an especially high level of jointness in farm
tasks. Nevertheless, these families were still much more segregated than
Clusters 4, 5, and 6. They also have the highest level of joint spousal decision-
making of all family types and a higher than average participation of hus-
bands in social-emotional leadership tasks. Nevertheless, despite this high
level of jointness in decisions, etc., they have lower than average scores on
social-emotional integration, although still higher than Clusters 1 and 2. It
could be defined, in comparison to Cluster 2, as a “wife leadership”
pattern (50).*

The next highest levels of social-emotional integration is 7—with slightly
above average scores. It has an even higher level of sex segregation in task
roles than 3, especially in farm roles. It also has lower levels of paternal
dominance of decisions than 3 and equally high levels of mutual involvement
in decision-making. What really distinguishes Cluster 7, however, is that hus-
bands are extremely active in emotional leadership and tension management
functions as well as in sharing decision-making with their wives. As a result,
perhaps, of the very high levels of emotional involvement by husbands and
their higher level of reciprocity in decisions, despite the lower level of wives’
helpfulness in farm tasks, Cluster 7 families have higher than average levels
of emotional integration. In terms of segregation of roles and decision-
making patterns, Cluster 7 is even more “traditional” than Cluster 3 and,
in terms of Herbst’s categorisation, could be called the ‘“complementary
syncratic” pattern.** But, in terms of the social-emotional role of the father,
it is the most “modern” of all family types.

All of the four family types we have been dealing with so far have much
higher levels of segregation of task roles than the remaining three. Partly as a
consequence, perhaps, they also have lower levels of emotional integration,
all of the remaining three having higher than average levels. The other three
clusters show equally contrasting configurations. Clusters 5 and 6 are almost
equally similar over all but two variables. They both have equally low levels
of segregation and autonomy of housekeeping and child-rearing roles. They
both show slightly higher than average participation of husbands in house-
hold and child-rearing tasks and a greater than average involvement in both
decision areas. They differ only on farm roles, five having very high levels
of wife participation and six very low. They both show the highest level of
paternal dominance of decision-making and a low level of joint consultation.
In Herbst’s terms they could be defined as “Husband Leadership”—with
low segregation of roles, but high husband involvement or dominance of
decisions. They have, on the other hand, average levels of father’s involve-
ment in emotional leadership roles but slightly higher than average levels of
overall emotional integration. Except for farm roles, therefore, both of these

*Where there is some jointness in activity but slight wife dominance in decisions.
**Both spouses tend to work separately but make joint decisions.
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types are rather husband dominant in decision-making pattemns, but have
much lower levels of segregation of household and child-rearing roles than
others. In the latter case, as in their overall emotional 1ntegrat10n level, they
are more ‘“‘modern” than Clusters 1, 2, 3 and 7. :

While Cluster 4 families have equally high levels of husband partlapatlon
in housekeeping and child-rearing roles, they have a much more joint, less
patriarchal, pattern of decision-making. They have much higher levels of
husband participation in emotional and tension management functions and,
" perhaps, as a consequence, the highest level of social-emotional integration

or mutua]ly supportlve behaviour of all types. They could be termed as having

“Joint Syncratic” pattern of interaction—where both spouses co-operate

-in work and decisions.

Clearly, therefore, although the seven family types differ very widely and
very significantly from each other, it is obviously not possible to arrange
them along a single continuum from most traditional to most modern.
While Clusters 1 and 2 exhibit clear patterns of sex role segregation, decision-
making and social-emotional patterns, which are the most “traditional”
of all types, and Cluster 4 has an almost equally contrasting pattern at the

“modern” end of the continuum, the’ remaining. four clusters are not as

easily ordered. While Cluster 7, for instance, has a more segregated allocation
of task roles than Cluster 3, it has a much more joint system of decision-
making and very high levels of husband leadership in emotional management
processes within the family, etc. Similarly, any attempt at ordering Clusters
5 and 6 as against 3 and 7 runs into equally intractable problems of doing
so in a number of ways dependmg on which dimension one chooses to order
them along.

The presumed advantage of this technique of categorising families, how-
ever, is this multidimensionality and the following sections will attempt to
assess this advantage. The results of the previous chapter clearly showed
that change in family interaction patterns is definitely not a simple uni-
dimensional process. Whatever the originating source of such change, it
appears to set up a series of reverberating adjustments within the various
dimensions of spousal roles—division of labour, decision- makmg and social-
emotlonal processes. Thus, once introduced, the overall “role adjustment
outcome” after a period of time depends so much on the original charac-
teristics of the family and on the subsequent internal dynamics of family
interaction, that a simple uni-dimensional change model is patently invalid.

At this stage, therefore, we have sufficient information to come to some
clear conclusions about some basic research questions raised in Chapter 1.
The main question involved is: (Q. 3), “How is variation in one aspect of
family roles, or family interaction pattérns—such as segregation or differen-
tiation in age and sex roles—related to variation in other areas of famlly
interaction, such as in authority or decision-making patterns, or in expressive
or social-emotional roles?” It was then assumed that change in all of these
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variables was to a considerable extent collinear; and that, as a result, it would
be possible to rank order family types from the most traditional to the most
modern, along a single continuum. The results so far presented in Chapters
4 and 5 clearly demonstrate that the direction and extent of internal family
change in any interaction variable—whether motivated by ideological reasons
or merely adaptive to situational constraints—is, in itself, so dependent on
other characteristics of family interaction and has consequences on these
other variables which are equally reciprocally dependent, that a straight-
forward linear model of change is simply invalid.

Some of the less complex aspects of such internal family dynamics have
been elucidated in Chapter 5. So far in this chapter we have been able to
answer one further question—‘“whether it is possible to rank order families
along a single continuum from traditional to modern?”’ As could be easily
predicted from the results in Chapter 5, and has been demonstrated above,
it is not. Although one can indicate the two extreme family types, 1, 2 and
4, in that on most of the ten variables involved they possess opposite
extreme values, it is not possible to arrange the other four cluster types
along the same continuum.

Variation in family interaction patterns and, almost inevitably, change
in these patterns, is a highly complex multidimensional process. As a result,
the particular organisation of role-relationships observed at any one time
within a sample of families is the outcome of so many different and often
conflicting external and internal family variables that one cannot expect
anything except very low correlations between external ideological or situa-
tional variables and internal family variables. It appears unlikely, therefore,
that we will find any higher correlations between any ‘“external variables”
and these seven complex family types than we found with the individual
variables in Chapter 4.

However, before we proceed with the analysis of these relationships we
need to establish, on a more solid basis, the validity and usefulness of these
isolated types. In the following section we relate the seven types to the
different feelings about and to some extent the different meaning that both
spouses attach to their family roles. According to our analysis up to this
point, they should be very different.

The Validity of the Types

To check the validity of these configurations, we related them to a series
of independent measures about people’s feelings and satisfactions about
family life. One would expect that the more ‘““traditional” families (1 and 2),
would show a clearly different pattern of feelings and satisfactions than the
more ‘“modern” ones (4, 5 and 6). Is this, in fact, the case? Table 3 below
contains the relevant results.

Over all ten variables which were constructed to index or scale respon-
dents’ feelings about, and satisfactions with, their own and their spouse’s
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Table 3: Percentage of each cluster who are satisfied/dissatisfied, etc.

Cluster types
Wives’ and husbands’ feelings

about family f:fe . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Wife’s satisfaction . (N=89) (56) (52) (46) (72) (101) (39)
with husband's roles . % % % - % % % %
and general help- ' '
fulness (Guttman Low
Scale: CR=.91) ~ - satisfaction 49 27 13 13 25 13 23
P<.05% - . .

2, Wife's satisfaction  (a) Low—not . '
with husband’s satisfied 26 20 .12 15 17 15 21
help in child- ) :
rearing: ' - {(b) High—def. . . .

(4 item index) . satisfied - 26 34 44 41 40 39 39
P< .05% . .

'8. Wifc’s ranking of (Wives’ responses) -
family satisfactions Spousal ’ .
{i.c. of 8 options pre- satisfactions o 10 11 14 22 19 23 18

sented which 3 were
tanked as most (Husbands’
satisfying in married responses) - -
life) - Spousal - . 15° 9 27 17 13 18 15
P<.05% )
4, Interspousal conflict: .
“Who is faster to get Mother is faster
over rows, or ‘give  and usually gives N
in’ usually” in R 41 25 29 22 22 26 28
P<.05* :
5. *Person who is {Wives’ responses)
casiest to talk things (a) Husband 54 57 69 67 75 67 62
over with when )
worried or upset {Husbnnds' responses) .
b} Wife 56 64 83 83 71 75 74

about something”
P< .05% .

6. “Person whom it is
most enjoyable to (Husbands’ responses)
talk to” . “Wife"”
P<.05*

7. “Families should
spend free time :
together, and own (Wives’ responses)
family generall Agree
does” Lo
P< .05*

39 34 52 . 50 51 46 56

18 - 38 31 27 38 37 44

’

8. Recreational behaviour
Families where both
spouses have similar,
rather high, and joint X
patterns of outside High jointness s 16 27 22 39 34 29 22
recrcational activity. :
(Guttman Scale; CR=
.92) (6 point scalc)
P< .05% :

9. Terms of reference
spontaneously used by
wife for husband:
Used Christian name or
warm affectionate 18 38 31 37 38 37 44
spousal term .
P<.05*

10. - Evaluation by inter-
viewers of recipr:
attitudes expressed by
husband for wife and

wife for husband High positive 24 20 45 50 . 27 = 51 34
during interview
T P<L05* I
Modal rank order of types in terms of the Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank
degree of satisfaction with family roles 1st 2nd 3rd 7th not 6th not
. . . (most) clear clear

*By chi-square test.
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family roles, cluster differences are highly statistically significant. In all
cases Cluster 1 has, by far, the lowest level of satisfaction, the lowest level
of expressed interspousal affection and supportiveness and the least in-
tegrated pattern of interspousal tension-management and even recreational
behaviour of all types. For most wives it appears to be the least satisfactory
kind of family structure. This is most vividly indicated, perhaps, by the very
low proportion (18 per cent) of wives who were observed, during the inter-
view, to use the Christian name or a warm affectionate spousal term of
reference for their husbands. Since these terms were recorded only as they
were used spontaneously during the interview, and were not elicited by
questioning, the distribution of this variable clearly indicates great dif-
ferences in the feelings and meanings participants have about each kind of
family (50, 73).

At the other extreme, Clusters 4 and 6 seem to share the most satisfac-
tory forms of family life, having, on average, roughly double the percentage
of families who are satisfied on almost all variables as compared to Cluster 1;
and with nearly 40 per cent of the wives observed using affectionate terms of
reference for their husbands during the course of the interview. Of the
remaining four Clusters, 2 and 3 seem closer to Cluster 1 on most variables,
while Clusters 5 and 7 are closer to 4 and 6. Over all these variables, there-
fore, there are very significant differences in the feelings of participants
toward the particular configuration of relationships in which they are in-
volved, especially between the two extremes of the continuum. This method,
therefore, has extracted complex family types which have some clearcut
validity.

Taking Type 1 first, roughly half of the wives appear dissatisfied with
their husband’s overall familial roles and a quarter with their child-rearing
roles, compared to 13 per cent and 15 per cent of Type 4 and 6 wives.
Over all, only 24 per cent and 20 per cent respectively of Type 1 and 2
families got an over-all score which indicated highly positive reciprocal
attitudes between the spouses, as assessed by interviewers, compared to 50
per cent and 51 per cent of Type 4 and 6 families. Only 10 to 15 per cent of
Types 1 or 2 spouses emphasise the spousal roles of companionship, under-
standing and reciprocal co-operation, compared to 17 per cent to 23 per
cent of Type 4 and 6 families, The differences between these two types is
even greater in terms of the way they handle tensions and disagreements
within the families. Over 40 per cent of wives in Type 1 families appear to
play the traditional emotionally supportive or integrative role of being
“faster to get over disagreements’’ and usually “giving in” to others in dis-
agreements. This is true only of roughly a quarter of the more modern
types (4/6). Much the same, though less obvious, differences exist between
the two types in terms of the extent both spouses resort to each other to
talk over and share worries and upsets and even mention each other as the
one they most enjoy talking to. In all cases the more “modern” (4/6) are by
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far the more interpersonally supportive. In actual recreational patterns and
values the same patterns emerge. Over twice the proportion of the more
“modern” types have high rates of joint recreational activity, and feel that
this is the more satisfactory arrangement. . ' :

Over the three main variables which index the wives’ level of satisfaction
with family life (nos. 1, 2, 3, in Table 3), the average rank order of types
from lowest level of satisfaction to highest is pretty consistent. Types 1, 2
and 7 are consistently least satisfactory and 5, 4 and 6 most satisfactory;
with Type 3 having no consistent position. By rank ordering each cluster on
each of the ten variables in Table 3—from least to most satisfactory, i.e.,
1st to 7th—and by taking the modal rank order (i.e., the most frequently
occurring one) we were able to derive a rank order of types in terms of the
degree of satisfaction of spouses with relationships within the family, and
these are given in the bottom row of the table. Because Clusters 5 and 7
occupied clearly different rank orders in different variables, it was not pos-
sible to rank order them. They would both, however, be closer to 4/6 than
1-3. The final rank order of types, therefore, from least to most satisfactory
is: 1, 2,-3 (5, 7), 6, 4. Type 7 especially holds a very anomalous position. It
was the type of family where wives were most likely to spontaneously use
a warm affectionate term of reference for their husbands, and also where
husbands were most likely to say they most enjoyed talking to their wives,
etc.; yet it clearly occupies a low to medium rank order on most other
variables. Type 5 is equally variable in its rank order position.

This rank order of satisfaction, however, almost exactly conforms to the
rank order of clusters in terms of their average scores on social-emotional
integration, a variable (No. 10) which was used in sorting. So, although it
clearly validates that other major social-psychological differences equally—or
even more dramatically—discriminate amongst these clusters, it is hardly a
surprising result. .- E : A _

If, therefore, Type 1 families, which anthropological and sociological
research has shown to be most typical of the peasant family systems (4, 67,
101); and if, as Arensberg and Kimball also suggest, these patterns were
typical of and accepted as legitimate and normal in rural Ireland in the
1930s; this is clearly no longer the case. Across all of these variables which
are direct, or indirect, measures of both spouses’ feelings, it has, by far, the
most unsatisfactory rating of all family patterns. ‘

Type 2 shows an almost equally segrégated pattern of roles, except for
farm tasks where the wife appears to be more helpful than average. It has,
however, a slightly more consultative, if not slightly wife dominant, pattern
of decision-making. Overall, however, it is the next most unsatisfactory type
of family for wives. Taking both types together, which clearly represent the
most traditional patterns and which comprise a quarter of all families, they
are by far the least satisfying form of family structure. .

It is obvious, therefore, that we are not dealing with clearly different
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types of family structure which are equally validated or institutionalised
in the society, but with clearly different types where, in many cases,
the feelings and satisfactions of wives especially are not in balance
with their roles. If the traditional system of family roles, so graphically
described by Arensberg and Kimball, was so deeply institutionalised in rural
communities as they suggest in the 1930s, in that there was (i) almost
complete community consensus on the appropriate role models and
expectations; (ii) almost universal similarity in behaviour and in values,
and in the practice of effectively socialising younger people into these roles;
and (iii) complete internalisation of these highly consensual role models by
younger entrants to the system, so that they come to regard them as not
only legitimate but their feelings and expectations were completely in
harmony; this is clearly no longer so. If, as Arensberg and Kimball also
reported, the expectations and feelings that nearly every person comes to
develop for his own roles, are not alone balanced within the person himself
but also with the reciprocal expectations of significant others in the system
—spouses, parents, siblings, etc. which were equally as harmonised and in
balance—then a very dramatic transformation of family roles has occurred.
This is obviously an extreme degree of institutionalisation of roles, however.
If it was present in rural Ireland in the 1930s to the extent that Arensberg
and Kimball suggest, so that they could say that “The interests and desires
of the individual concur in large measure with the norm, and he finds reward
and pleasure in it” (4, p. 46), it is certainly no longer the case. The highest
proportion of dissatisfied wives and the least emotionally integrated families
occur amongst those with the most “traditional” patterns. But even amongst
the most “‘satisfactory” family types such a high degree of personal satis-
faction with one’s family roles is not universal. Even if such a high degree
of institutionalisation of family roles was unlikely to be valid for the 1930s,
it appears most likely, however, that this traditional pattern was the most
common and the most deeply institutionalised of all patterns at that time.

It appears most likely that coincident with the collapse of the isolating
boundaries of the traditional communities the legitimacy of traditional
female subservience, which was characteristic of most peasant systems,
became increasingly less sustainable. In a much more dramatic opposition of
the old and the new, Barbara Harrell-Bond’s study of working class marriages
in Oxford in the mid-1960s illustrates the likely pattern of change. There, a
comparison between Irish-born and English husbands showed that the
former were much more traditional in their household and child-rearing
roles and leisure time activities, and that their wives were much less satisfied
with their spousal relationships than the latter. This was primarily because
the Irish husbands maintained their traditional patterns of family behaviour,
while their wives’ peers were married to Englishmen who were far more
likely to interact in a more interpersonally supportive pattern (47, 88). The
internalisation of the values of such prestigeful external reference groups had
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made it virtually impossible for the Irish wives to remain satisfied with the

“traditional system of family roles. The greater reluctance of husbands to
change is understandable. After all, if change occurs away from the sharp
division of roles between spouses, it is the husband who must accept or
make the more radical change in his behaviour. It is growth in the husband’s
participation. in household and child-rearing activities and his increased
willingness to share responsibility in areas. where wives traditionally had
complete responsibility, that is the main direction of change. Equally, it is
his willingness to relinquish some of his traditional autocratic. control of
family decisions  and. his increased emotional involvement in the family
‘that is significant. Oeser and Hammond (73) found in one Australian study
that most family tensions occurred in husband autocratic families where the
lowest level of joint consultative decision-making took place. The most
reasonable conclusions one can come to, therefore, on the basis of the above
evidence, is that reference group changes appear to have been almost
universal over the past twenty years, so that the resultant collapse of the
isolating boundaries of the traditional cultural system almost necessarily
undermined the:legitimacy of male self-interest in maintaining the tradi-
tional system of roles. If these interests were fully legitimised in the 1930s
" this is clearly no longer the case. Whether this conclusion, as to the
importance of reference group effects, is supported by the evidence from
this study will be established in the following section.. :

Social Background Correlates of Different Family Types

If our explanation for the differential levels of satisfaction of wives with
the different family types is valid, then variation in family types should be
closely related to the type of background both spouses come from and the
kind - of experiences both spouses have had. People from more remote
communities; who have not lived outside the community, who are from
farm backgrounds and with only farming experience, and who have only

had a primary level of education should be much more likely to be satisfied
~ with traditional family patterns—i.e., 1 and 2—and be much less likely to
want and work towards Types 4 and 6. Is this, in fact, the case? To what
extent do these differences between husbands and wives. influence family
outcomes? Table 4 gives some relevant results. '

Table 4 indicates clearly that almost all the background variables are signi-
ficantly' related to the various cluster types, although not exactly in the
. same way as satisfactions were. The -education of spouses, the residence of
wives before marriage and the migration experience of both spouses are signi-
ficantly related to the different family types. One can see clearly that the
percentage of wives who come from the home parish and the percentage of
both spouses who have never migrated outside the home community are
greatest in Clusters 1 and 2 and least in 3, 6 and 7. When education of both
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Table 4: Percentage of respondents in each cluster type with specified background

characteristics
Cluster types
Background variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(N=89) (N=56) (N=52) (N=46) (N=72)(N=101) (N=89)

1. Residence of wife Percentage resident %o % % % % % %o
previous to marriage  (a) In home parish 67 70 40 60 68 52 49
(b) Small towns 16 18 25 18 11 15 10
%% =229 (c) Large urban areas 18 12 28 922 21 3% 41

P< .05

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

39 56 51 46 72 101 39

2, Residence of husband Always within

since birth home parish 59 57 60 61 61 66 46
Have lived and worked
(P<.10) outside parish 41 43 40 39 39 34 54
Total N 39 56 51 46 72 101 39
3. Education of husband % Both with primary
X education of wife only 77 72 83 58 69 54 64
9 % Wife some secondary
X~ =29.39 Husband primary 18 23 15 30 22 27 31
P< .05
% Husband some secondary
Wife primary - 1 2 10 0 8 2
% Both some secondary 5 4 — 2 4 11 3
4. Remoteness of 1. 0-3.5 miles from
community X nearest town
distance from (a) Beside road 18 36 21 37 28 32 28
tarred road
(b) Away from road 44 28 44 20 28 23 41
(P< .20)
1. 3.5+ miles from
nearest town
(a) Beside road 13 10 1 15 21 17 15
{b) Away from road 20 27 25 28 24 29 15
5. Religion % Roman Catholic 98 95 97 93 85
x% =122
P< .02
6. Migration experience (a) Neither have
of spouses migrated 50 55 29 50 49 45 38
2 (b) Husband has 18 18 17 17 21 10 10
X" =323
P<.05 (c) Wife has 24 27 44 33 28 37 28

(d) Both have 8 — 11 J— 1 9 23
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spouses is controlled for, the differences are even more striking with the
pattern of differences remaining very much the same. Similarly with the -
migration experience of both spouses, although the differences between
clusters where neither spouse has migrated are slight, spouses in Clusters 3
and 7 stand out-as having more migration experience. In almost a quarter
of Cluster 7 families both spouses have lived and worked outside the home
area for some time. These clusters are the- ones, noted earlier, that are
characterised by low husband dommance, high jointness in decisions and by
a high degree of emotional integration, despite a rather highly segregated

division of labour. Very surprisingly, religion is one of the most statistically
significant of the background variables. Although less than five per cent of
all respondénts belong to the Church of Ireland or Protestant denominations,
nearly one-third of these occur in Cluster 7 families.

In conclusion, therefore, background differences, including the extent
of mobility or stability of residence of respondents and their education, are
highly- significantly related to family type. However, these relationships are
no stronger or no more significant than one would expect from relationships
with the individual variables considered separately.

The Relationship of Cluster’Types to Current Life Style Differences and
‘ ' Extent of Contact with External Reference Groups

"Table 5 gives a number of current life style variables Wthh are related
to the different family types.

‘Again here we find that almost all current life style variables which in-
dicate reference group differences are highly significantly related to family
type. However, once more the strength of the relatlonshlps observed are no
more remarkable than for the individual variables in Chapter 4. The hypo-
thesis, therefore, of the greater ease of “explaining’” more complex con-
figurations of variables—because of their complex interactive relationships
with each other—than in explaining single variables is not supported. The
reasons why this did not occur will be explored in the last section of this
chapter. However, some very 1nterest1ng patterns. do emerge in the two
Tables, 4 and 5.

First, the relative influence of these background variables on famlly types
yields a rank order of types which is quite different to their order of satis-
faction. Although spouses in Types 1, 2 and 3 families come from the most
conservative backgrounds, and are least likely to be exposed to mass media
effects, etc., have the lowest incomes and most traditional farming patterns,
etc., the: famlly type. that has been most clearly exposed to, and influenced
by, these forces is Type 7; not 6 or 4, the most modern! With some excep-
tions both husbands and wives in Type 7 families have the highest levels of
education; the most experience in and most contact with outside com-
munities; are most likely to be living in the least remote communities and
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Table b: Percentage of respondents within each cluster with specified
characteristics of their current life situation which would indicate
differences in reference group identification and contact with extra
community influences

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Independent variables (N=39) (N=56) (N=52) (N=46) (N=72) (N=101) (N=39)

% % % % % % %
1. Father’s involvement in
formal organisations:—

x%2=24.2| (a) Nota member 80 69 61 68 58 48 45
P< .02 (b) Inactive member 15 29 35 30 32 38 37
(c) Active member 5 2 4 7 10 14 18
2. Mother’s involvement in formal
organisations
[pP< .20] Not involved:— 92 86 90 91 82 83 74
3. Mass media involvement
(P< .10) % v. high:— 28 30 38 40 32 36 43
4. Gross margin: (Scale 0-9)
[P< .05]
% with incomes > £1,200:— 23 23 39 22 26 33 49
Median score:— 3.8 5.6 6.2 492 - 459 495 6.5
5. Socio-economic scale
(Scale 1-7)
[P<.05] % + High:— 31 30 34 38 30 44 64
Median score:— 3.87 4.71 4.75 3.83 3.77 4.70 592

6. Modemity of marketing
behaviour of farm products
[P< .01]
Completely traditional methods 39 27 21 33 39 34 15

7. Farm-technology innovation
scale:—
(Likert, 1-7) (P< .10) :
% very low adoption:— 36 18 19 17 17 23 18
% very high adoption:— 35 43 42 35 39 38 46

in terms of current contacts (see Table 5), are the most involved in formal
organisations; are most exposed to mass media source; have the highest
income and level of living, and are the least traditional in farming and mar-
keting techniques, etc.

Clearly then, although the most traditionally structured (Types 1 and
2) families come from the most conservative and traditional backgrounds,
and are least exposed to present-day modernising influences, those from the
least conservative backgrounds and most exposed to modernising influences
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are not the most “modern” in family role structure. Indeed, paradoxically,
in many respects they are more. “traditional” than most other families,
especially in terms of their segregation of sex roles. Clearly, they have lower
Jevels of emotional integration and less satisfied wives than Type 4 families,
for instance. Why should this be the case? It may well be, of course, that
the rather traditional role segregation found in these families (Type 7) is a
“consequence of .the very high level of economic activity present. With nearly
double the gross margin and output of Types. 1 and 2, and much higher
levels of consumption, this level of economic activity requires a very high
degree of efficiency in farm, household and farmyard operations and in
financial management. generally. As a result, the allocation of task roles
between spouses is forced towards a traditional segregated model, irrespec-
tive of the values of the participants. The fact that, despite an almost equally
“traditional” segregated system in‘household, child-rearing and farm task
roles as in Type 1 and 2 families, Type 7 families have much higher levels
of consultative joint decisions, the highest level of SEL participation by the
husband, and a higher than average level of family Emotional Integration,
suggests that the division of labour is not caused by motivational, but rather
by circumstantial, factors. - , ;

It appears likely, therefore, that there may be a series of situational
factors operating which clearly intervene in the relationship between
normative’ and actual behavioural change and which may not have any
serious. effects ‘on the emotional integration of families. In certain circum-
stances, as in highly commercialised farm businesses, or in highly onerous
non-farm occupations, actual family relationships do not necessarily reflect
ideal expectations because of those circumstantial constraints. But if both
spouses equally recognise these circumstantial constraints,. their deviation
from ideals does not give rise to any emotional problem (9, 11).

When we controlled for gross margin, as an indicator of the level of farm
production and size of enterprise, and therefore of the relative availability
of the husband to help with household and child-rearing tasks, etc., we did,
in fact, find that where output was low, Clusters 1-2 tended to have far
lower levels of fathers’ participation in child rearing and household tasks
than Cluster 7. At higher income levels (£1,200+), however, fathers’ house-
hold and child-rearing task participation tended to drop in all cases, but to
a far greater extent in the case of Cluster 7 than in Clusters 1 and 2, where
participation remained at a fairly constant low level irrespective of total
output. It would appear then that the levél (or, perhaps, methods) of pro-
duction is, in fact, as we suggested, forcing these latter families to adopt a
more segregated role allocation than would be indicated by their own -
feelings. - ‘ ’ o ‘

. There are also other situational variables which may be equally important.
Family cycle is one of the most important of these. Its relationship to the
different family types is dealt with in Table 6. ,
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Table 6: The relationship of cluster types to family cycle stage

Cluster
a. Stage of fumily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
cycle
(P< .05) (N=39) (N=50) (N=52) (N=46) (N=72) (N=101) (N=39)

Early stage (pre-school) % % % % % % % % N

and primary school) 4 11 14 10 21 28 12 100 179
Middle stage 8 14 12 21 14 23 8 100 73
Late stage (post-school,

children working, etc.) 17 17 11 9 17 22 7 100 149

Stage of family cycle is highly related to the different types of families.
Two-thirds to three-quarters of Cluster 1 and 2 families are in the late
stage of the family cycle, where the children are either at post-primary
school, are working, or have left home. In contrast, the majority of all
other family types are in the early stage of the cycle, up to two-thirds of
them with all children at the primary school or pre-school stage. These
family cycle differences are naturally reflected in household composition
with over 80 per cent of family Types 1 and 2 having only the nuclear family
present in the household, while over a third of Type 7 families have at least
one grandparent living with the family. However, the relationship of family
type to this latter variable is minimal, and disappears entirely when we
partial out the effects of family cycle.

Clearly, however, the family cycle is very highly related to the family role
configuration. At the early stages of the family cycle, with a growing number
of young dependent children in the family, the extent of task role segrega-
tion and degree of role autonomy in families is at a minimum. At this stage
only 15 per cent of families are of the Type 1 and 2 configuration. At the
latest stage of the family cycle, however, when most of the children are at
the post-adolescent stage and many of them have left home, over a third of
families fall into this pattern. Those have very high levels of sex role segrega-
tion, low levels of jointness in decision-making and low levels of husband
involvement in emotional leadership and low over-all levels of emotional
integration in the family.*

The above results more clearly illustrate the effects of progress through
the family cycle than the individual uncollated results of Chapters 4 and 5.
Progress through the family cycle was found to be related to decreasing
involvement of husbands in household and child-rearing tasks and of wives
in farm tasks; of husbands in household and child-rearing decision-making

*See also Table 1 (Chap. 5) for the relationships of these variables to each other.
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and in social-emotional leadership roles, etc. In Chapter 5 we found that this
increasing degree of segregation in familial roles depended on the degree of
emotional supportiveness between spouses. Where this was low, increasing
segregation and differentiation of roles with progress through the family
cycle was very clearcut. Where mutual emotional supportiveness was high
this did not occur, indeed there was some evidence that it might have
decreased (11, pp. 41-43). The results, therefore, summarised in Table 6 can
be taken as crudely representing the outcome of these very complex struc-
tural changes on internal family interaction processes. At the later stages
of the cycle, when pressures for reciprocal helpfulness are removed, those
couples who have not formed effective emotionally supportive ties become
increasingly estranged from each other. ‘
Progress through. the family cycle is, of course, highly related to many
of those modemising, influences such. as mass media involvement, formal
organisational membership, etc. Because of these relationships we decided
“to control for family cycle and relate the different cluster types to some of
the reference group and current life style variables, to evaluate to what
extent the situational factors of family cycle, age, etc., might account for any
of the relationships previously observed. In this way, by holding constant
the influence of family cycle, we related variation in the cluster types to the
various reference group and current life style variables used earlier. Unfor-
tunately, because of these controls, the numbers in each cell are considerably
~ reduced. Some of these results are given in Table 6.2, Appendix IIL First, the

. results show that there is a very clear relationship between stage of family

cycle and exposure to these modernising influences. The later the stage in
the family cycle and age of respondent, the lower the exposure people have
had to modernising influences.* Secondly, however, .in most cases the
relationships previously observed between these modernising influences and
family relationship characteristics continue to hold for both stages of the
family cycle, but particularly for the second stage. In other words it appears
that at the first stage of the family cycle ‘when pressures of work are at a
maximum—in the household with the children and on the farm—these
- very pressures force spouses to co-operate even where they may not like
doing so. As a result, the relationship between family role configuration and
the independent variables which were expected to influence both role
expectations and actual “outcomes” does not occur. However, at the later
stages, when the relationship between expectations/behaviour is not so
influenced by such circumstantial constraints, such relationships do occur.

In conclusion, therefore, the stage of family cycle does clearly distinguish
between the various family types. Since the variable summarises so many of
the varying internal circumstances of the family—particularly the amount of

*The .correlations between family cycle and each one of the most important variables are: (i)

Level of education (Mo), r = —.28; Level of education (Fa), r = —.10; Gommunication scale, r = —.10;
Organisation Involvement (Fa), r = —.17; (Mo), r = —.17; Gross margin r = —.11, etc.
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work to be done, the time pressures to have it done and also the relative
availability of different adults to carry out that work—this result is hardly
very surprising. Given also the consequences of changing stages and cir-
cumstances of the family cycle on internal family dynamics that was so
clearly demonstrated in Chapter 5, the increasing segregation and autonomy
of family roles at the later stage of the family cycle was to be expected.
Much of the mutuality or reciprocity involved in spousal roles at the begin-
ning of the family cycle appears to gradually recede as children grow older
and the actual work pressures of family life decline in intensity. However,
some of the findings of Chapter 5 would suggest that where a warm, affec-
tionate and supportive relationship has been built up in the course of early
child rearing, such a decline in marital integration does not occur at the later
stages of the family cycle. The increasing segregation and autonomy of
spousal roles appears to occur primarily where such a residue of mutual
positive feeling has not been built up. This particular phrasing, however, of
the problem is somewhat misleading—although it is usually the way in which
sociologists treat mutual love or affection—as a result of other more impor-
tant spousal processes rather than as an independent and spontaneously
innovative force itself. Much of the evidence of this study—and particularly
of the results in Chapter 5—would suggest that the growth of spousal love
and affection is better treated as an independent dimension, not merely a
response to presumed more fundamental characteristics of interaction. It
is also presumably closely related to the sexual satisfactions of marriage,
an almost equally ignored facet of spousal interaction in the family
literature.

The normative dimension of familial interaction—the mutual expectations
of spouses for each other’s behaviour—has been the dimension most em-
phasised in family sociology, presumably because of the popularity of
structural-functional theory and more recently role theory, amongst family
sociologists. This was also the main background theoretical orientation
behind the guiding propositions put forward initially in this study. We have
found that ideological and normative factors are very important, but not as
dominant as originally supposed. There are probably many other factors that
affect familial interaction but so far these three major sets of variables—
Normative/Ideological; Situational; and Affectional—appear to be the most
significant.

In conclusion, what is perhaps most remarkable about our data are the
tremendous variations that they show exist in family interaction patterns
in rural communities today. What is equally significant, however, is the
extent to which, even within these older more traditional families, the
wives’ expectations and feelings are at variance with their actual situation.
In this present period of rapid social and cultural change such imbalances in
values, behaviour and feelings are almost inevitable, given the relatively high
probability of clashing role expectations between spouses. The different
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patterns of resolution of these conflicts warrant further study. They have
obviously significant consequences for the adaptation or integration of
the families themselves and for the happiness and adjustment of the different
personalities involved. = - :

In the following and final chapter we examine one further variable, the
enveloping kinship and communal organisation within which family inter-
action ‘occurs. The relationship between the enveloping social organisation
and internal family interaction characteristics has been the subject of con-
siderable controversy in the family literature. We examine some of the most
important of these relationships in this, the penultimate chapter.




Chapter 7
Kinship Ties and Family Relationships

THE detailed information on kinship will be reported on later. Here, how-
ever, we would like to introduce some of the morerelevant and interest-
ing connections between internal family interaction patterns and kinship
contacts.

We first examine the relationships between the segregation of spousal
roles within the household and the structure of primary groups encapsulat-
ing the family. Families varied widely in the extent of their incorporation
within tightly organised local groupings of neighbours and kinsmen, as can
be clearly seen from some of the preliminary results presented in Chapter 3.
Whether such variation in external systems is related to internal family roles
—as Elizabeth Bott has proposed, for instance—will be examined here.

Secondly, we examine the extent to which the seven family interaction
types, isolated in the last chapter, vary in their external network charac-
teristics and in their extent of kinship identification and contact. From
previous literature one would expect that the more traditional the family
type (i.e., Types 1 and 2), the greater the contact and identification with
one’s kin. We found, in fact, that this was not the case.

Thirdly, some of the most significant differences found amongst family
types was in the relative importance or dominance of either husband’s or
wife’s kin. There appears to be a very clearcut relationship between family
interaction characteristics and the relative importance or dominance of one
kin set over the other. These results are reported in the last part of this
chapter.

The Segregation of Spousal Roles and the Structure of Informal Networks

The most controversial and the most research-provoking hypothesis in
the whole literature dealing with the relationship between the nuclear
family and the “external” social environment was that put forward by Bott
(1957): “The degree of segregation in the role relationship of husband and
wife varies directly with the connectedness of the family’s social net-
work” *

The rationale given for the hypothesis was that the external primary
relationships of each family—with kin, friends, neighbours, workmates,

*Bott, Family and Social Network, op. cit., p. 60.

165
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etc.—varied widely in the extent to which all the persons involved formed a
cohesive social group; i.e., had interdependent social relationships with each
other. She suggested that the word “network” would be more appropriate
than “group” in a situation where only some of the component individuals
had social relationships with each other. ' :

A highly connected network, or a “social-group”, is one where almost
everybody has 1mportant social relatlonships with everybody else. A dis-
persed network is one in which very few of one’s close friends, or people
with whom one maintains close and friendly relations, have equally signi-
ficant relationships with each other. The more interconnected the network
of external relationships—i.e., the extent to which an organised group exists
—the greater the consensus on role expectations and the greater the pressure
for conformity. Because such organised groupings are most likely to arise in
- stable traditional contexts, the greater the connectedness of the network,
_the more segregated the roles of husband and wife tend to be.

Of course, highly connected networks may develop a concensual set of

-expectations which emphas1se joint -spousal interaction. However, the
probability of this occurring is very low. Connected networks are most likely
to develop where both spouses have grown up together in the same locality
and where most of the people in that locality—their nelghbours friends and
relatlves—have been born there and lived there all their lives; i.e., a “locality
descent group”. The marital relationship, therefore, is supenmposed on these
pre-existing local relationships. Both spouses ‘are, therefore, encapsulated
within highly intercorrelated and overlapping networks of primary relation-
ships. These are most likely to be associated with the most traditional role
expectations. Social control also is much more pervasive and persistent in
such highly connected networks.

In addition, because these important primary relationships can be con-
tinued after marriage, both spouses can independently satisfy part of their
need for emotional support outside the marriage, so that their emotional
investment in it need not be as intense as in other families. Equally these
external relationships can substitute for one’s spouse’s help with tasks within
the family, etc. So, besides the fact that such highly connected networks are
most likely to be associated with highly traditional role expectations, they
also provide a wider range of emotionally satisfying relationships.

With greater educational and occupational mobility and consequent
residential movements, -people- become - geographically and emotionally
estranged from their originating community. If both spouses have been
equally mobile they come to marriage with already widely dispersed net-
works and live in “communities” which no longer form that cohesive social
group that was characteristic of traditional farm or urban working class
communities. These had relatively persistent kinship and neighbour group
relationships which might have lasted for a number of generations amongst
the same families. Mobile families, on the other hand, live within enveloping
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sets of relatively open networks of friends, neighbours, kinsmen. These not
alone allow them more freedom in a normative or social control sense but,
at the same time, provide them with less immediate helpfulness in carrying
out their tasks and less immediate access to emotional support. As a result
the more open the network the greater the jointness of the spousal relation-
ship. : .

The Connectedness of Networks

The interconnectedness of both spouses’ networks was measured by cal-
culating the proportion of actual to potential connections amongst each
married couple’s closest confidants; i.e., the proportion of all those named
as close friends or confidants, by both spouses, who had close kinship or
neighbourhood relationships with each other.*

The degree of connectedness ranged from very highly connected net-
works, to the very loosely connected. If we define a highly connected net-
work as one where over two-thirds of all network members were closely
linked to each other by kinship and neighbourhood bonds, then 28 per cent
of all couples were incorporated within such tightly organised groupings. At
the other extreme, were the very dispersed networks, incorporating 21 per
cent of all families. In this case each couple’s network of friends and con-
fidants had less than one-third of its members actually related to each other
by kinship or neighbourhood bonds. The remaining half of the sample
occurred between these extremes.

The degree of connectedness of a network—the extent to which it forms a
“closed circle”—seems to depend mainly on the size and degree of contact
with the local kin group of both spouses; i.e., the number of siblings, uncles,
aunts and cousins who live locally, and the extent of contact with these.
It also depends on the extent to which the local neighbour group retains

*#(i} Both spouses {each couple interviewed separately), were first asked to name or describe the six
people—outside immediate family—to whom each spouse was most closely attached to or felt
closest to; i.e., a maximum of 12 names for each couple. The exact relationship of each spouse
to each person was subsequently established. At this stage we treated the couple as a unit.

(ii) The maximum possible number of interconnections amongst all the people named as confidants
by both spouses is given by the formula [{(n (n—1)/2)], where n = total number of persons
named as close confidants. For the maximum number of 12 “confidants” named by both spouses
the total possible number of interconnections = 12 X 11 66

2

(ili) For each separate person named by each couple the actual number of other persons belonging
to the same kin or neighbour group was counted, making sure to count each relationship only
once. For example, confidant A, a neighbour (Nb), but also one’s brother had other relationships
with Nb, sz, Nbg etc., but also Siby, Sib2, Sibg etc., and all other kin belonging to the same
kin group etc.; counting each relationship once only, i.e., A + Nby, but not also Nbj + A etc.

(iv) The degree of connectedness was measured expressing the total number of actual interconnec-
tions as a proportion of the total possible number of interconnections. Strictly speaking, there-
fore, this is a measure of “categorical connectedness”, i.e. the proportion of total confidants
belonging to the same group or category, and not of actually existing relationships. However,
both measures should be highly correlated.
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significance as an emotionally supportive and mutual help group. (See Table
1). The greater the number of and the greater the involvement with local
relatives and neighbours the higher the degree of connectedness of one’s
network. Also the younger the age of respondents the more likely it was
that their friendships were more widely dispersed.

Table 1: Correlations between degree of network connectedness and some
kin and neighbour group variables.* (r = Pearsonian r)

'No. of | Useful

No. ;)fsibll'ngs No. of other close good | "7 of | No. of secondary

. igh- . .
living locally | " kin living locally neigh- . Zz‘frs’ | kin kept in close Age
. bours touch with
. help
Hus- - Hus- '
) Wife'’s ) Wife’s : Hus- ) Hus-

band ; band’s - . ife’s ife’s

::',;s S sibs. a:‘,n s kin ] | band’s Wifes | pana’s Wife’s

Cr=+10 r=+08 |r=+28 r=+I13 [r=+16|r=+10 [r=+18 r=410| r=+09 r=+11

*See Tables 17, 18 and 19 in Chapter 3 for details of kin and neighbour group characteristics.

Household Roles and Network Connectedness \

The degree of interconnectedness of each couple’s network—the extent
to which the friends and confidants of both spouses are also “connected”
with each other—is, in fact, positively correlated with the participation of
husbands in household tasks (r = +.18)*. The more connected the network
the greater the jointness-in household roles. However, this is not true of any
other task-roles within the family; i.e., in child-rearing or farm roles or even
in social-emotional roles. (See Table 2). :

This result is directly contrary to Bott’s hypothesis, which stated that the
more connected the network the greater the segregation of spousal roles.
The actual reliability of this finding is strengthened by the fact that the
overall level of kinship integration—for both spouses—increases with the
level of jointness in household roles and household decisions and also with
the level of social-emotional integration within families. (See columns 2 and
3 of Table 2). The more deeply both spouses are integrated with their kin
~ the greater the degree of jointness and sharedness in their roles within the

family. . : -

On the other hand, Bott was not alone concerned with the connectedness
of informal nietworks but also with the actual degree to which each spouse
had separate networks—the extent to which both spouses actually shared
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Table 2: Correlations between level of network connectedness, kinship
integration, extent of sharedness of confidants between spouses, and
extent of jointness in household roles. (r = Pearsonian r)

Characteristics of networks of spouses’ extra-familial

confidants
Characteristics of spousal . R
interaction within ]eamz'ly (1) Degree (2) Kinship (3) Extent of segregation
of network integration between husband’s and
connected- wife’s networks
ness Wife Husband
(i) Division of labour in household: r=+18% r=+09 r=+02 r=—.10%
(ii) Extent of jointness in household
decisions: r=+.03 r=+.10% r=+12% r=—15%
(iii) Division of labour, farm: r=+02 r=-03 r=-01 r=—15%
(iv) Social-emotional leadership: r=—.07 r=+11% r=+11% r=—.09
(v) Social-emotional integration: r=—.03 r=+08 r=+.10% r=-.08

*All correlation ratios greater than .10 are statistically significant at the .05 level.

their friends rather than having inter-linking connections.* The extent of
separateness of each spouse’s network is not significantly correlated with
the connectedness of the total network of friends maintained by both
spouses (r = —.08). It appears that couples who have almost no common
friends are just as likely to find that these separate sets of confidants
know one another as well and talk to each other as often as do the set of
friends and confidants of couples who share a large proportion of their
friends.

Nevertheless, the extent to which spouses share a set of friends and con-
fidants—mostly kin and neighbours—is very clearly correlated with the
extent of jointness in household and farm roles and in joint participation
in emotionally supportive behaviour (see Table 2). The more segregated
their roles are within these families the greater the segregation of their
friendship networks outside the family.

Equally, the extent to which one’s close friends and confidants are of the
same sex is also equally highly associated with segregation of household
roles and decision making. It is not, therefore, the degree of connectedness
of the network that is important but the extent to which the networks of
husbands and wifes overlap or separate.

*The extent of separateness or jointness of spouses’ networks was measured by expressing the
actual number of friends named by both husband and wife (shared), plus the number of named
friends whose spouses were named by the other partner, as a proportion of all persons named by
each spouse. On this basis less than one-quarter of all couples shared half or more of their confidants.
At the other extreme 28 per cent of all couples had no common friends. And only one-third shared
up to one-third of their total network of confidants.
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Indeed the above results suggest that the greater the degree of kinship
integration of both spouses, and the greater the degree of connectedness
amongst their close confidants—almost exclusively selected from their kin
and neighbours—the higher the degree of jointness.in household and deci-
sion-making roles within the family. Those couples who share a large pro-
portion of their close confidants—even if these are exclusively selected from
amongst both sets of kin and neighbours—and who are highly integrated
into their respective kin groups, exhibit the highest level of jointness in
household and decision-making roles. On the other hand, those couples
who have separate male and female networks of friends and confidants,
who are least integrated with their kin and who have the more dispersed
networks, tend also to have the most segregated household, farm and deci-
sion-making roles and exhibit lower levels of emotionally supportive and
integrative behaviour. It is the extent of jointness of roles within the family
and the extent of sharedness of interests and friends outside the family that
is important, not the actual formal characteristics of the socio-cultural
environment within which each couple’s relationship develops.

Bott paid partlcular attention to the formal characteristics of the net-
work of supportlve primary relationships within which each spouse was
encapsulated; i.e., that network of supportive “primary group” relation-
ships that “stands between” the individual or the couple and the larger
social environment. She placed particular emphasis on the social processes
which would lead to dispersed or connected networks and to the conserva-
tive normative and social control consequences of highly connected net-
works, especially ones that are rooted in traditional local community groups,
of kinship and neighbourhood. In this study, however, we have found very
few. families’ whose friends and confidants are recruited from outside the
traditional bonds of kinship and neighbourhood (see Chapter 3). Despite
this, however, considerable differences exist in the extent of connectedness
and segregation of each couple’s networks. In terms of connectedness
of these networks what few consistent differences do exist are contrary to
Bott’s hypothesxs In terms: of the: segregatlon of each spouse ’s network,
however, Bott is clearly supported. ~

In this study, therefore, the actual relationship found between internal
family interaction patterns and external informal relationships appear to
have less to do with the normative constraints and social control pressures
operating within tightly connected networks than with the quality of the
emotional bonds between husband and wife within the family and the way
these appear to extend to their wider kinship and friendship relationships. If
the spousal relatlonshlp has a highly joint quality and exhibits a high level of
emotional integration, both spouses tend to be highly integrated into both
sets of kin, and to have many joint friendships etc. In other words, the rela-
tionship between internal family roles and external relationships appears
to be more closely influenced by emotional rather than by exclusively




TRADITIONAL FAMILIES? 171

normative or structural variables. Considerable support for this conclusion
comes from the results presented in the following section.

Family Interaction Types and Kinship Involvement

In Table 3 the relationship between the seven family interaction (cluster)
types, isolated in Chapter 6, and their external kinship and neighbour
group relationships are reported.

The results are very clearcut. Type 1 families have, by far, the lowest
level of kinship contact and integration of all types; while Type 4, with the

Table 3: Some kinship characteristics of the seven family (cluster) types.*
(Percentage of spouses in each family type with particular kinship contacts)

Clusters—family types

Kinship relationshi,
inship relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(N=39) (N=56) (N=52) (N=46) (N=72) (N=101) (N=39)

(1) Median no. of siblings alive:

Wife’s: 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.6 3.7 4.1 3.5
Husband’s: 4.9 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.6 3.8 5.0
(P< .05)
(2) Median no. of secondary kin
kept in close touch with:
Wife's: 2.0 6.5 9.0 11.0 8.5 7.5 5.5
Husband’s: 8.3 10.7 9.4 10.5 7.2 8.6 12.5
(P< .01)
(3) Help from relatives: % who
say they receive no help:
Wife’s: 41% 34% 29% 30% 36% 34% 23%
Husband’s: 51% 45% 35% 30% 28% 27% 26%
(P< .01)
(4) Total kin contact: % who say
that no. of parents/siblings, in-
laws, seen within previous 6
months is more than 4:
Wife’s: 64% 80% 81% 89% 68% 74% 72%
Husband’s: 64% 64% 83% 76% 61% 68% 84%
(P< .05)
(5) Total kin integration: % with
very high contact with secon-
dary kin (12+) and high in-
volvementfidentification  with
primary kin:
Wife’s: 10% 26% 17% 26% 24% 22% 20%
Husband’s: 23% 20% 23% 30% 24% 19% 39%
(P< .05)

*See also Appendix III, Table 6.3.
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lowest level of role segregation of all types and the highest level of social-
emotional integration: has, by far, the highest level of kinship integration.
Here the results again run directly contrary to Bott’s hypothesis. The more
integrated both spouses are into their separate kin networks and the greater
the degree of connectedness of these networks the greater the- extent of
jointness in spousal roles. :

However, family types vary w1de1y in the actual avallablhty of kin. Some
families may, however, have no choice but to seek friendships outside the
more tightly interrelated kin system. In terms of the actual number of sib-
lings alive, and the number of secondary kin available locally, for instance,
Type 1 families have far fewer contacts to choose from than others (see
rows 1 and 2 in Table 3). Forty-six per cent.of Cluster 1 families have no
secondary kin living in the local area compared to 26 per cent, 28 per cent
and 35 per cent respectlvely of Types 4, 5 and 6 families. However, even
when we controlled for the size of the k1nsh1p universe, Clusters 4, 5 and 6
still remain the most highly kinship integrated of all types. So, variation in
the size of kin group does not explain variation in kinship contact. However,
the variation in kinship contact could be partly explained by the very low
income levels of Type 1 families (see Table 5, Chapter 6), and the much
lower standard of living enjoyed by these families. In almost all studies of
the phenomenon, income or class differences have been found to be highly
correlated with the maintenance of kinship contacts. The higher the income
or level of living of the family the greater the extent of kinship contact. This
study was no exception.*

However, this would not account for the highest levels of contact with
wives’ kin, especially, being maintained by Type 4 families. These families
have only slightly higher than average income, whereas Type 7 families,
with the highest income and level of living enjoyed by all families, only
equalled Type 4 families in terms of contact with husbands kin but was
much lower than Type 4 in terms of contact with wives’ kin. In this latter
case, however, the lower kin involvement with wives’ kin in Type 7 families
appeared.to be partly a consequence of the lower availability of her kin. A
significantly higher proportion of wives in Type 7 families had moved to
the parlsh on marriage—46 per cent compared to 18 per cent to 38 per cent
of wives in all other family types. *ok

*The correlation (Pearsonian) between level of living (SES) scale and Kinship Integratlon is:
r=+.16, husbandskm,andr—+13 wife’s kin.

**Percentage of wives and husbands born within parish of residence by family types.

' Family types (Clusters)

Pl;zce of birth of:

1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7
‘ % % % % . % % %
(i) Wife : 69. 69 67. 65 82 - 62 54

(ii) Husband 88 91 90 94 93 - 90 95
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As to the relationships with network structure there is, in fact, no statis-
tically significant difference amongst family types in the extent of con-
nectedness or segregation of network (see Appendix Table 7.1); although
there is a slight but consistent tendency for the most segregated networks to
occur amongst families with the most segregated roles. The most segregated,
most interconnected and most male dominant networks are those of hus-
bands from Type 1, 2 and 7 families. This result would give some slight
support for Bott’s hypothesis. However, as we shall see, in the next section
the reasons for this are not as straightforward nor as simple as Bott pro-
posed.

It appears, therefore, that not alone is the relationship between nuclear
family interaction characteristics and kinship and network connectedness
not as Bott hypothesised, but the relationships involved are far more com-
plex than could be articulated by one simple hypothesis. In the following
section we explore some of the substantive reasons why husbands and
wives in different family types vary so much in the extent of jointness or
segregation in their kinship contacts.

Extent of Dominance of each Spouse’s Kin

What is equally as important as the relationship between family type and
the individual spouse’s kinship involvement is the relative degree of
dominance of each spouse’s kin set. In the following table we summarise
the results.

Type 4 families have the highest level of joint or mutual contact with
both sets of kin. Of all family types both spouses are most highly integrated
with their respective kin. In these families also (Type 4), the degree of in-
tegration with one set of kin is most highly correlated with that of the
other (r = +.45). The greater the extent to which husbands are integrated
with their kin the greater the tendency of their wives to be integrated with
theirs. In these families also it was least likely that one set of kin dominated
the other (see Table 4).

At the other extreme family Types 2 and 7 showed the lowest level of
mutual or joint integration with both sets of kin. Here either the husband’s
(as in Type 7), or the wife’s kin (as in Type 2), tended to dominate and
where integration with one set of kin tended to be negatively correlated
with integration into the other set. There were rather dramatic differences
between these two types. Type 7 families tended to be dominated by the
husband’s kin. And the greater the extent that husbands were involved with
their kin the less their wives were integrated with theirs. On the other hand,
in Type 2 families the exact opposite was the case. These families tended to
be dominated by wives’ kin, and the more wives became involved in their
kin set the less did their husbands become involved with their own. Type 2
families also had the lowest proportion of families with high levels of in-
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Table 4: The relative degree of dominance of each spouse’s kin group, by
family type. Percentage distribution of families by relative dominance of
each spouse’s kin, within each family (cluster) type

Relative degree of dominance L ‘ Family type (clusters) -
of each spouse’s kin set
) . 1 2 - 4 5 6 7
: o % % % % % % %
(i) Families ‘where hus--
band’s kin integration is
- greater than his wife’s: . - 27 34 32 26 32 32 53
(ii) Where ' husband’s kin :
integration = wife’s: . - 82 9 30 41 24 27 10
(iii) Where wife’s kin in- ‘
tegration is greater than ) : .
. her husband’s: 41 - 57 38 33 44 41 37
Total: % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 39 56 52 46 72 101 39

(P< .05)

" Correlation (Pearson product
moment) between degree of .
husband’s’ kin . integration -
and degree of wife’s kin
integration, within = each
family type: "r=+31 r=-26 r=+15 r=+456 r=+31 r=+19 r=-.16
: : (P<.05) (P<.05) (ns.) (P<.01) (P<.01) (P<.05) (ns.)

tegration with both sets of kin. Only one-fifth of Type 2 families compared
to one-third of Type 7 families and over half of Type 4 families had high
levels of contact and integration with both kin sets.

As we originally saw in describing these two family types (Clusters 2 and
7), Type 2 has a tendency toward a maternally dominant famlly These
families have a hlghly segregated system of spousal roles where wives enjoy
most autonomy in their own task roles while at the same time having con-
siderable influence on farm decisions. In these families also husbands tend to
be dominant in social- emotional leadership. We saw in Chapter 6 that this
sort of role -constellation is associated with a very low level of social-
emotional integration within the family. This mother dominant pattern
seems also to be reflected in her kinship contacts, the more she is integrated
with her kin the less her husband is with his. That this must be more a
matter of actual mother dominance rather than of opportunity can be seen
- from a careful examination of the results in Table 3.

Type 7 families, however, could not be described as paternally dominant
except in the extent to which husbands are involved in SEL functions.
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Perhaps the dominant significance of husbands’ kin here could be partly
explained by this factor. However, more important is the fact that the
wives in these families were least likely to be born within the parish. But,
although this would explain why husbands are relatively more integrated
with their kin it would not explain why increasing kinship involvement of
husbands is related to decreasing kinship involvement of their wives. This
appears to be due to a pattern of husband leadership, in both decision-
making and social-emotional roles; i.e., to some extent it is the mirror image
of Type 2.

There are, therefore, very clear and highly significant relationships
between family interaction characteristics and the relative dominance of
either husband’s or wife’s kin. Unfortunately our explanations for this, being
post-factum, are highly tentative and open to the charge of exploiting
merely fortuitous differences. If, however, we restrict ourselves to statis-
tically significant patterns and could propose a theoretical model, or utilise
an existing one, within which all of these post-factum explanations could
be accommodated, then they would obviously have much greater validity.

Fortunately such a model exists, that of Balance theory (16, 70). This
states that in any situation involving two persons (A and B), and an object
(X), about which both have important or salient attitudes, there is a clear
tendency or strain toward the maintenance of symmetry or balance in the
reciprocal system of attitudes or feelings. Thus if wife (A) is highly attached
to her husband (B) but heartily dislikes his mother (X) but B, reciprocating
his wife’s affection, is closely attached to his mother (X); then a very clear
strain exists in these set of relationships which will have to be managed in
some way.

X (unbalanced)

+
<>
+

According to the original theory, communication will occur to bring the
reciprocal set of attitudes into balance.* Three possibilities exist: (i) A can
change her attitude; i.e., from negative (—) to positive (+); (ii) B can change
his attitude to X, i.e., from positive (+) to negative (—); or (iii) A or B or
both can change their attitude toward each other, i.e., from positive (+)
to negative (—). All of these states are balanced ones.

*Since our measures deal with actual rates of contact and exchanges with kin and not feelings
toward them; and we are trying to explain variation in that rate of contact; we are assuming, for this
exercise, that increasing or decreasing one’s rate of contact is a sufficient response to one’s spouse’s
expectations. It is not necessary to actually come to feel equally negatively about one’s mother to
balance off the attitudinal set, merely that one reduces rate of contact with her.
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+1\+\ x (i) —1~\ X
B~ + B/ B/

Balanced Balanced Balanced

Since the third possibility will usually be minimised, the actual outcome
would appear to depend on: (a) A’s and B’s beginning attitude and extent of
integration with their own kin; (b) B’s original attitude toward A’s kin, and
A’s attitude to B’s kin; (c) the relative “avallablhty” of A’s and B’s kin; and
(d) each spouse’s relative emotional investment in the spousal relationship
and the relative degree of dominance and submission of each spouse to each
other.

Examlnmg the results presented in Tables.3 and 4 in terms of the above
schema, there appears to be at least four ways in which variation in rec1p-
rocal spousal attitudes or relationships and attitudes toward and integration
with both sets of kin are resolved:

(i) += positive attitude A —‘%% X (Wife’s kin) .
_ ; . « 1 i.e. Fully
negative attitude )
+ balanced in
both triads.
B “—5—>X, (Husband’s kin)

Here A and B are highly attached to each other and are jointly highly integ-
rated with both kin sets. This seems to be characteristic of Type 4 families.

(ii) A —_:—_ (Wife’s kin). Balanced states:
o =A Attitude to
or spouse 1s negative
+ l - or ambivalent, to
or spouse’s kin s
- \l/ ~ " negative, to own
B + - > X, (Husband’s kinis positive.

kin).

Here the relationship between husband and wife is ambivalent or negative,
as is that between each spouse and their in-laws. Both, however, are
scparately integrated with their own kin group. This appears to be typical
of Type 1 famllles, for instance. Here, however, the level of integration with
either kin set is the lowest of all family types.
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(ii) A + £ X,

+
(RGN y (Wife’s kin)
+Olr B
(z‘
+J —
B i X2

(Husband’s kin)

Here again the relationship between husband and wife, although much
less negative than in the former case, is still cool. The wife is much more
highly integrated with her kin than is her husband with his. And the more
she is involved with her kin the less he becomes integrated with his own.
Here the actual outcome of his relationship with her kin would appear—
to maintain balance in the set of relationships—to be a function of his affec-
tion for his wife, of her relative power in the relationship, and of the relative
availability of both kin sets. The greater his affection, the greater her power
in the relationship and the more available her kin the more he becomes
estranged from his own kin and involved in hers i.e.,

¥ X1

p— X2

This appears to be characteristic of many families of Type 2.

(iv) The fourth type is almost the exact mirror image of (iii) with an out-
come like the following:

A = 1
Z  (Wife’s kin)
_

X2
(Husband’s kin)

This appears to characterise Type 7 families where the lower integration with
wife’s kin appears to be partly due to their lower availability but also to an
apparent dominance of husbands in the relationship.

These ideas from Balance Theory would help account for the clearly
asymmetrical relationship that exists with both kin sets. Unfortunately we
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have no direct measure of each spouse’s attitudes toward, or actual relation-
ship with, in-laws, so that these conclusions are put forward very tentatively.
Nevertheless, the consistent relationships that were found. between the
degree of symmetry (Types 4 and 5), or asymmetry (Types 2 and 7), in the
relatlonshlp between spouses and their respective kin groups, and equivalent
variations in internal famlly interaction characteristics €tc., would suggest
that these lines of enquiry should be pursued in future research

Conclusion

We have found that. lnteractlon patterns within thé family are highly
correlated with patterns of relationships with the wider networks of kin,
friends and neighbours. However, the results clearly do not support Bott’s
hypothesis, nor the reasons given by Bott for proposmg that hypothesis.
The only support for the hypothesis given by our data is in terms of the
relationships between segregated spousal roles within the family being
clearly related to segregated and usually single sex networks of friends and
kin intimates outside the family. In all other’ respects, however, the families
with the most segregated roles tended to be those with the least contact
with their kin, and to be members of networks which were the more loosely
articulated: In most of these cases also there appeared to be a clear disjunc-
tion, even competition, between both kin groups.

On the other hand, those families which had the least segregated or the
most joint set of family roles tended, on the whole, to be most integrated
with their kin, and relationships with both kin sets were co-operative rather
‘than competitive. The relationship between variation in nuclear family
interaction characteristics and kin and friendly networks seems to be more
influenced by differences in the relative power or influence of both spouses
within the family and to differences in the emotional-integrative quality of
spousal and parental interaction within the family than to any formal struc-
tural or normative variables such as those proposed by Bott. Within the rather
traditional settings in which this study was carried out, the greater the joint-
ness of spousal roles within the family the greater the level of joint segrega-
tion of spouses with both sets of kin. And the greater the integration of
spousal roles within the family the greater the bias in contact with one of
the kin sets. .



Chapter 8
An Overview and General Conclusion

IN this concluding chapter we do not provide a conclusive summary of the
main results of the study. Such summaries and substantive conclusions
have already been given at the end of each preceding chapter. Rather our
intention is to try to crystallise the main substantive, theoretical and
methodological implications of the study, to indicate some of its main weak
points and to suggest the main directions that research should take in the
future. We begin, therefore, with a short introductory statement of the
problem. We then provide a rather selective summary of the main results.
These are selected to lead towards the main substantive, theoretical and
methodological conclusions of the study which are presented side-by-side
with the results. We then proceed with a discussion on the main theoretical
and methodological limitations of the study and indicate the main direc-
tions that we think future research should take.

Introduction

Up to relatively recent times most sociologists and anthropologists des-
cribing and analysing systems of social relationships concermned themselves
primarily with the overall consistent repetitive modal pattern of relation-
ships observed—i.e., the ‘“structure” of these relationships—to the virtual
exclusion of variations that existed. This was particularly true of these
operating within the structural-functional approach, a relatively dominant
theoretical orientation up to the early 1960s. They were mainly concerned
with cultural or social patterns that characterised the total system. For in-
stance, in Arensberg and Kimball’s (4) description of the structure of hus-
band/wife, and parent/child relationships in the traditional farm family of
North Clare in the 1930s, they describe it as one where: (1) The reciprocal
spousal roles in housekeeping, child-rearing, farmyard and farm tasks are
clearly differentiated by sex and age roles; (2) overall authority is concen-
trated in the father’s hands, although the mother may enjoy certain areas of
autonomy in her household and farmyard roles; and (3) partly as a con-
sequence of this extreme concentration of power in the father’s hands, the
mother takes on the emotionally supportive and tension management role
in the family (67). These relationship patterns were stated to be present
within such a highly localised social and cultural environment that people’s
beliefs, values and feelings were so overwhelmingly popularly shared as to be
largely unquestioned, and so ‘“sacred” as to be unquestionable. That is,
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local systems' of neighbourhood, kinship and community were so tightly
organised and so culturally isolated that very few reference standards outside
the local area were relevant. So, people who were born and socialised within
this local system would have no alternative but to use local norms in judging
their ‘own situation. As a result the majority of people found “reward and
pleasure” in living out their traditional roles within it (4, p. 46).

This study, unlike that of Arensberg and Kimball’s research, set out
specifically to measure ‘the variation actually existing amongst West of
Ireland farming families in the early 1970s and tried to pinpoint factors
which influenced this variation. If Arensberg and Kimball’s description of
the way of life in a few small and isolated farm communities in County Clare
in the early 1930s was a fairly representative picture of the actual situation
in these kinds of communities in the West of Ireland in the early 1930s (and
the case for its representativeness is supported by many studies of peasant
family systems in other countries), it clearly is not valid for the present day,
indeed probably not since the early 1950s.* The case for this proposition is
argued in Chapter 1 and in an earlier paper (46) and the results of our re-
search clearly support it. - ' . c

There are two factors which would almost inevitably have brought about
change. First, the social and cultural isolation of previously traditional com-
munities has become progressively eroded. Consequently the autonomy and
authenticity of local and regional cultures has greatly declined. As a result,
younger people, especially, have become aware of and identify with alter-
native ways of organising their lives which appear more satisfactory to them
than the local alternatives; i.e., the well-known growth of “external” re-
ference group -effects. This ideational change in people’s beliefs, values -and
ideal role expectations would almost inevitably bring about major changes
in how actual family relationships are constructed. o ‘

Equally significant are the cumulative changes in the economic and tech-
nological environment within which these families operate. Since the early
1950s especially there has been a gradually increasing commercialisation or
market domination' of farming and household activities. There has been an
equally significant increase in powered machinery: and other innovations in
farm practice. Both of these changes would have had significant effects on
husband-wife relationships. They would have effectively’ undermined ' the
traditional technological apprenticeship between father and son, as they
would also have diminished any justification for assigning to age and lifetime
experience such a concentration of power, privilege and prestige to the
father’s role that was characteristic of the traditional system. Similarly, the
commercialisation of farm production considerably reduced the traditional

*Wc are concerned here onl.y with the reliability and ‘vaiidity of Arehsberg and Kimball’s ethno-

graphy; and specifically their description of the structure of family relationships, 'nqt with their’

functional theorising.
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farmyard task roles of the farm wife. This results in her gradual withdrawal to
household, child-rearing and “kitchen” roles. And, as commercialisation of
production proceeds and family consumption patterns change away from the
traditional staples to ever increasing wants, such a rigid routinisation of
decision-making patterns, as appears to have been characteristic of the tradi-
tional family system, becomes dysfunctional. The increasing frequency and
complexity of decisions makes it very difficult to maintain the traditional
routinised patterns of decision making. The decision-making process
becomes much more complex and consequences "of decisions less easily
calculable. As a result, such economic changes alone would require that
adaptations be made in the family decision-making process. So, apart from
the declining percentage of wives and adult children who would be content
to be subservient to their husbands’ or fathers’ decisions, changes in family
production and consumption patterns almost necessarily require a change in
the division of labour within families and a much more consultative and less
authoritarian family decision-making process. To what extent do our results
support these propositions?

Results and Conclusions

First, the results presented in Chapter 3 indicate that very wide variations
exist amongst families in their economic and technological conditions and
in their social and cultural environment. Equally wide variations exist in
the socialisation experiences of both spouses, especially in their level of
education and their migration and work experiences outside the confines
of the home parish. The majority of families also had rather high levels of
participation in mass media, although a small minority were almost com-
pletely isolated from national media channels. Overall, therefore, there were
considerable differences amongst couples in their background socialisation
experiences, in their current life styles and in the social and cultural en-
vironment within which interaction amongst family members occurs. It was
not very surprising, therefore, to find that equally wide variations existed in
family interaction patterns.

A very significant change, therefore, has occurred since the 1930s in the
economic, social and cultural environment within which interpersonal rela-
tionships develop within families. Not every family has changed, however. A
large minority of families interviewed in this study still existed within an
economic, social and cultural environment which is very little different from
that of the mid-1930s. Whether such variation in the backgrounds of spouses
and in the environment within which family interaction occurs explains
most of the variation in the family interaction and is explored in Chapters 4
and 5 of this report.

The results presented in Chapters 2 and 4 show that very wide variation
exists in family relationship patterns, from the rigidly traditional to patterns
characteristic of the modem urban middle class. Only about one-third of
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the sample families displayed the rather rigid sex role and decision-making
patterns characteristic of the traditional farm family, and even this propor-
tion was much smaller amongst younger couples.. At the other extreme over
a quarter of all families interviewed had a very “modern” pattern of inter-
action with. considerable breaching of the traditionally rigid sex roles in
-household and child-rearing tasks; with a joint consultative pattern of deci-
sion making; and with a mutually supportive emotional structure.

There were considerable differences between these two extremes in their
backgrounds, socialisation. processes and current membership and reference
group characteristics. The more traditional families, and especially the
fathers, tended to be somewhat older and much more socially isolated,
although age per se is, surprisingly, not a very significant discriminator. What
is' much more significant is that they are embedded in rather traditional
local systems of neighbourhood and community and to a large extent are
insulated communicationally. from -outside reference group  effects. The
“modern” families, on the othér hand, tended to be younger and to be far
" more highly involved in modern market contacts, to have joined voluntary
organisations, to have greater informal contacts outside the community and
finally to be more highly involved in the mass media. There are clear mem-
‘berships and reference group differences, therefore, between the two groups.
However, these differences were not always as hypothesised. Indeed in terms
of kinship contact, the more “traditional” the family the less the contact
with kin. : , B

Equally as important as these influences were some situational factors
which in one case would have “forced” an adaptation to “modern” patterns
of familial interaction, irrespective of the feelings or beliefs of the par-
ticipants involved; and, in the other case, a situation which considerably
facilitated the maintenance of traditional patterns. The most important
" situational influence was that of family cycle stage. In contrast variation in

the family’s economic or technological situation appeared to have a
relatively minor influence on family interaction. , :

Change in family interaction characteristics or, as measured here, variation
in these patterns was originally hypothesised as coming from two sources:
changes in values and role expectations, and changes due to ‘continuous
adaptations to economic and technological transformations. Of these two
sources of change, therefore, our data would suggest that ideational change
is by far the most important. And, in most instances, such ideational changes
appear to have proceeded at a much faster rate than people’s actual behaviour’
has changed, if the degree of dissatisfaction manifest by wives in the most
traditional families is taken as an indicator. In Chapters 4, 5 and 6 our results
show quite clearly that a rather large proportion of wives especially have
“modernised” expectations and values about family roles which are
obviously not shared by their husbands and are not being realised.

Reference group influences, therefore, appear to be as important in ex-
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plaining people’s feelings about their actual family roles as the way in which
people actually enact these roles. Our results also suggest that merely latent
adaptations to changing technological and economic circumstances is much
less significant than had been anticipated. Very little of the total variation in
family interaction is explainable in terms of concurrent variation in levels of
technological or economic innovativeness in farming. This is perhaps, most
neatly illustrated by the fact that wives’ farm task roles are not related to
the size or degree of innovativeness or modernisation of farms, or even to
total output. But such variation is highly correlated with the level of educa-
tion, migration experience, standard of living, mass media participation and
values of wives.

A much more significant situational influence on family interaction than
adaptation to economic or technological change is that of the family cycle.
Even within the restricted sample of “young” nuclear families—with both
parents and at least one child under 16 living in the household—with which
we were working, much of the variation in interaction patterns is due to the
stage of the family cycle. Interaction patterns change significantly from the
first stage, with young parents and very small children and frequently with
one or both of the paternal grandparents living in the house, to the last
stage where most of the adult children have left home. The proportion of
couples with high levels of mutuality in their relationships or jointness in
their roles declines with progress through the family cycle. This, however,
appears to be partly a function of work pressures and, perhaps, mutual in-
volvement and identification with young children being at its greatest at
the early stages of the family cycle. As soon as these work pressures decline
and mutual parental identification evaporates as the children age, then
spousal mutuality also declines. However, this increase in the segregation of
spousal roles with progress through the family cycle does not appear to
occur if a strong autonomous emotionally supportive spousal relationship
has been built up early in the marriage or even earlier in courtship. Our
results suggest, therefore, that the reason for the decline in the proportion of
couples with mutually supportive relationships with progress through the
family cycle is that at the early stages of the cycle immediate work pressures,
mutual parental identification with young children, perhaps the residual
effects from courtship days of shallow bonds of mutual infatuation etc., can
compensate for deeper and more persistent mutually supportive bonds.
However, as soon as such circumstantial pressures ease, as the children grow
up and as courtship infatuation declines, then role segregation increases
amongst these spouses. ‘

It is evident from our results that the level of significance of such
emotionally supportive relationships between spouses is highly correlated
with modernising influences—i.e., education, migration experience, occupa-
tion and residence in urban areas, involvement in mass media etc. This
evidence very strongly supports the notion that the marital relationship has
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become increasingly based on ' emotionally supportive bonds built up
between couples in the courtship and early marriage stage, and has been
moving away from the almost instrumental basis of the relationship which
appeared to be characteristic of traditional marriages.

Our results also support the view that it would have proved impossible to
maintain the legitimacy of traditional peasant familial roles especially—the
female roles—in modern market and communication conditions. If, in the
1930s, there was such a high degree of consensus on these roles, if the
efficacy of the socialisation  process was so overpowering that personalities
and social roles were so completely -articulated that “the interests and
desires of the individual concur in large measure with the norm, and he finds
rewards and pleasure in it,” (4, p. 46); this became less and less possible as
the isolating boundaries” of such locally indigenous social and cultural
systems became eroded with economic, technological and other institutional
and communication changes. As a result the latent tensions that might have
been containable within the conservative economic, social and cultural
environment in which the peasant family system operated—particularly the
inequalities in sex and age roles—was bound to become manifest as this
environment became . transformed.* Our results suggest, however, that
although this change in consciousness or, more specifically, in the ideal
role expectations of wives had occurred in a large proportion of cases this
had not resulted in any change in their husbands’ behaviour but had merely
increased wives’ level of dissatisfaction. ’

There are many factors, therefore, influencing family interaction other
than the ideal expectations of husbands or wives. As a result, in a substantial
proportion of cases it was quite evident that some of the spouses’ expectations
were not being met. This was most evident in the case of wives in the most
traditional families (10 per cent of the total sample). In these families
half of the wives expressed clear dissatisfaction with their husbands’ family
roles. On the other hand, in those families with a highly “modern” pattern of
interaction (one-quarter of all families), less than one-seventh of all wives
were dissatisfied. That is, not alone have actual family patterns changed
dramatically from the situation described by Arensberg and Kimball, but
even in those families where traditional relationships persist this appears to
be more a function of the husband’s power and the emotional quality of
the spousal relationship than from any shared set of values. In these families
changes in ideals and values appear to have proceeded much further than
actual change in behaviour. - ‘

_*See Brody, Innishkillane, op. cit., pp. 109-130, for some very vivid descriptions of family rela-
tionships where the “delegitimisation” of traditional family roles has proceeded to a point of almost
complete demoralisation or of actual role reversals, where adult sons adopt dominant roles and their
definition of the situation is accepted by parents as the legitimate one. However, according to our
data this would hold in only a very small proportion of cases. Like many of Brody’s. other cameos
these ethnographic examples appear to be selected to dramatically illustrate the direction of social
and cultural change and not to provide representative ethnographic descriptions.
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The relative power of both spouses, the quality of the affectionate attach-
ments between spouses and stage of the family cycle appear to be the most
important intervening variables here in influencing whether expectations are
actually being met. If wives in the 1930s were as likely to find reward and
fulfilment in their traditional roles, as Arensberg and Kimball suggest, this is
clearly no longer the case. Where modernising influences-are not matched by
actual behavioural adaptations within one’s family, exposure to those in-
fluences rapidly increases levels of dissatisfaction. This was quite evident in
the results presented in Chapters 4 and 6.

It is clear, therefore, from the results presented in Chapters 4 and 5 but
especially in Chapter 6 that the interplay of factors influencing family inter-
action patterns is so complex that the rather simple linear model of change
presented in the first chapter is extremely naive. Any particular organisation
of family roles is the outcome of a very complex process of interaction
between both spouses in which the three variables already mentioned appear
to play a central role:

(1) normative factors, specifically spouses’ reciprocal role expectations
(ii) emotional factors, the quality of mutual identification and affectional
support.
(iii) situational factors, the stage of the family cycle.

Each of these three variables appears to be equally important. Some of the

obvious ways in which this occurs has been elucidated in Chapter 5.

Considered over time, therefore, change appears to have occurred through
the interaction of a number of forces.

(i) Increasing incorporation of previously autonomous social and cultural
systems within the larger and more open national system. This brought
about cumulative ideational changes, specifically changes in the role
expectations of husbands and wives. These changes fused with role
tensions which were latent in the original peasant system.

(ii) As a result an increasing proportion of each new generation of couples
getting married adopted attitudes and values about married life and
marriage roles which were increasingly “modern”—i.e., less rigidly
defined sex roles, equalitarian relationships and a very high value on
emotional supportiveness.

(iii) The significance of the affectional bonds between husband and wife
appears to have become increasingly salient over time and now appears
to play a central role in the way spousal relationships become stabilised.
The role of this latter variable appears to have been completely under-
estimated in most conventional sociological research dealing with
family interaction, even by those who reject functionalist models.
From our data it appears that the emotional dimension in spousal
relationships develops rather autonomously—i.e., independent of
normative or situational variables—and that its development has a major
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structuring affect on other aspects of family interaction. The neglect of
this variable has occurred despite the fact that it was the central
variable emphasised by sociologists studymg courtship processes and
early marltal adjustment (19, 14).

(iv) After varying peridds of marriage, therefore, the characteristics. of
familial interaction appear to be a function of: (a) the reciprocal ex-
pectations in. spousal and parental roles and in the relative power of
both partners in influencing the actual behavioural response of others;
(b) the quality of the mutual affectional attachments between spouses;
(c) the stage of the family cycle

If, as Arensberg and Kimball. suggest it was poss1ble in the 1930s to main-
tain a high degree of institutionalisation of traditional farm famlly roles
within the conservative social and cultural context of the time, this is clearly
no longer’ the case. Economic, social and cultural changes are such that it
is now obviously impossible to.do so. As a result very wide variations exist
in famlly interaction patterns and no single type predominates.

It is equally clear from our results that the structural-functional mode of
theonsmg is not the most useful one in studying the current very wide
variation in family interaction systems—espemally the theory’s émphasis on
abstractmg out that basic interdependent system of roles or relationships
that is most characteristic of the group being studied and then tracing out
the functional interconnections amongst the different parts of the system.
Equally there is clearly an overemphasis on purely normative factors in the
theory, i.e., on expectations, values, or feelings of obligation or correctedness
etc., and the way such feelings of reciprocal rights and obligations underlie
role playing. As is very clear from our data, in a rather large proportion of
cases the role expectations (* rlghts >} of spouses are not being met. Although
this may be partly explicable in terms of the lack of reciprocal feelings of
- “obligations” on the part of one’s mate it is equally clear from our data that
other variables are equally important. ,

However, if sociologists using a functlonahst orientation in studymg the
family have over-emphasised normative variables, sociologists using other
theoretical orientations, such as Exchange Theory, equally terid to under-
empbhasise the role of emotional factors or spousal love in family interaction
~ and treat it as a residual variable explainable by other more central factors
(11, 8a, 51) Our results, on the other hand, suggest that such mutual feel- -
ings of attachment or interpersonal commitment play a very important
independent role in family interaction processes. They appear to be cen-
tral as normative or ideational factors are in Stljuctural Functional or Role
Theory, or as relative “resources” and “power” in Exchange Theory. These
tend to be the dominant theoretical orientations in sociological research on
the family. There are, however, other theoretical orientations and other
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research traditions in sociology where this is not the case,* but this will be
gone into later.

If Structural-Functionalism as a theory overemphasises normative factors
in interaction it also exaggerates the degree of systematic interconnectedness
in a system of human relationships. Yet it'is clear from our data that par-
ticular patterns of family relationships do fit together in consistent ways.
This became obvious in our attempt to derive a typology of family inter-
action patterns (Chapter 6). Although a first attempt and put forward ten-
tatively, the results clearly suggest that different aspects of family roles—the
division of labour in carrying out tasks and making decisions, and social-
emotional patterns—fit together in consistent ways to form clear family
interaction types. In this respect at least a modified functional model may
be useful in trying to explain why this should be the case.

The results of this attempt at defining a series of family interaction types
showed that about a third of the families sampled could be defined as
“traditional”, i.e., in having a clearly defined sex segregated division of
labour in family roles. However, less than a quarter also had that kind of
decision-making and emotional characteristics that Arensberg and Kimball
described as typical of the traditional family. What was most significant
about these latter families was that they were the most emotionally unsatis-
factory of all types. At the other extreme over a third of families belonged
to types which were clearly very “modern” in their interaction characteris-
tics. These also were by far the most emotionally satisfactory (to wives), of
all families.

Although the relationship amongst the three major family role variables
we dealt with—the allocation of task roles, decision-making patterns, social-
emotional characteristics—are clearly not linear they appear to be highly
interdependent. Any future research should try to explicate these inter-
relationships in more detail than we were able to do in Chapters 5 and 6.

If there was any doubt of the importance of viewing the interdependence
of variables from a modified functional or system perspective it will be
removed by the results presented in Chapter 7, i.e., the very consistent and
statistically significant relationships found between the patterns of spousal
relationships within the family and the links both spouses maintain with
their own kin and with their in-laws. The results in some respects support
previous research, especially in regard to the consistent relationships between
segregation of spousal roles within the family and the separation of hus-
bands’ and wives’ networks of kin and friends outside it. However, in many
other respects our findings run contrary to previous theorising in this area.

*The growth of mutual empathy—the ability, willingness, even commitment to take the role of
the other, even to such an extent as to accept the interests and feelings of the other as equally or more
important than one’s own—has been studied extensively as a process amongst courting, engaged and
young married couples by sociologists using the Symbolic Interactionist perspective. See Review of
these studies by Stryker *“The Interactional and Situational Approaches”, in Christensen, (ed.),
Handbook of Marriage and the Family, pp. 125-146.




188 . THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE:

The families least integrated with their kin were those with the most tradi-
tional pattern of family roles. Further analysis of our data also showed
that clear differentials existed within families in levels of contact with both
kin sets and that these differentials were highly - correlated with certain
features of interaction within the family. A formal explanatory model was
put forward in an attempt to explain these relationships which appear to
be far more complex than previously - thought. The model proposed,
although apparently satisfactory, is nevertheless a post-factum one and its
usefulness and validity can only be established by future research.-

~ This completes our summary of results and conclusions. In the following
section we deal with the major limitations of the study and put forward
suggestions for future research. T :

Limitations of the Study and Re_éqmmendatzfons for Future Research

We initiated this research using a rather straightforward hypothesis testing
model; to describe and attempt to explain concurrent variation and assumed
or inferred change in pattemns of interaction within farm families. A modi-

fied form of structural functional theorising underlay its conceptualisation

and a simple linear additive model of statistical analysis was assumed. Once
the analysis started, however, it became obvious that the explication of the
actually existing relationships amongst the variables studied would prove
completely intractable using these perspectives. As the analysis proceeded a
rather eclectic mixture of role, . exchange and reference group theory
replaced the modified structural-functional mode of theorising originally
employed, and a'type of statistical analysis was used that tried to isolate and
explicate statistical interaction amongst the variables. By using this approach
we feel we have successfully -elucidated some of the most important and
relevant aspects of family interaction. We could then have gone back and
altered our original theorising but felt strongly that this would have been
completely misleading to our readers. : :

In other respects, however, the assumed model held up, especially in
regard to the direction of change in women’s roles. The end point of change
is not toward the modem liberated woman role, independent of her hus-
band’s provider role and fully integrated with the main instrumental work
oriented aspects of society, but actually toward the “wifehood”, “mother-
hood” and even “housewifely” role models assumed to be characteristic
of the urban middle class. In ome respect, however, it is significantly
different from the. typical middle-class pattern in that such wives in farm
families tend to play a central role in the financial management of farms
and in this way they may escape the frustrations that apparently are now
characteristic of many middle-class urban wives.* In this sense they are not

*See H. Gavron, The Captive Wife, op. cit.; and A. Oakley, The Sociology of _Housewbrk, op.
cit. A study of the subjective orientations of a sample of Dublin upper middle class housewives, being

presently written up by Patricia O’Connor for a M.Soc.Sc. degree at UCD, shows a rather high level
of dissatisfaction and frustration with their maternal, housewifely and wifely roles. -
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as isolated from the main stream of status-giving activities in society as
are most middle class urban wives and their status is not as derivatory.

In many other respects also our original conceptualisation and research
design was equally satisfactory to yield the important results and conclusions
presented so far. However, there were limitations in research design which
were not redeemable and which made it very difficult to explain variation in
family interaction patterns. The first failure arose from an attempt to use a
cross-sectional study of families who varied greatly in this stage of the
family cycle to try and explain even their own behaviour at that point of
time. It is clear from our analysis that even when one limits the sample
severely as we did, the remaining differences in family cycle position are
very significant in explaining family interaction characteristics. This is not
alone because situational constraints change as families pass through their
typical cycle and these have a notable influence on family interaction
characteristics, but also that one of the most important variables that plays a
central role in structuring family interaction is the growth of emotional-
empathic bonds between spouses as their life together proceeds.

The growth of these bonds can obviously only be studied as a process
from courtship to the first accommodative years of married life together, to
the stage with young children etc. Our data strongly indicate that the growth
of empathic-affective-supportive bonds is a relatively autonomous process,
not merely a dependent one as some theories suggest; that it must be highly
correlated with the way sexual relationships are incorporated within the
married relationships, and that it is a central variable structuring many
aspects of the spousal and parental relationships.

A cross-sectional study, therefore, can only indicate its significance but
cannot throw much light on how or why such variation exists. The study
has, however, shown that the relative importance of such emotional bonding
is highly correlated with modernising influences—the level of education of
spouses, their occupational and migrational experiences, external reference
group identities, mass media exposure and level of integration into modern
societal contexts. The significance, therefore, of individual choice and what
has been called the ‘“romantic-love complex” in marital relationships has
greatly increased in significance since the early 1930s (40, 39).

As a result the relative importance of institutionalised, prescriptive norma-
tive orientations has become much less significant in determining familial
relationships, while interpersonal processes of “role bargaining’ have become
much more significant. In other words the major structuring principle in
family interaction may well have changed from cultural or normative pre-
scriptions to the process of empathic-affectional bonding in marriage. So, on
both theoretical and methodological grounds a research procedure that
stresses cultural change—changes in widely shared sets of beliefs, values and
norms governing marital and sex roles—that adopts a systematic functional
orientation, and one that is based on a cross- sectlonal synchronic study is
not a completely appropriate one.
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On theoretical grounds functional theory in all of its guises underplays
the dynamics of interactional processes and treats interpersonal feelings as a
residual or dependent aspect of relationships. On methodological grounds as
an investigative model, it either prescribes a totally synchronic view, or, if
diachronic, it tends to view change as mercly adaptive to external normative
or situational changes (54, 57, 79, 80).

Our data strongly suggest, on the other hand, that only if one can validly
assume the existence of a widely shared and relatively closed normative
system, which is adaptive as a total system, can such a view of social or cul-
tural change be in any way useful. This is particularly true if one is studying
changes in small systems of interpersonal relationships, as in families. Here
it appears that the actual interpersonal relationships constructed become
increasingly a function of the dynamics of interpersonal interaction with
changes in the ideal cultural patterns merely indicating the direction in
which change is. to occur -or the broad limits within which adaptation is
legitimised.

Our results also clearly indicated that in studying the actual behavioural
outcome ‘of “role bargaining” betweer spouses an Exchange Theory view
of interpersonal interaction, which stresses the relative power and resources
of each spouse, is rather misleading. Much more attention needs to be paid
to the process of empathic-affectional bonding that occurs between couples
.as they progress in their relationships from early courtship to the early years
of marriage Research models based on a Symbolic Interactionist perspective,
which view the nuclear fam1ly as a ‘“‘unity of interacting personalities”,
and the growth of affectional bonds as a reciprocal empathic or role taking
process—l e., the ability and willingness to take the role of the other, and
one’s personal commitment to that taken-role etc.—are more useful. Unfor-
tunately this theoretical and methodologlcal perspective is relatively rare in
conventional family interaction studies and tends to be limited to studies
predlctmg mantal succéss. Where the emotional or, what was called, the

“expressive” aspects of family relationships were treated within conventional
studies concerned with studying family relationships systems, it was usually
conceptualised in terms of the specialisation of sex roles within the family
(16, 101, 102). » '

Our results, however, "especially those presented in Chapter 4, clearly
indicate that the quality of the mutually supportive, emotional-empathic,
bonds between spouses is a crucial intervening variable in explammg and
understanding the allocation of task roles within families. It is especially
important.in explaining the re-allocation-of task roles that occurs as families
pass through their typical cycle. So, besides indicating the importance of a
systemic view of family interaction, these results also indicated the crucial
" importance of empathic-affective variables, even in cross-sectional studies
of family interaction. Our measurement of this variable was not fully satis-
factory, although it did include measures of mutual empathy, reciprocal
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supportiveness, and extent of jointness in task roles etc. The results clearly
indicate that the variable is extremely important in any family study.

However, to really understand or explain why such wide variation exists
in levels of social-emotional integration within families would require a
longitudinal study, most probably one that included both observational
and interviewing procedures. We were able to show that some of the
differences amongst families on this variable was due to differences in values
or expectations—i.e. its relatively high correlation with ‘“modernising”
variables. But we were also able to show that such modernisation of people’s
values or ideals had proceeded at a much faster rate than people’s actual
behaviour within families. So, it appears that, although the variable has
grown in importance over time, there are many factors other than people’s
values that influence the extent to which such ideally expected behaviour is
actualised. Only a longitudinal or panel study concerned with the develop-
ment and stabilisation of the actual process of interaction between spouses
could adequately assess what these factors are.

A related but more direct limitation of the present study was our attempt
to use a study done in 1970 to try to assess the extent of change, and the
causes of change, in family interaction patterns since the early 1930s. Of
course, we could only do this by inference, using Arensberg and Kimball’s
study of the early 1930s as the base. We were, however, able to show that
much of the variation in family interaction patterns, particularly in social-
emotional patterns, was highly correlated with modernising influences. Most
of these influences have only come into play since the early 1950s; i.e.,
increasing levels of education, mass media influences, extent of societal
integration of previously relatively autonomous communities etc. We are
confident of the validity of our inferences in this regard but are uncom-
fortably aware of the gaps in evidence. Unfortunately this is one area in
which future research cannot help, except in so far as it can help elucidate
the extent to which the “modernisation” of rural communities occurred
consistently and evenly over the whole period from the 1930s, and indeed
over the previous 80 years also, as has been suggested by Gibbon (37). Under
this assumption the picture of relatively unchanging and stable cultural
patterns, presented by Arensberg and Kimball as typical of the small-farm
western communities of the early 1930s, is completely invalid. Our assump-
tion, on the other hand, is that cultural and social change was highly dis-
continuous over that whole period; that Arensberg and Kimball’s ethno-
graphic accounts of farm family life in the early 1930s are relatively reliable;
but that the autonomy and legitimacy of these small scale relatively isolated
cultural systems was massively breached in the early 1950s and that the rate
of change dramatically increased from that date onwards. This view is in
line with a previous study of the senior author’s (46) and with Brody’s
study (15). We believe that it is also in line with most of the published
demographic, economic and technological data available over the past 100
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years or so. A preliminary analysis of these data clearly supports our view.
However, we hope to test these opposing hypotheses in a later study, using
these time series data. N .

There are many other areas where our data and analyses are equally in-
complete. Many assumptions have been made which could not be validated.
We have come to many conclusions ‘with inadequate evidence. There are
many post-factum-interpretations made that could not be checked out. We
end this section of the research report, therefore, with the conventional
request for future research to correct these imperfections and to further
advance our knowledge of family life in Ireland. We believe that the work
we report in this volume makes an important contribution to that know-
ledge, despite its: many imperfections. We hope in future research work on
urban families to correct many of this study’s deficiencies and to provide
much needed research on urban working-class and middle-class family and
kinship patterns. o ' / :
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Appendix I (a)
Economic and Social Research Institute
Family and Community Life Schedules—1970
Father’s Schedule

Date Schedule No.:

Interviewer: Time: In Out

The schedule contains a total of 112 “questions”, but there was a total of
278 individual items on which information was to be sought, though some
of the latter were optional. On average, it took an hour to administer.

The order and content of questions in the Husband’s schedule was:

Questions 1-14 deals with the Educational and Occupational Patterns of
Inheritance and Ownership of Farm, of Respondent and his Father.

Questions incl. 16-24: Attitude towards Farming, towards the Locality and
towards own Sons Farming.

Questions 12, 15: Basic Socio-demographic Information.

Questions 25-30: Information on Farm Production, Work Roles, Technical
Innovation.

Questions 31-36: Farm Decision making.
Questions 37-47: Sibling, wider Kinship and Neighbour group Relationships.

Questions 48-53: Work Roles in Household. Attitudes towards Household
Work Roles.

Questions 54-55: Decision making in Household.

Questions 56-75: Division of Labour in Child rearing, Attitudes towards Sex
Roles and towards Socialisation into Sex Roles.

Questions 76-77: Decision making in Child rearing.

Questions 78-80: Priorities and Goals in Family Life. Perception of Wife’s
Priorities. :

Questions 81-91: Accounting Procedures and Financial Decision making
within Farm Families; marketing and purchasing patterns.

Questions 93-94: Ranking of Satisfactions in Family Life and Perception of
Wife’s Satisfactions.
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Questioné 95-101: Family Recreational Patterns 'and Attitudes towards
Recreation. :

Quéstions 102-110: <Primary Group Networks. -
Question 111: Formal Organisations, Membership.
Question 112: Communicational Involvement.

Appendix I (b)
Economic and Soctal Research Institute
Family and Kinship Schedule, 1970
Mother’s Schedule

This schedule contams atotal of 103 “questions” but there were over 280
independent items in the schedule, varymg somewhat in applicability.
The order and content of questions in the Wife’s Schedule was as follows:

Questions 1-5: Basic Household and Family Data.
Questions 6-12: Basic Socio-demographic data.’
Questions 14-21: Kinship Numbers, Contact Frequency and Functions.

Questions 22- 43 Dally and Weekly Routmes in Housekeepmg and Child
rearing.

Household Tasks, Role Allocation.
" Attitudes towards sex-roles and sex-role socialisation.
Household Decision making. ’
Questions 44- 47: Division of Labour on Farm, and Attltudes towards own
Work Role on Farm. :
Question 48: Household Subsistence Actlvxtles

Questions 49-50: Feelings about Task Roles and Percelvcd Husba.nd s help-
fulness in Task Roles.

‘Questions 51-52: Respondents Goals in Family Life. Percelved Goals of
Husband in Family Life.

Questlons 53-69: Division of Labour in Child rearing, Child-rearing Practices;
Decision making and Sanctioning Patterns etc. Occupational and Educa-
tional Aspirations for Children.

Questions 70-84: Financial Accountancy Procedures; Household Purchasing
Pattern; Financial Decision making in Family.
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Questions 85-86: Ranking of Satisfactions in Family Life. Perception of
Husband’s Satisfactions.

Question 87 (a) to (k): Household Decision making.
Questions 88-91: Tension Management Patterns.

Questions 92-99: Recreational Patterns and Attitudes toward Recreational
Patterns.

Question 100 (i) to (x): Primary Relationship Networks.

Questions 101-102 (a) to (g): Formal Organisation Membership and Com-
munication Behaviour.

Question 103 (i) to (xi): Level of Living Scale.

Copies of these questionnaires are available from the ESRI, on payment of a small fee.
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Appendix II

List of scales and indexes used in study and constructed from responses by
both spouses using scalogram, Likert type item analysis, and index construc-
’ tion methods. ’

riage

gation in House-

‘hold Decisions
—6 values (wife’s
responses)

. Nuclear Family

Decisions Scale:

‘whether both partners were invol-

ved in decision or not.

8 items. Qs.: 40 (1) (2) (5) (6);42;

Q.87 (i, j, k)

—5 values —Mother’s schedule
(Mother’s . High score = Complete father .
dominance

responses)

Low score = Complete mother
dominance.

and validity

Guttman Scale

‘Guttman Scale

Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability * Validity
. Stage of Family | No., age, education and occupation | Index Face validity
Cycle—8-values | of all children. i
. Occupational Occupations classified on basis of | Of known and
Status—of chil- | prestige. adequately
dren, and of wife tested reliability
previous to mar-

. Kinship Integra- | 6 items: 15 separate questions on r = .44 with no. of
tion Scales—17 father’s and mother’s questionnaire. | CR = .93 close kin living
values measures ’ locally
kinship size and r = .39 with no. of sib-
contact -lings living locally

. Power 1; House-| 4 items: Guttman Scale | r = .18 Stage of family
hold Decision Q. 85, 36 (a), (b), (c). CR=.95 cycle
Scale—(wife's Mother’s schedule. ) . r =.12 Subsistence
responses) High score = Father’s dominance index
—5 values Low.score = Mother’s dominance r = .59 Financial deci-

. : sions (mother)
r = .12 Financial deci-
sions (father)
r = .14 Household
decisions (father)
. Jointness/Segre- | Same' items scored on basis of | Index

.12 with DL in

"
[

Modemisation 43 (a), (b); 44/45—Mother’s | CR=.89 .. household
Scale—9 values | schedule. High scores indicate r = .07 with father’s
{Mother’s values of sexual equality, low sex comparable scale
responses) typing of tasks and a non-dis-
criminatory pattern of socialising
boys and girls etc.
. Power?2: Farm | 7 items: Q. 46; Q. 47 (i, ii, iii); | Index r=.15 Same scale

(7a) father’s scale

continued on next page
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Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validity
8. Jointness/ Same items as down, scored on | Index
Segregation in | basis of whether both partners were
Farm Decisions| involved in decisions or not.
—8 values
9. Household 4 Qs.—48 (a, b, ¢, d). Scored on r=.08 with SES
Subsistence basis of whether ““All, Some, None” r = ,07 with self suf-
Scale/Index of butter, clothes, knitting, baking ficiency on farm
—9 values is produced within the family.
(Mother’s)
10. Ranking of 7 items—Q. 51 (a to b). Mother’s | Index
Family Goals | schedule. Three different categories
by Wife of goals statements are included.
—8 codes Spousal (A and C)-Parental/
(Mother’s) Familial (B, D, E); and Status/
Consumption (F, G, H). Coded on
relative priority given to each.
11. Perception of | As above coded on basis of wife’s
Husband’s guess of husband’s ranking.
Family Goals
—8 codes
12. Wife’s Evalua- | 2 separate indexes Index
tion of Hus- —Qs. 30/31/34— and 54/55,
band’s Roles Mother’s schedule,
in childrearing | —coded on basis of degree of satis-
and house- faction with husband’s contribu-
keeping tion.
13. Child Dis- 2 Qs.—57 (a, b) Mother’s schedule— | Index r = .38 with father’s
cipline who child is “afraid of most”, and scale
~6 codes who “disciplines them most”. r =.15 with SFC
Coded from “Father exclusively to r = —.16 with educa-
Mother exclusively”. tion of mother
r = —.69 with SES
14. Power 3: Child| 5 Qs.—65, 64 (a, b, ¢, d)—~Mother’s | Guttman
Rearing Deci- | schedule. From “Father Domin- | CR=.91 r = —.11 Education of
stons Scale ance” to ‘“Mother Dominance”. mother
—6 values r = .24 with father’s
scale
16. Jointness/ Same questions as above coded on
Segregation in | degree of mutual consultation in
Child Rearing | decisions.
Decisions
—9 values
16. Financial Deci-| 5 Qs.—36 (a) and (b), 47 (ii), 70, |- Guttman r =.33 Farm decision
stons 93.—Mother’s  schedule. Coded | CR=.92 (Mother)
—6 values from Father Dominance (High r =.22 Farm decision
score; to Mother Dominance (Low (Father)
score). r=.59 G’1 Power
(Mother)

r = .59 Household
decision (Father)

=,17 P. scale Il
Y (Fathe‘; €

continued on next page
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19. General Power
Jointness/
Segregation
—8 codes

20. Ranking of
Family
Satisfactions
—7 values

21. Guesn"ng of
husbands’
rankings

22. Correlation
between
Mothers’ rank-
ing of family
goalsand .
average (150
Mos.) ranking.

23. Correlation
between
Mothers rank-
ing of family
satisfactions
and average
ranking

Same questions coded on degree of
mutual consultation in above deci-
sions.

Q. 85 (Mother) coded as in No. 10.
There are three categories of state-

. ments ranked.

Ones that emphasise:

sl Spousal relationships

2) Parental relationships

(8) Status/community, coding is in
terms of priority given to each.

As above.

Spearman rank order correlation
between average ranking of 8 items,
calculated. from sample of 150, and
mother’s individual ranking.

As above.

202
Appendix II (contd.)
Scalefindex * No. and identification of items  Reliability Validity
17. Jointness/ Same questions as above coded on = —.38 with joint-
Segregation degree  of mutual consultation or ness in farm
in Financial degree- of jointness in decisions. . decisions
Decisions : r = .13 with paying
bills
r = .47 with boss in
financial matters
r = .18 with control
of money matters
r=.11 with where
money is deposited
r = .13 with relative
prices
18. General Power | 8 Qs. (Mother’s schedule) Guttman r = —.16 stage of
Scale - 35, 36 (b), 47 (ii), 63, 64 (a), 64 | CR=.91 cycle
—9 values (c); 70, 83. This scale covers all ‘ r=.12 Father’s
. decisions over—household, child-- education °
rearing, finance etc.—coded. from r = —.10 Subsistence
“Father Dominance’ to “‘Mother r=.27 G. Power
Dominance”., . (Father) -

continued on next page
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Scalefindex

No. and identification of items

Reliability

Validity

24. Correlation
between
Mothers’ rank-
ing of family .
goals and
family satis-
Jaction

25. Familism
Scale

26. Household

Adoption
Father’s Schedule
27. Familism

Scale

(Father)

28. Estimated
Total “Gross
Margin” (In-
come) from
farm

29, Farm
Subsistence

30. Division of
Labour on
Farm

Q. 85 and Q. 51

Spearman rho between rankings
assigned to same items in Q. 85 and
Q. 51.

Qs. 3,4,51,69,85

6 items. A high scale type (5 or 6)
indicating a high degree of subor-
dination of individual personal in-
terests to group or family interests;
and of individual happiness to
group esprit de corps. A low score
indicates subordination of group to
individual interests and of group to
individual happiness.

Q. 87: 9 items (running water, TV,
car, house renovated, new cooker,
washing machine, new lino or
tiles, new furniture bought
recently).

Qs. 18/20, 19, 22, 93, 79: 6 items
coded as in 25. Not completely
comparable but having higher cor-
relation than exactly comparable
scale.

Q. 26 (Father). Calculated on the
basis of average gross margins per
unit of cattle, sheep, pigs and tillage
crops produced on farm. Farm
figures supplied by the Agricultural
Institute Reports for 1970.

Q. 27 (Father). Extent to which
potatoes, vegetables, eggs, poultry,
bacon consumed in household are
produced on farm.

0 = none

8 =all

Q. 28 (Father) 6 items Guttman
Scale. Scaled on extent to which
wife works on such tasks as poultry
keeping, cleans milk utensils, milks
cows, feeds calves. Helps with cattle
etc.

Guttman Scale:

CR=.91

Likert Scale:

CR=.90
Index
CR=.93

1= .15 Father scale

1= —.11 Total gross
margin

r = —,19 Emotional
integration

r = —.14 Realistic
joint community

r = .31 Total gross

margin
r=.15 Farm adoption
r=.,36 SES

r =.15 with Mother
scale

r = .10 Emotional
integration scale

r = —.31 with house-
hold adoption
scale

r =.19 with farm
adoption scale

r=.29 with SES

r = .16 with House-
hold Subsistence
Scale (9)

r = .19 with gross
margin

r = .09 with Farm
Subsistence Scale.
r=—,17 with
wife’s education

continued on next page
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Scalefindex Na. and identification of items Reliability Validity

81. Farmm Qs. 30 (a, b); 35, 36 (a) (b) (c)." | Index: Guttman | r=—.15 with gross
Decisions’ (Father) Scale gave such margin
Scale: 5 = Husband dominant high Father- r = .31 with General
(Father) 1 = Wife dominant. Dominance Power Scale
—5 values Coded on basis -to which wxfe is | (83%) that scale (Father)

mentioned as decision maker or | was dropped r =.12 with Financial
consultant in 9 separate farm ) Decision (Mother)
decision items. r = ,24 with Financial

o Decision (Mother)

82. Jointness/ - Qs. as above. Coded on extent to | fpdex
Segregation in | which both husband and wife were
Farm involved in each decision—initiat-

Decisions ing, consulting, or deciding.: -
—9 values ’ .
(0-8) - .

88. Farm Q. 30 (i) to (vi) (Father). Innova- | Likert Scale r=.15 with House-
Adoption/ tions/changes in cattle/cow num- . hold Adoption
Innovation bers; artificial insemination; milking Scale

© Scale machines; antibiotics; dehorning r=.19 with gross
’ calves; use of nitrates for early _ Tnargin
grass; weedkillers etc. re ﬁll with self suf-
| Score 1 if present ciency scale of
it prese farm
0 ‘f absent, r = —.13 with ranking
of family goods
(Father)
i . r=.11 with SES
84. Kinship Qs. 37 (a, d, f, 8); 38.(a,¢). Q5. 40, | Guttman Scale | r=.16 with mother
Integration -~ | 41, 106 (Father) High Scale Type— | CR = .93 kinship integration
.indicates large number of kin com- scale
municated with, and high level of r=.19 with com-
helpfulness and exchange . with munication scale
father’s kin etc. Equivalent to r= 39 Wll:ih no. of
Mother’s scale (3). c:::a ctt:;i?:h
- r=.16 with SES
85. Division of - | Qs. 48 (l 3, 10, 7, 11) (Father) (6 | CR=.89 r = .30 with Mother’s

Labour in
Household
Scale (Father)

36. Nuclear
Family
Modemisation
Scale
(Father)

—8 values .

‘the

items). Comparable to Mother’s DL
Household Scale.

Qs. 51 (3, 4, 5, 6); 52 (a, b); 49/50.

(Father) 8 items Guttman Scale. It
allocates people to such types on
“moderness” of their values/
norms regarding women’s roles in
society high score indicates values

of low sex' typing of tasks and.

roles, sexual equality and low

.sexual ‘discrimination in socialisa-

tion sons and daughters.

Guttman Scale
CR=.90

scale

r=.14 with DLin
Household
{Mother) scale

r=.13 with DL
Household
(Father) scale

continued on next page
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Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validity
87. Household Qs.: 54, 55 (i, ii, ili) 4 items | Guttman Scale | r=.14 with mother’s
Decisions (Father) CR=.93 scale (4)
Scale (Father) | High score = Father dominance r =.10 occupation of
—b values Low score = Mother dominance mother previous
to marriage
38. Jointness/ Same items as above (Father). | Index r = .14 with mother’s
Segregation in | Scored on basis of whether both scale (5)
Household parties were involved in decision or
Decistons not.
(Father)
—6 values
39. Division of 5 items: 56 (1, b) (c, g, i). Alloca- | Guttman Scale | r=.30 with mother’s
Labour in ted to such types on basis extent to | CR = .89 scale
Child Rearing | which pattern helps with child- r = .15 with stage of
Scale (Father) | rearing tasks. family cycle
—6 values r=.18 with SE
Integration
r=—.17 with div.
of labour on farm
r =.12 with SES
40. Soctal- 5 items: 56 (d); 57 (5, 6); 61; 62. | Guttman Scale | r=—.18 with family
" Emotional People are allocated to scale types | CR = .91 cycle
Leadership in extent to which father plays a r = .34 with mother’s
Scale supportive/tension management scale
—6 values role in spousal and parental inter- r=,14 div. of
action. labour child-
rearing (mother)
r=.13 div. of
labour child-
rearing (father)
41. Child Dis- 2 Qs.—58, 59 (Father). Coded | Index r = .33 with mother
cipline Scale on basis of responses to comparable scale
(Father) questions on “who disciplines child (13)
most” and “who child is afraid of
most”.
High = Father exclusively to both
questions
Low = Mother exclusively to both
questions.
42. Power, Child | 5 Qs.: 76, 83 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv). Coded | Guttman Scale | r=.24 with com-

Rearing
Decision
Scale

from father dominant to mother
dominant.

CR=.93

parable mother’s
scale

continued on next page
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. Reliability

Validity

Scalefindex No. and identification of items

48. Jointness/ Items as above, coded in degree of | Index-
Segregation . mutual consultation or involvement
in Child- in decisions.
rearing
Decisions

44. Ranking of 8 items: Q. 79: Coded as for No.
Family 10, which is exactly comparable
Goals question in mothers’ schedule.
(Father)

45. Perception/ As above coded on basis of hus-
Guessing band’s guess of wife’s ranking.
of Wife’s ’

Ranking of
Goals

46. Correlation Spearman rank order correlations
between -between average ranking of 8 items
Father’s rank- | calculated from sample of 150 and
ing of Family | from individual ranking.

Goals and )
Average
Ranking

47. Financial 5 Qs.: 36 (b), 55 (i) (iii). Qs. 91, | Guttman £ = .22 with mother’s
Decisions 81. Coded from father dominance | cR =92 r = .27 General power
(Father) (high score) to mother dominant o (mother)
Scale (low score). :

48. Jointness/ From questions above coded on the | [n4ex
Segregation degree of mutual consuitations or
Decisions degree of jointness.

49. ‘'Index of 4 items: Q. 88 (a) (b) (c) (d). High - :
Method of score indicates stock sold at mart or Inde»x ! in.dl;)ngbmstence
Selling Stock " | to factory. Low score if sold at fair r = .32 Total gross

“or to farm dealer. margin
) r =.18 with size of
) . farm
50. Index of Q. 39: (1) (2) (3). Low score in- | Index. )
Locality dicates all items are repaired and
bought in local area. High score
where all bought in bigger town.,

51. Relative Q. 90: (1) (2) (8)—2 comparison | Index

Prices of prices of fertilisers, seeds, veter- .

inary medicines and -machinery
costs  between local 'and town
shops. High score indicates higher
local prices. Low score lower.

continued on next page
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Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validsty
52. General Power | 8 Qs.: 36 (b), 55 (iii), 54, 7 (ii), | Guttman r = .27 with mother
Scale IT (iii), 78, 81, 91. Scale covers finan- | CR = .90 scale
cial, farm, child rearing and house-
hold decisions. High score = father
dominance. Low score = mother
dominance.
58. Jointness/ Items as above, coded on the degree | Index
Segregation in | of mutual consultation or joint
Decision decision making. High score—high
making joint participation.
54. Ranking of Coded as No. 10 and 20. Three
Family categories of statements ranked (a)
Satisfaction spousal relationship, (b) parental
and familial, (c) status—and com-
munity. Coding in terms of rela-
tive priority given to each.
55. Perception of | Asabove.

56.

57.

58.

Wife’s
Satisfaction
(Guessing)

Correlation
between
Father’s
Ranking of
Family Satis-
factions and
Average rank-
ing

Correlation
between
Father Rank-
ing of Family
Goals and
Family
Satisfactions

Correlation
between
Mother’s
Ranking of
Family Goals
and Father’s
Ranking of
Family Goals

A Spearman’s rank order correla-
tion between average making of 8
items calculated from a sample of
150 and father’s individual rank-
ing.

Qs. 79 and 93. Spearman’s rank
order correlation between rankings
assigned to same items in Qs. 79
and 93.

Q. 51 (Mother). Q. 79 (Father). A
Spearman’s rank order correlation
ranked by degree of association
between mother’s and father’s
responses or ranking.

continued on next page
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Scalefindex:

No. and identification of items

Reliability

Validity

59. Correlation
between
Mother’s
Ranking of
Family Satis-
factions and
Father’s
Ranking of
Family
Satisfactions

Jointness of
. Recreational
Roles

60.

61. Index
measuring the
extent of inter-
connectedness
of the
separate
Primary Group
Networks of
Husbands and
Wives

62. Index tndicat-
ing the extent
of interpene-
tration or
separatedness
of Husbands’
and Wives’ -
Networks

63. Index indicat-
ing the extent
of interpene-
tration or
separatedness
of Husbands’
and Wives’
Networks—
excluding
all kin

64. Index indicat-
ing extent of
sex segregation
of the Father’s
Network

Q. 85 (Mother). Q. 93 (Father) as
in previous no.

5 items: Qs. 92 (a), 93, 94 (Mother).
Qs. 95, 96, 97 (Father). High score
represents high jointness of re-
creational roles. Low score re-
presents separateness of roles.

Qs. 100 (Mother), 106 (Father).

Q. 100 (Mother). Q. 106 (Father).
Index measures the total number of
people mentioned by both husband
and wife, Low score indicates a
high degree of interpenectration, a
high score a high degree of
separatedness.

Q. 100 (Mother). Q. 106 (Father).
Measures the number of persons
who- are friends of both husband
and wife (mentioned by both)—
excluding kin and coded as above.

Q. 106 (Father). Consists -of total
number of male friends, relatives
and neighbours mentioned by the
father and expressed as a propor-
tion of total number named. High
score indicates a high proportion
of males in name, Low score few.

Guttman Scale
CR=.92

Index

Index

Index

Index

continued on next page
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Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validity

65. Index indicat- | Q. 100 (Mother) as in previous no. | Index
ing the extent | except inserting female where male
of sex segrega- | previously mentioned.
tion of
mother’s
networks

66. Nuclear 6 items—Qs. included Qs. 90/92, | Guttman r= .21 stage of
Family 23/24, 53 (a) (g), 58, 59, 49, 86 | CR=.91 family cycle
Emotional (Mother). Qs. 56 (a) (g), 60, 61, 94
Integration (Father). Allocates families on the r =.12 jointness of
Scale basis of their social-emotional in- recreational role

tegration. Items measure the degree

of mutual sympathy and extent of r =.11 realistic joint
communication between husband communication
and wife, joint participation in scale

child rearing and joint involvement

in meeting the emotional needs of r=,19 with summary
children. Participation in family evaluations of
activities (joint) and awareness of husband and

the satisfaction derived from family wife’s satisfactions
life of spouse.

67. Realistic Joint | b items—Qs. 102 (a) (Mother), 112 | Guttman
Family (a) (Father), 112 (c) (e) (+) (g) | CR=.91
Communica- (Father), 102 (c) (e) (g) Mother.
tion Scale High score indicated where both

partners read Farmers Journal,
listen to news, read regularly. Low
where only one partner or neither
participate.

68. Socio- Q. 103: 6 items (2) (4) (5) (6) (8) | Guttman
Economic (10) included are when the house | CR=.90
Scale was last renovated, no. of bed-

rooms, piped water, sitting room,
tiles or lino, washing machine.
High score indicates the presence
of all items, low score if none are.

69. Division of 5 items: Q. 29 (b) (d) (+) (Mother) | Likert r=.12 with father
Labour in (i) (g). Measures degree of participa- scale
Household: tion of father in household tasks.

Jointness of High score indicates high participa-
Roles (Mother)| tion by father, low = low participa-
tion.
70. Division of Q. 53 (Mother), 6 items 53 (a) (b) | Likert r= .31 with father

Labour in
child rearing:
Jointness of
roles

(c) (g) (e) (h). Measures degree of
jointness in child-rearing tasks.
Coded as above,

scale

continued on next page
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III: Jointness
of Roles

(Father)

Scored on jointness. High score in-
dicates high participation in all
areas. Low = high separatedness. -

Index

Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validity .

71. Division of 6 items: Q. 28 (a) (b) (c).(d) (f) { Likert
Labour on (h). Measures degree of jointness in
farm: Joint- farm tasks. High score indicates
ness of roles” | high joint participation, low ="

' separation of tasks.

72. Division of | 5 items: Q. 48 (1) (7) (10) (11) | Likert r=.12 with mother’s
Labour in (14) (Father). Similar to 68 and | - - scale
Household: coded in same way.

Jointness of :
roles (Father)

78. Division of Comparable to 69. Q. 56 (b) (c) (d) r = .31 with mother’s
Labour in (e) (g) (h) (Father) Schedule, and scale
Child rearing: | coded in the same way as mothers.

Jointness of o
roles (Father)

74. Power Scale Il | 5 items: Q. 55 (i) (iii) 59, 77 (i), | Guttman
(Father) 91. Covers household, child rearing | CR = .91

Co and - authority and financial deci-
sions.. High score indicates’ father
dominance, low '~ score mother
dominance.

75. Jointness in Same . items—high score indicates | Index -
Decision high degree of jointness, low score
Making high degree of separatedness.

(Father) ‘
76. General Power | 5 items: Qs. 36 (a) (b), 57 (b),
II (Mother) - | 65 (b), 83. Covering areas of child
discipline, and household. Coded as
13. Power Scale II (Father).
77. Jointnessin Same items as above. High score in--
Decision " | dicates high degree of jointness in
Making decision making. Low score high
(Mother) degree of separatedness.
78. Power Scale 7 items: Qs. 36 (b}, 91, 55 (i) (iii), [ Likert r = .42 with mother’s
I (Father) 58, 59, 81 includes decisions about scale
. the farm, household, child rearing -
and discipline ‘and financial. High
score (father dominance). Low =
(no dominance).
79. Power Scale Same items included as in 77.

continued on next page
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Scalefindex No. and identification of items Reliability Validity

80. Power Scale 7 items—Qs. 47 (ii), 36 (a) (b), 70, | Likert r = .42 with father’s
III (Mother) 83, 57 (a) (b). Comparable to 78 | over 7 items scale

(Father) and coded in same way.

81. Jointnessin Same items as 79. Measures degree | Index
Power of jointness. Coded as 78.

(Mother)

82. Division of 7 items: Q. 48 (3) (4) (5) (8) (10) | Likert
Labour in (11) (14). High score indicates high | over 7 items
Household father participation, low score
Scale I minimum participation.

(Father)

83. Household Items as above—scored on the
participation degree of participation of husband
II—Jointness and household.
of Roles
(Father)

84. Division of Comparable to 81 and scored in | Likert
Labourin same way.

Household,
Scale II

85. Household Same items as 83-—measured joint- | Index
participation ness.
II (Mother)

86. Division of 8 items: 56 (a) (b) (c) (f) (g) (h) (i) | Likert
Labour in (i), high score indicates husband | 8 jtems
Child Rearing | dominance, low score mother
Scale IIT dominance.

(Father)

87. Child Rearing | Same items as above. Scored on Index
IllI—jointness degree of jointness, high score =

high jointness in child-rearing activi-
ties, low score = high separatedness.

88. Division of Comparable to 85 (Father) Scale | Likert
Labour Child- | 1II and coded in the same way. 8 items™
rearing II1
(Mother)

89. Child rearing Same items as 87 measuring joint- Index

HI—jointness

ness and comparable to Father
Scale III—jointness.

continued on next page
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90. Social- 5 1tcms-—Q 57 (2) (8) (5) (6) and | Likert

Emotional (Q.. 61 + 62). High score (father | 5 items

Leadership dominance). Low score (mother :

Scale 1T .dominance).

(Father) : : ‘ ‘ ) _
91. ‘Social- Corhpar’able to Father Scale III

Emotional using same items on Mother Scale.

Lead hip

Scale Ii




Appendix III

Table 3.1: Percentage distribution of wives and husbands by age at time of survey; and at time of marriage

Current age Total Average
Noi age
25  25-29 30-34 35-39 4044 4549 50-51 55-59 60-64 65+ ;;Zf;’ %  Number current
% % % % % % % % % %
Wife % 1.5 37 113 152 177 162 167 162 2.0 0.7 100% 408 44.4
Husband % —_ 1.0 44 88 9. 181 164 164 132 100 2.5 100% 408 51.4
Age at Age at marriage No infor- Total At
marriage of: . 25 26-27 2829 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 3839 40+ mation marriage
Wife: % 38 15 14 11 10 6 3 1 1 1 100% 408 27.3
<26 26-28 29-31 32-34 3537 3840 4143 4446 47+
Husband: % 6 9 16 20 17 13 8 4 3 3 100% 408 34.4

CSHITINVA TVNOLLIOVIL
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- Table 3.2: Total number of children in families and total number living at home

’ . . Total - .
Total No. of o ‘ i - ’ ~ No. — - Average number
* children 234 5 6 7.8 9 ufer %  Number per family
B %« % % % % % % % % % |
(a) In family 10 11 . 12 17 14 11 8 5 11 1 100 408 44
12 19 18 22 14 7 4 ¢ — 1 100 408 3.6

(b) Living at home

Table 3.3: Per};entage distribution of families by stage of family cycle

Stage of family cycle S ' Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 % Number
‘All children are . Oldest children in Oldest child in Oldest-child - As for 4. But As for 5, but
pre-school primary school _ post-primary .. working. But all -some have left - all children have
: school living at home ‘home left school
(Not working)
14% 30% 13% 6% . 832% 4% 99 404

¥1¢
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Table 3.4: Age of wife at marriage by age of husband.

Appendix I (contd.)

Age of husband Age of wife at marriage Average age
at marriage : of wife
25 26-27 28-29 30-31 32-33 34-35 36-37 38-39 40+
% % % % % % % % %
26 16 7 5 — — 4 — — — 25.5
26-28 15 12 5 7 — — — — — 25.6
29-31 21 18 21 12 12 4 — — — 26.7
32-34 19 18 21 14 42 23 8 — — 28.4
35-37 12 25 21 26 20 12 -8 — 33 28.7
38-40 8 11 11 19 17 27 15 50 33 30.0
41-43 5 7 7 7 7 19 31 —_ — 30.0
44-46 3 2 4 2 2 7 23 50 17 31.6
47+ 1 — 5 9 — 4 15 — 17 32.0
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
No. 156 60 57 43 41 26 13 2 6
Average age
of husband 30.9 33.6 34.1 36.0 34.2 38.2 42.3 42 39

dSAITIAVA TYNOLLIQVIL
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Table 3.5: Percentage distribution o f oldest child by age, by age of fathér

Current age Current age of father Average alﬁgzhgr as e
of oldest : - age of N |'a bifth gf
child 29 . 3034 3539 4044 4549 5054 5559 6064 65+ child . First child

o % % % % % - % % % %

<5 75 67 44 32 12 7 —_ — —_ 3.0 58 34.8

59 . — 38 36 46 31 18 10 — — 7.5, 79 37.9

10-14 25 —_ 14 19 35 25 8 7 — 12.5 65 38.4

15-19 — — 6 3 14 21 © 25 9 10 17.5 53 37.0

20-24 —_ — -— — 8 21 34 32 24 - 225 70 35.9

25-29 — — —_ — — 4 -21 38 34 27.5 51 34.6

30-34 — — — — — 38 2 7 27 - 325 17 $8.3
35-39 . — — — — — —_ -— 7 "5 37.5 5 27.0

39+ B
Not known

Average age, father 27 325 87.5 42.5 47.5 525 57.5 62.5 67

Nos. 4 18 36 67 54 41 398

37 74 - 67

FINLILSNI HOUVISTE TVIDOS ANV DINONODT THL
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Table 3.6: Percentage distribution of families by stage of family cycle and by current age of father

Appendix III (contd.)

Stage of family cycle

Current age of father

Average age

<30 3034 3539 4044 4549 5054 5559 6064 65+ of father
% % % %o % %o % %o %

1. All children are pre-school.

N=58 75 65 46 36 12 9 —_ — — 39.9
2. Oldest in primary but some

children are pre-school. All

<13.N=122 25 35 46 58 57 33 13 10 — 46.0
3. Oldest child in post-primary -

schools. N=51 — — 6 6 16 21 21 10 4 . 54.5
4. Older children working, but

all still living at home and

some at school. N =20 — — 2 — 8 1 12 2 7 56.4
5. As for 4 but some have left

home. N = 142 — — — — 6 36 54 78 89 60.5
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

N 4 27 35 36 74 67 67 52 41

{SHITIAVA TVNOILIAVYL
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Table 4.1: Pearson product moment correlations between the scales measur-

ing extent of husband/wzfe participation in the various task and social-

emotional areas and a series of variables indexing situational factors which
might affect the need for availability of alternative labour. -

Variables correlated Controlling for family cycle
Early *** Middle*** Late*** Overal.l
) correlation
1. Correlation between DL (house- C
hold) + number of 'children r=.01 r=.03 r=.17% r=.13%
living at home N=174 N=170 N =147
2. Correlation between présencc/ »
absence of Mother/Mother-in- - . .
law in houschold and father’s - r=—.28% r=.08 . r=.07 cr=.,13%
houschold participation N=164 N=70 = . N= 145
3. Correlation between DL (child-
rearing) + number of children r=.25% r=.25% r=_15%* r=.22%
‘living at home N=150 - N=171 N =146
4. Correlation betweén presence/
absence of Mother/Mother-in- . .
law in houschold and father’s r=—.10 r=.03 r=—-09| " r=-.06
child-rearing participation N=153 - N=72 N=135
5. Correlation between wife’s par- 7
ticipation ‘on the farm and . : .
number of children hvmg at r=.00 r=.04 r=-.03 r=NS
home . N=167 N=171 ‘N=135
6. Corrclation between: presence/ ‘
absence of Mother/Mother-in- ‘
law in houschold and wife’s |  r=.06 r=.10 r=.14* | r=.00
farm participation . N=167 N=70 N=136
7. Correlation between - father’s . ' .
(SEL) and number of children - r=.03 r=.06 r=.06 r=.04
living at home N=178 N=70 136
8. Correlation -between  presence/ ' .
" absence of Mother/Mother-in- r=.10 r=—.10 r=.00 T=.18%
- law and father’s SEL - N=158 N=172 - N=136
9. Correlation between SEI and B <
' number of children living at . r=—09" - r=.20%* r=.10 r=-—.02
home . : N=178 . N=170 - N=138
10. Comlatlon bctwccn prcscnce/ : . . ' ' )
absence of Mothet/Mother-m- ] r=-.04 r=.26% r=.13 r=.,06
law and SEI . . | N=176 N=72 =~ . N=139

*Significant at .05 level, 2 tailed.
**Significant at .10 level, 2 tailed.
***Early stage:—All children are pre-school or oldcr in primary school.
Middle stage: —Oldest in post-primary school or has just begun to work.

Late stage —Oldest has left home, most chnldrcn are working, youngest usua.lly between 12-16
years old. :
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Table 4.2: Pearson product moment correlations between the scales measur-

ing the extent of husband/wife participation in the various task and social-

emotional areas and a series of variables indexing situational factors which
might affect the need for availability of alternative labour

Controlling for the presencefabsence of mother/

Variable correlated mother<in-law in the household

1Overall correlation
Mother/mother- Mother/mother- | between FC and
in-law present in-law absent participation
variables
1. Correlation between stage of family
cycle and father’s participation in
household tasks r=.01 N=86 r=-11 N=302 r=.02
2. Correlation between stage of family
cycle and father’s participation in
child-rearing tasks r=—05 N=77 r=-06 N=286 r=—10%
8. Correlation between stage of family
cycle and wife’s participation on the
farm r=—11 N=80 r=.02 N=291 = ~—20%
4. Correlation between stage of family
cycle and father’s SEL r=—18 N=70 r=-11 N=3827 r=—.20%
5. Correlation between stage of family
cycle and SEI r=—05 N=81 r=-22%N=29] r=—21%

*Significant at .05 level, two tailed.



220

THE ECONOMIG ‘AND SOGIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Appendix III (contd.)

Table 5.1: Percentage distribution of husbands with high .sjocidl—emo tional
leadership scores at three levels of power and three levels of F c

’ Farﬁily cycle

)

Early Middle | Late Correlation between
FC and SEL con-
Percentage of husbands with high trolling for power
SEL (3) - .
Power (1)
Low 53% (34) | 48% (21) | 84% (47) | —30* N=112
Medium 38% (60) | 49% (35) | 45% (60) | —04 N=155
High 83% (64) | 36% (14) | 29% (28) | —19** N= 96
Correlation between power and r=—11%% | r=-08 r=-00 Tog =20
SEL, controlling for FC N=158 N=70 N=135 o r 06
. L ) ) 13~ ~

*Significant at .05 level, **Signiﬁcanf at .10 level.

Table 5.2: Percentage distribution of husbands with high DL (child rearing)
scores at three levels of power and three stages of FC

Family cycle (2)

Early Middie Late
i = Correlation between DL (child rearing).
Power ‘(1) Percentage of husbands with high .and FC controlling for power
T score DL child rearing (3)
Low 30% (38) | 30% (28) | 27% (52) r=.08 N=108
Medium 56% (52) | 51% (85) | 89% (57) | r=—.15%* N =144
High 82% (50) | 57% (14) | 44% (27) r=.00 N= 91
Correlation between ‘ : ,
power and DL child- |r=ns. | r=.20*% r=.07 ‘Tog = .05
rearing controlling N=185| N=72 N=186
for FG ) - rg= .10‘

*Significant at .05 level. **Significant at .10 level.
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Appendix III (contd.)

Table 5.3: Percentage distribution of fathers with high participation in
household by three levels of power and three stages of the FC

Stage of FC (2)

X Correlation between FC
Early Middle Late and DL (household)
controlling for power

Percentage of husbands with high par-
ticipation in DL household (3)

Power (1) )
Low 30% (44) | 48% (28) | 29% (51) r=-13% N=118
Medium 37% (65) | 46% (33) | 89% (57) r=—03 N=155
High 27% (58) | 57% (14) | 25% (28) r=.06 N=100
Correlation between DL Tgg = 02
(household) and power r=,01 r=.02 r=.03
controlling for FC N=167 N=70 N=186 r3=01

*Significant at .10 level.

Table 5.4: Percentage of wives with high participation scores on farm by
three levels of power and three stages of the FC

Stage of FC (2)
Correlation between DL
Early Middle Late (farm) and FC controlling
for power
Percentage of wives with high par-
ticipation on farm (35

Power (1)
Low 38% (42) | 29% (24) | 34% (47) r=—04 N=1138
Medium 36% (61) | 44% (34) | 33% (54) r=—04 N=149
High 36% (55) | 39% (13) | 32% (25) r=-—09 N= 93
Correlation between DL fgg = -.20
(farm) and power r=-—,09 r=.07 r=.,00
controlling for FC N=158 N=171 N=126 1= -.03
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Table 5.5: Percentage distribution of husbands with high pqrﬁcipation n
child rearing by three levels of social-emotional integration and three levels
of power -

Social Emotional Integration (2)

Low

Medium

" High

Correlation between SEI
and DL (child rearing)

Percentage of husbands with high par- trolli
ticipation in child rearing (3) controlling for power

Power (1)
Low 21% (19) | 84% (50) | 55% (44) | r=.28* N=113
Medium 39% (21) | 34% (563) | 70% (69) r=.37% N=143
High 40% (10) | 12% (38) | 81% (82) | r=.17 N= 75
Correlation between : rgg = 24
DL (child rearing) and r=.08 r=—138% | r=_.10 :
power controlling for SEI N=50 N=136 N=145 rg= .10

*Significant at the .05 level.

**Siéniﬁcant at the .10 level.

Table 5.6: Percentage distribution of husbands with high level of
participation in household tasks by three levels of power

SEI(2)
Low Medium High Correlation between SEI
—— and DL (households)
Percentage of husbands with high par- controlling for power
ticipation in DL (household) (3)
Power (1) '
Low 29% (17) | 40% (55) | 28% (29) r=.06 N=101
Medium 26% (23) | 89% (62) 46% (65) r=.18% N=150
High i 21% (14) | 21% (42) | 44% (41) r=.16%* N= 97
Correlation between power ) C . I3 = J2
and DL (household) r=.,02 r=-.09 r=.06
controlling for SEI N=54 N =159 N=135 ryg = 01

*Significant at the .05 level. **Significant at the .10 level.
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Appendix III (contd.)

TRADITIONAL FAMILIES?

Table 6.1: Characteristics of family types in terms of their task role and decision-making patterns by comparison of each cluster’s average score to that of the

total sample.

Degree of sex segregation in, and

Degree of paternal dominance of decisions, and

Degree of Social-Emotional

autonomy of task roles ) extent of jointness in decisions Integration (SEI) of families, Designation
Clusters I Child I I Child I and extent ;f palt;:mal invallve- Summary description See Herbst,
Househ e Fo a- ment in Social-Emotiona op. cit.
ousehold | = - g arm Household ' 2 0 < Farm Total Leadership (SEL)
Very low* l Very low* I Very low* Low l Low I High I High SEL s very low Highly segregated and auto- | Autonomic.
husband husband wife husband husband husband and very SEL is very low nomous sex role division of | Traditional
Cluster 1 participa- l participa- partjcipa- [ I (i.e. low ] low joint- labour. Highly patriarchal | patriarchal.
tion tion tion wife par- ness in decision-making patterns. Tra-
I I l ticipation  decisions ditional maternal dominance
of SEL.
Low Low High Low Very Low Very low SElis low Highly autonomous maternal | Autonomic.
I I wife low (i.e. high [and average | SEL is high roles; with high segregation in | Wife
wife par- jointness decision areas; highly joint | dominant.
Cluster 2 ticipation) paternal task and decision-
I ' | I I I making roles. High paternal in-
volvement in SEL, but low
I |1
Average Average Very High Average Low Low Low SEI - Less segregated and lower | Wife
high (i.e. high l and very High SEL autonomy in task and decision- | leadership.
Cluster 3 wife yvife par- _high making roles—very high joint-
I l l | ticipation) | jointness ness in decisions. High SEL.
Low SEL
High I High | Average High l Very l Average —I Low Very high SEI Low sex segregation and auto- | Joint syncratic—
wife low and average | Very high SEL nomous in task and decision- | they both co-
Cluster 4 I I I l ! jointness making role. Low segregation operate.i'n work
in decision-making areas; high | and decisions.
I l I I [ SEI and high SEL.
Average . High Very High Very Average Very high | High SEI Low segregation of labour but | Husband leader-
I I high | high l l and low Low SEL very low autonomy of mater- | ship—i.e. low
Cluster 5 jointness nal task roles; high paternal | segregation but
l I ' dominance of decisions, but | high husband in-
l l I low SEL. High SEI volvement.
Average l High 1 | Very High l Very l Average I High High SEI Low segregation and very low | Husband
low high and low Average SEL autonomy in maternal roles | leadership.
Cluster 6 I I [ | l jointness segregated but low autonomy
in farm roles. High paternal
dominance. Average SEL.
| | | | [ High SEL
Low Low Low Average Average Low Low Above average SEI High segregation in task roles, | Complementary
| | | | Gie.high | andvery | Very high SEL with average to high jointness | syncratic. They _
Cluster 7 wife par- high in decisions; low autonomy in | work separately
jointness decision areas. Very high SEL | but make joint

|

| ticipation) l

and SEIL

decisions.

*Low = Below
average participation
High = Above
average participation
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Appendix III (contd.)

Table 6.2: Controlling for stage of family cycle, the relationships between
current life style and reference group variables and the different cluster

types
Clusters

Controlling of family cycle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Income

Early (SFC): % with incomes over

£1,200 (P<.05) 36 28 39 25 30 32 56
Late (SFC): % with incomes over

£1,200 (P< .05) 16 19 38 17 21 33 30

2. Recreational pattern (father)

Early (SFC): % who say family should,

and do spend free time together 36 37 27 50 40 35 30
(P< .20)

Late (SFC): % (P< .05) 13 48 45 22 35 43 33
3. Jointness in recreational roles

(mother)
Early (SFC): % with high jointness :
(P< .20) 21 24 27 35 37 32 20
Late (SFC): % with high jointness
(P< .10) 12 .28 11 39 | 28 23 18

4. Mass media participation
Early (SFC): % with high score (6+)

(n.s.) 50 50 40 60 41 45 52
Late (SFC): % with high score
(P< .10) 18 36 44 17 25 28 27
5. Organisational involvement

(fathers)
Early (SFC): % non-members (P< .05) 63 72 61 57 47 37 33
Late (SFC): % non-members (P< .20) 88 65 61 61 76 64 63
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Appendix III (contd.)

- Table 6.3: The relationship between family (cluster) types and degree of
: kinship integration .

Father's integration with neighbours

(Scale 1-7)
% Highly attgchqd
% Not attached
(P< .10)

Kinship integration (wife)
(Scale 1-7) '
[x2 = 55; P< .01]

% with kinship integration scores:

Low:
High:

Kinship integration (husband)
(Scale 1-7) B
[x2 = 52.6; P< .05]

% with kinship integration scores:

Low: o
High:

Clusters

1 2 3 4 -5 6 7
0%  36% 21%  24% . 26% 22%  21%
49% 45% 44% 80% 40% . 48%  33%
80% 20%  19% 11% 32%  26% 28%
10% 25% 17% 26%  24% - 22% 20%
80% 36% 17% 24% 39% 32%  15%
28% 20% 23% 80% 24% 19% 39%
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Table 7.1: Extent of connectedness or separateness of both spouses’
networks within each family (cluster) type
Degree o fconnectedness and Clusters—family types
significance of networks P 2 3 4 5 6 ;

(1) Degree of interconnectedness of

husband/wife networks:

% Very high connectedness 46% 43% 42% 36% 42% 35% 48%

% Very low (P< .20) 34% 29% 32% 26% 29% 27% 87%
(2) Including kin: % of couples with .

no common friends: 39% 33% 26% 33% 23% 30% 32%

Excluding all kin: % of couples

with no common friends: 64% 56% 54% 55% 57% 60% 54%
(4) %of réspondents whose friends

are all of the same sex:

Husband: (all male) (n.s.) 65% 67% b57% 56% 53% 55% 58%

Wife: (All female) (P< .05) 22% 17% 33% 28% 30% 80% 42%









