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ABSTRACT
FAMILY WORK: THE UTILIZATION OF TIME

IN THE MAINTENANCE OF SINGLE PARENT
AND WORKING MOTHER FAMILIES

By

Melvin Samuel Kalish

The number of single varents and working mothers
has greatly increased in recent years. These statuses
pose special problems for their occupants in the area of
family maintenance, and in particular, in their use of
time. The problems are societal as well as individual,
concerning as they do the well-being and employment of
tens of millions of people, and the upbringing of tens of
millions more.

The family was conceptualized as a social system
with the positions of child and mother and/or father.
Family maintenance is thg most basic family process. The
family maintenance tasks are allocated to 3 roles: pro-
vider, housekeeper, and child care agent. Although the
provider role is traditionally assigned to fathers, and
the housekeeper and child care roles to mothers, perform-
ance is often shared. Single parents and working wives,
in particular, find themselves performing all 3 family

maintenance roles.



Melvin Samuel Kalish

Prior theory and research suggest that nuclear
families tend to be largely, but not entirely, independent
of others in meeting their basic needs. Parents perform
most family maintenance, but they receive some help from
their children, kin, friends and neighbors. A theory was
developed relating family type, the utilization of time in
family maintenance and satisfaction. Hypotheses were de-
rived concerning these issues.

A comparative cross-sectional survey was conducted
in Lansing, Michigan to obtain the data to test these hypo-
theses. Representative samples of married and single moth-
ers were obtained by random digit dialing and telephone
screening. A total of 128 married mothers and 102 single
mothers were interviewed face-to-face utilizing a structured
interview with largely closed-ended questions.

It was found that single mothers perform few, if any,
more hours of family maintenance than married mothers. They
do tend to spend more time earning a living and less time at
housekeeping. Single mothers receive considerable help from
their children, but no more than married mothers.

Both nuclear and mother-child families derive sup-
port from persons outside the immediate family. Kin provide
some assistance, but not more for single mothers than mar-
ried. Friends give considerably more help to single mothers

than married. Neighbors help out a little in both cases.
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Ex-husbands contribute a few hours a week to their former
familys' maintenance efforts. As a result of the absence
of a second parent in the family, however, the mother-
child family makes do with far fewer maiﬁtenance hours than
the nuclear family.

The employed single mother does less housekeeping
and child care and keeps her total family maintenance hours
from rising very much, if at all. Her children support
her employment by spending more time at family maintenance.
If she is employed fulltime she receives less support from
relatives and friends than otherwise.

Married mothers who are employed do less housekeeping
and child care and more family maintenance overall than
married mothers who are not employed. Their children and
relatives support their employment with additional family
maintenance help. Families of married mothers employed full-
time total the most maintenance hours of all family types.

Single mothers are somewhat less satisfied with their
lives than married mothers. The life satisfaction of married
mothers varies inversely with the numbér of hours they spend

at family maintenance.



Time
i R LI
DN
23
~lZ%g .




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The family is undergoing rapid change worldwide.
The “n&rmal" nuclear family of the United States and other
Western societies has become the exception in the last three
decades, while single parent families and families with
working mothers have proliferated at a rapid rate. The
nature of the family, its workings and its needs are vastly
different today from what they were not very many years ago.

This situation poses a challenge and an opportunity
to sociologists. On the one hand, family theory, which has
been developing in parallel with the recent changes in the
family, is challenged to keep up with these changes and to
incorporate them. On the other hand, the diversity of
family structures and functional arrangements in the United
States today presents us with an unusual natural laboratory
in which to study the nature of the family.

The challenge is social as well, demanding signifi-
cant social change, as the changing family impacts the
economic and other major institutions. The opportunity here
is to create a more equitable and flexible society in the
process of accommodating to the changes and diversity of the

family.
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2

This volume reports the results of a study of family
maintenance, that process which is directed toward the con-
tinued survival of individual families. A theory of family
maintenance is developed, which incorporates single parent
as well as nuclear families. This theory is productive
of testable hypotheses. A sample survey was conducted to
obtain the data to test these hypotheses. The results are
examined, and the implications for family theory and policy

are discussed.

A. The Situation

Alternatives to the one-income nuclear family are
rapidly growing in numbers and importance. The number of
women in the United States living as single parent family
heads has risen steadily from 1.3 million in 1950 to 5.3
million in 1979, an increase of 308%. During the same time
period the number of nuclear families increased by only 31%.
From 1970 to 1979 alone the number of female headed single
parent families has increased 81%, while the number of
nuclear families has decreased by 3.5% (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1950, 1971, 1980a).

As a result of these trends, female single parents,
who headed 6% of all families with dependent children in
1950, headed 17% of such families in 1979. Female single
parents are concentrated in the central cities, where they
headed 28% of all families with dependent children in 1979

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1950, 1980a).
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3

Divorce, the rate of which has more than doubled
since 1965 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979, U.S. National
Center For Health Statistics, 1980), has been the major
contributor to this rise. Divorced women comprised 12% of
female family heads in 1950 and 33% of female family heads
in 1979 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1951, 1980a). Approxi-
mately forty-two percent of female single parent family
heads are divorced (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980b).

The second major contributor to the increase in the number
of single parents is the rapidly growing trend for never-
married women who become pregnant to bear and raise these
children. From 1970 to 1979 the percentage of female single
parent family heads who have never been married more than
doubled from 8 to 17 percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1980b).

As of March 1979, 9,828,000 children under eighteen
were living with their mothers in single parent families.
This constituted 16% of all children growing up in the
United States. Of these, 3,649,000 were Black children,
constituting 39% of all Black children growing up in the
United States (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980c).

Many female single parents and their children live
in poverty. The median income of families with own children
younger than 18 years old maintained by women with no hus-
band present was $7,035 in 1978, compared with $20,410 for
husband-wife families with dependent children. The poverty

threshold in that year was $6,662 for a nonfarm family of
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4
four. While the numbér of United States families living
below the poverty level declined from 8.0 million in 1959
to 5.3 million in 1978, the number of female-headed
families in poverty rose from 1.6 million (20% of the
total) in 1959 to 2.7 million (50% of the total) in 1978.
Thirty-one percent of women maintaining families with no
husband present, and 51% of related children in such fami-
lies, lived in poverty in 1978, compared with 9% of all
persons maintaining families and 16% of related children
in families (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978a, 1980b).

Most female single parents work for a living. As
of March 1978, 55% of separated women and 67% of divorced
women with preschool children were in the labor force.
Sixty-two percent of separated women and 81% of divorced
women with school-aged children only were in the labor
force (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979).

The trend toward mothers working is not confined
to single parents. In 1950, 3.6 million wives with chil-
dren younger than 18 years old were in the labor force,
28% of those with school-aged children, and 12% of those
with preschool children. These numbers have increased
steadily and rapidly, so that by 1978 12.5 million wives
with children younger than 18 years old were in the labor
force, 57% of those with school-aged children only, and
42% of those with preschool children (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1979). 1In 1979, 24 million children lived in nu-

clear families in which their mother worked (Johnson, 1980).
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B. Emergent Problems

The problems arising out of the attempts of people
to live as single parents and as working wives may be
viewed as being on two levels, that of the family and its
members, and that 6f the society and its institutions.

Families containing a working wife or a single
parent have problems which,are either not present in or
not as severe in one-income nuclear families. The primary
individual and family level problem in both types of fami-
lies is a shortage of time. Single parent or working wife
status increases one's risk of having too much to do, not
enough time to do it in, not enough assistance, and con-
flicting demands on one's time and energy.

The family with a single parent must find a way to
adequately accomplish all of the tasks necessary to main-
tain itself without the contribution of a second parent.
The family with a working wife must find a way to adequately
accomplish all of the tasks necessary to maintain itself
even though the female parent is generally in the position
of having taken on a.provider function without having given
up her homemaker and child care responsibilities. The work-
ing female single parent, of course, is faced with both of
these difficulties.

A few husbands are not employed and so may be able
to contribute more to the other family maintenance tasks.
Higher income families can hire others to perform some of

the household tasks. The family blessed with a large



6
support network may be able to make arrangements with rela-
tives, friends or neighbors. In any case, careful time-
scheduling and time-budgeting and increased efficiency may
go far to make up the lost time. The least tractable
problem in this area, and the one most discussed in applied
and lay publications, is that of providing adequate,
affordable day care so that the female parent can go to
work.

The efforts of working wives and single parents to
earn an income are often hampered by a lack of appropriate
education or work experience, or by an inability to sur-
mount age, sex and/or racial barriers to better jobs and
better pay. The working wife is often at work out of neces-
sity to increase the family's income, or at least in order
to contribute to important practical family goals. Her
needs and problems are real. Nevertheless, the two-income
family has the highest median income of all major categories
of family, and can often afford to purchase some of the
services it requires to maintain itself.

The female single parent is generally in a far more
difficult situation. She provides all or most of her
family's income, but has access to, if anything, less sup-
port than the working wife. Thus, only 67% of female heads
of families with related children under eighteen worked in
1978, and, of these, only 52% worked full-time year-round.
Twenty-eight percent of female-headed families relied on

public assistance for all or part of their income in that
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7
year, compared to 2% of male-headed families (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1980d). The net result is that the female
single parent often lacks money as well as time.

Single parenthood produces, as well, problems that
arise out of the unique characteristics of the situation.
The number of parents in the single parent family is, of
course, half of that in a nuclear family, but there is
almost as much work to be done. The presence of only a
single parent in the family makes it likely that she will
have to go outside the immediate family for child care,
adult companionship and support. Generally there is no
other adult in the family to "step in" in case of illness
or other emergency.

It is also necessary for the single parent to take
on roles generally performed by persons of the opposite
sex. She may be unfamiliar, inexperienced and perhaps un-
comfortable with these roles. They may be structurally
difficult for her to perform, or culturally disapproved of
(Glasser and Navarre, 1965; Nye and Berardo, 1973).

The personal consequences of the combination of
circumstances confronting the single parent often include
fatigue, loneliness, anxiety and depression, and an in-
creased likelihood of physical illness (Ferri and Robin-
son, 1976; Weiss, 1979).

Taken in the aggregate, the problems of working
wives and single parents constitute a growing social prob-

lem. Rapid social change in the family institution is
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8
creating difficulties and demands for compensating cultural
and structural changes. As the United States Bureau of the
Census (1977a) put it:

Families headed by women who have no husband
present represent a growing proportion of all
families in this country. For many women, being
a female family head is a transitional status
which often subsequently changes by entry into
first marriage for never-married women, recon-
ciliation for separated women, and remarriage for
divorced or widowed women. MNevertheless, many
more women are passing through this increasingly
common life cycle stage than in the past. Effec-
tive response to the needs of these women and
their family members (particularly their children)
relative to employment, welfare, education, child
care arrangements, and a variety of related social
and economic requirements constitutes a major
challenge to governmental and private agency plan-
ners and service personnel. (p. 5)

The consequences of these problems are not limited
to the parents and their families. The welfare of a large
and growing number of citizens cannot help but affect the
‘general welfare. Then again, the ability of millions of
parents to work and support their families must have an

effect on the national economy.

C. The Study

This section discusses the need for family research,
describes the present study, and defines its contribution

to theory and practice.

Regsearch Rationale and Goals

The discussion so far has described a situation of
rapid social change in our society, the development and

proliferation of new family forms, and the problems



irerienced

Te cerscrna.

L -
SX.3. SCLET
S2CW KCWT

Caym s

Ugwa
aell

Y
3028Q .ot
8§ tay;




9
experienced by people who are participating in this change.
The personal and social consequences of this situation have
also been explored. As stated in the introduction, the
social scientist will want to know a great deal more than
is now known about the structure and function of the new
family forms.

Herzog and Sudia (1968), for example, state that
there is a need to study the fatherless family in the United
States as a family form in its own right, its strengths as
well as weaknesses, and its similarities to, as well as
differences from, the two-parent family. They would like
to see research concerning the coping behavior of female
single parents and their families, and the support they
receive from relatives, friends and the community.

The need for social and cultural adjustment to the
changes taking place in the family has also been discussed.
That part of the adjustment which is designed and guided
should be based upon well-reasoned social policy, which,
in turn, should be grounded in a solid understanding of the

Phenomena involved. Cogswell and Sussman (1972) emphasize
the need for research on variant family forms to guide the
Provision of services and the modification of practices.

A great deal has been written in recent years about
Singie parents and working wives. There are statistical
Teports and analyses, policy studies, articles interpreting
the Situation and trends for the general public, and books

clesC-‘J':ibing the experiences of one or a small number of
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10
individuals. A lot of persuasive material has appeared
in print, supportive of one perspective or another on the

new lifestyles. How-to books attempt to impart knowledge

and skills that the authors feel will enable people to
live better lives as single parents.

Considerable exploratory research has been done on
the lives of single parents and working wives and their
families, generating a great deal of descriptive detail.
Their samples have usually been drawn from special problem
populations or have otherwise been non-random. Study
designs generally have not been comparative.

There has been some theoretical writing in this
area, but it has not usually been tied to the empirical
research. There has now been sufficient exploratory re-
Search to support the statement and empirical testing of
2 comparative model of family survival behavior.

The goals of the present study are, then:

1. The further development of explanatory theory
Concerning the survival behaviors of traditional nuclear,
two—income and single parent families, their determinants

and outcomes, and
2. The development of a body of knowledge to facil-

itate effective intervention and the making of rational and
humane social policies toward meeting the needs of two-

lNcome and single parent families in our society.
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Description of the Studv

The present study investigates the family mainten-
ance process. Particular attention is paid to this process
in two-income families and single parent families, types of
family which have special problems in this regard. Within
the general area of family maintenance the focus is on the
utilization of time in the performance of those tasks
required to maintain a viable family. A theory of family
maintenance is developed within a sociological framework
which combines elements of the structural-functional, svm-
bolic interactionist, conflict and systems perspvectives.
Hypotheses are derived concerning family tyve differences
in family maintenance behavior and outcomes.

The hypotheses are tested utilizing data obtained
by empirical research. The research design is that of a
Cross-sectional survey, utilizing a sample of City of Lan-
Ssing, Michigan mothers, stratified so as to obﬁain aoproxi-

mately equal subsamples of single parents and married
mothers. Respondents were acquired by a two-stage sampling
Process, utilizing random digit dialing and telephone
SCreening. Each respondent was interviewed face-to-face,
UWtilizing a structured interview averaging one hour in
duration.

Information was acquired in three general areas:
l'=’a~<2kg::<:mnd data, task performance and satisfactions. The
Basic background data obtained were the respondent's

Marital status, employment status, age and education, as
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well as her family's size and income. The key task per-
formance data consisted of an accounting of the time spent
in family maintenance activities during the seven days pre-
ceding the interview, broken down into five categories of
maintenance tasks and seven categories of task performers.
The maintenance task categories were: income acgquisition,
purchasing, physical maintenance, feeding, and child care.
The task performer categories were: respondent (female
parent), children at home, husband or ex-husband, rela-
tives, in-laws, friends, and neighbors. Information regard-
ing utilization of business and community services for help
in performing these tasks was also obtained. The survey
also obtained data regarding the respondent's satisfaction
with her home, meals, family life, social life, free time,
and financial situation, nlus general life satisfaction and
happiness. |

Analysis of these data was by means of examination

and comparison of the resultant statistics and the testing

Of the hypotheses.

Value of the Study )

This study is significant in a number of ways. It
a@ddresses an area of theory much mentioned but little
d‘5"elope¢1 or investigated. It bases research on theory
And dJdirects the results of the research toward the develop-
Ment of theory and practice. The survev was unusual in

LS .
“his area of rasearch in being based on a representative



13
random sample and being of a comparative nature. The
research is also more quantitative than has generally been
the case in single parent or two-income family research.

This study serves both theoretical and instrumental
purposes. To understand the family today it is necessarv
to understand the nature and functioning of single parent
and two-income families and their relationships with their
social environment. This study produces a relevant body of
knowledge and contributes to the develovment of explanatory
theory in the area.

In order to respond appropriately to the needs of
single parent and two-income families it is necessary to
know a great deal about their needs, resources and familvy
maintenance behavior. This study produces a data base
descriptive of the resources and efforts of such families
which can supvort, with greater clarityv than has vreviously
been available, policy decision-making and planning toward
helping them meet their needs.

The information produced byv this study serves as
a baseline against which the results of further studies may
be compared. Studies of urban/rural, ethnic and national
differences would serve to further enrich family theory and
assist human service providers. Replication of this study
would provide very useful longitudinal data concerning the
rapid social changes taking place in the family institution

and the position of women in american societv.
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More generally, it is hoped that this dissertation
may serve to stimulate more professional interest in
family maintenance and that the theoretical synthesis will
prove useful to others. Finally, it is hoped that the
survey methodology will serve as an example of what may

be accomplished with the use of random-digit dialing.

D. Definitions

This section discusses the meanings of a number of

key terms used in this dissertation.

Actors
One of the central impediments to the development

of family theory has been the lack of an agreement as to
what constitutes a family (Bell and Vogel, 1960). For the
purposes of this research, the Census Bureau definition is
the most appropriate:

The term "family" refers to a group of two or

more persons related by blood, marriage, or

adoption and residing together in the same house-

hold. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976:3.)

Several additional distinctions made by the Census

Bureau will also be helpful:

A primary family consists of the head of a house-

hold and all other persons in the household

related to the head.

A secondary family comprises two or more persons

such as guests, lodgers or resident emplovees

and their relatives, living in a household and

related to each other but not to the household

head.

A "subfamily" is a married couple with or without
children, or one parent with one or more unmarried
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children under 18 years old, living in a
household and related to, but not includ-
ing, the head of the household or his wife.
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976:3.)

It is implicit in the definitions of "primary
family" and "subfamily" that subfamilies are part of pri-
mary families, and not "families" in their own right.

A "household" comprises all persons who occupy
a "housing unit", that is, a house or apartment
or other group of rooms, or a room that consti-
tutes "separate living quarters." (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1976:3.)

The Census Bureau defines the head of a household
or family as "the person 'maintaining' the household or
family" (1977b:2). 1In this study, husband and wife are
considered joint heads. It is also perceived that house-
hold and family maintenance are, in general, shared by the
head(s) and others, a "head" being distinguished as a per-
son who is responsible for the maintenance.

A "nuclear family" consists of a husband, wife and
children (Christensen, 1964). A "single parent family"
consists of a mother or father and her or his children.
The "immediate family" is the single parent family or nu-
clear family. An extended family member is any relative
of a member of a nuclear or single parent family. Thus a
relative of a female single parent's ex-husband, her child's
paternal grandmother for example, would be considered an
extended family member. The families with whom this study

is concerned all contain at least one dependent child (i.e.,

a child less than 18 years of age).
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A parent is usually defined as the natural or
adoptive mother or father, or the stepmother or step-
father of a dependent child. For the purposes of this
study, this definition is extended to include foster
parents and extended family members who are responsible
for and caring for (i.e., parenting) a dependent child.
The definitions of the various kinds of family, above,
are also extended to accommodate these kinds of parents.

The number of parents in a family determines
whether it is a "single parent family" or a "nuclear
family", regardless of other adults who may reside in the
household with the family. Such individuals, and others
who may be of assistance, are considered part of the fam-

ily's social environment and constitute family resources.

Unit of Analysis

This study focuses on individuals as actors. 1In
particular, the female family head or husband and wife
working together are seen as acting to maintain the family
by acting themselves and also by organizing the actions of
others within and outside of the family. They are acting
for and within the context of the family. The primary unit
of analysis of this study is the female family head, but
an important secondary unit of analysis is the family as
a whole. Similarly, although the focus is on the outcomes
for the female family head, the wider concern is for the

consequences for other family members and for the family
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as a whole. Thus, the analysis may be said to be primarily
at the individual level, but also importantly at the family

unit level.

Acted Upon

The efforts of the actors act upon the basic life
necessities and resources convertible into them. The
basic life necessities are here taken to comprise food,
clothing, shelter, medical care and child care. Money is
the primary convertible resource, but others may include
any goods or services exchangeable for food, clothing,

shelter, medical care or child care.

Actions

The actions of interest comprise the behaviors of
family members and others in seeking to acquire the basic
life necessities for a family and provide them to its mem-
bers, and so maintain tﬁe survival of the members of the
family and the family unit. These behaviors include those
aimed at the acquisition and utilization of convertible
resources and of the required goods and services, physical
maintenance of belongings and care of devendent children.
These actions are referred to as the performance of main-
tenance tasks. Taken together they comprise the family
maintenance process.

Five categories of family maintenance tasks have
been distinguished: income acquisition, purchasing, phys-

ical maintenance, feeding and child care (see Chapter I,



s
P

3"

p—t

2a-

..

.
Ry

<a,

.
v

g

)
oD

s

<

-



18

Section C). Income acquisition consists of all activities
involved in performing a job, maintaining a business, or
receiving financial assistance. Applying for a job or for
financial assistance is included in this category. Help
provided to someone in performing income acquisition which
does not come under the definition of another category is
also included in this category. Commuting and attending
school are not considered income acquisition activities.

Purchasing, or shopping, is the trading of conver-
tible goods for goods and services. It includes shopping
for such goods as groceries, clothes, furnishings and appli-
ances, as well as for such services as repairs and haircuts.
Physical maintenance comprises all activities directed
toward the maintenance of the family's durable goods and
property. As such, it includes such tasks as doing laundry,
mending, housecleaning and straightening, yard and car care,
pet care, and repairs. Feeding consists of the preparation
of meals and snacks and cleaning up afterwards. Robinson
(1977b) calls physical maintenance and feeding, taken to-
gether, housework.

A primary activity is the main thing one is doing
at any given time. A secondary activity is one engaged in
while also performing a primary activity. Primary child
care consists of such activities as washing and dressing
children, reading to them, helping them Qith their homework,
playing and talking with them, and providing baby care and

medical care. Primary child care requires direct interaction
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between the caring person and the child. Supervising,
minding, watching or baby-sitting a child is considered
secondary child care, as it is often done passively while
also performing a primary activity. Only primary acti-
vities are considered to contribute to the tiﬁe spent in
family maintenance task performance.

Time spent at the tasks mentioned above must be
directed toward family maintenance to be counted as family
maintenance task performance (see Chapter III, Section B
and the Family Work Interview in Appendix B). The defini-
tions of the family maintenance task categories was sug-

gested by Robinson (1977b).

Consequences

The consequences of family maintenance task per-
formance may be viewed in terms of function and process.
If the task performance serves its function the family and
its members survive. This outcome is called "success."

If the task performance does not serve its function the
family and/or one or more of its members do(es) not sur-
vive. This outcome is called "failure." A family may
survive more or less well, with consequences for its mem-
bers' satisfactions.

The family maintenance process has its consequences
as well. The manner in which this process is carried out
may have an effect upon family members' workloads, and so
their satisfactions. The satisfactions of concern in this

study are those of the female family head with regard to
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her home, meals, family life, social life, free time and
financial situation, as well as her general life satis-

faction and happiness.

E. Limitations of the Study

In order to complete a useful and meaningful piece
of work with limited time and money, limits have been placed
on the scope of this work. Despite the fact that approxi-
mately one in ten single parents is a man, the véry differ-
ent circumstances and problems of single fathers are not
addressed in this research. The focus is entirely on
mothers.

One very appropriate coping response to single
parenthood, for those who have this option, is for the
single parent to move in with her parents. Again, these
single parent subfamilies live under very different cir-
cumstances than single parent families headed by a woman
who is also the head of her own household. The decision
was made early-on to focus on those families in which a
single parent is living independently and determining her
own family maintenance strategy.

The present research is concerned strictly with
urban mothers. The urban and rural situations are felt to
be too different to utilize a joint sample, and there were
not the resources to study both environments. The urban
environment was selected because single parents afe con-

centrated in the cities.
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Field work was conducted during a single season,
Spring, in a single city, Lansing, Michigan. Only school-
year observations were made. What family maintenance
activity arrangements are during the Summer or major
school vacations is an important question, but one which
is felt to be secondary to the present question, given the
current state of knowledge in this area.

A major methodological limitation was to a cross
sectional design. Dynamics can only be inferred. While
this design is appropriate to the goals of the present
research, a more ambitious research program would be en-

riched by a longitudinal approach.

F. Plan of the Dissertation

Chapter One has described‘the socio-economic situa-
tion to which this study is addressed, the problems emergent
from that situation, and the nature, value and limitations
of the present study. The following chapters will describe
the research in detail.

Chapter Two reviews the theoretical and research
literatures bearing on the subject. These are broken down
into theoretical frames of reference and theory and research
concerning nuclear family maintenance, the use of time,
working wives, single parents and satisfaction. It then
lays out the author's theoretical synthesis and hypotheses.

Chapter Three describes the methodology, materials
and procedures utilized in the empirical research. Chapter

Four defines and assesses the data set. It also describes
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and compares the survey samples in terms of demographic,
task performance and satisfaction data obtained. Chapter
Four reports the results of the hypothesis tests.
Chapter Five reviews the study and its findings,
draws some conclusions, and makes a number of recommenda-

tions.
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CHAPTER II
THEORY

Reviewers of family theory generally remark about
how sparse it is (Hill and Hansen, 1960; Nye and Berardo,
1966; Burr, 1973; Morgan, 1975; Burr, Hill, Nye and Reiss,
1979). The consensus is that the development of family
theory is a huge, complex undertaking, only recently begun
in earnest. Progress has been very slow, despite a great
deal of effort on the part of many scholars, and what
theory there is is considered preliminary and tentative.
On the other hand, the effort is accelerating, and there
appears to be a strong commitment to achieving real prog-
ress.

The status of family maintenance theory is parti-
cularly rudimentary. Despite the frequent mention of
family maintenance and survival in family literature there
has been little interest in theory development or research
on this subject. Only with the rapid and large scale
development of variations on the family, in particular
single parent and two-income families, has an interest in
family maintenance appeared. Even so, almost all of the
available literature to date has been prescriptive, de-

scriptive or policy oriented.

23
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This chapter discusses the key sociological per-
spectives bearing on family maintenance, reviews some
recent theory and research, and states a theory of family
maintenance. Testable hypotheses are then derived from

the theory, and the key variables are listed.

A. Theoretical Perspectives

Social theory has tended to develop within general
frames of reference or perspectives. Several of the most
important of these bear on family maintenance. Structural-
functionalism and the systems perspective utilize the
concepts of system maintenance and survival. Symbolic
interaction, role theory and conflict theory concern them-
selves with aspects of human behavior which are useful in
understanding the family maintenance process.

This section briefly introduces these perspectives
and discusses those of their aspects which are relevant to
family maintenance. It concludes with a theoretical synthe-

sis incorporating these relevant aspects.

Structural Functionalism

A major organizing paraaigm in sociology for the
last thirty years has been structural-functionalism. Over
the years a number of different formulations have developed
within this general frame of reference. What follows is an
outline of those aspects of the common cdre which pertain

to family maintenance.
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Structural-functionalism focuses on the relation-
ships and integration of parts with each other and within
a whole (Pitts, 1964). The whole is a social entity, a
society or a family for example. The parts are either
smaller social entities or individuals. The relationships,
taken together, constitute the structure of the whole.
Often, the structure is said to relate positions rather
than smaller social entities or individuals. The latter
are then said to occupy the positions in the social struc-
ture. Thus we have the positions of child, mother and/or
father in the family.

Associated with each position is a set of roles
(Merton, 1957). Each role defines the normative behavioral
expectations for the occupant of that position in his or
her interaction with the occupant of some other position.

Structural-functionalism sees the whole and other
social entities as social systems (Hill and Hansen, 1960).
McIntyre (1966) defines a social system as "two or more
interdependent units which are at the same time actors and
social objects to each other” (p. 58). She characterizes
social systems as possessing the distinguishing attributes
of differentation, organization, boundary maintenance, and
equilibrium tendency.

That is, the actors occupy differentiated sta-
tuses or positions and perform differentiated
roles; there is some organized pattern governing
the relationships of the members and describing
their rights and obligations with respect to one

another, and some set of common norms and values,
together with various types of shared cultural
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objects and symbols. A system is boundary-
maintaining in that there tends to be a tighter,
more integrated organization among its com-
ponents than there is between components and
elements outside the system. A social system
is characterized by an equilibrium tendency in
that the system has built-in mechanisms which
operate to hold it in some sort of steady state,
either a static or a moving stability, over a
period of time. (pp. 58, 59)

The definition of the meaning of "function" in
structural-functionalism has been problematical (see e.qg.,
Merton, 1968; Hill and Hansen, 1960). Merton defines
functions as "those observed consequences which make for
the adaptation or adjustment of a given system" (1968:
105). McIntyre reports that "function" may refer to "the
contribution that an activity or an item makes to the
whole; the consequences of the activity or item for the
system being considered" or "the activity by which the
consequences referred to are attained" (1966:61).

Dysfunctions are "those observed consequences
which lessen the adaptation or adjustment of the system”
(Merton, 1968:105), "the negative consequences of an
activity for a given system" (McIntyre, 1966:61). It may
be useful to conceptualize a contribution as a variable
running from positive values through zero to negative
values. A positive contribution is functional, a nega-
tive contribution is dysfunctional and a zero contribution

is non-functional (Merton, 1968:105). Finally, "the same

activity may have utterly different consequences for the
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individual, his family, and for society as a whole or for
some subsystem of the society" (McIntyre, 1966:61).
Merton (1968) writes that
Embedded in every functional analysis is some
conception, tacit or expressed, of the functional
requirements of the system under observation.
. « « this remains one of the cloudiest and empiri-
cally most debatable concepts in functional theory.
. « . the concept tends to be confined to the con-
ditions of "survival" of a given system; it tends
« « « to include biological as well as social
"needs." (p. 106)

McIntyre defines functional prerequisites as "the
problems which must be solved or the activities which must
be performed to insure the survival of a social system on
a given level" (1966:61). One way of looking at functional
prerequisites is then as "a list of activities which must
be performed if the society is to survive" (McIntyre,
1966:67) .

Morgan (1975) states that Parsonian functionalism
dominates the sociology of the family. Hill and Hansen
(1960) , while emphasizing the influence of the interactional
approach over the previous twenty years, acknowledge the
contribution of Parsons and find the structural-functional
approach to have been growing in influence at that time.

In this framework, then, the family is conceived of
as a component of society, a large social system. The
family itself is a social system, composed of individuals
who occupy positions within the family structure and who

interact according to the expectations of other family mem-

bers as institutionalized in the roles associated with
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those positions. Families may be thought of as containing
subsystems, for example the conjugal pair of husband and
wife in a nuclear family, or a mother-daughter dyad (Bell
and Vogel, 1960).

Family members perform functions for each other,
for the family and for society. The family as a whole per-
forms functions for its members and for society. Society,
in turn, performs functions for the family and its members.

Thus, the family as a whole has functions for
society. For example, it is said to be the primary sociali-
zation agent by which its society's basic values are trans-
mitted to the next generation. Thus also the individuals
within a family have functions for the family. For example,
at least one membef of the family must do something to
acquire an adequate income for the family.

Family members are significant from the structural-
functional perspective, according to Hill and Hansen "for
their functions in the maintenance of the family system and,
ultimately, of the social system”" (1960:303). The impor-
tance of the maintenance process in the family is under-
scored by the fact that "The family structure . . . is
oriented toward boundary maintenance of the system" (Hill
and Hansen, 1960:303). The centrality of the maintenance
process in the structural-functional framework is indicated
by the fact that "Behavior . . . is stuaied in the context
of its contribution to the maintenance of the structure"

(Hill and Hansen, 1960:303).
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Hill and Hansen (1960) characterize structural-
functionalism as seeing "the family as open to outside
influences and transactions" (p. 303), while also maintain-
ing its boundaries. Bell and Vogel (1960) discuss the key
activities family members engage in in order to maintain
their families. In interaction with its social environ-
ment, the family trades its labor for rewards. These may
be the ultimate goods and services the family requires.

In the industrialized societies the rewards are more likely
to be in the form of money. The family then exchanges these
assets for the goods and services it requires. Internal to
the family additional tasks must be performed to maintain
the family. These may be categorized as the final prepara-
tion of goods, for example food, for family use, the main-
tenance of physical possessions, and caring for dependent
family members.

Two controversial issues within structural-
functionalism bear directly on the present study. Parsons
(1955) defines the basic role structure of the nuclear
family in terms of higher versus lower power and instru-
mental versus expressive functions. These latter he defines
thusly:

The area of instrumental function concerns re-
lations of the system to its situation outside
the system, to meeting the adaptive conditions
of its maintenance of equilibrium, and "instru-
mentally” establishing the desired relations to
external goal-objects. The expressive area con-

cerns the "internal" affairs of the system, the
maintenance of integrative relations between the



30

members, and regulation of the patterns and ten-

sion levels of its component units. (Parsons,

1955:47)
The father/husband is allocated high power and specializes
in the instrumental function, the mother/wife high power
and the expressive function, the son/brother low power and
the instrumental function, and the daughter/sister low
power and the expressive function.

Pitts (1964) and Broderick (1971) discuss the con-
troversy concerning the allocation of the instrumental and
expressive family functions by sex. The implications of
this allocation in the present context would be a lack of
socialization of the female to the instrumental function,
and a lack of legitimacy of the female in performing the
instrumental function.

The expressive and instrumental functions are con-
ceptualized as "mutually exclusive categories of behavior"
(Broderick, 1971:4). Clearly, no matter how this aspect
of the perspective is interpreted, there is the strong
implication that it would be very difficult for a single
person to successfully perform major instrumental and ex-
pressive tasks. Thus, it would be very difficult to be a
married working mother. It would be even more difficult
to maintain a family as a single parent. Indeed, Zelditch
(1955) asks rhetorically, "Why after all, are two parents
necessary?" (p. 312)

The other controversial area in Parsonian functional

analysis of interest here is that of the isolation of the
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American nuclear family. Pitts (1964) and Broderick (1971)
discuss this issue as well. The Parsonian argument is that
the isolation of the nuclear family developed out of the
functional requirement of industrial society for a mobile
work force. Extended family relations are perceived as
restrictive, and the isolated nuclear family as mobile
(Pitts, 1964). The isolated nuclear family is economically
independent of related nuclear families (Lee, 1979). Gibson
(1972) maintains that:

Parsons posits the isolated nuclear family be-

cause it is the normal household unit where

neither household arrangements nor source of in-

come bears any specific relation to either family

of orientation, and because its social status and

economic support depend on the husband's occupa-

tion which is held independently of any particu-

laristic relation to kinsmen. (p. 14)
The implication for the present study is that the family

would be expected to have little or no support from kin.

Symbolic Interactionism

Another major conceptual framework of sociology,
and perhaps the major paradigm in American family sociology
(Hill and Hansen, 1960) is symbolic interactionism. It has
been productive of a great deal of research (Broderick,
1971).

Symbolic interactionism conceptualizes the inter-
action of human beings as taking place largely through
significant symbols, the meanings of which are more or less
consensual. A language is a system of significant symbols.

People interact in accordance with how they understand or
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define the situation (Strykér, 1959). That is, human
interaction proceeds on the basis of participating indi-
viduals' unique subjective realities, constructed on the
basis of information received through imperfect senses
and largely mediated or modified by symbols.

Symbolic interactionism shares with structural-
functionalism the concept of a social "position". From
this perspective, however, a position is viewed as a
socially recognized category of actors. The concept of
role is also very important in symbolic interactionism.

Stryker (1964) relates position and role in the
following way:

In attaching a ‘position designation to a per-
son, we are led to expect certain behaviors

from him and we behave toward him on the basis
of these expectations. To the expectations with
regard to behavior attached to a position the
term role is given. (p. 137)

A person's behavior is influenced by his or her
self definition, which is developed in interaction with
others, and reflects how they have acted toward the per-
son. It is also shaped by one's reference group of the
moment; "that group, real or imaginary, whose standpoint
is being used as the frame of reference by the actor"
(Sshibutani, 1961:257).

The interactionist concept of the family is suc-
cinctly outlined by Hill and Hansen (1960):

The family is a unity of interacting persons,
each occupying a position(s) within the family

to which a number of roles are assigned, i.e.,
the individual perceives norms or role expectations

P
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held individually or collectively by other family
members for his attributes and behavior. 1In a
given situation, an individual defines these role
expectations primarily in view of their source
(reference group) and of his own self-conception.
Then he role-plays. (pp. 302, 303)

Interactionist studies have generally focused on
the family and its members, and neglected the family's
relationships with its social environment, thus studying
it as a "comparatively closed unity” (Hill and Hansen,
1960:303). Nevertheless, the framework contains the con-
cept of adaptation, "family and individual survival or

integration in a given cultural milieu" (Schvaneveldt,

1966:108).

Role Theory

Standing between structural-functionalism and
symbolic interactionism, is a perspective referred to as
role theory. Thomas and Biddle (1966) outline this per-
spective as follows:

Individuals in society occupy positions, and
their role performance in these positions is
determined by social norms, demands, and rules;
by the role performances of others in their
respective positions; by those who observe and
react to the performance; and by the individual's
particular capabilities and personality. (p. 4)

Morgan (1975) states that, as with functional
theory, there are many versions of role theory. He finds
the more systems oriented approach to role theory to be
"clearly congruent with and often part of a wider func-

tional theory" (p. 55). Note also the striking congruence

between Thomas and Biddle's (1966) formulation and Hill
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and Hansen's (1960) interactionist conceptualization of
the family in the previous subsection. Nye and Gekas
(1976) review the controversy between the structural and
interactionist positions on role and suggest a possible
integration.

Broderick (1971) believes that the family develop-
mental framework "demonstrates once again how well the
units and constructs of the interactional and structural-
functional frameworks can be made to articulate with each
other" (p. 6). Broderick also feels that Parsons, "as
much as any other theorist," has "integrated interaction
theofy with structure-functional theory through the simple
expedient of specifying roles as the chief structured
elements of social systems" (Broderick, 1971:4).

Several role variables are relevant to the subject
of working mothers and single parents. Role conflict is
the presence of incompatible expectations for a role. Role
incompatibility is the degree to which the demands of a
set of roles are incompatible with each other. Role clarity
is the degree to which the behaviors associated with a role
are explicitly defined. Role strain is the stress felt by
a person when he or she cannot comply with or has difficulty
complying withArole expectations (Burr, 1973).

Role strain has been primarily thought of "as a
dependent variable, indicative of probléms in role enact-
ment" (Nye, 1976:23). Nye (1976) believes that role strain

could also be used as a predictor of marital
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dissatisfaction, marital dissolution and mental illness.
Nye and Gekas (1976) identify eight family roles: provider,
housekeeper, child care, child socialization, sexual,
recreational, therapeutic, and kinship associated with the

husband/father and wife/mother positions.

Conflict Theory

The frameworks discussed so far do not incorporate
interpersonal conflict as an important factor in ongoing
human interaction. Conflict is, however, a ubiquitous fact
of life in society and in the family. Deutsch (1969) de-
fines interpersonal conflict "as existing whenever incom-
patible activities occur . . . between two or more persons"”
(Barry, 1970:47). "Conflict, says Deutsch, may arise from
differences in information or belief, from differences in
interests, desires, or values, or from the scarcity of some
resource, or from a rivalry in which one person tries to
outdo or undo the other" (Barry, 1970:47, from Deutsch,
1969). Barry (1970) adds that conflicts arise from percep-
tions of reality, and not strictly from objective circum-
stances, a symbolic interactionist perspective. :

Sprey (1969, 1979) proposes a model of the family
as a system living with conflict within itself and in its
transactions with its environment. He rejects any impli-
cation of other perspectives "that stability, the fact 6f
family continuity, is somehow normal and incompatible with

the presence of conflict and disorder" (1969:699). Clearly,
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many families persist for years in the presence of a great
deal of conflict. Virtually all families experience some.
Indeed, family counselors are concerned if there is the
appearance or claim of a total absence of conflict in a
family.

The emphasis is then on the achievement of ongoing
family functioning through the management of conflict.
Sprey (1969) makes cooperation the key concept. He defines
cooperation with Horowitz (1967) as a process by which
problems are settled in a manner permitting the existence
of ongoing differences and disagreements.

Sprey's model links the conflict and systems per-
spectives. He says that the systems aporoach is a basic
premise of conflict theory, that the systems perspective
is assumed. Working from this perspective Sprey finds that
the "family system places a premium on survival as a group”
(1979:153) and the "Living, open systems depend for their
survival on exchanges with their environment” (1979:143).
Sprey (1979) discusses family system maintenance, a process

to which he finds the family's children contribute.

Systems Perspective

The classic definition of system, stated by wvon
Bertalanffy in 1956, is "a set of units with relationships
among them" (Stein, 1974:3). Many would elaborate on this
rather spare statement. Brock, Chesebro, Cragan and Klumpp

(1973), for example, state that
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A system is an assembly of objects all of which

are related to one another by some form of

regular interaction or interdependence so that

the assembly can be viewed as an organic or

organized whole (p. 27),
thus specifying the nature of the relationships among the
units, introducing a dynamic element, and enlarging upon
the concept of the set.

Kantor and Lehr (1975) add further ramifications to

the concept of a system by defining it as:

. + . a set of different things or parts . . .

that meet two requirements: first, these parts

are directly or indirectly. related to one

another in a network of reciprocal causal

effects, and second, each component part is

related to one or more of the other parts of

the set in a reasonably stable way during any

particular period of time. (p. 10)
This definition further details the nature of the relation-
ships among units, introducing the concepts of indirectness,
network, and stability.

A system may be characterized in a number of ways.

It may be said to have a given number of components or to
be of a certain size or extent. It may be described in
terms of its structure or organization. The network of
relationships among components may be more or less complex.
The components may be specialized, and may be differentiated
in terms of access to energy or resources and power or con-
trol. They may also be of differential primacy in their
functioning. The pattern of communication among components

of information processing systems may be more or less com-

plex (Anderson and Carter, 1974).



38

The definition or svecification of a system also
defines its boundary, that which separates or distinguishes
it and its parts from its environment (Speer, 1970). Systems
may be characterized as to the location and nature of their
boundaries (Anderson and Carter, 1974). An "open" system is
a system which interacts with its environment, exchanging
energy or information (Kantor and Lehr, 1975). Buckley
(1967) requires that a system's interchange with its environ-
ment be an essential factor underlying its viability and
continuity if it is to be considered an open system. Open
systems may be said to have permeable boundaries (Brock,
Chesebro, Cragan and Klumpp, 1973). Such systems may be
thought of as having linkage with other systems in their
environment.

Systems may be overlapping or interrelated, and they
may be components of other systems. Thus, there are "sub-
systems" and "suprasystems" (Anderson and Carter, 1974). To
the degree that a system is open, it is subject to environ-
mental influences.

Systems may be adaptive, that is, "capable of making
changes, and of responding productively to stress whether
it is internally or externally stimulated" (Kantor and Lehr,
1975:11). An information processing system may, for example,
receive information which stimulates it to make an adaptive
response. Kantor and Lehr (1975) maintain that "Systems

theory asserts that complexly organized, open, and adaptive
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information processing systems are purposive and goal
seeking" (p. 1l).

A system may be characterized, largely in terms of
its components, as abstract, physical, organic or social.

A set of interrelated mathematical functions or a model of
a human personality would be an abstract system. Machines
are physical systems. A living creature may be considered
an organic system. A human being is an organic system.

It is also a complexly organized, open, adaptive informa-
tion processing system. Social systems are "composed of
persons or groups of persons who interact and influence the
behavior of each other."™ (Anderson and Carter, 1974:8).
Groups, organizations, communities and societies are
examples of social systems.

A family is a social system. It is a recognizable
entity made up of several regularly interacting and inter-
dependent people related to one another by a framework of
positions and corresponding role sets (Anderson and Carter,
1974), and sharing a common family culture: norms, rules,
expectations, rituals, etc. (Wertheim, 1975). Families
may be characterized in terms of their power, authority and
influence structures and their patterns of communication.
The nuclear family and the single parent family and their
members are subsystems in extended families, the community
and society. The family and/or its members may also belong

to such overlapping social systems as school classes, work
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groups, voluntary organizations and formal and informal
social groups.

The family is an open system, as it and its compo-
nents are in important and ongoing interaction with its
physical and social environment. The family is an informa-
tion processing system, utilizing information from its
environment. It is dependent on its environment. Families
are adaptive systems, endeavoring to respond appropriately
to protect and further their interests. They and their com-
ponent individuals are "responsive, purposeful systems"
(Wertheim, 1975). |

At any given time a system is in a state defined by
all of its characteristics at that time. In actual practice,

the state of a system is specified by a "state vector," con-
sisting of the values of a number of system parameters at
the given time (Bellman and Smith, 1973). The set of para-
meters selected is a function of the interests of the
observer. The state of a system may be different at dif-
ferent times. It may change in response to the aging or
growth or development of its components, or in response to
external influences. It may develop, grow or evolve.

An adaptive system which is open to a changing en-
vironment, and/or which contains components whose states
may change with time, is said to be "stable", or in a
"steady state” if it is "maintaining a viable relationship

with its environment and its components, and its functions

are being performed in such fashion as to ensure its
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continued existence" (Anderson and Carter, 1974:18). It
may maintain its stability through "self-corrective"” pro-
cesses. It may adapt to changes through change-promoting
"self-directive” processes (Wertheim, 1975). "Steady
state is characteristic of the family system" (Anderson
and Carter, 1974:112), which needs to "endure as a system
but to undergo successive transformations in response to
changes in its micro- and/or macro- environment." The same
may be said of human beings (Wertheim, 1975:286). Self
preservation as an identifiable entity, through maintenance
of a steady state, is one of the most important goals of a
purposeful system.

"Process" is "the actions and interactions of the
various component parts of a system both within and across
its environmental borders" (Kantor and Lehr, 1975:10). "A
process" is generally referred to in terms of the function
performed by or consequences of the particular set of acti-
vities it comprises. A process may or mav not result in
significant or enduring change in the system's state. It

also may or may not affect the stability of the system.

anthesis

The eclectic approach to sociological frames of
reference comes well recommended. According to Broderick
(1971), "Parsons set an important example for other theo-
rists in not feeling the need to work exclusively within any

one of the traditional conceptual frameworks" (p. 4).
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Broderick (1971) suggests what he calls the strategy of
multiple perspectives. This strategy:
. « . takes advantage of the existence of es-
tablished conceptual frameworks, but instead
of attempting to integrate them systematically
and across the board, it attempts only to
integrate them around more narrowly defined
particular social processes such as courtship
or marital decision making. (p. 17)

The frames of reference briefly described above are
often referred to as being in competition (see e.g., Hill
and Hansen, 1960:309). 1In a sense they are, focusing on
different aspects of human interaction and organization,
and sometimes contradicting each other on specifics. A
more promising perspective, however, looks to the overlaps
among the frameworks, which are not inconsiderable, and to
their congruencies, in a spirit of synthesis and development.
Ritzer (1975), for example, takes this approach.

Stryker (1959) gives a substantive example of this
approach:

One final remark: symbolic interaction is

not a general theory of human behavior. That
is, it does not incorporate all the variables
presumably important in accounting for human
behavior, but rather selects from these a few
for concentrated attention. Thus it would not
do to deny the contributions of alternative
theoretical views from which human behavior
can be approached. It is contended, however,
that alternative views can be enriched by taking
into account the set of ideas which have been
developed. (p. 119)

The following argument seeks to develop a frame of
reference for the study of family maintenance by indicating
how each of the perspectives discussed above contributes to

the synthesis. Although the present concerns are most closely
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related to those of structural-functionalism, it will be
seen that each perspective serves to enrich the whole.
Structural-functionalism defines the entities and makes of
system maintenance a basic if not focal process. Symbolic
interactionism addresses the interaction process, by which
the family system is actually maintained, and explains why
maintenance efforts may be ineffective or dysfunctional.
Role theory focuses on a key concept of structural-
functionalism and symbolic interactionism, and provides
the formal framework for interaction. Conflict theory
addresses the individualistic efforts of family members
in their own behalf, providing additional detail at the
interactioh level, and additional explanation for mainten-
ance inefficiencies. Finally, systems theory provides a
detailed extension of structural-functionalism in the area
of system maintenance, which provides the necessary frame-

work for the development of a family maintenance theory.

B. Research and Theory

The preceding section has outlined the core concepts
of several key theoreéical frameworks of sociology and at-
tempted to indicate how they might be integrated to apply to
the issues at hand. This section discusses the theory and
research bearing on the subject matter of this study. 1In
contrast to the state of family theory, family research
comprises a huge and rapidly growing literature (Hill and

Hansen, 1960; Burr, Hill, Nye and Reiss, 1979). Even so,
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single pareht research has lagged, as has the organization
of findingsand the derivation of theory from them.

The relevant literature may be broken down into
that addressing issues of nuclear family maintenance, the
use of time, the working wife and mother, the single parent
family, and satisfaction. Each of these areas is taken up

in turn.

Nuclear Family Maintenance

The fact of the division of labor within the family
by sex is supported by many studies (Hesselbart, 1976). We
have distinguished five general family maintenance tasks,
the external tasks of income acquisition and the ourchasing
of goods, and the internal tasks of physical maintenance,
meal preparation and cleanup, and child care (see Chapter II,
Section A). The acquisition of income is the key task of
the provider role, the child care task is the function of the
child care role, and the remaining tasks are generally
assigned to the housekeeper role. The husband/father posi-
tion traditionally has a provider role. The housekeeper and
child care roles are traditionally attached to the wife/
mother position (Nye and Gekas, 1976).

The division of labor by sex has been the case in the
United States, as elsewhere. The sex-typing of family main-
tenance roles is even supported by law (Slocum and Nye,
1976). The American family as a whole has a more flexible

role structure than most, with the majority of married
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mothers in the labor force and husbands often contributing
to the housekeeping and child care tasks. The wife's income
is, however, usually far less than her husband's, and is
regarded as supplemental. The husband's housekeeping and
child care efforts are regarded as "help." Finally, the

responsibility for family maintenance task performance is

still sex-typed even when the performance itself is not
(Zelditch, 1955; Slocum and Nye, 1976). The relationship
between sex-role attitudes and the family division of labor
is, in fact, complex (see Hesselbart, 1976; Bowling, 1977).

There is much, however, that mothers do in their
traditional roles that is, in fact, instrumental. Women do
much of the interacting with the family's social environment
to obtain the needed goods and services, and perform much
instrumental work in the home. 1In recent years, recognition
has also been given to important expressive functions per-
formed by the husband/father. (Pitﬁs, 1964; Slocum and Nye,
1976)

The contributions of children to family maintenance
are sometimes ignored. Children do in fact contribute to,
as well as derive support from, the family (Cogswell and
Sussman, 1972). This contribution, of course, varies with
age. Walker and Gauger (1973) found in a study of 1,378
upstate New York families that children 12 to 17 years of
age averaged 1 hour per day per child, and children 6 to 1l
half of that.



46

The question of the isolation of the nuclear family
has been mentioned above, in Chapter II, Section A. Despite
the arguments of the Parsonian functionalists, kin have been
found to be an important source of aid to nuclear and single
parent families. Adams (1968) reports that research by
Sussman, Sharp and Axelrod, and himself demonstrates the
existence of considerable aid, mostly from parents to adult
children, mostly in the form of money and child care, and
some shopping companionship as well. Adams (1968) found
less, but still significant, aid from adult children to
parents.

Walker and Gauger (1973) report finding babysitters,
grandparents, neighbors and others providing family main-
tenance help. Litwak (1960) and Litwak and Szelenyi (1969)
present evidence for assistance from relatives, friends and
heighbors in the United States and Hungary. Litwak and
Szelenyi (1969) also indicate the primacy of kin as a source
of aid if they are geographically close.

Lee (1979) discusses the isolated nuclear family
issue and extensively reviews the kinship aid research. He
concludes that there is substantial assistance among kin
within a framework in which the nuélear family "is largely
responsible for its own economic fortunes" (p. 50). He
also suggests that service assistance from kin increases,
and service assistance from neighbors decreases, with the

proximity of kin.
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The family may, of course, have recourse to assis-
tance from businesses or agencies. Depending upon the
family's financial resources, household help may be hired,
child care paid for, meals eaten out, and a variety of other
‘services purchased. The use of hired help has decreased
greatly in this century, while eating out has greatly gained
in favor (Bose, 1978). Those able to demonstrate need also
have access to free school lunches, free child care and

other services at reduced or no cost.

The Use of Time

There are a considerable number of studies concerning
the use of time by Americans (e.g., Robinson, 1977a) and in
twelve countries (Szalai, 1972). There is also a sizable
research literature concerning the temporal aspects of house-
hold work (e.g., Walker, 1969, 1970; Walker and Gauger, 1973;
Vanek, 1974). While the figures vary, certain general find-
ings appear time and again.

The hours expended by wives in housework are equiva-
lent to their husband's fulltime jobs. A study of 2214
American families by Morgan, Sirageldin and Baerwaldt (1966)
found that wives averaged 40 hours a week of regular house-
work in 1964. Regular housework was defined as "meal prepa-
ration, regular cleaning, child care, straightening up, and
other time spent working around the house" (Morgan, Sira-
geldin and Baerwaldt, 1966:102, 526). Walker (1969, 1970)

reports that 1296 married Syracuse, New York, homemakers
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averaged 7.3 hours a day of household work, 7 days a week,
in 1967-1968. These hours varied directly with number of
children and inversely with age of youngest child. House-
hold work was defined as "the many activities performed to
produce goods and services used by the family" (Walker, 1970:
8) . These activities comprised food preparation and cleanup,
house care, clothing care, family care, marketing, manage-
ment and record keeping. Walker (1970) specifically excluded
work to provide money to buy goods and services.

Robinson (1977a) reports the finding of the Study of
Americans' Use of Time that urban American housewives
averaged 53.2 hours of housework per week in 1965 and 1966.
Housework included cooking, laundry, housecleaning, shopping,
repairs, care of pets or plants, child care, and all related
travel. Oakley (1974), in a study of forty London house-
wives, found that they averaged 77 hours a week "in house-
work, including shopping, and in child care or supervision”
in 1971 (p. 92). Child supervision is a proklematical
variable, as it is often carried out as a secondary activity
together with something else, and it is something that one
can be said to be doing whenever one is in the company of
one's dependent children, which for a non-employed mother
may be most of the time.

The Morgan, Sirageldin and Baerwaldt (1966) study
found that male family heads working for money averaged about
47 hours a week at this activity. Husbands also contributed

an average of 4 hours a weekx to reqular housework. The Study
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of Americans' Use of Time found that employed men averaged
44.8 hours a week on their jobs and 1l1.3 hours a week on
housework (Robinson, 1977a). Walker (1970) reports that
husbands spent an average of 1.6 hours a day doing house-
hold work. Walker and Gauger (1973) found that husbands
contributed an average of 1.5 hours a day to household work.
This contribution varied inversely with his employment
hours. Walker and Gauger's (1973) work was an extension of
Walker's (1969, 1970), utilizing a slightly augmented 1967-
68 sample plus 60 rural upstate New York families surveyed
in 1971.

Taking husbands and wives together, Morgan, Sira-
geldin and Baerwaldt (1966) report that they averaged 43
hours of reqular housework a week. In families with children
under 18 at home they averaged 48 hours of regqular housework
a week. If the youngest child was under 4 they averaged 55
hours a week, and if there were also 4 or more beople in
their family their total household work averaged 58 hours
a week. In addition to regular housework, Morgan, Sirageldin
and Baerwaldt (1966) found that married couples spent an
average of 5 hours a week on home production in 1964. Home
production included such activities as painting, redecorating,
repairing, major housecleaning, sewing, mending, gardening,
canning and freezing.

The contributions of individual éhildren to housework
tend to be less than that of either parent, but may be

substantial in the aggregate. The findings of Walker and
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Gauger (1973) were reported above. The contributions of
others to family maintenance is not so well detailed as
that of husbands and wives. Morgan, Sirageldin and Baer-
waldt (1966) found that family members other than husbands
and wives, meaning children and others, contributed an
average of 7 hours a week to regular housework. They also
found that outside help of all kinds, free and paid for,

averaged about 5 hours a week.

Working Wives

The situation changes when the wife goes to work.
American norms have become somewhat more accepting of this,
now common, practice (Hesselbart, 1976; Iglehart, 1979).
Employed women averaged 38.8 hours a week at work in Robin-
son's (1977a) study. ﬁorgan, Sirageldin and Baerwaldt
(1966) found that working wives averaged 27 hours a week at
work, after eliminating the 9% who worked less than 121
hours in the year. Women with preschool children in the
family averaged 20 hours a week.

In general, the data show that the family's adjust-
ment of its housework to a wife's employment is primarily
for the wife to reduce the hours she spends at housework
(Walker and Gauger, 1973; Vanek, 1974). Robinson (1977a)
reports that employed women spent an average of 28.1 hours
a week doing housework, compared to the 53.2 hours spent
by housewives. Bose (1978) reports that working women

average 3 to 4 hours a day less housework than housewives,
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but may spend more time at employment and housework taken
together. Walker and Gauger (1973) found that "On the
average, wives used 2 hours less time per day in household
activities if employed than if not employed" (p. 9). Walker
(1970) reports that wives employed 15 or more hours a week
nevertheless averaged 70 hours a week at paid employment,
household work plus volunteer work, compared to 61 hours for
wives employed 0 to 14 hours a week.

Husbands of employed women have usually, but not
always, been found to contribute somewhat more to household
work than husbands of housewives. Berk and Berk (1979), how-
ever, find it "still probably fair to say the employed wives
hold down two fulltime jobs: one in the market and one in
the household" (p. 231). Walker (1969, 1970), Walker and
Gauger (1973) and Vanek (1974) found that, while the wife's
time at household work of all kinds goes down with increas-
ing hours of paid employment, her husband's contribution
remains essentially unchanged. Walker (1970) also found that
husbands of wives who were employed 15 or more hours a week
averaged 63 hours a week at paid employment, household work
and volunteer work, compared to 65 hours for husbands of
wives employed 0 to 14 hours a week.

Blood and Wolfe (1960) and Blood (1963), however,
report evidence that husbands tend to contribute more to
household task performance if their wives work, the contri-
bution varying inversely with their own work time. Hood

(1977) reports a "one-hour, eighteen-minute per week
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increase [in child care] for fathers of pre-school children,
and a three hour increase for fathers of school-aged
children when wives work"” (p. 1) in a 1971 national proba-
bility sample. Robinson (1977a) found that husbands of
employed women recorded 10% more time spent at housework
than husbands of housewives. This additional contribution
made up only a small part of the housework time sacrificed
by the working wife, however. Taking working wives and
their husbands together, the more hours they spend working
for money the fewer hours they spend doing regular house-
work (Morgan, 1966).

Layne and Lowe (1977) report finding that child care
and household task performance by husbands and other house-
hold members are much more likely in families with a working
wife than in those with a housewife. Walker and Gauger
(1973) report that the contribution of children 12 to 17
years old to household work varied very little with mother's
employment. No change is discernable in their data regard-
ing the contributions of children 6 to 11 years old. Douvan
(1963), however, found that the proportion of adolescent
girls having major household responsibilities and working
parttime varies directly with the degree of maternal employ-
ment. Roy (1963) found that high school children of working
mothers do slightly more housework than children of not-
employed mothers, girls more than boys. 'Boys worked for pay
slightly less, and girls significantly more, if their mother

worked. Rallings and Nye (1979) review the literature and



53
propose that higher levels of employment of a wife/mother
are directly productive of lower amounts of household labor
performed by her, greater enactment of traditionally femi-
nine roles by her husband, and a greater number of household
tasks performed by her child(ren).

Exploring in detail the help received from others
outside the immediate family, Morgan, Sirageldin and Baer-
waldt (1966) found that the most such help was received by
families with wives under 35 working more than half time who
have children under 6 to care for. This help amounted to an
average of 19 hours a week. If there were children under 18
but not under 6, an average of only 5 hours of help a week
was received. Help received by families varied directly
with the hours the wife spent working for money. Vanek
(1974) found that employed and non-employed women did not
differ in their use of paid help. Fogarty, Rapoport and
Rapoport (1971), however, found that a variety of domestic
help arrangements were used by dual-career families in Great
Britain to cope with the demands on their time.

Rapoport and Rapoport (1971) suggest that the family
with a working wife must either redistribute the maintenance
task load, neglect some of it, or else suffer overload.
Robinson (1977a) summarizes the typical effects of employ-
ment on a woman's time:

While an employed woman may have reduced both
housework and child-care time by 50 percent when
taking on an outside job, these savings in time

came nowhere close to the 30 or 40 hours she had
to devote to that job. The overall result . . .
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was that employed women had over 10 hours less

free time per week to enjoy than women not in

the paid labor force. (p. 148)
Employment was the major cause of reduced free time found
by Robinson (1977a), far exceeding all other factors, in-
cluding marriage, the arrival of children, additional
children, and preschool children (see also Rice, 1979).

To the extent that a working wife works longer hours
to meet the demands of her family roles she takes away from
her free time, family life and/or social life (Robinson,
1977a). Nye (1963) reports that "Both observers and employed
women themselves have indicated that the combined duties of
housewife and employee were burdensome and produced some
feelings of anxiety, frustration and fatigue" (p. 323).

The task/role situation of a working wife as described above
has the potential for role conflict, role incompatibility,
and a lack of role clarity. The role of wife/mother as a
provider is developing, and is not entirely clear or con-
sensual. It is thus susceptible to role conflict. Incom-
patibility between the provider and the housekeeper and
child care roles is a major problem for many working mothers
(Lobodzinska, 1977). There is the reality of being commit-
ted to a great many normatively prescribed task hours,
perhaps with little freedom to change the situation. This
would be the case, for example, if the wife's income was
necessary rather than discretionary. Burr (1973) and Rice
(1979) predict that the wife/mother will experience role

strain in this situation.
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Single Parents

Families headed by never-married mothers are social
systems without a husband/father, but with the same main-
tenance roles and tasks as nuclear families. Separation,
divorce, and the death of a spouse also produce one-parent
families, necessitating the redistribution of family main-
tenance task performance. If one conceptualizes the family
as an isolated system, all of the maintenance tasks of
which are performed by its adult members, then one might
reasonably question the ability of a single parent to main-
tain a family. Zelditch (1955) finds two parents to be a
necessity (see Chapter II, Section A). Glasser and Navarre
(1965) doubt the long-term viability of the isolated single-
parent family. The same logic can, however, be used to
question the viability of the isolated nuclear family. Lit-
wak and Szelenyi (1969:469) discuss the "lack of human re-
sources" of the nuclear family, which "has only two adult
members"”, and its consequent inadequacies and problems.

Litwak and Szelenyi (1969), however, go on to dis-
cuss the contributions made to family task performance by
others outside the family. In fact, it is hard to imagine
any social system surviving entirely on its own efforts.
Fortunately, this is unnecessary. Virtually all social sys-
tems are multiply connected in a complex web of dependen-
cies. Families are open systems deriving support from kin,
friends and neighbors, businesses and agencies. The question

then, is not whether a given family form is viable or not on
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its own, but rather, how family maintenance task perform-
ance may be distributed among actors within and outside of
the family.

The absence or near-absence of any contribution to
family maintenance by a husband necessitates most impor-
tantly that someone else, almost always the mother, take up
the role of primary provider. She may, through choice or
an inability to arrange a job, not be employed, living on
support payments, welfare and/or other forms of assistance.
The income obtained in this way is very likely to be quite
low and the lifestyle is not generally a very pleasant one
(see e.g., Weiss, 1979). Although the family maintenance
task load is reduced somewhat by the absence of a husband,
there are fewer family members and in particular, only one
parent to cope with it. On balance, the non-employed female
single parent is likely to spend somewhat more time doing
household work than the housewife'(see above and Weiss,
1979).

Most often, however, the female single parent is
employed, at least parttime, although she is likely to be
low paid and may still be dependent in part on financial
assistance (see Chapter I, Section B). She has a more
demanding family maintenance situation than the working
wife, but she has less in the way of resources with which
to cope. Being responsible for what amounts to two full-
time jobs (Weiss, 1979), she is likely to work long and hard

to keep up with all the family maintenance tasks.
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As with the working wife, if the single parent is
not to be overloaded, she must either reduce her family
maintenance efforts or obtain additional assistance (Weiss,
1979; Glasser and Navarre, 1965; Blood, 1972). The single
parent may attempt to reduce her maintenance task load by
sacrificing task performance in one area or another. Chil-
dren may be left alone more, or meal preparation may be
simplified. Standards for housekeeping and/or meals may be
reduced. Some time may be saved by more efficient manage-
ment of time (Weiss, 1979).

The single parent may also attempt to hand off to
others part of her maintenance task load. Children typically
take up some of the load (Weiss, 1979; Blood, 1972). A
former mate does not simply disappear upon separation or
divorce. (S)he remains one of the two parents of any chil-
dren of the marriage and often sees them regularly. Ex-
husbands may provide some money for child support, and may
be available to perform major repairs, emergency child care
and other suppoftive services (Hetherington, Cox and Cox,
1976; Goetting, 1978).

Relatives may be helpful. Adams (1968) reports help
received from grown children by a widowed or divorced parent.
Lopata (1978) reports some extended family support to a
sample of 1169 Chicago area widows, none of which was signi-
ficant except that from grown children. Weiss (1979) found
evidence that single parents in general receive some help

from relatives, especially if they live nearby, as well as
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from friends and neighbors. He also found that single
parent organizations may serve as sources of information
and emotional support.

Financial resources may permit the buying of time--
eating out, using a professional cleaner more often, or
paying for child care, for example. Campbell, Converse and
Rodgers (1976), however, report that only 4% of their 1971
national probability subsample of 128 divorced and sepa-
rated women hired a person outside their family to help
with housework, despite the fact that 71% of them worked
outside the home and 84% had children. Community agencies
‘provide child care and other services as well as financial
aid to qualifying parents.

The overload a single parent is likely to exper-
ience despite her efforts to cope, coupled with her often
low income, tends to isolate her from adult companionship
and a social life, a situation typically productive of
loneliness, anxiety and despair (see e.g., Ferri and Robin-
son, 1976; Weiss, 1979). The ability of the single parent
to give up roles and change the situation is even less than
that of the working wife. Burr's (1973) analysis implies
that she is therefore likely to experience greater role
strain than the working wife. Incompatibility between her
roles, their ambiguity and potential for role conflict may
also contribute to role strain. Campbeil, Converse and

Rodgers (1976) found that divorced and separated women
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reported far more stress than any other subgroup of American

women.

Satisfaction

It seems likely from the discussion so far that a
mother's life satisfaction would be related to family main-
tenance task performance. The sort of lifestyles reported
in the studies of single parents and working wives imply the
likelihood of a reduced level of general satisfaction and
happiness, and reduced satisfaction with a number of specific
aspects of life as well. This may come about through over-
work, a reduced quality of life, and/or through protracted
and/or severe role strain.

Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976) constructed
an Index of Well-Being composed of one overall life satis-
faction item and an Index of General Affect made up of 8
semantic differential scales. They report that the lowest
levels on the Index of Well-Being were attained by the
unemployed, those separated or divorced, and those who never
married. The general sense of well-being also varies
directly with income and inversely with population of place
of residence, being well below the mean for those with low
incomes (below $7000 a year in 1970) and those living in
cities of over 100,000. The female single parent is aﬁ
risk of being in more than one of these categories.

Nye (1963), Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976)

and Burt, Wiley, Minor and Murray (1978) discuss specific,
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or domain, satisfactions as well. Nye (1963) devised 7
questionnaire items to determine a mother's satisfaction
"in the principal relationships in which [she] is a parti-
cipant” (p. 321): family income, house and furniture,
recreation, children, husband, community and daily work.
In a study of 1991 married mothers in 3 Washington towns,
he found that those employed fulltime were more satisfied
with their work than were those employed parttime. They
were also more satisfied with their work th