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This study examined time spent in various activities by

farm women. Emphasis was placed on household work time and

how time is apportioned among various household work

activities. Time use of farm women was compared to rural

nonfarm women and urban women. Data were from An

Interstate Comparison of Urban/Rural Families' Time Use

(NE113). The sample consisted of a stratified random

sample of 2100 two-parent, two-child families within the

rural and urban areas of eleven states. Families were

selected to equally represent 5 strata based on age of the

youngest child. Time diary records were kept for each

member of the family (over the age of six) for a recall day

and a record day.

Farm women spent about 49 hours a week in household

work; rural nonfarm and urban women spent about 46 hours

per week. Food preparation and dishwashing took the

greatest portion of household work time; about 15 hours per

week. Farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women did not spend

significantly different amounts of time in total household



work, nor in the subcategories of household work (food

preparation/ dishwashing, housecleaning/maintenance of

home, yard, car, or pet; care/construction of clothing;

physical/nonphysical care of family members; shopping and

management). Farm women spent significantly more time in

unpaid labor on the family farm or business than did rural

nonfarm or urban women.

Stepwise multiple regression analysis identified hours

in paid employment as the factor which contributed most to

a decrease in farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women's time

in household work. Hours in unpaid work and the age of the

youngest child also contributed to explained variance of

household work time for all three groups, although the Beta

value for unpaid work of farm women was not significant. A

combination of food preservation and equipment ownership

variables explained little of the variance in time spent in

food preparation by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women.

Consideration was given to the implications for family

decision making, public policy, and further research.
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TIME USED IN HOUSEHOLD WORK:
COMPARISONS FOR FARM, RURAL NONFARM, AND URBAN WOMEN

CHAPTER I

Introduction

The household work patterns of farm women are

different from those of women who do not live on farms.

These patterns of household work include the total time

spent on household work, the apportionment of time between

various household work activities, and the times of day

when household work is performed. Patterns of household

work also vary according to the season of the year, the

availability of other workers, and the standards that set

the level for a job well done. These household work

patterns exist in every household, but it is the special

nature of the farm household that results in a household

work pattern unique to it.

In part, these unique patterns of household work for

farm households are a response to the special cultural

practices of the farm community. For example, it is common

practice for farmers to stop off at a neighbor's during

mealtime; the meal preparer (farm wife) must be flexible

enough in meal preparation that unexpected guests pose no

problem. But what more profoundly affects the household

work pattern of the farm household is the interface of the
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work pattern of the farm household is the interface of the

farm household and the farm or ranch enterprise. Unlike

most American households, where the place of work is

geographically distant from the home, farm families

experience their place of work and their household

coincidentally.

Because of the close interface of enterprise and

household, activities that serve one or another freely

intermix in the homemaker's schedule. The farm homemaker

may begin the morning fixing pack-lunches for the children

(household), interrupted by a phone call from a Farm Bureau

committee on which she serves (enterprise). While she

combines ingredients for a dinner casserole (household) she

may discuss with her husband the latest price reports

(enterprise). The shopping trip to town that concludes the

morning's activities is likely to be for supplies for both

the enterprise and the household. The consequences of

enterprise and household overlap can be as mundane as

the extra dirt carried into the household from farm/ranch

activities or as consequential as the enterprise

discussions carried on during "family" meals. Bennett

(1982) describes the fine interplay of household and

enterprise during such meals.

"At lunch and at the noon dinner, work tasks,
expenditures, market analyses, and crop decisions
were discussed and decisions made. These were
'business lunches,' and the women who kept the
books. . . were an important part of the process,
freely offering advice and information." (p. 170).
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In addition to the effect of enterprise/household

interface, there is some evidence that farm households have

a unique household work structure because such households

engage in more household production than families who do

not live on farms. In his research, Blood (1958) found

that farm women were more likely than nonfarm women to

produce the baked goods, canned and frozen foods, fresh

vegetables, and women's clothing that were consumed by the

household. This emphasis on household production may occur

because farm families have less income than nonfarm

families (Blood, 1958), or may be due to efforts to channel

all possible capital into the enterprise (Kohl, 1976).

But whatever the reason for increased household production,

the patterns of household work in the farm family will be

different from nonfarm households, if the farm family

emphasizes household production.

The farm culture; the close interface of farm

household and farm enterprise; household production; all

these would suggest that the way in which farm households

structure their household work is unique. In addition,

there are a number of demographic and socioeconomic trends

that are changing the structure of household work on U.S.

farms and ranches. One important trend is the out-

migration of people from farming communities to urban

areas. Net out-migration from farms began after World War

I and averaged over one million farm people per year
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between 1940 and 1960 (Beale, 1979). One result of this

outmigration has been a scarcity of hired help and

increased dependence on the family for labor inputs

(Gasson, 1981). As family members spend additional amounts

of time in farm production, some other activities receive

less time. These activities could be sleep, leisure,

school, off-farm labor, or household work.

A second demographic trend is the declining birth rate

among farm families. Declining birth rates increase the

likelihood that there will be no male heirs to inherit the

farm or ranch enterprise. In this situation, will it

become increasingly common for daughters to inherit farm or

ranch enterprises? If farm women perform much of what is

classified as household work, changes in their roles and/or

occupations caused by their ownership of a farm enterprise

could change proclivity or availability to perform

household tasks. It could, of course, be argued that women

could already be buying farms without virtue of inheriting

them. However, the large capital outlays necessary to

enter farming may restrict farming as an occupation to

those who can inherit a farm enterprise. Eighty percent

of all farmers are the sons of farmers (Beale, 1979).

The social and economic trends that affect farm labor

create a push-pull effect on family members; the response

to some trends is to devote more family time to the farm

enterprise, while at the same time, parts of the

social/economic climate encourage the family to devote time
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and energy to off-farm employment. The cost/price squeeze

of current farming requires the farm family to utilize the

time, skills and energy of each member to the maximum

(Gasson, 1981; "Women's Roles", 1982/1983). But this

utilization can result in many possible combinations of

farm versus nonfarm work. The husband may choose to enter

or increase participation in the off-farm labor market, in

order to increase the capital available to invest in the

farm/ranch enterprise. If his off-farm employment is high

salaried, he may then hire a laborer to perform some of the

farm work that he formerly did himself. But more likely,

the farmer's or rancher's wife and children will be called

upon to do some of the farm tasks which the husband cannot

do because of his off-farm employment. Again, because the

supply of time is finite, an increase in time spent on farm

tasks by farm women, will affect their personal time and

their time spent in household work.

Whether it be to increase the capital available for

investing in the enterprise, to cope with the cost/price

dilemma, or to provide income for household operations, it

may be the woman in the farm family who takes off-farm

employment. In their 1980 survey of a random sample of

U. S. farm women, Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) report that

33% of the women who had off-farm jobs had taken the job to

provide money for household and other expenses. Twenty-

five percent of the women who worked off-farm did so to
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provide money for farm related expenses. Other reasons for

taking off-farm employment included keeping career skills

up-to-date and getting out of the house. When a woman

takes off-farm employment, the patterns of household work

are affected. The effect ranges from a change in the

distribution of household work time over various household

work activities, to a change in the family member

performing the task, to a total decrease in the amount of

household work accomplished.

Although the present trend is toward more off-farm

employment for both farm men and women, the future may see

a reversal in this trend if fossil fuels again become

scarce and expensive. In the extreme situation, farming

may become more labor intensive, in order to conserve

dwindling supplies of oil and natural gas (Boulding, 1980).

Such labor intensive farming operations cause trade-offs

between labor in farm tasks and labor in household tasks

and household production, as well as effects on leisure and

personal time. Conversely, the mechanization of farming

during the twentieth century has increased the likelihood

that women will participate in farm tasks. Since machines

reduce the need for muscles to accomplish the task, the

work is easier for women to do (Casson, 1981).

The growing complexity of farming, and especially the

increased regulation of farming, increases the need for

sophistication in keeping farm records and accounts. This

need is likely to affect the time use of women more than
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men, since farm women have traditionally done the

bookkeeping for both the household and the farm enterprise.

With the implementation of computers for record keeping and

decision making in farm operations, this time demand is

likely to continue and increase for farm women.

Lastly, there is a social trend toward examining the

roles of men and women and how those roles influence

choices made in the use of time. As roles become more

flexible, household work or market work becomes less

assigned on the basis of sex, and more dependent on the

desires and inclinations of the individuals involved. Farm

families are part of this examination of social, economic,

and sexual roles. Their decisions to modify roles will

effect the nature of household work; how much is performed,

of what kind, and by whom.

Obictives

The objective of this research is to learn about how

farm women spend their time. Of particular interest is how

farm women spend their household work time, and how such

time is apportioned among the various household work

activities. In order for household work to be viewed in

context, it is also necessary to investigate how farm women

spend their time away from housework; their personal,

leisure, and market-related wprk time.

Just as household work time needs to be seen in the
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context of all time-related activities, the time of farm

women needs to be viewed in the context of the time spent

by all women. Therefore, an important objective of this

research is to compare time spent in household work by farm

women to the time spent by rural nonfarm women and urban

women. If there are differences, this research will

investigate whether those differences are significant and

whether the variation in time spent can be attributed to a

single or group of variables.

This study will also take a more detailed look at one

activity within household work; the preparation of food.

Considerable previous research indicates that activities

associated with meal preparation take the largest

proportion of all women's household work time. Of interest

in this research is whether this emphasis on food

preparation time is even more pronounced for farm women.

In other words, the farm woman may be spending an even

larger proportion of her time in food preparation. This

research will investigate whether time spent in food

preparation may be related not only to farm versus nonfarm

residence, but also to food preservation activities and

ownership of food-related household appliances.

The five objectives of this study are:

1. To describe the hours spent by farm women, rural

nonfarm women, and urban women in household work, including

food preparation and dishwashing; housecleaning and

maintenance; care and construction of clothing; physical



9

and nonphysical care of household members; shopping; and

management.

2. To describe the hours spent by farm women, rural

nonfarm women, and urban women in unpaid work, paid work,

organizational participation, social and recreational

activities, personal care of self, and eating.

3. To determine whether the differences in time

spent in household work by farm women, rural nonfarm

women, and urban women are significant.

4. To explain whether time spent in household work

by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women varies according to

educational level, time spent in paid work, time spent in

unpaid work, age, state of residence, age of youngest

child, and day of the week the interview occurred.

5. To explain whether time spent in food preparation

by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women varies in response

to food preservation activities and ownership of food-

related appliances.

Implications/Benefits

The results of this study may have implications for

farm families and individuals, for policy makers, and for

researchers. One of the primary implications for families

and individuals who live on farms is the help that could be

provided for family decision making. Particularly in

regard to the choice between off-farm and on-farm



10

employment for husbands and wives, this research, might aid

couples in considering the consequences and alternative

solutions available. The questions of whether the woman is

"worth" more working on or off the farm/ranch is of high

interest to farm couples (Boulding, 1980).

Farm couples may also wish to assess their own values,

goals, and standards about the farm lifestyle and the

family's personal lifestyle, particularly as it relates to

household work. Information about the household work

patterns of other farm households could be helpful in such

an assessment. This information could also affect the

information and skills that farm parents provide farm

children (Kohl, 1976). For example, if parents determine

that daughters may be expected as adults to have farm

machinery operation skills, they may choose to provide that

training during youth.

People who are not farmers or ranchers need

information about the time demands of farming, if they are

considering entry into farm enterprise ownership or farm-

related occupations. People who work with farmers or in

primarily ranch/farm oriented communities also need an

understanding of the time pressures and various role

demands that impinge on farm people. There is feeling on

the part of farm people, particularly farm women, that the

general public neither understands nor appreciates their

lifestyle nor their "status as producing farm women"

(Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981, p. 229). This research could
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help to increase the feelings of self-worth of farm women

by objectively recording their actual contributions through

household work and publicizing this record of their

contribution. In turn, farm women might feel an increased

sense of recognition as they deal with public officials

(Joyce & Leadley, 1977). Recognition of their present role

might also contribute to encouraging women to care for

their own and enterprise needs when they are widowed (Jones

& Rosenfeld, 1981).

In terms of public policy implications, this study

could aid agriculture-related public agencies by

providing such agencies with information about the degree

of involvement of women in the farm enterprise. Such

information has impact in terms of determining the audience

for programs (Scholl, 1982). Information about the role

of farm women could affect the ongoing discussion of the

definition of the family farm and the use of the term "farm

operator" (Carlin & Crecink, 1979; Williams, 1980). In a

study conducted for the USDA, Jones and Rosenfeld (1981)

argue that family farms are characterized by a shared

operatorship, where such sharing occurs between husbands,

wives and other adults. The USDA may need to recognize

various levels of shared operatorship, rather than

adhering to "excessively narrow legal and functional

definitions of farm operatorship" (p. vii), which result

in the designation of a single operator -- the male head of

household.
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"The fact that men and women do not have
identical activity profiles, or that men have
generally higher involvemental levels than their
wives is not sufficient cause to exclude women
from consideration as partners or co-operators
for their enterprise. We urge that an accurate
understanding of farm women's positions and
contributions be made the cornerstone of future
policy." (Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981, p. vii).

Presumably, an analysis of farm women's time contributions

to household work and other activities would contribute to

such an understanding.

An additional public policy implication is the need

for information for those policy planners who must

legislate or implement law concerning inheritance or taxing

of farm property. Such policy hinges on the ownership and

participation of family members in such operations

(Nickols, 1980). An additional legal concern is the need

for accurate information used in cases of compensation in

the wrongful death or injury of the farm wife/mother.

Information from Gauger and Walker's publication The Dollar

Value of Household Work (1980) are already used extensively

in this regard, but the data are not specific to farm

families.

It is likely that this research may aid in

curriculum development in home economics, agriculture and

family life sciences, especially as it relates to changes

in the roles of family farm members. Likewise, this

information may be helpful to the Cooperative Extension
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Service, as it determines program priorities. Research on

farm women's time contribution can bring increased

understanding of their position on the part of the general

public (Joyce & Leadley, 1977).

In terms of benefit to the research community, this

study could help home economists study how the national

trend of women's increased participation in the labor

market may be different for certain subgroups of the

population, such as farm women. Information about the use

of time by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women is an

important input into the analysis of the relationship of

relative productivity and time allocations; the mix of

goods and services produced in the home, the economic

sphere, and the public sphere; and the attitude of farm

men and women toward household work and farm work. The

results of this study could prove useful to the social

scientists and home economists who are examining the

interface of the family system and the farm enterprise

system. This interface creates demands on individual

members of the systems and on resource allocation.

Limitations

1. The results should only be generalized to two-parent

two-child families in the populations of the 11 states.

Families of other sizes may have different configurations

of household work time.

2. The level of unpaid work in the total U.S. population
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of farm women may be considerably higher than the level

estimated for this sample, because women with 2 children

may be constrained from unpaid work contributions by time

spent in child care.

3. The data are reported in hours per week. Rounding

error may have occurred in transforming data originally

coded in minutes per day.

4. Half of the time diary data is based on a day of recall

and is therefore subject to the inaccuracies inherent in

human recollection of past events.

5. Time diaries were recorded for all family members (over

the age of six) by the homemaker. Error resulted to the

extent that the homemaker did not have accurate knowledge

of others' activities.

6. Patterns of time use may have been changed between the

time the data were collected (1977-78) and the time they

were analyzed and reported (1984).

Hypotheses

Analysis of Variance Hypotheses

Hypothesis I (directional): There is a significantly

greater amount of time spent in household work by farm

women compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Hypothesis IA (directional): There is a significantly

greater amount of time spent in food preparation/

dishwashing by farm women compared to rural nonfarm or
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urban women.

Subhypothesis Ik (directional): There is a

significantly greater amount of time spent in

management by farm women compared to rural nonfarm or

urban women.

Subhypothesis .mac (directional): There is a

significantly lesser amount of time spent in

physical/nonphysical care of family members by farm

women compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Subhypothesis Id (nondirectional): There is no

significant difference in time spent in

housecleaning/maintenance of home, yard, car, pets by

farm, rural nonfarm or urban women.

Subhypothesis Ie (nondirectional): There is no

significant difference in time spent in

care/construction of clothing by farm, rural nonfarm,

or urban women.

Subhypothesis If (nondirectional): There is no

significant difference in time spent in shopping by

farm, rural nonfarm, or urban women.

Hypothesis (directional): There is a significantly

greater amount of time spent in nonpaid work by farm

women compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Regression hypotheses:

Hypothesis III: There is a linear relationship between
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the dependent variables:

a. time spent in household work by farm women

b. time spent in household work by rural nonfarm

women

c. time spent in household work by urban women

and a combination of the independent variables:

1) educational level of the woman

2) paid work time of the woman

3) nonpaid work time of the woman

4) family income

5) age of the woman

6) state of residence.

7) age of the youngest child

8) day of the week the interview occurred

Hypothesis IM: There is no linear relationship between the

dependent variables:

a. time spent in food preparation by farm women

b. time spent in food preparation by rural nonfarm

women

c. time spent in food preparation by urban women

and a combination of the independent variables:

1) food preservation activities

2) ownership of food-related household appliances
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CHAPTER II

Review of Literature

Household Work

Household Production

Household work occurs because the members of families

need to provide themselves with goods and services.

Although economists tend to think of families as

consumption units, families also produce goods and services

for their members (Manning, 1979). This production occurs

when households combine goods and the time of household

members (Becker, 1965). Thus household work can be defined

as the activities that are performed in the home to create

goods and services that allow the family to function as a

unit (Walker & Woods, 1976). Household production results

from unpaid labor, although many of the goods and services

produced could have been purchased in the marketplace.

Some home production is nonreproduceable; the good or

service produced has value to the members of the family,

but cannot be purchased in the marketplace (Hefferan,

1982). Often, when there is no market equivalent for the

production, the service or good being produced is highly

personal.

There is considerable interest in the measurement of

household production, both in the aggregate and for

individual households. Because the total value of the
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goods and services produced in the home is unknown, the

statements of GNP and other measures of national

productivity are underestimated (Bryant, 1982-1983). A

measure of household production is also useful in measuring

the changes in economic well-being of subgroups of the

population, especially those moving into and out of

poverty. Information about household production could help

to trace the conditions under which it is substituted for

market production. On a micro level, individual families

benefit from knowledge about which aspects of home

production can be expected to best augment their lifestyles.

Information about household production contributes to

the study of public policy issues, specifically the

discussion of the inclusion of full time homemakers in the

Social Security system (Hefferan, 1982). An important use

of data on household production is in legal disputes. The

insurance industry, attorneys, and courts need to know how

to value the time spent in household production by those

who are permanently disabled or die in accidents (Bryant,

1982-1983) .

In order for household production information to be

applied in this variety of situations, household

production must be measured. In the product accounting

approach, the goods and services produced at home are

valued by summing the prices of the comparable goods and

services produced in the marketplaces (Hefferan, 1982).

The opportunity cost method assumes that people receive the
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same value from their productive work in the market as from

their productive work at home. Therefore the value of the

time spent in home production can be valued at their

personal wage rate in the marketplace (Gauger & Walker,

1980) .

Household production can also be valued using the

market-cost (replacement cost) approach (Hefferan, 1982).

Market wage rates for child care worker, cook, laundress,

and so forth are applied to the number of hours spent in

child care, cooking, doing laundry, etc. Then the values

of the various categories of household work are summed for

a total value of household work performed by an individual

or group.

The market-cost approach is the most widely used

method for valuing household work. Interestingly, both

this method and the opportunity cost approach depend on a

measure of t.mg spent in household work, as a basic

ingredient to the valuing concept. Time spent in household

work is the primary substitute measure of household

production (Bryant, 1982-1983). Walker and Woods (1976)

state "the definition of household production can be stated

in the form of an equation -- the time spent on household

work activities (input) equals the goods and service

produced (output)" (p.3).

Time spent in household work has a number of

advantages as a measure of household production. It is
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advantages as a measure of household production. It is

possible to separate the different types of goods and

services produced by recording in separate categories the

time spent in different household work activities. Time is

additive and can be expressed in different units such as

hour, day, or week. Information about time spent is

relatively easy to collect when compared to efforts

necessary (through laboratory work and observation) to

collect and quantify the goods-and-services-produced side

of the equation. Wage rates can be applied to time units,

to arrive at a dollar estimate of household production

(Walker & Woods, 1976).

The nature of household work and the goods and

services produced respond to change within the culture.

Much of the home production of clothing, preserved food,

and housing has been replaced by market production of these

items. Yet households today may process greater quantities

of certain goods and services. For example families may

produce more laundered clothing because more clothing is

owned than in the past. Changing values can also affect

home production; more chauffer trips to children's

educational events may be desired, but fewer silver tea

services will be polished. Technology has created demands

for goods and services that, in turn, require the household

to apportion more time to shopping and perhaps more time

and skills to repairs. Certainly standards in some areas
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true in the past (Walker & Woods, 1976).

Household Work and Women

Household work is primarily women's work. This

housework, although just defined as a measure of productive

output, is in fact not held by society to have a value in

dollars and cents. Traditionally, women have been expected

to provide household services as part of their marital

agreement. Thus whether the women are producing homemaking

services or, in addition, participating in a farming

operation or family business, their efforts are considered

to be a free service rather than a productive effort

(Cornelius in "U. S. Senate," 1981; Bennett, 1982).

Home economists have long commented on this lack of

recognition of household work as a productive activity:

"Her [the homemaker's] work is not less economic
or important because it produces mainly an income
of direct satisfaction of the family needs
instead of a money income useful only because it
can be used indirectly to secure these
satifactions." (Rankin, 1928, p.50)

The lack of a monetary measure of the productive

results of household work has led to an underestimation of

its effect on family well-being. This does not mean,

however, that the value of household work goes totally

unappreciated. Particularly for farm women during the

frontier period, the possible economic contributions of

farm women to the total farm operation were more openly

recognized. For example, an old farming text reported that
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farm women to the total farm operation were more openly

recognized. For example, an old farming text reported that

married people could manage a farm much more successfully

than a single person of either sex (Bennett, 1982). The

physical labor of frontier farm women probably was more

visible and countable. Survival required learning new

skills and putting aside the more traditional concepts of

feminine behavior. Women were supposed to be resourceful

and able to work like a man; yet at the same time be

feminine and the creators of home and culture (Kohl, 1976).

Some of the earliest studies of household production

were efforts to measure time spent by farm homemakers in

farm and household activities. The purpose of these

studies was to reduce the strenuousness of the work done by

women. The researchers hoped to discover not only which

activities took the most time and energy, but what work

simplification strategies or basic principles of leverage

could be applied that would reduce steps or assist in the

proper lifting of heavy loads (Scholl, 1982).

Several of these early studies were funded by the

Purnell Act, legislation passed in 1925 to support research

in a number of areas, including home economics (Crawford,

1927). The Bureau of Home Economics of the United States

Department of Agriculture coordinated this across-state

study of the use of time by homemakers. A set of

instrument materials was mailed to individual researchers

at the agricultural experiment stations in each state. The
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researchers determined the sample size in their states;

some compared farm homemakers to rural nonfarm and "town"

homemakers, while others did not compare groups. The

locations and authors of these studies sponsored by the

Bureau of Home Economics are listed in Table 2.1. The most

well known of the studies is Maud Wilson's (1929) analysis

of the time of Oregon homemakers (Walker & Woods, 1976).

Wilson reported on the results of time diaries kept by farm

homemakers, "country" nonfarm homemakers, and "noncountry"

nonfarm homemakers.

After the rash of studies in the late 1920s, the

productive time of women in the home was not intensely

studied again until the 1950's. Cornell University

initiated a series of studies concerning how women use

their household work time. Their studies, and others, have

emphasized rural/urban differences in time use, and the

important effect of women's paid employment and family

composition on household work time. However, recent

studies have not concentrated on farm women as a group of

interest. In their assessment of research needs of rural

women, Joyce and Leadley (1977) called for a study of the

time of farm women that could be compared to the 1927-1931
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Table 2.1. Studies sponsored by the Bureau of Home
Economics 1921-1931.

State

Washington

Idaho

Nebraska

Minnesota

South Dakota

Oregon

Authora Date

Arnquist & Roberts 1929

Crawford 1927

Rankin 1928

Studley 1931

Wasson 1930

Wilson 1929

a
For a complete citation, refer to the reference list

under the author's name.
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studies of farm women.

Time Spent in Household Work

Household work is usually defined as including the

following activities:

meal preparation
after-meal cleanup
house care
house maintenance
clothing care

clothing construction
care of family

members
shopping
management

One of the difficulties in comparing household work time

across studies and/or decades, is that researchers do not

always work from the same list of activities in defining

household work. Yet despite the many differences in

defining and collecting the data, the bulk of the research

indicates that nonemployed women have, since the turn of

the century, spent about fifty hours a week in household

work.

In her 1929 study, Wilson found that farm women spent

about 52 hours a week in household work (Table 2.2). In a

similar Bureau of Home Economics sponsored study, Arnquist

and Roberts (1929) determined that farm women spent 53

hours per week in household work. In both studies, there

was little difference in time spent in household work

regardless of whether the women lived on a farm, in a rural

area but not on a farm, or in the city. This absence of a

significant difference due to residence appeared to hold

true for all the Bureau of Home Economics studies (Vanek,

1974). However, the total work week of farm women was



26

Table 2.2. Historical data on time spent by women in
household and farm work: Hours per week.

Rural
Farm Nonfarm Urban

Wilsona (1929):

Household work 53.0 53.9 52.7

Farm work 9.9 5.2 1.6

Arnquist Robertsb (1929):

Household work 51.6 54.8 51.5

Farm work 11.3 5.3 3.8

aWilson, M. (1929). Use of timk by Oregon farm
homemakers. Oregon Agriculture Experiment Station
Bulletin No. 256.

bArnquist, J. F., & Roberts, E. H. (1929). The present
use of work time of farm homemakers. Washington
State College Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin
No. 234.
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greater because of the addition of farm related tasks;

these tasks added about 10 hours onto the work week of farm

women (Vanek, 1974). In these early studies, an increase

in the woman's work week was associated with both increased

household work and increased farm work. However, the

proportion of farm work to total work increased as the

total work week increased. In the Wilson (1929) study,

farm women who worked 40 to 50 hour weeks spent 15 percent

of their work time in farm related tasks. But women who

worked 80 or more hours per week spent 24 percent of that

time in farm work.

Number of hours spent in household work is also

interesting in the context of the total work day or work

week of women. A sample of farm women in New York spent

the largest portion of their day (44 percent) in personal

care and sleeping (Warren, 1940). Household work took 31

percent of their weekly hours (Table 2.3). In a more

recent study completed at the Survey Research Center at the

University of Michigan (Robinson, 1977), unemployed married

women spent about one fourth of their time on household

work and an equal amount in what the researcher called

"free time." The differences in proportion of time

allocation in the two studies may be due to changes over

time. The differences are also certainly due to

differences in how the activity spheres are defined. The

Survey Research Center defines household work as "family

care," which is made up of "all housework, child care,
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Table 2.3. Historical data on time spent by nonemployed
women in all activities: Percent of total
time.

Activity New York
farma
1936

U.S.
urbanb

1975

Sleep and personal care
Sleep
Personal care

Household work
Leisure
Work for pay
Farm work
Unaccounted for time

44%

31
10
1

4

10

34
13

26
26
1

NA
NA

aadapted from Warren, J. (1940). Use of time in, its
to home management. Cornell Agricultural Experiment
Station Bulletin 734.

badapted from Robinson, J.P. (1977). Changes in
Americans' Use pf Tittle: 1965-1975, A progress report.
Cleveland, OH: Cleveland State University,
communications Research Center.
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shopping, and helping others" (p.4). The older New York

study (Warren, 1940) included all these items in its

definition of household work, as well as some activities,

such as sewing, upkeep of the house, and recordkeeping,

that the Survey Research Center may have considered to be

part of "free time."

It is also interesting to compare how women allocate

their time relative to men. The 1975 data from the Survey

Research Center indicate that men and women spend about

the same amount of time in sleep and personal care.

However men spend more time in paid work and less time in

family care, than do women. In an examination of the

household work time of men and women, Walker and Woods

(1976) found that men spend an average of 1.6 hours per day

in household work, while women spend 5.3 hours per day if

they are employed and 8 hours if they are full-time

homemakers.

To summarize, a typical full-time homemaker spends

about 50 hours a week in household work. This allocation

has been discussed in the context of changes since 1920,

residence, demands of farm work and other activities, and

the household work activity of men. There are many other

variables that affect household work time. Two of the most

important are employment of the wife and family

composition.

Employment in the market place acts to substantially

reduce the number of hours women spend in household work.
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Hall and Schroeder, in their 1970 study of urban women,

report that nonemployed women spent about 54.1 hours per

week in household work, while employed women spend 42.1

hours in household work. In an analysis of variables that

would predict household work hours, Nickols and Metzen

(1978) found annual labor force hours had the highest

predictive power, explaining 21 percent of the variance in

wives household work time. ". . .the b value indicates

that for each additional hour spent in the labor force, the

wife spent 0.38 of an hour less in housework." (p.94). In

a study of suburban New York families, employment of the

wife had the highest correlation with hours of household

work time, of all the variables tested (Walker & Woods,

1976). The negative correlation (-.36) indicates that as

employment hours increased, household work time decreased.

When the researchers held age of the youngest child

constant, the relationship between employment and household

work hours became even stronger (-.46). This correlation

indicates that employed wives spend less time in household

work than nonemployed wives, whether their children are

younger or older. In this study, an employed woman was one

who worked 15 or more hours per week.

The studies from the 1920 and 1930s did not consider

employment a critical variable for influencing household

work time. This is not surprising, since few married women

were employed during this era. Some of the variables that
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strongly influenced household work time in the 1920s are no

longer of much impact, while other variables continue to

exert a strong effect on household work time. In the early

studies, the quality of housing and/or the possession of

certain items of household equipment were thought to affect

hours of household work (Vanek, 1974). Presumably the

presence of indoor plumbing, electricity, a central heating

system, and water heater would reduce the time spent in

household work. Such modern technological niceties as the

electric vaccuum cleaner, dishwasher, clothes washer,

clothes dryer, trash compactor, and microwave oven, would

presumably have the same effect. Housing variables such as

size of house, location of children's play area, amount of

work space in kitchen or laundry, and arrangement of

kitchen and laundry have been examined for effect on

household work time (Hall & Schroder, 1970). However, some

of the gain from improved housing and equipment seems to be

countervailed by an almost immediate raising of standards

for household, meal, or clothing quality (Arnquist &

Roberts, 1929; Crawford, 1927; Wilson, 1929).

Researchers in the 1920s and the 1930s were concerned

with the effect of "outside help." It seemed reasonable

that the hiring of extra help, or the extra help received

from visiting female relatives would reduce homemakers'

hours of household work. However the effects of outside

help were found to be modest (Arnquist & Roberts, 1929;

Wilson, 1929). Nor was this variable found to be of strong
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influence in more recent studies (Walker & Woods, 1976).

Arnquist and Roberts (1929) reported that season of

the year affected household work time; the summer work week

was about five hours longer than the winter work week.

Forty years later, Manning (1968) also reported that food

preservation activities, laundry, and meal preparation

activities were higher in the summer months. Wilson (1929)

found that July, November, December, and January were the

"busiest" months in terms of household work.

The educational level of women seems to moderately

affect household work time. Wilson (1929) reported the

more highly educated Oregon farm women spent more of their

work time in outdoor activities and care of family

members, while de-emphasizing other aspects of homemaking.

In a modern counterpart to this study, Nickols and Metzen

(1978) also found that more educated women spent less time

in household work, although the effect was not a strong

one. They surmised that the educated women applied a greater

efficiency to household work and/or that they disliked the

monotony of household work and so avoided it.

Family composition has proven to be an important

variable, or group of variables, in predicting household

work time. All of the Bureau of Home Economics studies

indicated increased household work time for the woman as

the number of children in the household increased (Arnquist

& Roberts, 1929; Crawford, 1927; Wilson, 1929). In studies
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done in 1940 and 1968, Warren and Manning (respectively)

found that increasing numbers of children increased the

household work load. Based on these previous studies,

Walker and Woods hypothesized for their 1967-1968 Cornell

study that the number of children and the age of the

youngest child would be the two most powerful variables in

determining the number of hours of household work. This

hypothesis was supported, although they found employment

of the wife to be an equally powerful variable. "If only

one variable could be used to predict time costs of

household production the best one would be number Qi

children in the household." (p.259).

Age of the youngest child was strongly correlated to

hours of household work, and the relationship became even

more powerful when controlled for employment of the mother.

Walker and Woods (1976) concluded that mothers with young

children spend more time in household work, regardless of

whether they are employed or not. In an earlier study,

Wilson (1929) noted that household work time was probably

greatest when the child was under five.

Less easily measured variables can effect time spent

in household work. These variables can be grouped under

the catch-all title of "attitudes." It seems clear that

the more a homemaker likes a certain activity, whether it

be all of household work, or a particular activity within

household work, the more time she will spend (Deacon &

Firebaugh, 1975). In seperate measures of liking for tasks
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and time spent in tasks, Manning (1968) found them to be

positively related. Wilson (1929) was particularly

intrigued by the notion that parts of household work became

so enjoyable to some women that the line between household

work and leisure became blurred. In a measure of attitudes

of German farm women, household work was seen more as an

opportunity for social intercourse than as work. In German

agriculture, women's work was reported as shared among

female relatives and neighbors (Nickols, 1980).

The level of traditional versus feminist orientation

seems to affect attitudes toward household work. Women

holding traditionalist views about men's and women's roles,

also expressed more positive attitudes about household work

(Coffey, 1982). Wilkening's (1966) work on decision making

among farm couples shows a congruence between holding

traditionalist views and level of satisfaction with shared

decision making and shared farm and household tasks.

Wilson's (1929) summary of the advantages and

disadvantages of the "homemakers job" specifies how

various aspects of the household productive role encourages

additional time allocations, while other aspects would work

against that allocation (see Table 2.4). Many of the

problems and advantages discussed by Wilson in 1929 are

applicable to the "job" of household work today.
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Table 2.4. Advantages and disadvantages of the
homemaker's job: Wilson, 1929.a

Advantages Disadvantages

1) elastic working schedule 1) indoor life

2) variety of types of work 2) heavy physical labor

3) personal interest in the 3) no substitute labor
product of labor available

4) fatigue caused by
emergencies,
interruptions, and
the diversity of
detail

5) precedence of others'
activities over the
homemaker's schedule

6) need to carry on many
operations
simultaneously

7) lack of "free" leisure
time

8) lack of rest periods
at time most needed

aadapted from Wilson, M. (1929). Use of time by Oregon
farm homemaXers. Oregon Ariculture Experiment Station
Bulletin No.256



36

Categories of Household Work

In 1929, farm homemakers in Wilson's study spent

nearly 50 percent of their household work time in

activities related to food and meals; including food

preparation, dishwashing, packing lunches, food

preservation, baking, making infant food and so forth

(Table 2.5.). Another 22 percent of household work time

went to care and construction of clothing. About 18

percent of the time was devoted to house cleaning and

maintenance, and 7 percent to caring for family members,

which is primarily child care. About 3 percent of

household work time was devoted to management and marketing

combined.

Although there is no recent study of farm women

reported in the literature, Wilson's (1929) results can be

compared to the Cornell sample of suburban New York women

(Walker & Woods, 1976). Food preparation and dishwashing

still takes up a high proportion of household work time

(29 percent), although not as high as the 47 percent

reported for the Wilson study. Other aspects of the

division of household work into various categories are

reported in Table 2.5 for the Walker and Woods (1976)

study, as well as for other studies in the intervening

decades.

Vanek (1979) has summarized the changes in the

content of household work that have occurred since studies



Table 2.5. Historical data on time spent in various household work activities from 1927-1980:
Percent of total household work time.

Activity Crawford Arnquist Wilson Warren Manning Hall & Walker &
Woods

Boulding
& Roberts Schrogder

1927a 1929u 1929b 1940b 1968c 1970u 1976e 1980f

Food preparation/
Dishwashing
Food Preparation
Dishwashing

15.3

House Care 10.1

Yard and car care

Clothing care/
Construction 7.7

Physical/Nonphysical
Care of others 3.1

Shopping/Marketing 9.0

Management/Record
Keeping 1.1

Misc.

50.0 47.4 ---- ---- ---- ---- 24.0
32.0 24.0 26.0 19.0 - -

14.0 12.0 11.0 10.0

16.0 17.8 31.0 20.0 22.0 18.0 53.0

23.0 22.0

5.5

8.0

7.4

9.0

13.0 21.0

7.0

9.0

13.0

1.0 2.0

15.0 16.0

23.0 14.0

3.7 3.2 1.0 3.0

1.8 3.0 4.8

edata for farm women. Percent of a 24 hour day, so household activities alone will not sum to 100.

b cita for farm women.

cdata for farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women combined.

ddata for urban women.

edata for urban, nonemployed women.

(description of household work categories in this sample were:
Cook (food preparation)
Routine housework, maintenance and repair) decorator (house care)
Childrearing, nursing (physical/nonphysical care of others)
Food planning, food buying (shopping/marketing)



38

first appeared in the 1920s. Shopping and managerial

activities have increased, while time spent in food

preparation and clean-up has decreased. Apparently time

saved in the use of convenience foods and equipment (such

as dishwashers), is used to purchase and repair these

technological innovations. Family care time has increased

as society has increased its interest in the quality of

parenting. In spite of the wholesale adoption of automated

equipment for washing and drying clothes, clothing care

time has increased. Presumably, families now own more

clothes and wash them more often. Time spent in house

cleaning and care has remained about the same since 1920.

Wilson observed that the primary difference between

farm and nonfarm women in terms of their allocation of

household work time to various activities, was that farm

women tended to increase their household work time by

increasing their time spent in food related activities.

Although there is not much supporting literature concerning

farm women's allocation of household work time, it seems

reasonable that the unique role of farm women would

influence their food preparation and cleanup patterns to be

different than those of rural nonfarm or urban women. It

seems likely that farm women spend more time in food

preparation and cleanup than do urban or nonfarm women.

Crawford (1927) noted that farm women must cook for their

own families plus hired men. Morever, strenuous farm work

requires greater quantities of food. Crawford did feel
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that these needs were somewhat countered by extra help in

food preparation from farm children and the more casual

style of dining of farm families. Food preservation

activities also may be more prevalent in farm homes

(Boulding, 1980; Manning, 1968; Vanek, 1974). Seventy-

eight percent of the rural homemakers in Manning's sample

reported some food preservation activity during the

previous four week period. Only 30 percent of the urban

homemakers reported food preservation activity for the same

period.

The inter-relationship of time spent in food

preparation and the ownership of cooking or cleaning

equipment is unclear. In Manning's sample, women who

gained a dishwasher lost, on the average, 11 minutes of

help with the dishes by children and husbands. Certainly

the level of paid help for farm women is low, whether in

food preparation activities or in other aspects of

household work. Even cooking for harvest crews appears to

be accomplished without paid help.

Food preparation time for farm women may be increased

by the low numbers of meals eaten away from home by family

members. In addition farm women are expected to keep a

plate warm for last minute drop-ins. Unannounced guests

for meals are a usual part of farm culture, and increase

the time needed for meal planning and preparation. The

importance of meal time as a business activity has already
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been discussed. One writer suggests that a farm woman's

most important household task is meal preparation:

"The primary responsibility of the farm or ranch
wife is that of cook and quartermaster. The
men eat all meals at home, as well as "lunch,"
which is comparable to the urban coffee break.
The wife is responsible for insuring that there
is always sufficient food to serve anyone who is
there, and where there are hired hands, they also
are served. . . .The set time of dinner keeps the
woman housebound and time conscious. . . The
round of daily life is ordered by the clock and
by the demands of others [for meals]." (Kohl,
1976, p.69) .

In a review of time spent in household cleaning

Manning (1968) found that urban homemakers spent an hour

and one-half more per week in this activity than did rural

women. A possible explanation is that more visiting in

urban areas creates pressure to keep the home looking

"nice." In the reverse direction, it would seem that farm

homes would be susceptible to an increased level of dirt

and dust carried into the home from fields, barnyards, and

so forth. Time spent in care of clothing seems unlikely to

be affected by farm, rural or urban residence.

Farm women may spend less time on child care than

nonfarm women. Many farm parents believe the farm to be a

safe environment in which a child can be allowed to

entertain himself/herself with minimum supervision. Farm

children may also be more fully engaged in farm tasks,

rather than spending time in play with the mother. For

farm families particularly, child care may be a secondary

activity which is attached to the group undertaking of some
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farm task, such as cleaning out the barn, running cattle,

and so forth (Walker & Woods, 1976). Educational level

may also affect farm women's child care time. The higher

the educational level of the woman, the more time she

devotes to child care. If farm women have less schooling,

this variable may affect the time they spend in child care.

The shopping time of farm women is affected by several

countervailing forces. Because they live farther from

shopping centers, farm womens' shopping time is increased

simply by the length of travel time. But, at the same

time, this distance encourages the woman to reduce the

number of shopping trips and to make more efficient use of

the shopping trip when she does go. Shopping creates

scheduling difficulties for farm women, in that they are

often expected to be the "gofer" for the farm enterprise

when a part is needed for machinery repair, when veterinary

supplies are needed, or when there are other "emergency"

needs. These unscheduled trips are disruptive to the

woman's household activity plans.

Management is an important area of household activity

for farm women. Record keeping for both the household and

farm enterprise is a time consuming task. Many women

perform both types of recordkeeping simultaneously, so

household work is difficult to separate from farm work. As

farming and ranching become more complex, the need for

accurate and detailed records increases. The increase in

farm governmental programs increases time demands on women
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to respond to bureaucratic paperwork. Women are also often

expected to act as communication facilitators. They send

and receive messages at the home telephone or from drop-in

visitors. Communications must be connected to workers in

remote areas of the farm through radio or phone systems or

by driving or walking to the location.

An additional management responsibility for some farm

women is controlling household consumption in order to

increase the capital available to the enterprise. Such

control requires careful and time consuming planning. Such

planning can be as mundane as coupon clipping or as

critical as selecting the money market fund with the best

payback. Manning (1968) concludes that "farm families

spent significantly more time at this task [management]

than nonfarm families" (p.35).

Farm Enterprise Work

Farm Tasks

Although the primary emphasis of this study is the time

spent in household work, investigation of the role of the

farm woman as a farm enterprise worker contributes to an

understanding of the total time demands impinging on farm

women. Of interest are the kinds of farm tasks that women

engage in; the level of resources devoted to such tasks;

the variables that affect participation in farm work; and

the attitude of the woman, the family, and her community
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toward such participation.

Of every 100 women residing on farms, 40 are in the

labor force. Of these 40, 13 are in agricultural

employment. Two of the 13 are salaried agricultural

workers, 3 of the 13 are self-employed in agriculture, and

the remaining 8 are unpaid family workers on family farms

and ranches (Boulding, 1980). These figures probably

underestimate the actual hours spent by women in farm work.

Census definitions require at least 15 hours of work in

order to be considered "in the labor force", so women who

contribute less than this are not counted. Labor force

participation in agriculture is measured in autumn, so

the increased contributions that women make during summer

field work or summer harvest seasons are also not measured.

Farm people with multiple occupations are classified in the

occupation in which they spend the most hours. Thus the

contributions to farm work by women who are also

operatives, service workers, secretaries, homemakers, and

so forth, may not be measured by labor force participation

figures.

The number of studies which examine the hours farm

women devote to farm work are limited. Studies from 1929-

1931 sponsored by the Bureau of Home Economics indicate

that farm work added about 10 hours to the woman's weekly

work load (Vanek, 1974). Poultry, dairy, and gardens

seemed to be the most time-consuming farm tasks for women
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(Arnquist & Roberts, 1929). Other activities included work

with field crops, livestock, and farm management. The

latter referred primarily to farm bookkeeping. Seven out

of every eleven sets of farm accounts were kept entirely or

in part by the housewife (Rankin, 1928). Cooking for hired

men was an important farm enterprise-related task. Rankin

reports that 40 percent of her sample of women cooked for

hired men year round; an additional 44 percent cooked for

special harvest crews for an average of five weeks a year.

In more recent research, several pilot studies have

examined the types of farm tasks performed by farm women

(Boulding, 1980; Goetting, Fogle, & Howland, 1982; Nickols,

1980). Those tasks that were mentioned frequently included

caring for a kitchen garden, farm bookkeeping, "gofering"

for parts and supplies, driving tractor or heavy farm

machinery, hauling harvested crop, feeding livestock,

cleaning milking utensils, and micellaneous animal work.

Certain farm work seems to be traditionally reserved for

women. In a study of decision making patterns, Wisconsin

farm couples agreed that it was primarily the wife's

responsibility to feed and care for chickens, and to clean

milking equipment (Wilkening & Bharadwaj, 1966).

Respondents were more divergent in their views of who was

responsible for farm record keeping; one-third of the

couples thought it was the wife's responsibility, another

third thought it was the husband's, and one-third thought

husbands and wives had an equal obligation to keep farm
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records.

In the most comprehensive of the recent examinations of

farm task involvement, a national sample of farm women

responded to a list of 12 common farm tasks by indicating

whether the task was a regular duty, an occasional duty, or

was never performed (Table 2.6) (Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981).

Not included in this list, but indicated elsewhere in the

study as an important task, was participation in farm

organization and other lobbying and public relation

efforts. Efforts by women in this area were seen as

necessary to insure survival of the family farm (Malena,

1975).

Variables Affecting Farm Task Involvement

There are characteristics of the woman, the family, and

the culture that influence some farm women to engage in

more farm work than others. In the earliest studies,

researchers noted that homemakers without children did more

farm work than those with children (Arnquist & Roberts,

1929; Wilson, 1929). Age of the children has been

hypothesized to have a number of effects on farm task

participation. Farm women may spend fewer hours in farm

tasks when their children are old enough to accomplish most

of the farm work (Boulding, 1980; Goetting et al., 1982).

But some farm women report that they spend many hours in

child care when their children are young, then increase

their farm work as children get older (Goetting et al.,
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Table 2.6. Jones and Rosenfelda report (n=2509) of farm
women's involvement in farm tasks: Percent of
women reporting that the farm task is a
regular duty, an occasional duty, or never a
duty.

Task
regular occasional
duty duty never

Taking care of vegetable garden
or animals for family food 74% 14% 12%

Bookkeeping, records,
paying bills, tax forms 61 17 22

Running farm errands 47 38 15
Taking care of farm animals,

including dairy 37 29 34
Supervising the farm work of
other family members 24 26 50

Harvesting crops, including
running machinery or trucks 22 29 49

Doing other field work
without machinery 17 25 58

Marketing products wholesale
buyers or consumers 15 18 67

Making major purchases of farm
or ranch supplies 14 23 63

Plowing, discing, cultivating,
planting 11 26 63

Supervising hired hands 11 25 64
Applying fertilizer, herbicide,

insecticide 5 12 83

aAdapted from Jones, C., & Rosenfeld, R. A., (1981).
American farm women:. Findings from a national survey.
Chicago: National Opinion Research Center.
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1982). The stage of the family life cycle affects women's

involvement in farm work (Szalai, 1972). Widowhood usually

causes an increase in the participation of women in the

enterprise; sons returning to the farm from off-farm

employment may reduce the mother's participation (Casson,

1981). In a regression analysis of variables affecting

farm task involvement, Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) found

that the greater the number of family members helping on

the farm, the higher the involvement of women in farm

tasks. This finding may be due to the need for the woman's

supervison of these family members. Or perhaps there is a

family value that all family members need to participate in

the work of the farm or ranch enterprise.

The woman's own farm background influences her

participation in farm tasks. Women raised on farms or in

working class environments (where they worked in manual

labor before their marriage), were more likely to engage in

farm work (Casson, 1981; Goetting et al., 1982). Women who

were raised on farms and had no brothers were more likely

to list farming as their full-time occupation (Gasson,

1981). A woman's personal preference for farm work versus

household work can affect the time spent.in each.

Participation in off-farm employment by either husband

or wife affects women's participation in farm enterprise

work. If the husband takes off-farm employment, the wife

is likely to increase her time spent in family farm work.

If the woman takes off-farm employment, her hours spent in
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unpaid labor on the family farm or ranch are reduced. The

effect of education complicates this relationship between

off-farm and on-farm work (Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981). The

higher the educational level of the woman, the more likely

she will work off-farm; and if she works off-farm, the

fewer on-farm tasks she will be involved in. But if, for

some reason, the more highly educated woman chooses not to

take off-farm employment, she is more likely to be engaged

in on-farm tasks.

The extent to which tasks are mechanized and the wife's

knowledge of farm machinery interact to influence the woman's

farm task participation (Goetting et al., 1982). The

smaller and more diversified the farm operation, the more

likely that the woman will be engaged in farm work

("Women's Roles," 1982/1983). If the woman holds legal

title to some or all of the land, she is more likely to

engage in farm work (Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981). If the

woman marries a man who is already an established farmer,

the wife will be less invloved in the farm work (Gasson,

1981) .

Attitudes Toward Women's Farm Task Involvement

"Most farm women find outdoor work interesting.
It is likely that the time which they give to
farm work will increase as homemaking time is set
free by the extension of community utilities and
commercial services into rural districts."
(Wilson, 1929, p.19).

While farm women may indeed find farm work



49

"interesting", there are a number of culturally based

attitudes about women's involvement in farm enterprise that

affect that interest. Both in 1929 and in the present,

farm women generally have more work role alternatives than

farm men. They may choose to actively engage themselves in

the farm enterprise or not (Boulding, 1980). The only

restriction is that they take "good" care of the

household/family as a first priority. Men are more

restricted to enterprise tasks. Especially among farm

families with traditional values, men cannot devote too

much time to household work without the threat of being

named a "sissy." However, while women have more

alternatives, they are always responsible for the

household; if they choose to add farm task "alternatives"

to their repertoire, they are adding to their own work load

(Kohl, 1976).

Attitudes about women's capabilities to do farm work

affect participation in farm tasks. Some individuals,

whether husbands, wives, or other family members, may

believe that certain work is too dirty, too strenuous, or

too dangerous for women workers (Stoddard, 1981). If women

have acquired farm work skills as children, they are more

likely to perceive themselves as capable of performing a

wide array of farm tasks (Nickols, 1980).
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Implications of the Farm Woman's
Household/Enterprise Work Role

In Chapter One it was suggested that the work role of

farm women was unique because of cultural expectations

related to farm life, the interface of the farm household

and farm enterprise, increased levels of household

production, and other factors. In this section, the

implications of an enterprise/household role duality are

examined for farm women. It is suggested that

enterprise/household work duality not only creates a unique

role for farm women, but a stressful role as well.

The woman's enterprise versus household work roles

affect the sequencing of her work tasks, particularly on a

daily basis. Most women give enterprise needs priority.

This may not mean that they spend more time in enterprise

tasks, but rather that they consider themselves to be "on

call" for any situation in which enterprise tasks might

need their labor inputs. These demands range from a trip

to town for a part for machinery, to doctoring sick

animals, to baling hay against the weather, to substituting

for ill, hired workers or other family members. Because

many of these demands are of an emergency nature, the woman

must arrange her household work tasks so that they do not

interfere with her availability for farm tasks should the

need arise. This requires great flexibility in terms of

when a given task needs to be accomplished, as well as role

congruity (Nickols, 1980). Women tend to deal with the
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conflicting demands by dovetailing activities and by

lowering standards (Nickols, 1980). An example of the

latter would be the farm woman whose standards allow her to

leave a sewing project in "in progress" on the dining room

table while she spends the afternoon chasing loose cattle.

Some women control the demands made on them by purposely

not learning how to do certain tasks. One woman did not

learn how to drive so she would not have to run errands

(Kohl, 1976).

While demands of the enterprise require scheduling

flexibility, the demand for meals at a certain set time

creates a fixed element in the woman's schedule. Nickols,

(1980) reported a rhythm to fixed and flexible activities

of the farm woman's day. A requirement for meals to be

served at a certain time increases the difficulty of being

away from the farm for more than a few hours.

Season of the year influences a different type of

scheduling demand. Work tends to peak in summer months.

Enterprise demands are high because of harvesting,

fieldwork, and marketing activities. But household demands

may also be high in summer because of gardening and food

preservation activities. Reports of 16 and 17 hour work

days during summer are not uncommon (Nickols, 1980).

Although evidence is inconclusive, it appears that

women may carry out their dual roles in the enterprise and

the household at some expense to their own personal and/or
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leisure time. Work roles, whether paid or unpaid; whether

household, enterprise, or off-farm; tend to be the

inflexible elements of a woman's schedule, around which she

arranges her personal and leisure needs as best she can.

The inflexibility and insistency of these demands may be as

much the woman's own doing as emanating from others. In

their study of husband/wife decision making, Wilkening and

Bharadwaj (1966) report that women tended to take on more

farm and household tasks than their husbands expected of

them.

Inflexible time schedules affect the ability of women

to participate in organizations and government programs.

Program planners recognize the need to schedule

agricultural workshops for women at times that do not

conflict with farm women's work roles (Gasson, 1981;

Scholl, 1982).

The participation of women in decision making is an

additional area which outlines the unique relationship of

the farm woman's household role and farm enterprise role.

Most women see their decision making power within the

household sphere to be equal to, if not greater, than their

husband's (Wilkening & Bharadwaj, 1966). Their role in

farm enterprise decision making is more variable. It was

common for women to report that husbands made many

enterprise farming decisions after consultation with their

wives (Burchinal & Bauder, 1965; Bennett, 1982; Nickols,

1980). Women seldom reported making farming decisions on
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their own, however, although it was common for husbands to

report independent decisions relating to the farm enterprise

(Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981).

As women's participation in farm tasks increases, but

share in decision making and/or acknowledgement of their

role in the enterprise does not, women experience stress

and feelings of frustration. A study of the anxiety,

depression, and hostility scores of North Dakota farm and

ranch women revealed that women suffered the most stress

when they felt least involved in the decision making

regarding the farm and ranch operation (Light, Hertsgaard,

& Hanson, 1984).

The need for acknowledgement from the community is also

great. Researchers and policy analysts have expressed

concern about the rewards for women in agriculture:

"As farms were mechanized in the 1960's and
1970's, women began operating farm machinery.
Adding this task to their role as farm
bookkeepers/accountants and they were de facto
associate or collaborative enterprise managers.
However both they and the community still call
them just 'helpers'. . . there is a concern about
the constraints on reward for women's
contribution to agriculture. The farm women in
the province work in actual farm labor from half
time to 37-40 hours a week without compensation
or formal recognition." (Bennett, 1982, p.164).

Farm women tend to direct their concern about recognition

to government agencies or the general public, rather than

at their husbands or communities. Most women appear to

identify primarily with their status as producers or

members of agriculture enterprises and only secondarily
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with their status as women in the agricultural field.

"[Women] are mainly concerned about the problems
facing their operations or their industry as a
whole. When they do ask for help as women, it is
usually aimed at keeping the farm in the family,
for information to enable them to farm, or for
recognition of the part they already play."
(Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981, p.vi.).

Nickols (1980) reports that farm women engage in

considerable congressional lobbying, but for farm issues

rather than for women's issues.

The frustration of contributing to the farm enterprise

without corresponding rewards occasionally surfaces. The

comment of this Oklahoma farm wife reflects a certain

ambivalence about her position as a woman, a farm wife, an

a farm worker:

"I hate women's lib -- those radical groups. I
really get upset because of my husband's
expectations that as a farm wife I should drop
everything if he needs me to do something on the
farm , but I'm not consulted when the decisions
are made. The changes need to be made in the men
and their way of thinking." (Nickols, 1980,
p.22) .

Because women are the contact point between the farm

business and the farm household, they play a critical role

on small family farms ("Women's Roles", 1982/1983). Indeed

some analysts argue that the farm woman is the key to not

only defining the family farm, but preserving it. The

family farm has been defined both in terms of low income

level (income below median nonmetropolitan income) and low
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sales (operating a farm selling less than $20,000 in farm

production) (Carlin & Crecink, 1979). However a low sales

definition tends to include "hobby" farms, while an income-

based definition can exclude farm enterprises that are

truly family operations, though prosperous. Some alternate

definitions of the family farm emphasize the contribution

of family labor as the key component that distinguishes

family farms from corporate farms (Brewster, 1979;

Williams, 1980). Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) argue that a

best definition of the family farm includes not only the

contribution of family labor, but the notion of shared

operatorship of the family farm enterprise. This shared

operatorship would occur primarily between husband and

wife, although it could also occur for brothers and/or

sisters, father or mother and son or daughter, or other

family combinations. In these definitions of the family

farm, it is the participation of women that makes a family

farm unique relative to corporate farm.

In Jones and Rosenfeld's (1981) national sample of farm

women, 55 percent considered themselves to be one of the

main operators for their enterprise. Sixty percent of the

women felt they could run the operation on their own if

something happened to their husband. But most women listed

themselves as housewives on income tax forms, or listed

their off-the-farm occupations. Only about 6 percent of

farm women list themselves as farmers (Beale, 1979). The
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duplicity of titles for farm women -- farmer, farm partner,

farm wife, homemaker is illustrative of the duplicity

of roles for farm women (Nickols, 1980).
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CHAPTER III

Methodology

Source of the Data

The data for this research come from the Northeast

Regional Research Project NE 113. This research project is

entitled An Interstate f,Qmparison of Urban/Rural families'

Tim. Use. The project was originally organized under the

impetus of Kathryn Walker and her co-workers at Cornell

University. Walker and others saw a need for a study that

would test whether the results of their 1967-1968 New York

time study would generalize to the rest of the country.

They were also interested in examining whether their urban

results would be similar in a rural population. And there

was interest in examining how the time use of families may

have changed since the New York data was gathered in 1967-

1968.

Eleven states participated in the project:

California Oklahoma
Connecticut Oregon
Louisiana Texas
New York Utah
North Carolina Virginia

Wisconsin

These states represent all four regions of the U.S.:

Northeast, South, North Central, and West. As a state

joined the project, application was made to the respective

agricultural experiment station for support. When both New
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York and Connecticut received approval from their

agricultural experiment stations, the project was then

eligible to be a North Eastern Regional Research project.

Support was also provided by the Cooperative

Research/Science Education Administration in the U.S.

Department of Agriculture. Some participating states

received funding from sources other than the agricultural

experiment stations.

Each state agreed to use the same sample design.

Consistency was important in order to be able to compare

the results from one state to another (Sanik, 1979). It

was also necessary for pooling all the respondents from all

the states into a single large sample, as is the case for

the analysis in this study.

The purposes of the NE 113 Research Project are:

1) To establish a data bank for urban and rural

families on use of time for household, paid,

and volunteer work, and for non- work

activities.

2) To compare similarities and differences in use

of time in work (household, paid, and

volunteer) among urban and rural populations in

various geographic areas in the United

States.

3) To determine the extent of change in time use

for household work, paid work, and volunteer
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work, and the total of these kinds of work over

the past decade ("Family Time Use," 1981).

Sample

The sample is a stratified random sample of two-

parent, two-child families within the rural and urban areas

of the eleven states. The decision to limit the sample to

two-parent two-child families is based on findings from

earlier time studies. The results of the Cornell study

(Walker & Woods, 1976) indicated that family composition

had a very strong effect on the use of time, especially the

use of time in household work. Selecting only two-parent

two-child families for the sample in the present study

helps to hold family composition constant, so that other

variables that affect time use may be examined more fully.

The sample also was stratified by age of the youngest

child; an equal number of families were selected from five

strata. The stratification process is repeated for both the

urban and rural portions of the sample.

Nine of the eleven states collected a sample of 210

two-parent two-child families. One hundred and five of the

families were sampled from a rural area, and the other 105

from an urban area. Louisiana collected only the urban

sample of 105 and North Carolina collected only the rural

sample of 105. Within the urban sample of each state, 21

families were selected with a youngest child under the age

of one, 21 families with a youngest child between the ages
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of 2 and 5, 21 families with a youngest child between the

ages of 6 and 11, and 21 families with a youngest child

between the ages of 12 and 17. An identical stratification

by age of the youngest child occurred in the rural sample.

The result for the entire data base is a sample of 2100

families (nine states with 210 families, Louisiana and

North Carolina each with 105 families). There are 4200

adults (2100 families with two parents per family) in the

sample. In addition there are time data and other selected

information for all children over the age of six.

Although the sample is restricted to two-parent two-

child families and is stratified by rural/urban residence

and age of the youngest child, the respondents were

randomly selected given those population parameters. By

using city directories, birth records, school records, and

organizational listings, pools of families could be

identified by rural/urban residence and age of the youngest

child. Then families were randomly selected from these

pools. After a family was selected from the pool, they

were initially contacted by mail or by telephone to set up

an interview. These interviews were scheduled so that

seven days of the week and three seasons of the year (Jan-

April, May-August, September-December) were equally

represented. The interview completion rates for each state

ranged from 38 to 71 percent.
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Instrument

The instrument for the study is made up of two parts;

a time diary and a questionnaire booklet. The diary was

designed to allow each family member's time use to be

recorded in 5-minute segments for a 24-hour period. In

each of the families in the sample, the homemaker kept the

time diary for all the members of the family who were over

the age of six. Time diaries were recorded for two twenty-

four hour days. The first day was a "recall day," in which

the homemaker was asked to recall how family members spent

their time and to record this time use for "yesterday."

The homemaker then kept a second time diary for the family

activities that occurred "tomorow," which was the day after

the interviewer's visit. This second day is referred to in

the analysis as the "record day." Thus there were two days

recorded, separated by one day.

Respondents did not actually write out each activity.

Rather, they simply chose one of eighteen time use

categories that the activity was included in and recorded

the time of day and length of time for that category of

activity. The eighteen time use categories that were

available to the respondent are listed in Appendix A. Also

indicated in this appendix is the nature of the activities

that were included in each category. The categories

included ten household work categories, and eight

additional categories for other activities.



62

The questionnaire booklet was designed to elicit other

information about the family to accompany the record of how

time was spent. Included were sections that measured

demographic characteristics of the family, information

about work patterns, household equipment owned and used by

the household, and the foods and services provided from

outside the household. Questions were also asked about

major household maintenance activities, mode of

transportation, and unusual conditions in the household

that may have affected the time use of family members.

Data Collection

The data were collected from the families in the sample

by professional interviewers. Interviewers were trained

using procedures and training materials that were

consistent for the eleven states. Interviewers first

contacted families by phone or mail to solicit their

cooperation and to arrange for their first interview.

During the first of two personal interviews, the homemaker

in the household was designated and the interviewer

demonstrated the use of the time diary record sheet. This

demonstration was accomplished by recording on the time

record the homemaker's recall of the activities of the

family members "yesterday." The interviewer left a second

time diary record sheet with the homemaker that was to be

completed for "tomorrow." When the interviewer returned
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for the second interview, the questionnaire was

administered and the completed time diary was collected.

New York, Oregon, and North Carolina started

collection of data in January of 1977. Other states began

later in 1977, but all states collected data for a 12 -month

period. All data collection was completed by December

1978. Each of the states agreed to publish a monograph of

descriptive data, which included rural/urban comparisons.

Weighting 9 # Data

The data for this survey were collected from a

stratified random sample of families in each of the eleven

states. The stratification resulted in equal numbers of

families representing rural/urban residence and five

categories of age of the youngest child to be selected.

However the population of any state or the nation is not

actually 50 percent urban and 50 percent rural. Nor is

the population of two-parent, two-child families in each

state made up of five equal groups measured by age of the

youngest child. For example, the percentage of two-parent

two-child families in Wisconsin with a child under the age

of one may be greater or less than 20 percent. In order to

generalize from the sample to the population, the sample

data must be weighted to reflect the true proportions of

various types of families in the population.

The weights used in this analysis were derived from

population figures in the 1970 census. They take into
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account the population of each state -- urban and rural --

relative to the total eleven-state population for two-

parent two-child families (3,173,947). Within the urban

and rural samples for each state, there is a separate

weight for each strata of age of the youngest child. Thus

there are 100 weights for the sample; five for the rural

strata and five for the urban strata in each of the nine

states (5+5x9=90), plus five rural weights in North

Carolina and five urban weights in Louisiana (90+5+5=100).

Use of weights changes the apparent size of the sample

slightly, and, to a great extent, of each subsample. Table

3.1 outlines the effect of weights on the size of the

rural, urban, and farm subsample. Because population data

was not available to calculate special weights for farm

families, the rural weights were applied to farm families

living in rural areas and the urban weights were applied to

farm families living in urban areas.

In the reporting of data for this study, unweighted

data were used to describe the demographic and

socio/economic attributes of the sample. For reports of

time spent in household work and other activities and all

analysis of variance and regression analysis, weighted data

was used.

Data Analysis

The analysis of the data for the purposes of this

study corresponds to the objectives listed in chapter one.
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Table 3.1. Sample and subsample sizes for weighted and
nonweighted data.

Subsample Unweighted Weighted

Farm 125

Rural nonfarm 929

Urban nonfarm 1046

TOTAL 2100

55

401

1638

2094
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Because little information is available about how farm

women allocate their time, considerable descriptive

information needs to be reported for this group.

Information is provided for urban and rural women for

purposes of comparison. This descriptive information

consists primarily of reports of the mean number of hours

spent in various activities by farm, nonfarm, and urban

women. Mean number of hours spent by farm women, rural

nonfarm women, and urban women are reported for the

following categories and subcategories of time use:

I. All household work

A. Food preparation and dishwashing

1. Food preparation

2. Dishwashing

B. Housecleaning and maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pet

1. Housecleaning

2. Maintenance of home, yard, car, and pet

C. Care and construction of clothing

1. Care of clothing

2. Construction of clothing

D. Physical and nonphysical care of family members

1. Physical care of family members

2. Nonphysical care of family members

E. Shopping

F. Management

II. Activities other than household work
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A. School Work

B. Paid work

C. Unpaid Work

D. Organizational Work

E. Social and recreational activities

F. Personal care of self.

G. Eating

There are certain attributes of the women which are of

interest in describing the sample. Information for these

variables is presented for farm women, rural nonfarm

women, and urban women:

Age

Occupation

Education

Income of the family

State of residence

Age of the youngest child

Day of the week that the interview occurred

Season of the year of the interview

Because this study emphasizes farm women and farm families,

frequencies and other information are provided in some

detail for both farm women and farm men for the variables of

age, education, occupation, and recalled hours spent in the

previous week in paid work and unpaid work.

In addition to describing the time use of farm women,

as compared to rural nonfarm or urban women, an important
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objective of this study is to determine whether the mean

number of hours spent in household activities by the three

groups are significantly different. The Statistical

Package far the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975) one-way analysis of variance

(ANOVA) procedure is used to compare the means of the three

groups for time spent in household work. The following

groups will be tested for a significant difference in time

spent:

I. Farm women versus rural nonfarm women in

A. Food preparation and dishwashing

B. Housecleaning and maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pet

C. Care and construction of clothing

D. Physical and nonphysical care of family
members

E. Shopping

F. Management

G. All household work (the sum of A through F
activities)

II. Farm women versus urban women in

A. Food preparation and dishwashing

B. Housecleaning and maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pet

C. Care and construction of clothing

D. Physical and nonphysical care of family
members

E. Shopping

F. Management
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G. All household work (the sum of A
through F activities)

In addition, oneway analysis of variance will be used to

test differences between groups for one non-household work

activity -- hours spent in unpaid work. These ANOVA

analyses are the basis for accepting or rejecting the

directional and nondirectional hypotheses outlined in

Chapter 1.

The SPSS regression procedure is used to test the

regression hypotheses. These regression analyses attempt

to explain the variation in time spent in household work

and in food preparation/dishwashing. The six dependent

variables are:

1) time spent in household work by farm women

2) time spent in household work by nonfarm women

3) time spent in household work by urban women

4) time spent in food preparation/dishwashing by
farm women

5) time spent in food preparation/dishwashing by
rural nonfarm women

6) time spent in food preparation/dishwashing by
urban women

For dependent variables 1, 2, and 3, the following

independent variables will be tested for ability to explain

variation:

1) educational level

2) paid work time

3) unpaid work time
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4) family income

5) age

6) state of residence

7) age of the youngest child

8) day of the week the interview occurred

For dependent variables 4, 5, and 6, the independent

variables that will be entered into the equations are:

1) food preservation activity

2) ownership of food-related household appliances



CHAPTER IV

Results

Description of the Sample

Residence

71

The sampling areas for the rural and urban families in

the study were determined by the density of population.

The urban sample in each state (n = 105) was drawn from a

city of 100,000 or more and/or the places surrounding the

city that had populations of 2500 or more. The rural

sample in each state (n = 105) was drawn from towns of less

than 2500, and farms and open country, (including nonfarm

residences) ("LaEilY Time Use," 1981).

The farm population was identified by occupation. A

family in the sample was classified as a farm family if

either husband or wife declared their primary occupation to

be:

Farm laborer/farm foreman (includes farm foremen, wage

worker farm laborer, unpaid family worker farm laborer, and

self-employed farm service laborer) or

Farmer/farm manager.

In this study, a farm woman is a woman who declares herself

to be in a farming occupation su_ is married to a man who

declares a farming occupation. Of the 125 farm families in

this sample, 121 were living in the rural portions of the

state samples (Table 4.1). The 4 urban farm families may
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Table 4.1. Farm, rural, and urban residence.a

n Percent

Farm 125 5.95

Rural nonfarm 929 44.24

Urban nonfarm 1046 49.81

TOTAL 2100 100.00

aunweighted
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seem to be a contradiction in terms. However in this

study it is the family's perception of itself as

occupationally oriented toward farming that defines a farm

family. Whether the family resided in an urban or rural

area is not at issue.

In the original sampling design, each state drew

an equal number of rural (n = 105) and urban (n = 105)

families for a total sample of 1050 rural and 1050 urban

families for all the states combined. For this study the

farm families have been drawn from the urban and rural

samples, leaving the urban and rural subsamples of unequal

size. Therefore, the rural subsample that will be analyzed

is the rural subsample minus the farm families residing in

the rural areas. The urban subsample is the urban

subsample minus the farm families residing in the urban

areas. Thus, for all comparisons between the three groups,

farm women are being compared to rural nonfarm women and

urban nonfarm women (Table 4.1).

The farm families are unevenly distributed over the

eleven states. Seventy-one percent of the farm families in

this sample reside in three states: Oklahoma, California,

and Texas. The numbers of farm, rural, and urban families

by state residence are enumerated in Table 4.2.

Lazily Composition

All of the families in the sample were two-parent two-

child families. The sample was also stratified by age of
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Table 4.2. Farm, rural, and urban residence by state.a

Farm Rural nonfarm Urban nonfarm

California 24 81 105
Connecticut 3 102 105
Louisianab 1 104
New York 2 103 105
North Carolinas 9 96
Oklahoma 42 63 105
Oregon 6 99 105
Texas 23 84 103
Utah 3 102 105
Virginia 3 102 105
Wisconsin 9 97 104

TOTAL 125 929 1046

aunweighted

b
Louisiana did not collect rural data

cNorth Carolina did not collect urban data
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the youngest child. Table 4.3 shows the distribution of

the families by age of the youngest child for farm, rural,

and urban residence by state. Although there was no

attempt in the original sampling design to distribute farm

families equally among the five strata (youngest child

under the age of one, age one, ages 2-5, ages 6-11, ages

12-17), the farm families are reasonably evenly distributed

by age of the youngest child (Table 4.4)

Interview Occurrence

The interviews were scheduled in the various states so

that the days of the week were equally represented. The

frequency of interviews occurring on various days of the

week for the farm, rural, and urban samples is reported in

Table 4.5. Monday is the most frequent day of interview

for the rural and urban samples, but the least frequent day

of interview for farm families.

Interviews were also scheduled to occur evenly in

three seasons of the year; January-April, May-August, and

September-December. For farm families in the sample, the

May-August period is under-represented (Table 4.6).

Age

Mean age of the women in the sample is about 33 years

(Table 4.7). There is little difference in age among the

subsamples (farm, rural nonfarm, and urban) of women.



Table 4.3. Age of the youngest child by farm, rural, urban residence by state.a

Age of the youngest
child CA CT LA b NY NCc OK OR TX UT VA WS TOTAL

Farm:

less than one year 4 1 0 0 2 6 1 7 1 1 1 24
1 year 3 0 1 0 0 9 1 3 0 0 1 18
2-5 years 8 1 0 0 0 10 1 5 0 0 3 28
6-11 years 3 0 0 2 4 9 1 2 2 1 0 24
12-17 years 6 1 0 0 3 8 2 6 0 1 4 31

Rural nonfarm:

less than one year 17 20 21 19 15 20 15 20 20 20 187
1 year 18 21 21 21 12 20 18 21 21 20 193
2-5 years 13 20 21 21 11 20 16 21 21 18 182
6-11 years 18 21 19 17 12 20 20 19 20 21 187
12-17 years 15 20 21 18 13 19 15 21 20 18 180

Urban nonfarm:

less than one year 21 21 21 21 21 21 20 21 21 21 209
1 year 21 21 20 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 209
2-5 years 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 210
6-11 years 21 21 21 21 21 21 20 21 21 21 209
12-17 years 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 20 209

TOTAL 210 210 105 210 105 210 210 210 210 210 210 2100

a unweighted

bLouisiana did not collect rural data

cNorth Carolina did not collect urban data
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Table 4.4. Age of the youngest child for farm families.a

Age of the youngest
child n Percent

Farm:
less than one year 24 19.2
1 year 18 14.4
2-5 years 28 22.4
6-11 years 24 19.2
12-17 years 31 24.8

TOTAL 125 100.0

aunweighted
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Table 4.5. Day of the week that the interview occurred
for farm, rural, and urban.`

Dayb n

Farm

percent

Rural nonfarm

n percent

Urban nonfarm

n percent

Sunday 17 13.6 128 13.8 131 12.5

Monday 12 9.6 148 15.9 157 15.0

Tuesday 21 16.8 130 14.0 157 15.0

Wednesday 21 16.8 133 14.3 153 14.6

Thursday 20 16.0 133 14.3 153 14.6

Friday 18 14.4 129 13.9 147 14.1

Saturday 16 12.8 133 14.3 149 14.2

TOTAL 125 100.0 929 100.0 1046 100.0

aunweighted

bthe recall time data were for one day prior to the
interview day and the diary (record) data were kept for
one day after the interview.
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Table 4.6. Season of the year that interview occurred for
farm, rural, and urban.a

Farm Rural nonfarm Urban nonfarm

Season n percent n percent n percent

January-April 45 36.0 304 32.7 351 33.5

May-August 36 28.8 317 34.1 346 33.1

September-
December 44 35.2 308 33.2 349 33.4

TOTAL 125 100.0 929 100.0 1046 100.0

aunweighted
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Table 4.7. Mean age of the woman for farm, rural, and
urban (years) .a

Mean S.D.

Farm (n=55)

Rural nonfarm

Urban nonfarm

(n=401)

(n=1636)

33.0

32.1

32.9

7.58

7.28

6.88

aunweighted
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Income

Respondents were asked to indicate their total annual

household income before taxes by selecting one of fourteen

categories within which their income fell. The categories

are listed in Table 4. 8. The farm subsample had the

lowest mean income category; the urban subsample the

highest. For the sample as a whole, mean income is

approximately $15,000.

Education

The educational level of women in the sample was

measured by asking the question "What was the highest grade

in school you completed?". The responses were grouped into

10 categories, ranging from grade school through

professional degree (Table 4.9). Most women have at least

a high school diploma. The majority have education or

training beyond high school. Over twenty percent have

college degrees.

Occupation

The modal occupation for all women in the sample is

full-time homemaker (Table 4.10). Ten percent of the farm

women are in the laborer class; four percent are in the

manager/administrators category. This is partly an

artifact of the use of the occupational codes for "farm

laborer/foreman" (which is included in the laborer
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Table 4.8. Median, Mean annual household income category
for farm, rural, and urban.a

Median

Mean annual
household incomeu

categoryc S.D.

Farm (n=107)
Rural nonfarm

(n=898)
Urban nonfarm

(n=992)

10.810

10.790

11.434

10.514

10.649

11.275

2.912

1.754

1.746

aunweighted

b.
income before taxes for the past twelve months, including
wages, salaries, net income from business or farm,
pensions, dividends, interest, rent, Social Security
payments.

c
respondents selected one of the following income

categories:

code category

01 under $1,000
02 $1,000 - $1,999
03 2,000 - 2,999
04 3,000 - 3,999
05 4,000 - 4,999
06 5,000 - 5,999
07 6,000 - 6,999
08 7,500 - 9,999
09 10,000 - 11,999
10 12,000 - 14,999
11 15,000 - 19,999
12 20,000 - 24,999
13 25,000 - 49,999
14 50,000 and over
DK Don't know, not given
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Table 4.9. Median, mean educational level category for
farm, rural, and urban women.a

Mean
Median categoryb S.D.

Farm (n=125) 4.788 4.752 1.982

Rural nonfarm
(n=927) 3.425 4.228 1.783

Urban nonfarm
(n=1045) 4.678 4.724 1.844

aunweighted

b
educational level was categorized into the following

groups:

code category

01 grade school (1-8)
02 partial high school (9-11)
03 high school diploma
04 vocational or technical training
05 partial college, no degree
06 Associate's degree
07 Bachelor's degree (BA, BS)
08 Master's degree (MA, MS, MAT, ME, MBA, MDA,

etc.)
09 Doctorate (Ph.D., doctor of education)
10 Professional degree (MD, DDS, DVM, law,

etc.)
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Table 4.10. Occupation by category for farm, rural, and
urban women.a

n

Farm

percent

Rural nonfarm

n percent

Urban nonfarm

n percent

Service 5 4.0 91 9.8 87 8.4

Laborers 12 9.6 4 .4 2 .2

Operatives 2 1.6 20 2.1 20 1.9

Craftsmen 0 0 7 .8 17 1.6

Clerical 9 7.2 117 12.6 135 12.9

Sales 4 3.2 34 3.7 34 3.3

Managers/
Adminstrators 5 4.0 17 1.8 16 1.5

Professional/
Technical 9 7.2 102 11.0 115 11.0

Full-Time
Homemaker 79 63.2 537 57.8 618 59.2

Missing data 0 0 0 0 2

TOTAL 125 100.0 929 100.0 1046 100.0

aunweighted
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category) and "farmer/farm manager" (which falls in the

manager/administrator category) to identify the farm

subsample. Sixty three percent of the farm women in the

subsample are fulltime homemakers; for rural and urban

women the proportion is 58 and 59 percent.

Hours Worked for Pay

Interviewers recorded the number of hours the

homemaker recalled working for pay during the week

previous to the interview. This record of hours of paid

work per week is a measure separate from the paid work

recorded in the time diary on the recall day or the record

day. Many of the women who were full time homemakers did

not work for pay. However of those who did work for pay,

it was typical to have worked about thirty hours a week

(Table 4.11). There was a large variation in the number of

hours worked ( s.d.1_ 15) .

Work Without Pay in A Family Farm or. Business

If the woman worked without pay in a family farm or

business, there was a location in the questionnaire to note

the number of hours spent in this activity in the previous

week. Again, this record of time spent is separate from

the time diary, where the woman could also note time spent

in unpaid work on the second day and recall day.

The number of women in the sample who work without pay

in family farms and businesses is small. Only 17 percent
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Table 4.11. Median, mean number of hours spent in the
previous week in paid work by farm, rural,
and urban women, by those reporting such
work.a

Median Mean S.D.

Farm (n=84) 30.00 27.81 14.98

Rural nonfarm
(n=394) 30.33 27.82 14.29

Urban nonfarm
(n=435) 29.69 27.18 14.85

aunweighted
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of the subsample of farm women, 5 percent of the subsample

of rural women, and 3 percent of the subsample of urban

women indicated any time spent in this way in the week

preceeding the interview (Table 4.12). Farm women in the

sample spent a median of 15 hours per week in unpaid farm

work on the family farm.

Farm Subsample

Because farm women are the group of interest in this

study, a special explanation of their characteristics and

the characteristics of their families in this sample is

appropriate. The age of farm women and men, the income of

the farm families, and the educational level, occupation,

hours of paid work, and hours of unpaid work on the family

farm are detailed in Table 4.13 through 4.23.

The farm men and women in this sample range in age

from 21 to 63. Typically, they are in their late twenties

or early thirties, with a modal age of 27 for women, 28 for

men (Table 4.13, 4.14). The income of the families ranges

from under 1000 dollars annually, to over $50,000 (Table

4.15). The modal income category is $15,000 to $19,999;

the mean (10.514) and median (10.810) categories suggest

that typical income is in the low end of this range.

Eighteen of the 125 farm families chose not to give

information concerning their income.

The educational levels of farm women and farm men are
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Table 4.12. Median, mean, number of hours spent in the
previous week in work without pay in a family
farm or business by farm, rural, and urban
women, for those doing such work.a

Median Mean S.D.

Farm (n=21) 15.00 18.67 15.08

Rural nonfarm
(n=50) 9.79 16.00 16.67

Urban nonfarm
(n=31) 11.25 19.29 16.53

aunweighted
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Table 4.13. Age of farm women.a

Age n Percent

20 - 24 10 8.0

25 - 29 39 31.2

30 34 33 26.4

35 39 20 16.0

40 - 44 10 8.0

45 - 49 8 6.4

50 - 55 5 4.0

TOTAL 125 100.0

mean = 33.0
median = 31.2
mode = 27.0
s.d. = 7.58

aunweighted



Table 4.14. Age of farm men.a

Age n Percent

20 - 24 7 5.6

25 - 29 29 23.2

30 - 34 27 21.6

35 - 39 23 18.4

40 - 44 17 13.6

45 - 49 9 7.2

50 - 55 7 5.6

55 - 60 2 1.6

60 - 65 4 3.2

TOTAL 125 100

mean = 36.17
median = 34.42
mode = 28.00
s.d. = 9.38

90

aunweighted
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Table 4.15. Annual household income of farm families.a

Mean annual
household incomeb
categoryc(dollars) Code Percent

Under 1000 01 5 4.7
1,000 1,999 02 0 0
2,000 2,999 03 0 0
3,000 3,999 04 0 0
4,000 4,999 05 1 .9
5,000 5,999 06 1 .9
6,000 7,499 07 2 1.9
7,500 9,999 08 6 5.6
10,000 11,999 09 16 15.0
12,000 14,999 10 16 15.0
15,000 19,999 11 21 19.6
20,000 24,999 12 8 7.5
25,000 49,999 13 18 16.8
50,000 and over 14 13 12.1
Missing data 18

TOTAL 125 100.0

mean = 10.51
median = 10.81
mode = 11.00
s.d. = 2.91

aunweighted

b.
income before taxes for the past twelve months, including
wages, salaries, net income from business or farm,
pensions, dividends, interest, rent, Social Security
payments.

c
respondents selected one of the categories (coded 1-14)
within which their income fit.
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very similar (Tables 4.16, 4.17). Slightly more men than

women have bachelor's degrees. The occupation of farm men

(Table 4.19) is primarily an artifact of the selection of

the farm subsample by using occupational codes "farm

laborer/foremen" and "farmer/farm manager." Most of the

men are farmers rather than farm laborers. The three men

who are not farmers or farm laborers are married to women

who are farmers or farm laborers. Although farm women in

the sample are primarily full-time homemakers, ten percent

are farm laborers or foremen, seven percent are engaged in

clerical work, and five percent are teachers (Table 4.18).

In a dozen of the families, both husband and wife listed

themselves as engaged in farm-related occupations.

Of the minority of farm women who worked for pay,

(n = 41) about 25 percent worked less than 20 hours a week

(Table 4.20). Twelve percent worked more than 40 hours a

week. Of those farm men who worked for pay, it was much

more common to put in weeks in excess of 40 hours (Table

4.21). Of the men who worked for pay (n = 75), 75 percent

put in more than 40 hours in the week of measurement.

Median number of hours worked for pay by farm men was 55.5.

Again it should be noted that this measure of time in paid

work is based upon a questionnaire item asking the

respondent to recall the previous week; time diary records

provide a separate measure of time in paid work.

Fewer farm women than farm men in the sample spent

time working without pay on the family farm. Of the 21
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Table 4.16. Educational level of farm women.a

Highest grade
(degree) completed Code n Percent

Grade school (1-8) 01 4 3.2
Partial high school (9-11) 02 9 7.2
High school diploma 03 37 29.6
Vocational or technical training 04 5 4.0
Partial college, no degree 05 26 20.8
Associate's degree 06 3 2.4
Bachelor's degree (BA,BS) 07 35 28.0
Master's degree
(MA,MS,MAT,ME,MBA,MDA) 08 6 4.8
Doctorate
(Ph.D., doctor of education) 09 0 0
Professional degree
(MD,DDS,DVM,law) 10 0 0

TOTAL 125 100.0

mean = 4.75
median = 4.79
mode = 3.00
s.d. = 1.98

aunweighted



94

Table 4.17. Educational level of farm men.a

Highest grade
(degree) completed Code n Percent

Grade school (1-8)
Partial high school (9-11)
High school diploma

01
02
03

4

10
35

3.2
8.1

28.2
Vocational or technical training 04 1 .8
Partial college, no degree 05 28 22.6
Associate's degree 06 1 .8
Bachelor's degree (BA,BS) 07 40 32.3
Master's degree
(MA,MS,MAT,ME,MBA,MD) 08 5 4.0
Doctorate
(Ph.D., doctor of education) 09 0 0
Professional degree (MD,DDS,DVM,Law) 10 1
Missing data 1

TOTAL 125 100

mean = 4.79
median = 4.91
mode = 7.00
s.d. = 2.05

aunweighted



95

Table 4.18. Occupation of farm women.a

Occupation n Percent

Food service worker 1 .8
Personal service 2 1.6
Private household 2 1.6
Farm laborer or foreman 12 9.6
Operative 1 .8
Truck driver 1 .8
Bookkeeper, secretary, typist 7 5.6
Other clerical 2 1.6
Sales worker 4 3.2
Manager, administrator 2 1.6
Farm, farm manager 3 2.4
Teacher 6 4.8
Other professional worker 2.4
Full-time homemaker 79 63.2

TOTAL 125 100.0

aunweighted
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Table 4.19. Occupation of farm men.a

Occupation n Percent

Farm laborer, foremen 35 28.0
Operative 2 1.6
Farmer, farm manager 87 69.6
Other professional worker 1 .8

TOTAL 125 100.0

aunweighted
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Table 4.20. Hours spent in the previous week in paid work
by farm women.a

Hours n Percent

1 - 9 8 19.5
10 19 3 7.3
20 29 7 17.1
30 39 11 26.8
40 - 49 8 19.5
50 - 59 3 7.3
60 69 1 2.5
Missing data/zero 84

TOTAL 125 100.0

mean = 27.81
median = 30.00
mode = 40.00
s.d. = 14.98

aunweighted
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Table 4.21. Hours spent in the previous week in paid work
by farm men.a

Hours n Percent

1 - 9 1 1.3
10 - 19 2 2.7
20 - 29 4 5.3
30 - 39 2 2.7
40 - 49 14 18.7
50 - 59 16 21.3
60 - 69 15 20.0
70 - 79 16 21.3
80 - 89 5 6.7
Missing data/zero 50

TOTAL

mean = 54.6
median = 56.0
mode = 50.0

125 100.0

aunweighted
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farm women who did engage in this activity, over half

worked less than twenty hours a week (Table 4.22). Median

number of hours spent was 15. Two women did spend fifty

hours in the previous week in unpaid labor on the family

farm. The thirty-six men who reported unpaid labor spent a

mean of 49 hours in this activity (Table 4.23). Curiously,

there were fourteen men who reported that they neither

engaged in paid labor during the previous week, nor worked

without pay on the family farm during the previous week.

Although these men could have been ill or on vacation, it

is more likely that as farming entrepreneurs, they

conceived of themselves neither as paid laborers nor as

unpaid workers.

Time Spent in Household Work

All Household Work

Farm women in this sample spent on the average about

48.5 hours per week in household work (weighted data)

(Table 4.24). Rural and urban women spent about 46 hours

per week. The difference between hours spent by farm

versus nonfarm women is not significant (Table B-1) . This

finding compares to Vanek's (1974) estimate that all of the

Bureau of Home Economics data combined showed a mean of 52

hours of household work per week. Wilson reported 51.6

hours per week for farm homemakers, 54.8 for rural nonfarm,

and 51.5 for urban. She concluded that farm homemakers
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Table 4.22. Hours spent in the previous week in work
without pay in a family farm or business
by farm women.a

Hours n Percent

1 9 8 38.1
10 - 19 3 14.3
20 - 29 5 23.8
30 - 39 2 9.5
40 - 49 1 4.8
50 - 59 2 9.5
Missing data/zero 104

TOTAL

mean = 18.67
median = 15.00
mode = 20.00
s.d. = 15.08

125 100.00

aunweighted
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Table 4.23. Hours spent in the previous week in work
without pay in a family farm or business by
farm men.a

Hours per week n Percent

1 - 9 2 5.5
10 - 19 4 11.1
20 29 3 8.3
30 - 39 2 5.6
40 - 49 2 5.6
50 - 59 7 19.4
60 69 7 19.4
70 79 7 19.4
80 - 89 2 5.6

Missing data/zero 89

TOTAL 125 100.00

mean = 49.17
median = 55.50
mode = 50.00
s.d. = 23.95

a unweighted
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Table 4.24. Mean number of hours per day and week spent
in household work by farm, rural, and urban
women. a

Hours/day
Mean S.D.

Hours/week
Mean S.D.

Farm (n=55)

Rural nonfarm
(n=401)

Urban nonfarm
(n=1638)

6.93

6.60

6.62

2.57

2.71

2.66

48.51

46.2

46.34

17.99

18.97

18.62

aweighted
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perform about the same amount of household work as rural

or urban women.

In terms of more current research, Walker and Woods

(1976) report data separately for urban nonemployed wives

(56.0 hours per week) and urban employed wives (37.1 hours

per week). The urban subsample in this study falls midway

between (x= 46.34). The Survey Research Center

(Robinson, 1977) sample was also urban and reported 24.5

hours per week for employed women, and 44.1 hours per week

for full-time homemakers.

Categories of Household Work

Food preparation and dishwashing activity accounts for

about 31 percent of the farm woman's household work time

(Table 4.25). Rural nonfarm and urban nonfarm women spend

about 28 percent of their household work time in food

preparation/dishwashing. Farm women spend about fifteen

hours a week in this activity; about ten and one-half

hours in food preparation, and four and one-half hours in

dishwashing. Rural nonfarm women spend about thirteen

hours a week in food preparation and dishwashing. For

rural nonfarm women, about nine and one-half hours of this

time is in food preparation, and a little less than four

hours a week is spent in washing dishes and other

cleanup. Mean number of hours spent in food preparation/

dishwashing by urban women is also about 13 hours
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Table 4.25. Percentage of household work time spent in
different activities by farm, rural nonfarm,
and urban nonfarm women.a

Farm
n=55

Rural nonfarm
n=401

Urban nonfarm
n=1638

Food preparation/
Dishwashing 30.7 28.5 27.8

Housecleaning/
Maintenance 22.0 22.1 21.3

Care/Construction
of Clothing 13.7 11.8 11.0

Physical/
Nonphysical Care 18.0 20.3 21.2

Shopping 11.4 13.0 14.1

Management 4.2 4.3 4.6

All Household Work 100.0 100.0 100.0

aweighted
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Table 4.26. Hours per week spent in various categories of
household work by all farm women (n=55) .a

Category

Mean
number
hours

Percentage of
total

S.D. household work

Food preparation/
dishwashing 14.91 7.189 30.7

Food preparation 10.42 5.852
Dishwashing 4.49 2.863

Housecleaning/
Maintenance 10.65 7.609 22.0

Housecleaning 6.93 5.691
Maintenance 3.72 5.936

Care/Construction
of clothing 6.66 10.122 13.7

Care of clothing 3.37 3.619
Construction of

clothing 3.28 8.855

Physical/Nonphysical
care of family 8.72 8.260 18.0

Physical care 4.59 6.587
Nonphysical care 4.14 4.165

Shopping 5.50 6.363 11.4

Management 2.05 3.591 4.2

All household work 46.23 18.949 100.0

aweighted
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Table 4.27. Hours per week spent in various categories
of household work by all rural nonfarm
women (n=401) .a

Category

Mean
number
hours

Percentage of
total

S.D. household work

Food preparation/
dishwshing 13.18 7.070 28.5

Food preparation 9.46 5.558
Dishwashing 3.72 2.597

Housecleaning/Maintenance 10.21 8.400 22.1
Housecleaning 6.87 6.552
Maintenance 3.34 5.698

Care/Construction
of clothing 5.46 5.929 11.8

Care of clothing 3.60 3.577
Construction of clothing 1.90 4.613

Physical/Nonphysical care
of family 9.40 9.702 20.3

Physical care 4.38 6.608
Nonphysical care 5.03 6.111

Shopping 6.00 6.832 13.0

Management 1.97 5.67 4.3

All household work 46.23 18.949 100.0

aweighted
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Hours per week spent in various categories
of household work by all urban nonfarm women
(n=1638) .a

Category

Mean
number
hours S.D.

Percentage of
total

household work

Food preparation/
dishwashing 12.90 9.114 27.8

Food preparation 8.91 4.753
Dishwashing 3.99 7.266

Housecleaning/Maintenance 9.87 7.896 21.3
Housecleaning 7.07 6.461
Maintenance 2.80 4.725

Care/Construction
of clothing 5.08 5.733 11.0

Care of clothing 3.44 3.255
Construction of clothing 1.64 4.326

Physical/Nonphysical care
of family 9.83 9.674 21.2

Physical care 4.61 6.881
Nonphysical care 5.22 5.474

Shopping 6.51 6.104 14.1

Management 2.14 14.98 4.6

All household work 46.33 18.592 100.0

aweighted
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per week (Table 4.28). About seventy percent of that time

is spent in food preparation.

Time spent in food preparation/dishwashing is not

significantly different for the 3 groups (Table B-2). This

study is, however, consistent with both earlier and more

recent studies that find food preparation and related

activities represent the largest proportion of household

work time (Arnquist & Roberts, 1929; Crawford, 1927; Hall &

Schroeder, 1970; Manning, 1976; Walker & Woods, 1976;

Warren, 1940; Wilson, 1929;). However, Vanek's proposal

that food preparation time as a percentage of all household

work time is declining, seems to be supported. While Table

4.25 shows farm women to be spending 30.7 percent of

household work time in food preparation, Arnquist and

Roberts (1929) reported 50 percent and Wilson (1929) 47.4

percent of household work time spent in food related

activities.

Farm, rural, and urban women all spend an average of

22 percent of their household work time in housecleaning

and maintenance of the home, yard, car and pet (Table

4.25). There is no statistically significant difference

for the three groups in time spent in this activity (Table

B-3). Housecleaning takes more time than maintenance. All

three groups spent about 7 hours a week cleaning house.

Maintenance ranges from 2.80 hours per week (urban) to 3.72

hours per week (farm). These results are in contrast to a

study of New York homemakers. Manning (1968) found that
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urban homemakers spent an hour and one-half more per week

in housecleaning than did farm or rural nonfarm. In the

decade since Manning's 1968 study, standards for house

cleanliness may have merged across the three residential

groups. This homogeneity of standards may be due to heavy

television advertising of cleaning products.

Farm women spend about 18 percent of their household

time in the physical and nonphysical care of family members

(Table 4.25). This "child care" time is divided fairly

evenly between the physical and nonphysical components of

the activity (Table 4.26). Both urban and rural women

spend about the same amount of time in family care as do

farm women (Tables 4.27 and 4.28). For urban New York

homemakers, Walker and Woods (1976) report 14 hours per

week spent in family care by unemployed mothers, and half

that amount by employed women. The reported time in child

care by urban women (both employed and nonemployed) of

9.83 hours per week falls in between New York's employed

and unemployed figures (Table 4.28).

Farm women spend 13.7 percent of their household work

time in care and construction of clothing (Table 4.25).

This mean of 6.7 hours per week is divided evenly between

care of clothing (3.37 hours/week) and construction of

clothing (3.28 hours/week). Rural women spend a mean of

5.46 and urban women a mean of 5.08 hours per week in

clothing care and construction. The three groups do not
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differ significantly from each other in time spent in this

category (Table B-4).

Farm women spend a little under six hours per week

shopping (Table 4.26), with rural and urban women spend 6.0

and 6.51 hours respectively (Tables 4.27, 4.28). In

comparing these figures to Manning's (1968) 4.4 hours per

week in "marketing" for rural, urban, and farm women

combined, it appears that shopping time may have increased

over the last decade.

Management represents the smallest proportion of

household work time: a little over four percent for all

three groups (Table 4.25). Management may be

underrepresented because it is often carried on in

conjunction with other activities (Walker & Woods, 1976).

Women spent about 2 hours a week in this activity

(Tables 4.26, 4.27, 4.28).

Hypotheses for Household Work

One of the objectives of this research is to determine

whether the time spent by farm women in household work is

significantly different from that of rural nonfarm and

urban women. To that end, the following hypotheses were

specified.

Hypothesis I (directional): There is a significantly

greater amount of time spent in household work by farm

women compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Subhypothesis IA (directional): There is a
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significantly greater amount of time spent in

food preparation/dishwashing by farm women

compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Subhypothesis Ib (directional): There is a

significantly greater amount of time spent in

management by farm women compared to rural

nonfarm or urban women.

Subhypothesis IC (directional): There is a

significantly lesser amount of time

spent in physical/nonphysical care of family

members by farm women compared to rural nonfarm

or urban women.

Subhypothesis Id (nondirectional): There is no

difference in time spent in housecleaning/

maintenance of home, yard, car, pets,

by farm, rural nonfarm, or urban women.

Subhypothesis Ie (nondirectional): There is n.Q.

difference in time spent in care/construction of

clothing by farm, rural nonfarm, or urban women.

Subhypothesis If (nondirectional): There is

difference in time spent in shopping by farm,

rural nonfarm, or urban women.

The oneway analysis of variance method outlined in the

computer program Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (USS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent,

1975, pp. 422-430) was used to test for significant
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differences between the groups (farm, rural nonfarm, urban)

for the variables listed in the hypotheses. All of the

directional hypotheses were rejected and all of the

nondirectional hypotheses were accepted (analysis of

variance tables for all of the above hypotheses are

reproduced in Appendix B). Although the means of the

measures of time spent in household work were often in the

direction indicated by the hypotheses, the differences

between the groups were not great enough to be significant.

Thus this study provides no evidence to indicate that the

household work patterns of farm women are unique compared

to rural nonfarm or urban women.

Tim_g_ Spent in Other Activities

Farm women spent a mean of 8.4 hours per week in paid

work; this activity represents five percent of their total

work week (Table 4.29). Rural women spent 8.7 percent of

their week in paid work and urban women spent 6.8 percent.

These figures are an average of all women in the

subsamples, including many who do not work for pay. The

three groups do not differ significantly in their time

spent in paid work.

Unpaid work is "work or service done either as a

volunteer or as an unpaid worker for relatives, friends,

family business or farm, social, civic, or community

organizations." (Farm y Iiink Use," 1981, p.86). Farm

women spent a mean of 5.38 hours per week in unpaid work on
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Table 4.29. Percentage of weekly time spent in all
activites by farm, rural, and urban
women. a

Categoryb Farm
n=55

Rural
nonfarm
n=401

Urban
nonfarm
n=1638

School work .4 .4 .4
Paid work 5.0 8.7 6.8
Unpaid work 3.2 1.8 1.8
Organizational
participation 3.2 1.9 1.4

Social and
recreational
activity 16.3 17.1 17.9

Personal care
of self 38.1 37.8 38.4

Eating 4.7 4.6 5.1
Other .2 .2 .6

All household
work 28.9 27.5 27.6

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0

aweighted

bforadescriptionof the activitiesincludedineach
category, see Appendix A
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Table 4.30. Hours per week spent in
farm women (n=55) .a

other activities by

Category b

Mean
number
hours S.D.

School work .06 3.486
Paid work 8.43 16.464
Unpaid work 5.38 13.916
Organizational

participation 5.43 7.826
Social and recreational

activity 27.39 13.720
Personal care of self 64.08 8.890
Eating 7.98 3.192
Other .34 1.057

All household work 48.49 17.990

TOTAL 168.00

aweighted

b
for a detailed description of the activities included in
each category, see Appendix A
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the family farm (Table 4.30). This figure is significantly

higher (p=.0592) than the time spent by urban or rural

women in unpaid work (Tables 4.31 and 4.32). In addition

to paid work and unpaid work, school work was engaged in by

a few women. Arranged over the whole sample, school work

accounted for less than an hour a day during the week.

Farm women spent 5.43 hours per week in organizational

participation, compared to 3.23 for rural and 2.37 for

urban. Social and recreational activity took up a large

proportion of every woman's week; almost 18 percent of the

week's time for urban women, 17 percent for rural, and

about 16 percent for farm.

Because personal care of self includes sleep, it takes

the greatest proportion of every woman's day, surpassing

even household work in the number of hours devoted to it.

More than one-third of women's weekly hours were spent in

personal care (Table 4.29). Differences between farm,

rural, and urban women were very slight. Time spent eating

is also consistent across the three groups. Farm women

spent about eight hours a week eating, which represented

about 5 percent of total weekly time (Table 4.29, 4.30).
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Table 4.31. Hours per week spent in other activities by
rural nonfarm women (n=401) .a

Mean
number

Category b hours S.D.

School work .67 4.487
Paid work 14.70 20.636
Unpaid work 3.05 7.189
Organizational

participation 3.23 6.517
Social and recreational

activity 28.80 14.378
Personal care of self 63.65 8.162
Eating 7.78 3.290
Other .27 2.387

All household work 46.23 18.97

TOTAL 168.00

aweighted

b
for a detailed decription of the activities in each

category, see Appendix A
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Table 4.32. Hours per week spent in other activities by
urban nonfarm women (n=1638).a

Mean
number

Categoryb hours S.D.

School work .71 3.374
Paid work 11.47 17.626
Unpaid work 3.01 7.014
Organizational

participation 2.37 5.306
Social and recreational

activity 30.00 16.17
Personal care of self 64.51 11.039
Eating 8.65 4.067
Other .97 18.62

All household work 46.33 18.62

TOTAL 168.00

aweighted

b
for detailed description of the activities included in

each category, see Appendix A.
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Hypothesis for Unpaid Work

Based on findings from previous studies, the following

hypothesis was formulated regarding unpaid work:

Hypothesis II (directional): There is a significantly

greater amount of time spent in nonpaid work by farm women

compared to rural nonfarm or urban women.

As with Hypothesis I and its subhypotheses, oneway analysis

of variance was used to test for differences between farm

and rural and/or between farm and urban women in their

contributions through unpaid work. The results of the SPSS

program for analysis of variance are detailed in Table

4.33. The F-ratio is 2.834 with a probability of .0592.

Although p is traditionally set at .05 or .01, this

borderline case may merit at least a conditional acceptance

of the hypothesis and additional discussion. In this

study, farm women spend more time in unpaid labor on the

family farm or business or in other organizations, than do

rural women or urban women.

Regression Hypotheses

Household Work

One of the primary goals of this study was to

investigate whether farm women have a unique pattern of

household work. This pattern was analyzed in the previous

section by comparing time spent in household work by farm
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Table 4.33. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent
in unpaid work by farm, rural nonfarm, and
urban nonfarm, women (n=2094).a

Source
F F

D.F. SS MS ratio prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

6.18

2279.47

2285.65

3.0880

1.0896

2.834 .0592

aweighted
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women to time spent by rural nonfarm and urban women.

Patterns of household work may also be examined by

considering the characteristics of an individual woman, and

how those characteristics influence that woman to spend

greater or fewer hours in household work. The influence of

those characteristics was investigated in this study by the

use of regression analysis.

Three regression equations are constructed for this

portion of the analysis. The three dependent variables

are:

1) time spent in household work by farm women

2) time spent in household work by rural nonfarm
women

3) time spent in household work by urban women

For each of these dependent variables the same groups

of independent variables are tested for their contribution

to explained variation. The six independent variables

are:

1) educational level of the woman

2) paid work time of the woman

3) unpaid work time of the woman

4) family income

5) age

6) age of the youngest child

The stepwise multiple regression procedure contained

in SPSS was used for this analysis. This procedure results
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in those variables that have the highest predictive power

being entered into the equation first. Each variable is

added in order of its ability to predict variation in the

dependent variable. This procedure takes into account the

explanation of variation that has already been accomplished

by the preceding variable entered into the equation.

Time spent by farm women in household work. The

results of the regression analysis for the dependent

variable "time spent in household work by farm women" are

detailed in Table 4.34. The final regression equation

included those variables that added at least one half of

one percent to explained variation, and variables that did

not meet this criterion but were of interest on a

conceptual basis. Educational level of the woman is an

example of a variable in this latter category. The

educational level of the woman was included in the equation

to corroborate its low explanatory power in other studies

(Nickols & Metzen, 1978; Walker & Woods, 1978).

Education's low ability to contribute to explained variance

in the regression equation is consistent with these studies.

Total explained variance by the group of independent

variables is .41. The adjusted R2 is .33 (adjusted for the

small number of observations). The six independent

variables explained 33 percent of the total household work

time. The women's hours spent in paid employment accounted

for most of the explained variation. This finding is

consistent with other studies of household work of urban
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Table 4.34. Multiple stepwise regression of selected
variables on hours spent in household work by
farm women (n=50).a

Independent Est. Std.
variables Beta E F sig R2b r

Hours in
paid work -.49 .12 15.60 .000 .240 -.489

Hours in
unpaid work -.47 .29 2.66 .110 .306 -.238

Income -.13 .11 1.52 .225 .347 -.258
Age of the
youngest
child -.66 .31 4.48 .040 .369 -.275

Age of woman .09 .05 3.30 .076 .414 .008
Education .03 .15 .03 .864 .414 -.063

aweighted data

badjusted R2 = .33276
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women (Hall & Schroeder, 1970; Nickols & Metzen, 1978;

Walker & Woods, 1976); it appears to be applicable for farm

women as well. Work in the market place occupies hours

that cannot be used in household work. The Beta value

shows that for every hour the woman spent in paid

employment, she spent about half an hour less in household

work.

Hours in unpaid work in the family farm or business

adds another 7 percent to explained variance. However the

Beta value for unpaid work is not significant; it cannot be

estimated from this analysis how farm women might adjust

their household work time in response to time spent in

unpaid work.

The income variable contributed 4 percent to explained

variance; the Beta for this variable is also not

significant. Age of the youngest child contributed only 2

percent to explained variance, but the Beta of -.66 was

significant at the .04 level. As the age of the youngest

children increases, farm women spend less time in

household work. This finding is consistent with the

Cornell study (Walker & Woods, 1976) which found age of

the youngest child to be a predictive variable of hours

spent in household work. Age of the homemaker had some

predictive power in the Hall and Schroeder study (1970),

but has not been of much significance in other research.

In this study, education had almost no affect on the
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equation.

Time spent by rural and urban women in household work.

In these equations, fewer variables contribute as much as

one half of one percent to explained variance, but more of

the variables have significant Betas (Tables 4.35 and

4.36). For the dependent variable "hours in household work

by rural women," only hours in paid employment, hours in

unpaid work, and age of the youngest child contribute at

least one-half of one percent to explained variance. For

urban women, the same three variables plus age of the woman

and income contribute to explained variance of hours spent

in household work.

Total explained variance for the rural sample is .37.

The adjusted R2 is .36. For the urban sample

explained variance is .37. The adjusted R2 is also .37.

In other words the six independent variables explained

about 37 percent of the variance in both the rural and

urban women's total household work time. As with farm

women, hours in paid work accounted for most of the

explanation of the variance. For unpaid work, Betas

indicate that for every hour rural and urban women spend in

unpaid work in a family business, they reduce their

household work time by about 20 minutes. Age of the

youngest child influences household work time to fall as

age of the child increases. As urban women get older, they

increase their household work time slightly.
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Table 4.35. Multiple stepwise regression of selected
variables on hours spent in household work by
rural nonfarm women (n=389) .a

Independent Est. Std.
variables Beta E F sig R2b

Hours in
paid work -.52 .04 169.53 .000 .316 -.562

Hours in
unpaid work -.42 .11 14.66 .000 .347 -.101

Age of
youngest
child -.27 .10 7.78 .006 .364 -.254

Income -.12 .07 3.07 .081 .368 -.184

Education .03 .07 .26 .607 .369 -.073

aweighted data

badjusted R2 = .36062
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Table 4.36. Multiple stepwise regression of selected
variables on hours spent in household work
by urban nonfarm women (n=1534) .a

Independent
variables

Est.
Beta

Std.
E F sig R2b r

Hours in
paid work -.49 .02 585.60 .000 .275 -.525

Age of the
youngest
child -.60 .05 124.76 .000 .343 -.324

Hours in
unpaid work -.36 .06 41.63 .000 .357 -.074

Age of woman .05 .01 24.55 .000 .366 -.133
Income -.12 .34 13.46 .000 .372 -.199
Education .01 .03 .13 .718 .372 .003

aweighted data

badjusted R2 = .36920
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Food Preparation/Dishwashing

Three additional regression equations were generated

for time spent in food preparation/dishwashing. Of

interest was whether food preservation activities and

ownership of food-related household appliances could

explain variation in food preparation/dishwashing time by

farm, rural nonfarm, and urban nonfarm women.

Food preservation activity was measured by responses

to the questions "On how many of the last 7 days did

someone in your household can, pickle, or make jam and

jellies?" and "On how many of the last 7 days did someone

in your household freeze food?" Ownership of food related

appliances was measured by a yes/no response to questions

of ownership. The question "Do you have a microwave oven?"

was repeated for dishwasher, garbage disposer, trash

compactor, separate (free-standing) freezer, and

continuous/self cleaning oven. Thus a total of eight

independent variables that measure food preservation

activity or food-related appliance ownership were used to

explain variation in the food preparation/dishwashing time

of farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women.

The results of the regression analysis show that the

eight variables explained very little of the variance in

time spent in food preparation/dishwashing by farm women

(Table 4.37). The explained variance (adjusted) is

only .04; only 4 percent of the variation among



128

Table 4.37. Multiple stepwise regression of selected
variables on hours spent in food preparation/
dishwashing by farm women (n=55).c'

Independent Est.
variables Beta

Std.
E F Sig R2b r

Frequency of
freezing food
during the
last 7 days .26 .11 6.16 .017 .083 .827

Dishwasher -.46 .31 2.25 .140 .129 -.179

Trash Compactor -.52 .41 1.61 .211 .145 -.177

Continuous/self
cleaning oven -.25 .30 .70 .408 .156 -.091

Garbage disposer .34 .34 1.01 .321 .167 -.042

Frequency of canning
food during the
last 7 days .19 .24 .67 .417 .176 .044

Microwave .18 .38 .24 .630 .181 -.022

Freezer (free-
standing) .19 .46 .16 .688 .184 .032

aweighted

badjusted R2= .04251
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farm women in time spent in food preparation/dishwashing

was explained by the independent variables. Results for

rural nonfarm women and urban women were similar. Adjusted

R2 for rural nonfarm was .07; for urban women it was

.03.
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CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, and Implications

Summary

The primary objective of this research was to

determine how farm women allocate their time among various

activities. Time spent in household work, the various

categories of household work, and the variables affecting

household work were emphasized. Farm women's time alloca-

tions to household work were compared to those of women who

did not live on farms. Time spent in other activities by

farm, rural nonfarm, and urban women was also explored.

It was hypothesized that the variation in women's time

spent in household work could be explained by the hours

spent in other types of work, family characteristics, and

personal characteristics. Variation in hours spent in food

preparation was hypothesized to be explained by food

preservation activities and ownership of food-related

household appliances.

The data for this study came from An Interstate

Comparison of Urban/Rural Families' Time Use. ("Family

Time Use," 1981). The sample of two-parent two-child

families was collected in eleven states and was

stratified by rural and urban residence and by age of

the youngest child. The homemaker in each family

provided time diary records of the time use of all the
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members of the family over the age of six. Time was

recorded in 5 minute segments for a "recall day" and for

"tomorrow", using eighteen categories of time use. A

questionnaire booklet was used to record information about

socio/economic characteristics, information about work

patterns, household equipment, and food and services

provided from outside the household.

Conclusions

The typical farm woman in the sample was about 33

years old, had several years of education beyond high

school, and was a full-time homemaker. She spent an

average of 48.5 hours per week in household work; rural

nonfarm and urban women spent about 46 hours. Farm

women spent a large portion of their household work time in

food preparation/ dishwashing, followed by housecleaning/

maintenance activities, physical/nonphysical care of family

members, care and construction of clothing, shopping, and

management. In activities other than household work, the

farm women in the sample spent an average of eight hours a

week in paid work and 5 hours a week in unpaid work.

Sleep, personal care, eating, and social and recreational

activity took up over half of the farm woman's week.

It was hypothesized that farm women spent more time in

household work than did rural nonfarm or urban women. This

hypothesis was rejected; there is no significant difference
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in household work time among the three groups. All of

the subhypotheses regarding differences in household work

time by women in the three locations were also not

supported. Farm, rural nonfarm, and urban woman spent

almost the same amount of time in each of the subcategories

of household work. Time spent in unpaid work by farm women

is significantly different (p = .0592) from urban or rural

nonfarm women; farm women spent more time in this activity

than the other two groups.

In the regression equations, time spent in paid work

was the independent variable that explained the most

variation (24 percent) in time spent in all household work

by farm women. The Betas were not significant for the

variables of income and hours in unpaid work. As the age

of the youngest child increases, the farm woman's time in

household work decreases. For rural nonfarm and urban

nonfarm women, the variables that explained the most

variance in their hours of household work were their hours

in paid work, their hours in unpaid work, and the age of

the their youngest child.

Hours spent in food preparation was the dependent

variable for a second group of regression equations. Only

four percent of the variance in this activity by farm

women could be explained by measures of food preservation

activity and ownership of food-related household

appliances. Even less of the variance was explained in



133

appliances. Even less of the variance was explained in

similar equations for rural nonfarm and urban women.

Implications

Household work appears to be a demanding set of tasks,

a package of goods and services that requires about

the same amount of time regardless of residence. Although

it may seem, both to farm women and the researchers that

observe them, that the farm household work load is a heavy

one, it may actually be the farm woman's total work load of

household work, farm work, and/or off-farm work that is

unique. This research demonstrates that farm women do

spend more time in the family farm or business than do

rural or urban women. Furthermore, regression analysis

indicates that while urban and rural women reduce their

household work by 20 minutes for each hour that they spend

in unpaid work, the household work time of farm women is

less influenced by their unpaid work on the family farm.

However, farm women do reduce their household work time in

response to paid work. It therefore appears that, for farm

women, choosing to spend time in paid work is balanced by

reductions in the household work load, but choosing to

spend time in unpaid farm work may be an addition to the

total work load.

It is not clear why farm women are willing to reduce

their household work time in response to paid work, but not

in response to unpaid work. Perhaps, for some farm women,
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farm work is seen as a form of recreation or leisure, and

therefore women feel constrained to maintain a full

household work schedule, before allowing themselves the

privilege of participation in the more enjoyable farm work

tasks. What is not shown by this analysis, but would be

useful to understand, is whether farm work hours respond to

paid employment hours. If women maintain a certain level

of farm work regardless of their hours of employment, it

would be additional evidence for the recreational nature of

farm work.

If unpaid farm work is engaged in irrespective of

household work and/or paid work, it may also be due to the

pressing need for labor contributions on the farms and

ranches where the women engage in farm work. The cost/

price squeeze of some farming enterprises may demand the

labor inputs of family members, in addition to their

involvement in other productive activities. Future

research is needed to investigate how the financial status

of the farm/ranch enterprise affects the woman's level of

participation in farm work. Rural labor outmigration,

declining birth rates, and the supply of paid employment

also need to be examined for their affect on the unpaid

farm work hours of farm women. Because unpaid work may

have been underrepresented in this sample because of the

low number of interviews for the farm sample during harvest

season (May-August), future research should carefully
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measure the season variable.

The importance of unpaid and paid work in the

household work regression equations emphasizes the

interdependence of the household and market sphere.

Although one's farm or nonfarm residence does not seem to

affect time spent in household work, labor force

participation is related to a reduction of household work

time. How such reduction occurs has been partly explained

in other research; reductions appear to be evenly spaced

through out the categories of household work. It is not

clear, and a subject for further investigation, whether

household production is reduced by substituting market

equivalents (eating out, professional laundry, etc.), or by

changing the goals and/or standards of family members or

some of both. Since farm families are geographically

separated from some of the market substitutions for

production, their reductions in household work time may be

more likely to be changes in family standards and goals.

When the farm woman chooses to spend her morning working

in town as a bookkeeper, the farm family may have chosen an

unbaked apple pie, an unpatched pair of blue jeans, or a

story not read to the three year old. These trade-offs are

critical to farm family decison-making in terms of placing

adult family member efforts in the household versus off-

farm production versus farm work spheres.

There are several definitive implications resulting

from this research that could aid farm family decision
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making. As farm families consider whether they wish the

farm woman to take off-farm employment, it may be helpful

for them to know that most farm families who do so

experience a decrease in the farm woman's contribution of

household work. Such information may be the basis of a

family discussion concerning their intent to reduce the

wife's household work time and the affect of such choices

on household standards and task sequencing. Farm families

may also need to know that typical farm women spend less

time on household work as their children grow older.

Additions of paid or unpaid work hours to the schedules of

mother's with young children may be accomplished with less

stress if the family discusses the corresponding needs for

others' contributions, substitution of market services, or

changes in standards.

The results of this research have implications for

organizations and governmental agencies that plan programs

for farm audiences. It is critical for such groups to

recognize the wide variation in level of participation in

farm enterprises by farm women. Many women in this sample

reported no time spent in unpaid family farm work. Yet

others reported contributions of 40 hours or more per week.

It is important that agencies do not operate under

stereotypic notions of farm women, but recognize that some

farm women are heavily involved in the enterprise, while

others are less so. At the same time, families who



137

recognize the potential value of the woman's contribution

to the farm enterprise may respond to efforts to provide

public policy education and farm and financial management

information geared especially for women. The value to the

enterprise and to the family could be greater than the

benefits of off-farm employment.

The similarity of farm, rural nonfarm, and urban

women's household work roles suggests that professionals

may use existing urban data as the basis for calculating

the dollar value of farm women's household work. This

information is suitable for use in liability suits

involving the loss of farm women's household services.

Further research is needed before recommendations can be

made regarding the value of the unpaid farm work of farm

women.

At the outset, it was suggested that special cultural

patterns, the geographical overlap of household and

enterprise, and a higher level of household production

contribute to a unique pattern of farm household work.

Although these factors do not seem to increase the time

spent in household work compared to nonfarm populations,

these factors may contribute to the ability of farm women

to engage in unpaid farm work without reducing household

work. The overlapping locations of home and farm means

that the farm woman can move between farm and household

work with little time spent in travel. The "decompression"

time that many people experience when they return to their
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homes from the work place would also be absent for the farm

homemaker. The special cultural milieu of farm life

may help the farm woman integrate her household and work

roles, so that more time may be spent in both.

A higher level of household production may still be

occurring in farm families, but may not have been

detectable using the small sample size. It may be

appropriate to measure household production of such items

as preserved food, women's garments, and homemade bread

(Blood, 1958) by using the output rather than the input

side of the household production equation. Future analysis

of food preparation activities (such as number of and

complexity of meals served) can be accomplished with this

data base and could help to identify farm household

production activity.

Further research is needed into farm women's

productive activities. Such research could provide an

important data base for understanding family/work

interactions. Such interactions may be unique in family-

owned enterprises such as the family farm.
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Appendix A

Definition of Time Use Categoriesa

A. Food Related Tasks

1. Food Preparation

All tasks relating to the preparation of food for
meals, snacks, and future use. Include time spent
setting the table and serving food.

2. Dishwashing

In addition to washing and drying dishes, loading
and unloading dishwasher or dish drainer. Include
after-meal cleanup of table, leftovers, kitchen
equipment and refuse.

B. House

3. Housecleaning

Any regular or periodic cleaning of house and
appliances, includingsuch tasks as:

Mopping, vacuuming, sweeping, dusting, waxing
Washing windows or walls
Cleaning the oven; defrosting and cleaning
the refrigerator or freezer
Making beds and putting rooms in order

4. Maintenance

Painting, papering, redecorating, carpentry
Putting up storm windows or screens
Taking out garbage and trash
Care of houseplants, flower arranging

Daily
Yard, garden
Sidewalks, driveways, patios, outside porches
Garage, tool shed, other outside areas
Swimming pool

Maintenance and care of family motor vehicles (car,
truck, van, motorcycle, snowmobile, boat)

Washing, waxing,
Changing oil, rotating tires and other
maintenance and repair work
Taking motor vehicle to service station,
garage, or car wash
Feeding and care of house pets. Also include
trips to kennel or veterinarian.
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C. Clothing and Household Linens

5. Care

Washing by machine at home or away from home,
including:

Collecting and preparing soiled items for washing
Loading and unloading washer or dryer
Hanging up items and removing from the line
Folding

Hand washing
Ironing and Pressing. Also include:

Getting out equipment, sprikling
Putting away cleaned items and equipment
Polishing shoes
Preparing items for commercial laundary or dry cleaning
Seasonal storage of clothing and textiles

6. Construction

Making alterations or mending
Making clothing and household accessories
(draperies, slipcovers, napkins, etc.) include such
activities as:

Sewing
Embroidering
Knitting, crocheting, macrame

If these activities are to make product for
self, immediate family members or to give as
gift, include under (7).
If activity is primarily to produce product for
sale, include time under paid work (12).
If activity is primarily as recreation rather
than goal motivated, include time under
"recreation" (15).

D. Household Members

7. Physical Care

All activities related to physical care of household
members other than self such as:

Bathing, feeding, dressing and other personal
care
First aid or bedside care
Taking household members to doctor, dentist,
barber

8. Nonphysical Care

All activities related to the social and educational
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development of household members such as:
Playing with children
Teaching, talking, helping children with
homework
Reading aloud
Chauffeuring and/or accompanying children to
social and educational activities
Attending functions involving your child

E. Shopping

9. Shopping

All activities related to shopping for food,
supplies, equipment, furnishings, clothing,
durables, and services, whether or not a purchase
was made (by telephone, by mail, at home, or at the
store). Also include:

Comparison shopping
Putting purchases away
Getting or sending of mail and packages
Hiring of services (cleaning, repair,
maintenance, other)

F. Management

10. Management

Making decisions and planning such as:
Thinking about, discussing, and investigating
alternatives
Looking for ideas and seeking information
Assessing resources available (space, time,
money, etc.)

Planning--family activities, vacations, menus,
shopping lists, purchases and investments

Supervising and coordinating actvities
Checking plans as they are carried out
Thinking back to see how plans worked
Financial activities such as:

Making bank deposits and checking bank
statements
Paying bills and recording receipts and
expenses
Figuring income taxes

G. Work (Other Than Household)

11. School

Classes related to present or future employment

Include time spent in preparation for each of
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the above.
For example, work or reading done at home or at
the library relating to job or classes.

12. Paid

Paid employment and work-related activities, such
as work brought home, professional, business and
union meetings, conventions, etc.
Paid work for family farm or business, babysitting,
paper route.

13. Unpaid

Work or service done either as a volunteer or as an
unpaid worker for relatives, friends, family
business or farm, social, civic, or community
organizations.

H. Nonwork

14. Organization Participation

Attending and participating in:
Religious activities and services
Civic and political organizations
Other clubs and organizations

15. Social and Recreational Activities

Reading (other than required for school or work)
Watching TV
Listening to radio, stereo, etc.
"Going out" to movies, car shows, museums, sporting
events, concerts, etc.
Participating in any sport, hobby or craft
Taking a class or lesson for personal interest
Walking, cycling, boating, "taking a ride",
training animals
Talking with friends or relatives, either in person
or by telephone
Entertaining at home or being entertained away from
home
Writing letters, or cards to friends, relatives
Playing games, musical instruments, etc. (If adult
is playing with child include such activities
under nonphysical care)

I. Personal Maintenance

16. Personal Care (of Self)

Sleeping
Bathing, getting dressed, other grooming and
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personal care
Making appointments and going to doctor, dentist,
beautician and other personal service
Relaxing, loafing, resting
Meditation

17. Eating

Eating any meal or snack, alone, with family or
friends at home or away from home

J. Other

18. Other

Any activity not classified in categories 1 to 17
Any time block for which you cannot recall, do not
know, or do not wish to report

aFrom "Family time use: An eleven-state urban/rural
comparison," 1981, pp.83-87.
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Appendix B

Analysis of Variance Tables for Time Spent in
Household Work by Farm, Rural and Urban Women

Table B-1. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
all household work by farm, rural nonfarm and
urban nonfarm women.

Source D.F. SS MS
F

ratio
F

prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

5.28

14836.96

14842.25

2.64

7.09

.37 .69
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Table B-2. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
food preparation/dishwashing by farm, rural
nonfarm, and urban nonfarm women.

Source
F F

D.F. SS MS ratio prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2098

2094

4.71

3231.71

3236.42

2.36

1.54

1.53 .22
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Table B-3. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
housecleaning/maintenance of home, yard, car,
and pet by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban
nonfarm women.

Source D.F. SS MS
F

ratio
F

prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

1.29

2725.43

2726.71

.64

1.30

.99 .61
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Table B-4. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
care/construction of clothing by farm, rural
nonfarm, and urban nonfarm women.

F F
Source D.F. SS MS ratio prob

Between groups 2 3.47 1.74 2.42 .09

Within groups 2092 1498.67 .72

TOTAL 2094 1502.14
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Table B-5. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
physical/nonphysical care of family members by
farm, rural nonfarm, and urban nonfarm women.

Source
F F

D.F. SS MS ratio prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

2.32

3970.93

3973.25

1.16

1.90

.61 .54
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Table B-6. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
shopping by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban
nonfarm women.

Source D.F. SS
F F

MS ratio prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

2.65

1670.83

1673.47

1.32

.80

1.66 .19
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Table B-7. Oneway analysis of variance for hours spent in
management by farm, rural nonfarm, and urban
nonfarm women.

Source
F F

D.F. SS MS ratio prob

Between groups

Within groups

TOTAL

2

2092

2094

.20

597.18

597.38

.10

.29

.36 .70
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Appendix C

Sample Weights

State
Age of

Younger Child
Area of. Residence

Rural Urban

California Under 1 0.2040 5.6141
1 0.2348 2.0462
2-5 0.6215 4.8463
6-11 0.7010 6.6174

12-17 0.6315 5.6116

Louisianaa Under 1 0.1571
1 0.1848
2-5 0.7716
6-11 0.9417

12-17 0.8409

New York Under 1 0.0856 0.2950
1 0.1933 0.8023
2-5 1.1620 7.0195
6-11 1.4824 8.9936

12-17 0.7005 4.6408

North Carolinab Under 1 0.7199
1 0.6697
2-5 1.2222
6-11 1.5570

12-17 0.9208

Oklahoma Under 1 0.1081 0.2446
1 0.1043 0.2446
2-5 0.1564 0.9004
6-11 0.4488 0.6153

12-17 0.3045 0.4977

Oregon Under 1 0.0590 0.2261
1 0.0642 0.1855
2-5 0.2265 0.4889
6-11 0.3690 0.5971

12-17 0.3045 0.4977

Texas Under 1 0.6201 3.1933
1 0.2529 1.1271
2-5 0.7782 3.2873
6-11 0.8462 2.9003

12-17 0.4158 1.6718
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State
Age of

Younger Child
Area of Residence

Rural Urban

Utah Under 1 0.0150 0.0487
1 0.0135 0.1360
2-5 0.0458 0.3279
6-11 0.0774 0.3461

12-17 0.0832 0.1942

Virginia Under 1 0.2890 0.2246
1 0.2248 0.4437
2-5 0.5460 1.4627
6-11 0.8136 1.6217

12-17 0.5085 0.3835

Wisconsin Under 1 0.1754 0.2178
1 0.1109 0.2641
2-5 0.4953 0.9857
6-11 0.7017 1.4715

12-17 0.3354 0.8086

Connecticut Under 1 0.0763 0.4882
1 0.0977 0.5268
2-5 0.3909 0.6873
6-11 0.3358 1.0278

12-17 0.1984 0.6745

aLouisiana collected data from an urban area only.

bNorth Carolina from a rural area only.


