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ABSTRACT

This study is an exploration of the relation of farm
women to agricultural production. Data were collected on the
work of sixty farm women from Bruce County, Ontario, with the
aim of determining whether Canadian farm women are losing their
role in agricultural production within family farm enterprises.
0lder and younger women from large and small beef and dairy
farms were included in the sample. Data were collected on both
housework and farm work.

Three central findings emerged concerning the performance
of housework., First, the nature of housework more closely
approximates its urban equivalent as household technology is
adopted. Second, there is evidence of a decline in the per-
formance of domestic production activities over time, with that
decline most prongunced for the younger women., Third, the
division of household labour by sex has remained relatively
constant over time. UWomen continue to assume the primary
responsibility for housework with younger husbands and husbands
of employed women assuming an only slighly greater portion of
the overall work load.

Womegn's role in farm work has declined over the last
tuo to four decades. The younger women are now involved in
farm work to a lesser extent than older women now, and their
participation level is even smaller in relation to that of women

twenty or more years ago. Women from small farms continue to
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perform farm work tasks in greater proportions than women from
the larger, more industrialized farms. Like their urban
counterparts earlier in this century, farm women are found to

be working increasingly further away from the center of economic
production.

It is concluded that farm women's role in production
declines with the advancement of industrialization. Finally,
certain implications concerning the potential for devaluation
and non-recognition of the economic contribution made by farm

women are raised.
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INTRODUCTION

In contemporary usage, the term 'work' refers almost
exclusively to the behavior of those who are ACTIVE
MEMBERS OF THE PAID LABOUR FORCE. By implication,
anyone who is not paid for his labour, IS NOT REALLY
WORKING., This narrow and misleading conception of
work creates a false distinction between 'workers!
and 'non-workers', It also demeans the value of
labour performed by any individual who is not
financially rewarded for his or her efforts, and it
categorically devalues the contribution of women.

Council on Rural Development Canada,
Rural Women's Study (1979:3)

The importance of the relationship between the work in

which one is engaged and the concomitant social value assigned -
to persons on the basis of that work has been firmly established
(Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: chapter 6; Smith, 1977; Vipond,
1977; Morton, 1971; Blumberg, 1974; Benston, 1977; Oakley, 1974;
Johnsen, 1974). That changes in the nature or demands of the
economic system lead to changes in women's work and women's status
is, similarly, well documented. As Holter summarizes:

The sociological, anthropological, and social-

psychological theories all seem to point - ultimately -

to changes in the requirements of the economic system

as the prime moving forces in shifts in sex roles

or changes in the status of women. (1972: 154)
An examination of the relationship between women and the production

activities in which they are engaged can, therefore, reveal

certain important indicators of women's position in society.



The greatest majority of research which has dealt with
this relationship between women's status and women's work has
been focused on urban women., Very little has been written on
rural women. In fact, Joyce and Leadley in their review of the
research needs of rural women have detailed precisely this qgap
in knowledge concerning "the relationship of women to the means
of production in rural areas, to see how economic forces affect
women." (1977: 14)

The large corpus of historical rural sociology from the
first three decades of this century contains a few references
to the role of rural women in farm productioﬁ during that period.
Typically, these early discussions suggest that the farm woman's
direct participation in agricultural production provided the

basis for her equal partnership in the family-based farming

e

enterprise,

The relatively small body of contemporary literature
on farm women reflects a radically different perspective. Kerr
(1976), Kohl (1976a, 1976b, 1978), Joyce and Leadley (1977),
Taylor (1976) and the recent publications on farm women by the
Council on Rural Development Canada (CRDC, 1979) and the Saskatch-
ewan Department of Labour (1977) all suggest that the work roles
of Canadian farm women are nouw severely undervalued. The only

nation-wide study of Canadian farm women lists the following

T

as its first conclusion:

In view of the fact that most rural women play a
major role in the social and economic well-being
of their communities, every effort must be made to:



a) recognize the value of their contribution
(whether paid or unpaid), and b) to promote a
change in attitudes toward the meaning of work
so that the term itself would refer equally to
paid and unpaid forms of labour - rather than
being exclusively associated with the world of
paid work. Such action would ultimately enhance
the status of rural women who more than any other
single group are occupied in forms of labour that
are receiving no direct financial recognition and
which continue to be socially undervalued.

(CRDC, 1979: ix)

In the relatively short time span of forty to fifty
years the social recognition assigned to the work of farm women
has diminished. How can these two disparate vieus be reconciled?
How can this transformation in the status of rural women be
explained? The purpose of tQis research is to examine reasons
for the devaluation of farm women's economic contribution. An

exploration of farm women's relation to agricultural production

will be undertaken, in accordance with the materialist analysis

e

which places work at the center of such transformations. A
review of relevant literature suggests that the industrialization
of urban production lead to a decline in urban women's relation
to and role in that production process. Recent literature on
contemporary agricultural production suggests that farming is

now being 'industrialized' in ways very similar to urban patterns
five to ten decades ago. It is hypothesized that the patterns

of change now evident in agricultﬁral production can be identified

T

as having played a primary part in the shrinking role of farm
women in farm work. Finally, as farm women become less directly
linked to the center of economic production within the family
farm enterprise, it is suggested that their work and the social

value assigned to them as persons undergoes a devaluation process.



CHAPTER 1

LITERATURE REVIEW

A, The Sexual Division of Labour

The organization of production in Canada as well as in
other countries has undergone major transformation as the result
ui industrialization. So too have ideas about work and the
location of economic production been altered with industrial-
ization. More important, perhaps, for the purposes here, the
sexual division of labour - the way in which work is divided
betwueen men and women - has also bsen changed with the industrial-
ization of production.

The aim in this review of literature is to examine
certain crucial transformations in the way production has been
organized and delineate the effects of these changes on the work
roles of women., Consequences for the perceived economic con-
tributions of women and the concomitant social value assigned
to the labour of women both imn and outside of the home will also
be considered.

Four general points, however, ought to be made about

the sexual division of labour in any given socciety before going

on to note theltransFormations in production pertinent to this
research.

First, the division of labour based on gender appears
to be a universal characteristic of all human societies (Lloyd,

4



1975: 4; Bender, 1967: 499; Brown, 1970: 1075; Eichler, 1975:
224; Heath, 1958: 773 Holter, 1971: 5; Hartmann, 1975: 137;
Epstein, 1970: 20). In a thorough study of different farming
systems in the developing countries, Boserup (1970) found each
sqbiety to have a clsar sexual division of labour but as Lloyd

(1975: 4) points out, "there is no common pattern of sex roles

o~ = P T PPy

Boserup says:

Both in primitive and in more developed com-
munitises, the traditional division of labour
within the farm family is usually considered
'natural' in the sense of being obviously and
originally imposed by the sex difference itself.
But while the members of any given community

can think that their particular division of
labour between the sexes is the 'natural' one
because it has undergone little or no change

for generations, other communities may have
completely different ways of dividing the burden
of work among the sexes, and they too may find
their ways just as natural. (1) (1970: 5

Second, despite substantial variations in the types of E
tasks assigned to each sex among various cultures {(Holter, 1971:
5; Epstein, 1970: 21: Mead, 1963), it appears to be a nearly
universal pattern which assigns to women significantly more
responsibility for childbearing (Eichler, 1975: 227; Bell, 1974:
621), and household care (Bell, 1974: 621). Men assume major
responsibility for governing, hunting (Gough, 1974: 32;
Chodorow, 1971: 261) and the provision of sustenance needs

(Eichler, 1975: 224). Walker's research shows that women in

T

the United States follow this universal pattern, in that they
assume the primary responsibility for household tasks such as
972; 1973

neal preparation, child care, and marketing {Walker, 19 : 3
) ’ ’ ’

1974). That the division of labour in Canadian society also



follows a similar pattern has been documented by Meissner (1977),
Harvey and Clark (1975: 7), Clark and Harvey (1976).

Third, "it is society and not sex that determines men's
work and women's uork.".(Bell, 1974: 621) The relationship
between the needs of the economic system and the division of
labour by sex has been well established in botﬁ research and
theoretical literature (Chodorow, 1971: Smith, 1977; Lloyd,

1975; Szymanski, 1974: 7223 Meissner, 1977; Morton, 1971;
Etzkowizt, 1971; Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978). Eichler (1975:
227) and Holter>(197l: 5) both suggest that in Western societies,
the demands of the labour market at any given point in time are
strong determinants of the division of labour by sex.

Fourth, it is crucial to note that a simple division
of labour by sex (or along any other dimension) need not result
in inequality. As Oakley (1974: 61) aptly points out, "differ- i
entiation is a neutral word". The fact that some work is denoted |
as 'women's work! and other work is denoted as 'men's work! does
not automatically mean a distinction by worth or value. Thus,
in some societies the tasks assigned as appropriately 'women's
work!' are essential to survival and no less 'productive! than
the work carried out by men.2 Where inequality enters is in
the social value assigned to the persons engaged in that uork.3

Finally, the social value assigned to labour does not always

T

reflect the 'real' economic value or degree of 'productiveness!
entailed in, or resulting from, the work in guestion.
While the division of labour by sex has remained relatively

constant over the last three decades in Canada (Armstrong and



Armstrong, 1978: 14), there occurred many changes in the nature
and location of production with the advance of industrialization
much earlier in this century. Those changes progressed at
different rates inm rural and urban areas and were different

for various sectors of the economy. It is therefore important
to examine, separately, the consequences of industfialization

in their relation to urban women's work apart Frbm those for

the work of rural women.

What follows is a review of relevant literature out-
lining these transformations. It is structured by both the
consideration of time and the urban/rural dimension. First,
the organization of production in traditional rural society
will be presented. Second, there will be an examination of the
role of women in traditional agricultural production. Thi;d

will be a delineation of the major trends in urban women's work

o

in the home as it was altered by the forces of industrialization,
Fourth will be the presenfation of the central effects of |
industrialization on women's labour force participation. Moving

into a more contemporary time frame, a review of recent changes

in agricultural production in Canada will be performed. Finally,
there.uill be presentation of existing data about rural women's

role in production and the raising of several crucial research

questions about the potential parallels between urban women's

TR

work in the past and the present work of farm women.

B. Historical Perspectives

1) The Organization of Production in Traditional Rural Society.
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In pre~industrial Canada, the greatest majority of persons lived
in rural areas. In 1871 the rural population comprised 78% of
the total population of the country and it was notuntil the
second decade of this century that the urban population out-
numbered the rural (Census of Canada, 1971, Vol. 8, part 2: 852).
While no data exists on the proportion of the rural population
which was actually on f‘arms4 there remains little doﬁbt that
the greatest majority of the rural pepulation in the mid-=19th
century was to be found on farms.

Early pioneer life in Canada for the most part was a
matter of subsistence.5 While it is probably true that complete
self-sufficiency was rare (Nelson, 1957: 22), the central goal
among farm families was to produce as many goods for family use
as possible (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 58). The production
of agricultural products was mixed or general in nature in order
to cover the range of family subsistence requirements (Beers,
19373 Cowan, 1976: 1; Barkley, 1976: 812; McKie, 1968: 63 Abell,
1970: 185; Whyte, 1970: 5). Milk, eggs, meat, cheese, vegetables,
fruit, grain and fibre were normally all supplied by the family
farm economy. Agricultural implements were of the most basic
type (Reaman, 1970: 29; Abell, 1968: 16) and the work itself
entailed a high degree of strenuous physical labour. |

Markets existed from the esarliest times in Gntario6
and any surplus was either exchanged with neighbours for those i
things which were not produced (Nelson, 1957: 21), or sold at

local markets for cash to pay taxes and purchase the manufactured

]

goods which the family could not produce itself. It should be

...... DL

remembered however, that the production of surplus was very rarely



a central goal. Rather, the aim was to produce a variety of
goods to meet as many needs as possible. Labour was the main
input into production and there existed very little need for
cash.,
Labour on these early farms in pre-industrial Canada
vas supplied almost entirely by family members except during
the peak periods of planting and harvesting uhenAassistance was
often received from neighbouring farms (Abell, 1968: 16). Under
these conditions the farm family had a clearly defined division
of labour. Men and boys were responsible for barn and field
chores plus some home duties such as splitting and piling fire-
wood and carrying water for stock and family use. UWomen and
girls were assigned all household tasks, garden and orchard
work, as well as farm duties such as milking and the care of
poultry. -(Abell, 1968: 16; Bailey, 1915: 348) UWomen and girls ?
also helped with other farm tasks when needed. Thus, there
was 'men's work! and 'women's work! but an important point is
in order here, While men rarely, if ever, laboured in the
domestic sphere, women's work spanned the gap between farm work
and housework. Farming and living were seen as synonymous
(Rapoport.and Rapoport, 1965: 381; Beers, 1937: 592) and portions
of what was traditionally defined as 'women's work' were to be
found in both locations. =
The traditional farm family of the 1800's was an independent
economic unit which had full ouwnership and management control of
the iand which it operated (Gilson, 1962: 1). The piocneer

heritage of "family interdependence in work and living based on
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entrepreneurship, independence and a moral and economic value
on hard work underlies the agricultural fundamenfalism" which
has justified attempts to protect the institution of the family
farm. (Abell, 1968: 16) The Jeffersonian ideology concerning
"the virtue of men working the land that they themselves
possessed" (Barkley, 1976: 81?) was rampant in the 1800's and
the family farm has been nearly deified.

While there is little Canadian rural literature (Whyte,
1970: 1), much American rural sociology was devoted to the
praise of that institution. Thus, family farm life was extolled
‘as the ideal environment For everything from raising children
in order to "develop in them the gqualities that make for an
unusually fine type of manhood and womanhood" (Gese, 1942: 626)
to the development of a "more stable, more responsible, and
more democratic government." (Gilson, 1962: 10) It has further -
been "considered especially for thespiritual, social and political
vitality (that it has) contributed to our civilization" (quoted
in Bennett, 1967: 453) and Sorokin and Zimmerman, twoc prominant
rural sociologists of the early part of this century, saw the
family farm as "the beginning and end of rural social organization"
(1931, Vol. 2: 4).

While Fuguitt is probably wise in cautioning us about
the ease with which we "idealize older ways of 1ife gone by" —
(1963: 247), the family farm and farm family of the mid-19th
century North America did, in fact, constitute a highly integrated
unit ﬁf intensive kin and primary group relations (Abell, 1975:

375) with the ability to perform most tasks with a high degree
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of self-sufficiency (McKie, 1968: 6). Production was subsistence
oriented and labour-intensive with the greatest part of that

labour being supplied by family members.

2) The Role of Women in Traditional Agricultural Production.

The family was the primary economic unit in pre-industrial
Canada, Emphasis on the production of subsistence meant that
the contribution of labour by all family members was indispensible
to the continued survival of the family as an economic unit.
Early settlers in America established a division of
labour similar to their European tradition which usually placed
men in agriculture and women in domestic production and in some
Farm tasks (Baxandall, Gordon and Reverby, 19761 2). uhile
there clearly existed a division between men's work and women's
work, equal value was placed on the labour of each sex (Vanek,
1974: 118). Uomen's role in domestic labour was very different
from what it has become in the latter part of the 20th century.
Housework, as we know it today, was almost non-existent.
Fhrenreich and English suggest that, by today's standards, pre-
industrial revolution women were "sloppy housekeepers" (1975: 9).
Housecleaning was more likely to be an annual activity rather
than the daily or weekly routine it now demands. Meals were
simple and repetitive, clothes uwere changed infrequently and
the laundry was allowed to accumulate for a month and sometimes

longer. (Ehrenreich and English, 1975: 9). There were many

other chores which kept these women occupied from dawn to dusk.

The pre-industrial rural home was a tiny manufacturing

epee
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center demanding of its female labourers a "wide variefy of
skills and an endless capacity for hard work." (Ehrenriech and
English, 1975: 9) The managing of large gardens and orchards
was the responsibility of the farm wife and every year the
Ontario farm wife would typically 'do down' hundreds of quarts
of fruits and vegetables for winter consumption (Reaman, 1970:
53). Clothing was also manufactured by the farm woman in tra-
ditional rural America. Fibres were spun, woven and sewn into
‘family clothing, and deerskin, cow, and horse hides provided
leather for boots and coats. Quilting bees were frequent where
neighboring women would géther and communally work on blankets
and rugs (Reamann, 1970: 65). MacMurchy stated that a variety
of household industries were performed by the women in pioneer
families:
One old woman who died not many years ago
told how she used to bake im an oven out-of-
doors and had dyed homespun with butternut.
The soap cauldron stood on the levelled stump
of what had been once a forest tree. Candles
were moulded in iron moulds.
(quoted im Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 59)
Reaman quotes a passage from a letter from "A Farmer's Wife"
who lamented the fact that labour-saving devices could not be
found to help her in her labour as they had in her husband's
work., She talks of her husband returning to their home in the
evening from his work and watching her sewing and stitching
"might after night, winter and summer until near midnight."
(Reaman, 1970: 114-115)
| In addition to the domestic production of food and

clothing, farm women uwere expected to actively participate in
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farm work. It appears as though there were certain farm tasks
which were assigned to women almost exclusively., Dairying as
a commercial enterprise did not exist until the last quarter
of the 19th Century but farm families kept a few couws to provide
cream for the butter or cheese which were made by farm women.
Sufficient fowl were kept and managed also by women to provide
eggé and meat. Thus, care of poultry, milking and ssparating
cream were part of the farm woman'!s daily routine - farm
activities which appropriately fell within the realm of 'women's
work.,! In addition to these daily chores, farm women frequently
helped their partners with field work. Glazer and Waehrer
(1977: 41) suggest the farm wife to have been a co-worker in
farm tasks while Sorokin and Zimmerman (1929: 363) state that
the rural wife often helped with specific tasks such as plowing,
planting, seseding, harvesting, threshing and cattle breeding.
The active and frequent participation by farm women in farm work
is noted by many other aufhors as well (see Baxandall, Gordon
and Reverby, 1976: 14; Uakley,.1974: 14-15; Ball; 1975; Baker,
1964: 102; Bell, 1974: 621).

The economic contribution made by the farm woman to
her family cannot be disputed. She manufactured the majority

of her families needs and as Kohl (1976: 67) states, no matter

what her home responsibilities, "women were also important

g

labour resources in the building of the enterprise."™ Surplus
produce was sold to purchase ready-made goods and staples and

a great deal of this surplus was from the wife's management and

production of poultry, eggs and dairy products. She uas,
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therefore, not only an important producer, but also participated
in whatever small-scale market activities existed., Her activities
in this respect helped her to bring in whatever cash income uas
possible and "allowed her independent socurces of money from the
sale of surplus"(Smith, 1977: 24). As Dorothy Smith also
illuatratés, the farm wife was an important manager of the
activities occurring on the family farm. She quotes this passage
from Nellie McClung's autobiography where she describes the farm
an which she spent her childhood:

An Ontario farm, in the early eighties, was a

busy place, everyone on our farm moved briskly.

My father often said of my mother that she could

keep forty people busy. She certainly could

think of things for people to do. Maybe that was

one reason for my enjoying the farmyard so much.

I loved to sit on the top rail of the fence and

luxuriantly do nothing, when I was well out of

the range of her vision. Mother herself worked

harder than anyone. She was the first up in the

morning and the last one to go to bed at night.

Qur teams were on the land and the Monday morning

wash on the line well ahead of the neighbours,

(Quoted in Smith, 1977: 24)
The life of the 19th century rural Ontario woman was

"not, as myth might have it the bucolic existence that we commonly
associate with life in less complex times. Rather, it was a
life characterized by the prospect of being physically, mentally,
and emotionally drained by the time most modern women are busily
contemplating a second career." (Ball, 1975: 3) The dual
expectations concerning housework and farm work provided the
basis of a dual work load and as Kohl points out, constitutes

the basis of the farm women's "double burden" (Kohl 1976: 67).

Bartlett 1s probably accurate in pointing out that the farm

-

TR T
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woman understood these expectations well, but, as he states,
"they had in commaon a way of life covered in one word: toil."
(quoted in Kohl, 1976: 32)

While Smith (1977: 23) is wise to point out that there
was likely a wide variation in this form of farm family organ-
ization,' one point remains ciear throughout the literature on
early, pre-industrial farm women., Their work, in contrast to
the contemporary view of women's work, was 'productive'. They
produced tangible goods for both family consumption and small-
scale market exchange. As Griffith (1976: 14) suggests, "the
value of woman as economic partner in the struggle for existencs
was a matter of general agreement.ﬁ Galbraith (1973: 78) echoes
the same opinion in stating that in "pre-industrial societies,
women were accorded virtue for their efficiency in agricultural
labour."

Their labour was recognized as 'real work'! and socially
recognized as indispensible to family survival, The fact that
twice as much land was allotted to colonists who were married
as to those who were single (Clark, 1920: 293) gave public
recognition to women's economic contribution. The urgent re-
guests of singlé farmers for wives to be brought from Europe
of fer further evidence in support of the indispensible contribution
of women to the family-based economy. In a typification of the
farm family in central New York, Beers states that on a check-
list which each marital partner completed separately, each gave

the other credit for helping earn the family income (Beers,

1937: 596). Cook illustrates the same opinion with respect to
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the Canadian situation in stating that the Prairie women were-’
granted the vote with little fight beéause, ", ..since they had
to play the role of equal partner in pioneering conditions,
their husbands could hardly fall back on the argument of the
different spheres." (Cook, 1973: 163 see also, Gorham, 1976:
36) |

Johnson (1974: 17) gives evidence of the same valuse
placed on women's work in the early ninetesnth century Ontario
farm family. He says that the death of the farm wife, "when
no adult unmarried female children were available to take her
place, resulted not only in personalAloss, but severe economic
hardships as well. Men remarried quickly, not merely because
of loneliness, but because of sconomic necessity.”

Armstrong and Armstrong illustrate precisely this same

e

opinion in quoting from Nellie McClung, the story of the death
of a Manitoba farm woman:

I remember once attending the funeral of a woman
who had been doing the work for a family of six
children and three hired men, and she had not even
a baby carriage to make her work lighter. When the
last baby was three days old, just in threshing
time, she died. Suddenly, and without warning,
the power went off, and she quit without notice.
The bereaved husband was the most astonished man
in the world., He had never knouwn Jane to do a
thing like that before, and he could not get over
it. In threshing time too!

(quoted in Armstrong and Armstrong 1978: 58-59)

The close physical link between and interdependency of
the farm family as an economic and domestic unit prohibited a
distinction between 'work! and 'home'. The farm wife did

essentially the same work as her husband, working most of the
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time together or side by side with him in the same environment,
at the same place (Sorokin and Zimmerman, 1929: 363). She
performed "indispensible functions in an agricultural economy"
and despite a division of labour by sex, she "worked in close
association with others both outside the home ana within it to
produce the necessities of daily 1life" (Chafe, 1976: 10).

This division of labour assigned certain tasks to men
and other tasks to women but that division did not clearly
follow the home-farm distinction. The woman's work was to bs
found in both spheres and there seems little doubt that her
work was socially valued in both spheres. Clark (1920: 290-293),
in reference to the pre-industrial British situation, along
with Johnson (1974: 15—17) and Armstrong and Armstrong (1978: 58)
who discuss the Canadian situation, all agree with Vanek (1974:

118) who says of the United States that, "it seems unlikely that

p

anyone would regard the bread, ‘butter and clothing made by the

women as any less valuable than the man's work in the fields."

€. The Changing Nature of Production: Urban Patterns

1)7 Industrialization and Women's Work in the Home. With the
anset of the industrial revolution in North America began the
radical alteration of women's economic role in society. Pre-

viously, rural women occupied a central role within the family

T

unit as co-producers of family subsistence goodsl As rural to
urban migration increased the size and numbers of cities, large
probortions of the total population were no longer involved in
agricultural production.

An increasing physical gap between rural and urban
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populations also marked the differentiation of life styles as-
the changes involved with industrialization were much slower

to spread into still-isolated rural areas. The time lag in

the spread of urban influence into rural areas is well documented
and it is for this reason that separate consideration must be
given to the effects of industrialization on the work of Qrban,
apart from rural women., UWhile the scene uvas set for future work
patterns of Canadian women around the turn of the present century,
the urban women who were involved in this transition were a

small proportion of the total number of females in Canada. The
ma jority of women during the Industrial Revolufion in Canada
resided in rural areas and for the most part, remained uninvolved
in the labour force struggles of their urban sisters.

It is difficult to determine precise dates for each of
the changes brought about by the industrialization of productidn
in North American society. Significant temporal variations
exist both between countries and among individualiregions within
each natibn.' It is, similarly, difficult to sort out which
of the two trends of urbanization or industrialization can be
seen as the causal variable in any of these transformations.
Advancing technology and migration from rural to urban areas
occurred more or less simultanteously (Whyte, 1970: 26) and
their consequences can.perhaps best be viewed as overlapping
to a great extent.

It is possible, however, to roughly estimate the period

within which the major transformation to be ocutlined below occurred,
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The trend toward an urban society in Canada has been a continuous

process since the middle of the last century. It was not until

around 1927 that more than 50 per cent of Canada's populatiaon

was urban. It can reasonably be assumed that it was in the period

of 1850 to 1830 that the majority of changes in urban women's

work associated with the combined forces of urbanization and

industrialization took place.a
While the central focus here is on tﬁe evolution of

women's work roles in Canada during the period of industrialization,

the forces that shaped labour force participation by Canadian

womsn, and the general patterns and nature of work established

during this process, were similar in other countries as uell.g

As Eichler's analysis indicates, the process of change from

sixteenth century Germany, through frontier America and into

g

the tuentieth century Canadian household were relatively compar-
able (Eichler, 1976a). Similarly, as Armstrong and Armstrong
(1978: 57) contend, housework has come to vary little in in=-
dustrialized capitalist countriss.

As an increasing proportion of Canada's population became
urban, so too was a greater proportion of economic production
of goods located in urban areas. Like economic production in
rural areas however, the early phases of urbanization were still
characterized by family-based economic units. The pre-industrial ;
city in Canada was probably very similar to what Clark has

described for England. She says that cities were characterized

. . .
)y *Family Industry'!, an organizat

1
LI

ot
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the "family becomes the unit for the production of goods to be
sold or exchanged." (1920: 6) She focuses on two main character-
istics of Family Industry in its perfect form - "first, the

unity of capital and labour, for the family ... owned (the)

tools and themselves contributed the labour; second, the situation
of the workshop within the precincts of the home." Under this
system the family, as in rural society, and 1like the 01d Colony
family in Plymouth County which Demos describes, was "first of
all a business = an absolutely central zgency of economic pro-
duction and exchange" (Demos, 1970: 183). Each family unit uas
more or less self—sufficienﬁ and the work of all of its members
was equally central in providing for their fundamental material
needs. This is certainly true for the vorking classes where

"all members of the family were expected to contribute to the

family income" (Alexander, 1976: 64).

T

The most important trait of this production scheme was
the situation of the work within the home. As Demos states,
"york indeed, was a wholly natural extension of family life and
merged imperceptibly with all of its other activities." (1970: 183)
Given this situvation, women assisted their husbands in their work
and children were apprentices to their father.' Barbara Laslett
gives an example from the New York cigar-making industry where

five people in an apartment made cigars including the mother

T

and children and she describes a similar condition for France:

There were no professional premises, either for

the judge or the merchant or the banker or business-
man. Everything was done in the same room where he
lived with his family. (quoted in Laslett, 1973: 481)
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For Canada, Michael Katz in his study of the people of
Hamilton in the nineteenth century found statistics which in-
dicate that as many as one third of the male population uwere
self—-employed while as high as forty per cent of the households
in tﬁe city cambined the function of place of work and place
of residence in 1851 (Katz, 1975: 22). |

Under these conditions, women's work was an integral
facet of the production process. Alexander, in her analysis
of women's work in London from 1820 to 1850, suggests that
although a woman's work in the home may have varied in type from
that of her husband, it was considered to be "no less vital"
(1976: 77). The combination of work and home allowed women to
participate in the family business as well as perform her
traditional domestic duties which Brown contends is the central
pre-~condition for women to participate in subsistence activities
(1970).

As industrialization in Canada proceeded from 1850 on,
its single most profound consequence was the disintegration of
a family based economy and the subsequent separation of home
and work. Both Demos (1970) for the United States, and Katz
(1975) speaking of Canada assign greatest significance to this
singular consequence of industrialization. The production of
goods and services formerly combined within households was
divided into public and private spheres (Meissner, 1976: 59).
The demand for efficiency and rationality in the organization

1 i 1 itk incre=co B S T Ny S,
of industrial wcrk combined with increased technology and the

T
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greater availability of machines, removed the production of
many goods from the home and into the public sphers. Armstrong
and Armstrong (1978: 59) suggest the factory system to have
replaced household industries to the extent that family pro-
duction was becoming a memory by the turn of this century.lU
They quote Secomb who illustrates that the division between
public and private spheres created a major division of labour
which now began to follow gender lines:

With the advent of industrial capitalism, the

general labour process was split into two discrete

units: a domestic and an industrial unit. Ths

character of the work performed in each was

fundamentally different, The domestic unit repro-

duced labour power for the labour market. The

industrial unit produced goods and services for

the commodity market. This split in the labour

process had produced a split in the labour force

roughly along sexual lines - women into the domestic

unit, men into industry.

(quoted in Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 59)

Thus, the greatest majority of men and a minority of
women followed production into the factories. The consequences
of this division of labour by sex and the further influence of
industrialization within the domestic sphere were primarily
responsible for the radical transformations of the work that
remained in the home to be performed by women. .

First, in the urban setting, the home itself was no
longer considered the primary sphere of production. . Undoubtedly
some women continued to do piece work and contract work for
manufacturers in their oun homes.ll However, the greatest

majority of urban women who remained in the domestic sphers

uwere for the first time in Canadian history involved in activities

I Sl
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which were socially considered as peripheral teo economic pro-
duction. UWomen remained in the home to care for children and
to manage the household while men began to sell their labour
in return for a wage.
The first areas of production to be industrialized

were frequently those spheres traditionally considered women's
work, i.e., textiles and garments. As early as the 1890!'s,
Eatons offered a large selection of ready made men's and child=-
ren's clothing and a full selection of ready-made uomén's-
apparel appeared ten years later. Leslie (1974: 81), quoting
from an Eatons catalogue (dated 1892-93), indicates the de-
liberate discouraging of home production: "Women will come to
it sooner or later, There is no good reason why costumes and
wrappers shouldn't be bought ready-made and worn satisfactorily."
One year later, the 1893~94 catalogue carried this note:

As a matter of fact a women can't afford to kick

a sewing machine and clutter up the room at homs

making underwear for the little you pay here for

finest. UWe've got to get you into the notion of

buying ready-made. (quoted in lLeslie, 1974: 81)

Another major area of production traditionally defined

as tuvomen's work! to be removed from the home and into the
sphere of public production was the preparation of food. Un-
doubtedly some urban women continued to make their own bread,
preserves and so on, but Leslie further indicates that in the
'grocery'! section of Eaton's 1894-95 catalogue a wide assortment
of "teas, coffees, jams, jellies, canned fruits, vegetables,

meats, and fish" were offered. 1In 1896 a separate greceri

.
=}

m

cataloque was published which became semi-monthly in 1907 (Leslie,

—
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1974: 81). Cowan's work indicates that canned goods uere
available by the mid-1800's in the United States, but it was
not until the 1920's that they began to be used extensively
(Cowan, 1976: 8).

The main burden of household duties was assumed by
women as men entered the paid labour force (Myrdal and Klein,
1956: 91). \Women were manufacturing fewer and fewer tangible
goods which constituted the "substitution of maintenance,
consumerist and managerial tasks for the more productive tasks
that once occupied homemakers." (Ehrenreich and English, 1975:
7) Opposition increased between "the private, economically
'non productive! life of the home, and the public world of
wage- or salary- earning work" (italics added) (Oakley, 1974:

10)., The term 'work' began to refer exclusively to only that

e

labour which received a wage in return. The consequence was

a substantial decline in status and social recognition of labour
carried on in the private, domestic sphere. Leslie describes
the new view of domestic labour:

It was not considered an integral part of the

economy, and to a large extent was excluded from

economic and political discussion. It was 'non-
productive! service labour; it took place in the

home and depended upon a personal relationship

between employer and employee; it involved no

significant outlay of capital and produced no

direct product. 1In a society based on the pro- '
duction of commodities for sale and profit, =
domestic labour was progressively devalued as ’

production was removed from the home.
(Leslie, 1974: 73)

Women's work in the home was not waged-work and was,

for the first time, seen as outside the location of 'real!
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economic production., Housework became devalued to the point
of "norn=work'.

The differentiation between 'women's work! and 'men's
work! grew larger as the male domain of waged- (and therefore
valuable) work became more distinct. Oakley suggests that the
increase in the proportion of women occupied solely as house-
wives 1s associated with the rise of the belief that woman's
place is, or should be, exclusively in the home. She makes a
clearer distinction here and links the idea of 'woman's proper
sphere' directly to the growing distinction between public and.
private spheres: "The doctrine that women!s place is in the
home is peculiarly the product of a period in which man had been
lately displaced from the home as his work place." (0aklsy,
1974: 44) She further remarks that a division of labour between
husband and wife meant that the husband became the main bread-
winner, and the wife, the main child rearer, living off and
providing for her children out of, the earnings of the man.

The interdepsndency of family members earlier associated
with Family Industry and self-sufficiency of the family as an
economic unit was declining. Hartmann (1976: 152) arques that
the new organization of industry, in removing work from the
home, served to increase the subordination of women, since it
served to increase the relative importance of the area of men's
domination., Clark (1920: 304) echoes a similar contention in
arquing that men became less dependent on women for industrial
production while women became more dependent on men economically.lz

Isolation of the housewife was an additional consequence
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ui the separation of sexual spheres of activity. Women began
+o carry on their work in the home with increasingly little
contact with others. The School Act of 1871 required all school
districts to provide free schools by means of local taxation
and also made school attendance compulsory for children aged
seven to twelve. Even contact with children was made less
freguent through their schocl attendance.

Industrialization enlarged the world outside the home
for men chiefly by expanding the range of occupations open to
them, but for women, Oakley states, "it has meant an involution
of the world into the space of the home - our window on the
world is looked through with our hands in the sink." (Oakley,
1974: 32) Captivity of women within the home is increased as
the housewife role becomes dominant in the lives of women and
separates her from other roles and other worlds beyond the home.l3 b
Wlomen have been excluded from the public sphere, the sphere of
male activity where, as Smith says, "history is made to happen."14

It is clear that housswork is as time-consuming as always
(vanek, 19743 Meissner, 1977; Walker and Wood, 1976; Cowan, 1976),
but the nature of the work itself underwent radical alteration
near the turn of fhe century. Ehrenreich and.English in a revieu
uf this changing nature suggest that "with less and less to make
in the home, it seemed as if there would soon be nothing to do :

in the home."™ (1975: 10) Educators, popular writers and social

commentators began to evidence concern over the growing void

creation of the Domestic Science Movement appears to have been
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the .esponse. Andrews and Andrews (1974: 314-315) contend that
the original goals of the movement were congruent with the aims
of many of the more radical feminists of the late 1800's. Theay
quote a passage from Catherine Esther Beecher, the chief pro-
paonent of the Domestic Science Movement written in 1851:

It is ORGANIZATION - the organization of women AS
women, which is to secure our sex the advantages

of which they have unjustly been deprived, and which
is to redress the deep wrongs that have so long

and so heavily oppressed them.

Ehrenreich and English, on the other hand, quote passages
from the speeches of Ellen Richards, the founder of the movement,
which suggest that the concern over the void noted above may
have been the primary cause of concern:

I must reiterate (that home 1life) has been robbed

by the removal of creative work...the care of

children occupies only five or ten years of the

seventy., What are women to do with the rest? ...

You cannot put them where their grandmothers were,

while you take to yourselves the spinning, the

weaving, the socap-making. The time was when

there was always something to DO in the home.

Now there is only something TO BE DONE. .
{quoted in Ehrenreich and English, 1975: 11)

T

The home was considered the cornerstone of social order
and many feared it to be in imminent danger of dissolution as
women had less and less to do. Ehrenreich and English suggest
that the Domestic Science Movement was a direct response to

these fears, and addressed itself to the filling of this void.

This movement under the direction of chemist, Ellen Richards,
began holding annual conferences in 1889, "to study the economic
and social problems of the home and the problems of right living."

Regardless of just what the original goals of the Domestic
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cience Movement may have besn, support such as the following,
quoted by Ehrenreich and English (1975: 16) from the Ladies
Home Journal of 1911 suggest that the movement did aim to ssecurs

social stability.

As a matter of fact, what a certain type of wamen
needs today more than anything else is some task
that twould tie her down'. Our whole social fabric
would be the better for it. Too many women ars
dangerously idle.

The result was the attempt to professionalize housework -~
justified in the name of science. 0On this both Ehrenreich and

English and Andrews and Andreus agree:

When the grand meaning and hidden power of her
ordained sphere dawn upon her in their full force
through (sic) scientific study, then she (woman)
will not sigh because Nature has assigned her
special duties which man has deemed safe to be
trusted to her instincts, yet in reality need for
their performance the highest scientific knowledge.
(quoted in Ehrenreich and English, 1975: 17

The germ theory of disease advanced in the 1870's by

Pasteur and Koch sest off a wave of public anxiety about cleanli-
ness, and cleaning was, thus, transformed into a moral respons-
ibility. The following guotes taken from Ehrenreich and English
(1975: 19) indicate the new view of housework. Its neglect
became tantamount to murder and/or child abuse:

There is nothing in hygiene she cannot comprehend,

and too often does she realize this and begin to

study it when, too late, she stands beside the still

form of some previous one, slain by one of the pre-

ventible diseases that in the coming sanitary

milleneum, will be reckoned akin to murder.

Hygeia baby bottles were 'safe' and would not 'carry

germs to your baby'., Fly-tox bug killer was pre-

sented as the one line of defense for an otherwise
tdefenseless! child... UWomen were told to follouw
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the dictates of 'health authorities' who 'tell us

that disease germs are everywhere'. Lysol divided

the house into an assemblage of minutely defined
dangers, so mothers were told that they should be
awvare that 'even the door-knobs threaten (chlldren)...
with disease.!

The role of manufacturers by advertising their products
in the manner exemplified above, was, no doubt, a significant
one in encouraging women to raise their standards of work
perf‘ormance.l5 The result, as Cowan (1976: 16) suggests, was
a rise in the guilt feelings of women:

If I had to choose one word to characterize the
temper of the women's magazines during the 1920's,
it would be 'quilt?',

The greater availability of household machines and
gadgets16 (cf. Cowan, 1976; Andrews and Andrews, 1974; Ehrenreich
and English, 19753 Vipond, 1977), combined with the application

of the principles now associated with Taylorism,17

led to a
massive rise in standards for housework from ths late 1800's
through to the 1920's. Housework, by the 1920's was becoming
'‘professionalized’ and approximating a full-time occupation
(Chafe, 1976: 105. The "whiter than white syndroms" (Armstrong
and Armstrong, 1978: 71) was becoming a reality.

The range of child care duties normally subsumed under
the term Yhousswork' did not escape the pattern of rising
standards either. Child care, too, was to become 'profession-
alized! in the early decades of this century and the increasing
emphasis on the importance of early childhood socialization

demanded that more time and attention be given to children in

the home (Eichler, 1976a: 14-17; Cowan, 1976: 13).

T
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A further consequence of the separation of work and
nome with respect to children has to do with a rising conflict
between paid work and child care. As noted above, when pro-
duction was centered in the home, older children participated
in the family enterprise and more importantly, the care of
young children could easily be combined with family work. UWhen
industrialization moved work cut of the urban home a conscious
choice had to be made by women between work (outside the home)
and child care (Leser, 1958: 109). Males could unguestioningly
combine family and work roles, but women were now faced with
an either/or situation. The decision to have children for many
women concerned about the 'proper' development of their children
precluded the possibility of paid employment outside of the
home., For the first time women were approaching the 'ideal!
of being primarily wives and mothers, and as Rossi and Bettelheim
have pointed out, it was only in the twentieth century that
childrearing and homemaking became a full-time occupation for
women (Chafe, 1976: 10).

The transition in the nature of housework during the
period of industrialization from the middle of the last century
towthe 1920's has had significant consequences for the ideblogy
concerning the value of both 'women's work! and women in general.

Housework became separated from the sphere of the manufacture

‘ui commodities (Zaretsky, 1977: 67) as production was removed

from the home. The work performed in the public sphere became

waged-work and the definition of 'work! itself came to mean only
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that labour which was rewarded by a salary. As a consequence,
houseuwork which does not result in a wage came to be considered
'mot real work'! and therefore, of substantially less value.
Thus the socially recognized economic contribution of housework
becomes non-existent. As Galbraith (2573: 79) suggests, what
is not counted in monetary terms is not noticed. The exclusion
of the occupation houseworker from the Pineo-Porter scale of
occupational prestige in Canada provides indication of the non-
recognition of the work at this point in time.l8 The implications
of the devaluation and non-recognition of housework go further,
however, than the devaluation of the work done by the greatest
ma jority of women in this country.

The link between social worth assigned to a person and

the work in which that persaon is engaged has been well established.

T

Thus, when the work which someone performs is not recognized or
is seriously devalued, so too is the worker. Benston (1977:
218-219) summarizes the argument as follows:
In a society in which money determines value, women
are a group who work outside the money economy.
Their work is not worth money, is therefore value-
less, is therefore not even real work. And women
themselves, who do this valueless work, can hardly
be expected to be worth as much as men, who work for
money. (19)
Not only is the social worth of persons assigned to a
large extent on the basis of work and its social value, but so =

too is the worth which one assignes to one's self. Thus,

women's self concept and self recognition have been involved

in this devaluation as well. Armstrong and Armstrong
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(1978: 159) raise some important questions about women'!s ideas

about themselves as they relate to houseswork:
What does it mean to women'!s self concept to work
continuously at jobs which must be done but quickly
disappear, to know that millions of others can also
perform these tasks equally as well, to know that
even if they become more highly skilled, there will
be little relationship between their work and their
financial rewards, and to know that to quit would
drastically change their lives without significantly
improving job alternatives elsewhere?

The prevalence of the ansuwer to the question, "Do you work?"

in terms such as, "No, I'm just a housewife," suggests some

answers to the questions raised above.

The transition of the domestic labour of women from pre-
to post- industrial society has been great. The relation of
the work of women to economic production has been altered,
Separated from the place of 'real work', the majority of women
engaged in housework have seen standards rise, housswork become
devalued, women in more general terms become devalued, and have
devalued their own economic contribution., Industrialization

alse had a number of consequences for the work which a minority

of women pursued in the paid labour force.

2) Industrialization and Women's Paid Labour ?orce Participation.
The period of industrialization after 1850 in Canada saw the
removal of production from the home and into the public sphere

-of market activities. The separation of work and residence

- left the majority of women isolated in the home while rising

standards of housecleaning and child care transformed homemaking

T
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into an sndless round of repetitive maintenance and service
duties. For those women who were in a position to leave the
homezo and enter the male domain of market activities, in the
late nineteenth and early tuwentieth centuries, important patterns
were established in the nature of their work, of which, many
can still be discerned.

First, much of the early factory production developed
in those areas for which women had traditionally been responsible
in the home. Perhaps the prime example of this trend can be
seen in the situation of domestic servants in the late 1800's,
As Leslie suggests, "domestic iabour -~ housework and childcare -
has traditionally been women's responsibility, and domestic
service offered large numbers of women a wage for the same
work they had always done." (1974: 71) As Table 1 (in Appendix
A) indicates, domestic service remained the largest single
female occupation in Camnada until 1941 and while the percentage
of women in personal service has declined since 1901 (see Table
2, Appendix A), this type 6? work has remained a female -dominated
occupatian,

Women's work in the textile and garment industry offers
a similar example of women following their traditional areas
of work into the paid labour force. By the 1920's, a number
of ladies' garment factories had been established in Toronto
which Catherine McCleod (1974: 310) contends "thrived on the
cheap labour of unskilled female workers." Other working

3 ] and V¥ )
women were dressmakers, seamstresses or milliners and Katz, in
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his study of Hamilton, Ontario found 72% of working women engaged
in domestic service while 14% were employed in the latter three
occupations above in 1851 (1974: 57).

In a revieu of prostitution in Toronto at the turn of
the century, Lori Rotenberg suggests that these women who
turned to prostitution did so primarily because of desperate

economic necessity. At that time, wages for women were set on

[}

the assumption that the woman was living at home, dependent

on parents or husband for support (1974: 47). Because she uwas
not usually considered the 'chief bread-winner'!, her earnings
were viewe€d as a secondary source of family income, while it

was assumed that men required higher wages in order to support
their families. Vipond (1977: 119) sugagests that the assumption
that women did not seriously seek careers in the same way as

did men further justified the differential wages paid to each %
sex. Klein and Roberts (1974: 264) further contend that perhaps
the differential wage also served to reducs compgtition from
women for paid jobs because the wages paid to women made their
survival near impossible in the job market. Vipond (1977: 120)
and Alexander (1976: 63) both state that the numbers of women

who were self-supporting or attempting to also subport dependents
were substantial. Based on the Annual Report of the Ontario

Bureau of Industries for 1889, Rotenberg (1974: 47) estimates

R

that a female worker over the age of sixteen without dependents
earned an annual surplus of $2.43 over and above her cost of

living. For those women who were attempting to support

n
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‘ents, it was virtually impoessible to earn a living, sub-
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tence, wage and Rotenberg sstimates an annual deficii at

14,23 for these women.

s

The pattern of differsntial wages for women and men
based on the above assumptions became common practice. In the
teachihg profession in 1858, headmasters were paid %700.00

e headmistresses received only $%400.00 annually

=2
}_—l

annually wh

(Graham, 1974

Lxy

‘182). This trend in the teaching profession
has been documented by Graham for Toronte during the period
of 1850 to 1930, |

Rémkhalauansingh suggests that the similarity betueen
V uoménfs'uork in the paid labour force and houseuqu resulted
f;iﬁthelfurmer also being considered as unproductive labour
71(197417264). "She examined the 1891 census which lists the ten
:leadihg Fémale occupations as: servant, dressmaksr, teacher,
Séémstféss, taijoress, housekeeper, launderess, milliner, and
»ééles&omah - all of which had previously been done by women in
the'hbme, all of which were poorly paid, and all of which were
'lvieﬁédras being'characterized by personal service."ﬁven school
taacheré, the first 'profession' for women, were considered
.as é }special class of servants!'., Thus Graham suggests the
nature of teaching was service-oriented and the Superintendent
For the Book District in 1848 declared that "in his opinian,

~most female teachers were not superior to household servants',

while another educator asserted that teachers were treated as
‘"mzre hirelings, seen as engaged by school trustees essentially

as labourers." (1974: 185-186)
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Nursing, like teaching, was poorly paid and considered
service work like unpaid work in the home. Judi Coburn, in a
history of nursing in Ontario (1974: 155) suggests that nursing,
"like housework, ... teaching small children and tending the
poor was ‘'esteemed as familial labours of iove'." Nursing was
merely an extension of work women do in the home for free and
therefore, not 'real work!'.

The devaluation of women's work seems to have become
all-pervasive through the period of industrialization. The
separation of work and residence led to a subsegquent devaluing
of work in the home. Home management was removed from the
sphere of 'production!' and transformed into maintenance and
personal service duties. In the labour force, those occupations
which were ‘'acceptable! for women were characterized, like
women's work in the home, by personal service. In 1911 and
1921 the Census of Canada adequately demonstrated "the low value
generally placed on daomestic work by allowing all workers, paid
or unpaid, to be described as 'gainful worker! UNLESS they were
engaged in housework" (quoted in Leslie, 1974: 115). Domestic
service, nursing, and teaching were all viewed as mere extensions
of women's 'natural' abilities. Despite the fact that the greatest
ma jority of working women were single and therefore in desperate
need of a living wage, the pattern of differential salaries for
males and females became thoroughly entrenched.

Like their work in the home, urban women's work in the

orce was not seen as economically valuable since women

ol
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have generally been excluded from those occupations which ére
directly involved in the production of tangible goods for
exchange. |

Increasing numbers of Canadian women have entered the
paid labour force since 1891 and greater numbers of married
women have moved out of the home and into the work force since
World War II (see Tables 3 and 4, Appendix A). AThe rapid grouwth
of the white collar sector has created a demand for women workers
but female participation in the work force has remained 'marginal'! -
in low paying, low status, and low skill jobs.

The segregation aof occupétions by sex has changed little
in terms of the types of jobs seen as appropriéte to each sex,
and McDonald (1977: 1B1) states that the gap in wages and salaries
paid to men and women is increasing. Women's position in the
paid labour force is still characterized by many of the same
traits noted above as having been applicable in the early decades
of this century. Uomen afe paid less than men even uwhere their
~work is similar (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 163); their work
is characterized by low skill, low prestige, little room for
advancement and the absence of fringe benefits. The majority
of women still work out of economic need (Connelly,.1976;
Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 14B-149) and the rationales for
women's lower wages 'fit' no better now than in 1920,

Despite the increasing numbers of, particularly married,
women who have entered the paid labour force in recent years

(cf. Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: Chapter 2), the division

e e
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of household labour in Canadian families has changed little
(Meissner, 1977; Clark and Harvey 1976).2l The assumption

of paid work for most women therefore means the assumption of

a 'dual' work load and longer hours of work than men. UWhen

men do help with housework, it is usually with those tasks which
are most 'discretionary'! or which most closely resemble leisure
(Meissner, 1977: 166).

In contrast to popular opinion, (cf. Armstrong and
Armstrong, 1978: 14, Clavan, 1970: McDonald, 1977: 181) the
problems associated with women's paid labour force participation
have not improved very much over the last seven decades and in
some respects the situation is getting worse. UWherever women
are found working, their labour is valued and rewarded less than
that of men. In contrast to the pre-industrial Canadian setting
where women were an integral and valued partner in production,
post=industrial women have become viewed as marginal to the
production process. The actual value of their contribution22
is rarely noted and women themselves, have been devalued as

workers.

D. The Changing Nature of Production: Rural Patterns

1) Recent Trends in Canadian Agriculture. The combined forces
of industrialization and urbanization23 initiated strong patterns
of rural to urban migration beginning around the middle of the
last century. Cities begaﬁ to grow in size and numbers as
increasing technology encouraged the removal of production from

the home and transferred it to the factory. Studies of the

I
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formation of early factory work in Britain and the United Stat9524
have documented the changing organization of labour from the
early development of industrial work.

The changes associated with the growth of industrialization
quickly altered the nature of urban 1life while rural areas uwere
slower to feel the effects of such changes.25 Thus, differences
betueen urban and rural regions increased and persisted well
into the tuwentieth century and a large corpus of rural sociology
was devoted to the delinsation of such dif‘f‘erences.26 The
rural/urban dichotomy was later to become less distinct as, for
reasons such as better transportation facilities and the spread
of mass media into rural areas, the values and goals once
associated only with urban life began to alter rural life.

Many rural sociologists began to predict the death of the family

N

farm as the result of spreading urbanization, and this fear
became especially strong in Canada as a fsw large scale farming
coperations began in Western Canada in the first two decades of
~this century.

The apprehension around the status of the family farm
became particularly acute during the profound economic distress
df the 1920's, and Gilson (1962) suggests that the position of
tie contemporary farm family in Canadian agriculture has more
racently become the focus of widespread concern.z? It seems %
as though many can simply not understand how the family farm
has survived serious economic limitations and the ever—grbuing
number of changes it has had to accommodate in order to continue.

It has, in fact, survived, although the contemporary family
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farm is far from the subsistence~oriented, independent economic
unit it was before 1850,

Many of the changes delineated below, through uwhich
the‘farm family and family farm have gone, had very early
beginnings. Thus Durkheim (1933) in his work on the division
of labour, originally published in 1893, noted that as early
as this in France, agricultural production had not escaped the
forces of technology leading to a greater specialization and
division of labour. Beers alsoc noted the beginnings of
commercial agriculture in his typification of the New York farm
family published in 1927, Similarly, rural to urban migration
(which left a smaller proportion of persons involved in agri-
cultural production and a consequent demand for increased pro-
duction from those who remained in farming) began to increase
well before the turn of this century (Mendras, 1960).

As is the case for most of the changes outlined in
this review, it is difficult to assign exact dates due to national
and regional variations.28 Let it suffice to say that these
early transformations occurred in process with their beginnings
in the latter half of the last century and ranged into the first
two or three decades of this century.

A few of the most'important early changes in rural life
have already been noted. Fewer persons remained in agriculture
as rural to urban migration increased. Communication in the
form of the daily or weekly newspapers, combined with the la£er
invention of radios began to bring many values previously

associated only with urbanized society into the homes of formerly

T
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isloated rural people.29 Better transportation facilities,

when reaching into isclated rural areas provided better access
to a greater number of markets and the demand for fresh produce,
as well as raw materials for manufacturing industries, sub-
stantially increased. The demand for more efficient production
also increased as the fewer persons who were still involved in
agriculture were required to produce goods for a greater per-
centage of urban persons no longer engaged in subsistence
activities.

Advancements in technology and scientific knowledge
began to influence agricultural production in many ways similaf
to their consequences on the organization of work in urban
centers earlier. Spaulding (1959: 224) noted the importance in
recognizing "the parallelism between the transition from the
guild to the factory in indusfry and the transition from sub-
sistence farmers to the 'factory in the field'." Thus, the
beginnings of increasing mechanization, specialization, surplus
production, reliance on capital, decreasing labour requirements
and so on, all dimensions of the advancing industrialization
of production, can be seen as paralleling those trends which
occurred earlier in urban centers.

Each of these transformations occurred at differing
rates in various regions30 and no systematic collection of
information on their early progress in Canada exists. It was
not, however, until the post World War II period that the host

found effects of technological advance were felt in rural
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Canada (Whyte, 1970: 2). Because of thes great escalation of
change which began in the late 1940's, the remaining part of
this discussion will be confined primarily to the last three
decades in Canada.

In the same way that the early beginnings of the changes
in agriculture could be seen as extensions of patterns which
were first established for industry in urban areas, so too can
the changes in agriculture after World War II be viewed as
extensions of the earlier patterns or the increasing spread of
urban~based technology and scientific knowledge into rural
production. Barkley suggests that the "dramatic changes in
agricultural production have stemmed from changes in production
practices, most (of which) come in response to major changes
in technology" (1976: 814). Abell, in noting the time-lag betuween
industry and agriculture, states that there is an underlying
link between agricultural and non=agricultural sectors of the
economy. Thus it is "many of the practices ance found only in
industry (which are now) being advocated and accepted as part
of modern agriculture" that leads agriculture to become more
businesslike and less "a way of life" (1970: 195).

The patterns to be reviewed here fall uithin.three
roughly defined areas. First to be discussed are changes in
demographic structures and the farming population; second are
the changes in the larger organization of agricultural production;

finally are the changes in production techniques which can be

-

more or less confined within the dimensions of the family farm
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itself.

a) Demographic Transition. Urban to rural migration has been

a continuous process beginning in the middle of the last
century., It was not until 1927, houwever, that a greater pro-
portion of Canada‘s‘population was located in urban regions
(Abell, 1975: 368). By 1876, only 4.6% of Canada's total
population resided on farms (See Table 5, Appendix A).
Statistics for Ontario evidence an even further decline in the
proportion of rural-farm population in this province. Table
6 shows that in 1976, only 3.5% of the population in this
province resided on farms.

Associated with the declining proportion of the rural
population, ié the decrease in numbers of individual farm

gperators. In Canada, since 1941, the total number of farm

11

operators has declined dramatically from 673,800, to a low of
338,578 in 1976 (see Table 7, Appendix A). As the numbers qf
farm operators have declined, so too have the number of farms
(see Table 8, Appendix A).

The total land occupied for agricultural production has,
like the numbers of operators, been declining in this century.
While the national trend has not showun a steady pattern, the
amount of farm land in Ontario decreased by nearly seven million
acres in the thirty-five year period betuween 1941 and 1976 (see
Table 9, Appendix A). The implication of this decline is that
increased quantities of products must be produced on a decreasing

quantity of land.
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‘While the number of farms has decreased, as eQidenced
by the declining number of farm operators, the average size of
fatms in Canada has increased. The average size of Ontario
farms at the beginning of this century was approximately 105
acres (McKie, 1968: 9)., By 1941 the average farm size had
grown to 126 acres and Table 10 (Appendix A) shows a further

rise in acreage to 174 acres by 1976.

<

Statistics for the national situation show a similar
increase, but the pattern is more marked due to the inclusion
of the Prairie Provinces where the average farm size has, at
any given time, been higher than in other parts of the country

(see Table 11, Appendix A).

b) The Larger Agricultural Production Process. Two patterns

of change in the overall production of agricultural commodities.
are of particular importance here. The first is vertical in-
tegration, the definition of which, Abell quotes as "the
combination of two or more successive stages of production and/
or distribution under the ownership and/or control of a firm"
(1970: 208). Within this process, what is central for the
purposes here, is that the farmer is no longer im contreol of
the entire process of production, processing and distribution
of guwds. Rather, the latter two stages have been taken over
by others and 'agri-businessmen! have also began to play an
important role in production. Farmers rarely, for instance,
grow their own seed for the next season's crop, while pesticides,

fertilizers, and so on are also produced by persons or firms
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other than the farmer.

Similarly, the processing of some farm commodities such
as the separating of cream from milk, traditionally done by farm
women, is no longer done within the confines of the farm family.
What is implied here, then, is that not only are other people
involved in the overall production of agricultural commodities,
but the production process has been fragmented, and specializsed
with the farm family being engaged in a reduced portion of that
process. This should not be viewed as having left the farm
family with little to do houever, bscause, as will be discussed

below, the demand for increased productivity and other factors

have served to provide the farm population with much to do.

c) Recent Changes in Production Within the Family Farm Enterprise.

Mechanization has been, perhaps, the greatest change to occur

T

in the production of agricultural goods by farm families. At
least partially the result of the demand for increased product-
ivity, combined with the increasing developments in, and avail-
ability of, machines, mechanization has substantively altered

the nature of agricultural production. Table 13 (Appendix A)
indicates the increasing prevalence of a number of different
machines on Ontario farms from 1951 to 1976. For instance, in
1951, 84.9% of the farms in this province owned tractors. In
1976, the figures indicate that the number of tractors is now !
over double the number of farms. Also the percentage of farms
-owning grain combines in 1951 was only 8.8% while the 1976 figure

indicates that nearly one third of all farms in this province
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had such machines.

The newer machines being acquired are larger, more
complex, and more efficient. Table 14 (Appendix A) indicates
that Canadian farmers are continually purchasing larger tractors.
These machines can typically cover more land in less time with
a subsequent reduction in the demand for strenuous physical
exertion (Abell, 1975: 367).

Labour intensity of the production process has been
significantly reduced due, to a large part, to the substitution
of machines for labour. Abell (1970: 201) reviews tuwo types
of data to indicate the decreasing need for labour resulting
from the substitution of machine power. The Prairie Province
evidence the most dramatic transitien where the workers per
farm fell from 1.54 in 1951 to 1,37 in 1961 at the same time
as the average acreage to be worked by those persons increased r
from 498 to 609 acres. Second, the percentage of psersons
engaged in agriculture fell from 25% in 1946 to only 10% in 1961.
Thus a central result of increasing mechanization is the
reduction in the number of persons required to accomplish the
same amount of (or more) work within a finite growing season.

Substitution of capital for labour hag also been a
significant pattern in contemporary agricultural production.

The acquisition of machines and the adoption of new technology %
require capital investment. Table 15 (Appendix A) indicates
there to have been more than a five-fold increase in the amount

of money spent in the purch

nachinery by farmers in this

a
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country in the period between 1949 and 1976,

The use of farm credit is another indicator of the
extent to which capital is an important input into the contemp-
orary aqricultural production process. Abell states that in
the ten year period, from 1951 to 1961, the amount of farm
credit outstanding nearly doubled (1969: 201).

Specialization, rather than the diversified 'mixed!
farming practices of last century, is now the norm. Typically
the contemporary farmer is a specialist, engaging in a limited
number of farm enterprises. Abell (1970: 202-207) accounts
for this transition in a variety of ways, 0f these machinization
and new scientific knowledge are central.

Machines, themselves, are more specialized and the mast
economic use of machines often means that farmers will have
dropped several of their entserprises to concentrate more z
efficiently on a few or a single onse.

The development of new scientific knowledge is also
important in the transition from mixed to specialized production
for two reasons. First, Abell says, diversification to protect
against uncertainties due to inadequate knowledge was no longer
as attractive with the application of new technologies and in-
formation. Second, it made more sense to concentrate on those

enterprises for which the soil and climate were best suited.

Thus, the interplay betuween new developments in machinery and
scientific knowledge ‘typically leads to greater specialization.

Finally, implied in all of these other changes is the
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transition from the production of subsistence £0 the production
of surplus for exchange. No longer is the goal of most farm
families that of producing goods for family consumption. Rather,
the aim is to produce large quantities of single commodities

for cash sale.31 Specialization, mechanization, and scientific

knowledge all combine to increase gains in productivity. Table

bt
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12 (Appendix A) shouws that, prior to U War II the labour
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of one farm worker supplied food and fibre for eleven persons.32
By 1962 this level had risen to 31 persons, while Abell (1975:
68) quotes the 1972 production level of one farm worker as
supplying food and fibre for 40 other persons.

While rural scociologists have been predicting the
certain demise of the family farm in North America since the
first decade of the twentieth century (Gilson, 1962: 1) the
family farm has managed to survive amidst a century of massive
social change. The family farm and farm family in Canada have
undergone substantial reorganization and have been required to
constantly adapt to changing conditions in a changing society.
As Abell (1975: 376) has suggested, the continued survival of
the family farm in Canada depends toc a large extent on its

continued ability to adapt to change.

2) UWomen's Ppsition in Agricultural Production: A Replication

of Urban Patterns? The changes in urban women's relation to

production throughout the period of industrialization in urban

have been outlinsd. The sum total of those transformations

areas
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in yomen's work is that women's economic contribution has since
gone unrecognized and unrewarded as valuable to the maintenance
of their family and society. They have been relegated to the
worst jobs both in and outside of the home and are to bs found
in positions furthest away from where production takes place

and "where history is made" (Smith, 1977).

[

The time lag between urban and rural aréas has meant
that the changes associated with industrialization in urban
centers at the beginning of this century were much sloue£ to
spread to rural regions. It is, therefore, only more recently
that the changes following from industrialization have becaome
most apparent in agricultural production. While many of the
changes in farming had early beginnings, it has only been since
World War IIkthat the greatest degree of change can be seen in
the production of agricultural commodities.

There are fewer persons engaged in agriculture and
smaller farms have been disappearing rapidly as a full one
guarter of the farms recorded in the 1961 Census were no longer
in existence in the 1971 Census (Abell, 1975: 372). Those

crmers who have resisted changing their production techniques
have tudnd they simply cannot compete with the volume and quality
of goods produced by their more modern neighbors. As Kerr has
suggested, three options haﬁe been open to farmers. Some have
gotten larger, utilizing more land, bigger machinery and more
chemical fertilizers, pesticides etc. Other farmers, those
remaining small, have attempted to avoid the debt (incurred by

those who have chosen the first option) by pouring in extra labour

T



50

and seeking off farm employment., The only other option re-
maining has been to give up and get out of farming (Kerr,
1976z 11).

The contemporary family f‘arm33 is still a family enter-
prise in that the majority of labour is supplied by unpaid
family members and most of the managerial decisions reside with

the operator and his f‘amily.34 Abell cites data to indicate

that while the number and proportion of farm operators in
agriculture have declined since 1954, the proportion of labour
supplied by unpaid family members had increased slightly as of
1967. She emphasises further that despite the rise in numbers
of commercial farms, the unpaid family labour force has held
proportionately constant, indicating that the labour of family
members is found on commercial farms as well as on the re-
latively 'uneconomic'!, low-income farms (1969: 18-19). Whilse k
family labour is therefore an important rescurce in Canadian
farming, the similarities between the changes in urban production
eaflier, and the contemporary changes in agricultural production
raise a number of crucial questions about the potential for
change in the farm woman's role in farming.

There is an absence of information on ubﬁen in this and

other societies (Bernard, 1973; Huber, 1976; Millman and Kanter,

1975). There is an sven greater absence of information on rural

g

women (Joyce and Leadley, 1977; Abdullah, 1978; Kerr 1976: 1;
CRDC, 1979; Kohl, 1987: 50). What information does exist, -
however, points to changes in the involvement of farm women in

farming as the production process itself is transformed.
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In a review of changes in agriculture and their effects
on women in developing countries, Nash (1977) found the primary
consequences to be a loss of women's role in producticn. Bukh
(1978) confirms this decline from her study of women's farming
activities in Ghana. First (1967) detailed a similar pattern
in Poland. Van Allen (1974) found African women to have been
left behind in the process of increasing demands for specialized
knowledge and skill as the nature of agricultural production
became industrialized. Kate Young (1978) reports a decline in
her study of the economic roles of women in rural Mexico.

All of these cross-cultural data point to what may be
a standard consequence of the industrialization of agricultural
production.  Women appear to lose their central role in farming
as farming itself is altered. The parallels between this more
recent information on rural women and the historical data on
urban women's work under the changing nature of urban production
are quite clear, The central question raised by these data is,
what about the role of Canadian farm women? Will they too
experience a decline in farm work as farming itself is transformed?

Like rural women elsewhere, there is an extreme dearth
of information on Canadian farm women. There are some data,
however, which indicate that Canadian farm women have, until
quite recently, continued to assume a substantial degree of
responsibility for farm work. Abell (1954) in a study of 202
farm operators from two regions in central Alberta in 1952 found

women to be active in farm work tasks, Ninety

T
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of the women in that sample did one or more farm tasks while
78% took care of poultry, 69% cleaned milking equipment, 61%
vere active in milking, and 48% participated in keeping farm
accounts., She reports that farm production increased with the
presence of adult women (wives) over the productioﬁ on farms
run by widowed, divorced or separated men.

Abell also reports data f

L)

om her survey of 352 farm
families in Ontario in 1959. She found 97% of these women to
report the performance of one or more farm tasks. They turned
in a considerable amount of work, measured in 'man-equivalents!',
Half of the farm women contributed an average of at least tuo
months of farm work while a quarter of them averaged some five

and one half months of farm work annually.

Kohl's work in Saskatchewan found women to participate

T

actively in farm work tasks in the period of 1962 to 1972, with
only two out of 85 farm women in 1962 making no contribution
to the enterprise at all (Kohl, 1976a: 92-108).

A larger and more recent survey in Saskatchewan repre=-
sented well over 16,000 farm households in 1875-76. In this
study, 68% of the farm women reported farm work betueen May and
November and 55% reported farm work between Décember and April.
The -mount of time spent in farm work ranged from half time to
well over the average of 37 to 40 hours per week (reported in E
Saskatchewan Department of Labour, Women's Division, 1977: 3-4).

Kerr's study of 721 Ontario farm women in 1975 found

the average farm wife spent 339 hours {or eight and one half

0]
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40 hour weeks) operating farm machinery each year. Seventy-five
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percent of the women in her sample helped with barn chores
regularly and 28% actually took charge of the barn work on a
regular basis. (Kerr, 1976: 6-7)

The only nation-wide study of the work éf Canadian
farm women reports equally high levels of participation in farm
work. The Council on Rural Development Canada (CRDC) studied
women from 408 family farms across the country in 1977-78.

The study reports 92.4% of the sample as active in farm work -
tasks with an average number of weekly hours ranging from 23.4
to 30.7 devoted to the enterprise (depending on the woman's
participation in the paid labour force).

There remains little doubt that farm women continue to
participate actively in farm work tasks but two questions are
raised in light of the urban patterns set as a comparative
framework in this study. The first question has to do with
recognition. Are farm women being socially, monetarily, legally
rewvarded for their economic contribution?

Kerr raised this question in her 1976 work and answers
affirmatively, but only in a negative sense. Quoting from a
1972 study of "Corporate Farming and Vertical Integration in
Ontario" by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food, she concludes
that those firms which took over family-run poultry farms dis-
covered that they could not manage, financially, as well as
the family-run operations, simply because the highsr costs.of
labour (over unpaid family labour) offset their prdfits. She

C

]
o/

cludes houever, that from a social or legal perspective,’
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women's farm work is not recognized. The reason suggested for
this non-recognition is that society undervalues women's con-
tribution because, "like housewives, most farm women work for
free." (1976: 13)

According to the 1971 Census, there are nearly three
times as many female as male unpaid family workers in all
industry divisions. Of these, agriculture has by far the great-
est number of unpaid female uorkers,35 the data for which do
not even include all of the female farm workers who reported
anything less than twenty hours of labour per week. (Armstrong
and Armstrong, 1978: 40-41)

Like the majority of other unpaid work done by women
in this society, what is not counted in monetary terms is
effectively ignored (Galbraith, 1973). Both the national
study by the CRDC (1979) and the Saskatchewan Department af
Labour report (1977) place the highest priority on policy
which would begin to indicate and reflect the real value of
the economic contribution made by farm women.

Kohl also notes the prevalence of rural sociologists
and agricultural economists in ignoring women's farm work
activities. She states that "even where farm uomenAperform
important ENTERPRISE (farm) tasks, they are not usually taken
into account by management specialists as economic contributions
since the activities aof women outside the wage market are con-

sidered 'personal services! donated to husbands and children.”

N

(1878: 50
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Legally, a farm woman's contribution to the farm is not
recognized and, in fact, such recognition in monetary terms is
almost prohibited., Canadian tax laws prohibit a farmer from
allowing wages paid to his wife to be utilized as a tax deduction.
The fact that he can make such a claim for deducation in the
amount paid to his children, but not his wife indicates the
absence of equality which is built in to the legal system in
this country in reference to women. Because of this legis-
lation, it is highly impractical to pay women for their work
and without a salary, farm women cannot be eligible for either
worker's compensation or Canada Pension Plan benefits.

The original decisions in the widely-~publicized
Murdock and Rathuwell cases further indicate the very recent
level of non-recognition of the farm woman's work (see Taylor,

1976; Saskatchswan Department of Labour, 19773 CRDC, 1979 for

T

more detail).

The Saskatchewan Department of Labour publication also
suggests that like housewives, farm women undervalue their own
contribution:

Although two thirds or more of all farm women
between the ages of 16 and 70 reported working on
the farm, 75% reported 'no contribution' in response
to the guestion asking for the percentage of the

farm income attributed to the (farm woman). (1977: 4)

In contrast to data presented earlier which suggested

I

that women's work on the farm was traditiconally recognized to
be as equally valuable as men's labour in the fields, it must

be noted that women's economic ceontribution to the family farm
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enterprise seems to have become secondary, and in legal terms,
non-existent. 1In this sense, women's farm work, like houseuwork
as Kerr (1976) suggests, and liks women's waged-labour, is both
socially and economically rewarded unequally in relation to
men's labour.

In relation to the farm Qoman's overall work leoad in
contrast to that of the urban woman, data indicate that most
farm women work much harder. Blood (1958: 171) found, in a
comparison of urban and farm women, that the farm woman consist-
ently performs a larger share of all tasks considered 'feminine
work! than urban women. Other evidence from the same study
showed that in addition to carrying a larger share of the
household tasks, farm wives engage in more home production of
consumer goods than city wives, The fact that Canadian farm
women continue to be engaged in extensive levels of domestic
production is supported by more recent data from both the CRDC
(1977: 16-17) and Kerr's (1976: 8) study. In conclusion, Blood
stated that "farm wives exceed city wives in the work they per-
form in traditional feminine spheres and in many masculine role
areas.”" (1958: 171)

It is precisely this set of 'duai expectations!' that
Kohl explores in her major work on Saskatchewan farm families
(1976a) and in two other works entirely devoted to this issue
(1976by 1978). By defining the farm portion of the enterprise
as equivalent to the public sphere, and the household as the

+hat +hao AnTiprs
[ I 1= 3 P

private sphere e

______ sp! ralent, she stat

quiv h tes

enterprise "creates a social situation where women..,.becaome
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active participants in what is defined ideolegically as the
man's world..." (1976a: 4-5). The participation of women in
both spheres sets the conditions for farm women to assume the
burdens of a dual work load in the same way that urban women
have more recently been viewed as they seek paid employment
while at the same time continuing to perform the main part of

housework (Armstrong and Armstrong, 1978: 55; Meissner, 1977

~—

Like urban women, farm women's work is not valued or
recognized for its economic contribution. Like the many urban
women who have recently begun to participate in the public
sphere of paid work, farm women have traditionally assumed the
dual burden of work in both the private sphere of houssework and
domestic production and the public sphere of farm work,

The second gquestion which is raised by the urban frame=-

e

work of changes in women'!s work under industrialization has to

do with women's loss of role in production. Urban women became
increasingly separated from the center of econemic production

as industrialization moved work into the public sphere. Evidence
from other countriss cited earlier suggests that the same pattern
of decline may be occurring in the roles of farm women. The
question here becomes, what will happen to Canadian women's

role in and/or relation to agricultural production as industrial-

ization increasingly alters the nature and organization of

T

farming? Will Canadian farm women, like their urban counter-
parts several decades earlier, and like their rural counterparts

in other countries meore recently, be phased out of production
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as the work itself is transformed by the forces associated with
industrialization?

The central causal variable in this potential shift in
farm women's work is the changing nature of production, Several
studies indicate that the organization of farm work, itself,
does, in fact, influence the degree to which women will be
involved in farm work.

Abell's study in 1959 indicates that,while the differ-
ence was small, changes in the nature and/or size of the farm
operation led to changes in women's assumption of farm tasks.

A greater number of women began toc do less farm work as ths
farm éhanged in size while over half of the women in the sample
said they were doing less farm work in 1959 than they had when-
they first became a farmer's wife., There is evidence of a de-
cline in wvomen's role in production both over time and due td
changes in production techniques.37

Kohl similarly notes that differences in production
techniques influence women's role in farming. Where the enter-
prise becomes more mechanized and machine power is substituted
for family labour, family members, including women have less
to do in farm work. On the other hand, where the farm practices
have remained labour-dependent, more demands are made on women's
time, (1976a: 93) Like Abell (1959) Kohl also found womsn's
participation in farm work as a labourer to decline over the
ten year span of her data.

There exist secondary data from the United States which
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support these Canadian findings. The major emphasis of this

research has been on decision making in the farm family, but,

" also addresses women's work roles.

Sawer (1973: 412) states that uwhile several studies
have found substantial evidence of joint decision-making between
husbands and wives, most husbands apparently assume the major
responsibility for decisions directly related to the farm

business. Wilkening as early as 1958 found that as socio-economic

. 'zvels increase, evidence points to a greater degree of special=-

ization in decision making roles with hushands tending to become
less involved in household decisions while wives decrease their
participation in farm decisions (1958: 187-192). Sauer's data
lend further support here. She found a negative relationship
between socio-economic status and farm wives'! decision making
role. The two indicators of socio-economic status which yieldad
a significant relationship were income and farm size. As the
size of the farm increased and/or the greater the income, the
role of women-in decision making became smaller (1973: 420).
Wilkening and Bharadwaj (1968) found a positive correl-
ation to exist betuéen the wife's involvement in decision making
in the farm secter -and her participation in farm tasks. They
also, like Sawer, found a negative relationship between gross
farm income and the wife's involvement in farm decisions.
Support is thus lent to the hypothesis that with increasing size
of farm business, the greater is the differentiation in decision

making roles between farm and housshold (Wilkening and Bharadwaj,
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1968: 36), and importantly, "the higher the social and economic
status the greater the specializaticgn... in task performance.™
(1968: 44)

Murray Straus (1958) had suggested a similar correlation
between highly commercialized farms and a greater rigidity in
male domination in the economic farm sphere. Straus found the
women on high success farms to be more active in food pre-
paration and less active in farm work roles which Burchinal
(1964) suggests to be evidence of an increasing sex-linked
division of labour. Straus drew an interesting analogy between
the 'high success'! Fafm woman and the successful corporation
wife, suggesting that women on high success farms are more
able to "play a supportive and complementary role in helping
her husband meet the many decisions, difficulties, and frust-
rations which arise in developing a new farm." (1958: 64) While
the 'complementarity! of the wife assuming a 'supportive!' role
smacks of the Parsonian analysis concerning the 'functicnal!
advantages of an expressive/instrumental split in family r019538
the urban parallel is an interesting one.

Like the urban woman decades sarlier, evidence suggests
that farm women may be losing their econémic role as farming
becomes increaesingly commercialized. As farms become large scale,
profit and surplus oriented, mechanized, specialized, and
capital intensive, farm women may find themselves increasingly
'phased out! of the center of economic production within the
family enterprise. It has already been noted that farm women's

work is neither rewarded nor recognized equally, relative to
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“he work of men. Like their urban sisters, farm women shou
gvidence of devaluing their own contribution.

While there is relatively little data on the work
roles of farm women, what does exist shows evidence of decline.
The industrialization of agriculture which became most striking
in the post World War II period is still in progress and it
can be anticipated that the trend will continue. The urban
parallels and existing data on farm women point to a decline
in involvement by farm women in agricultural production.

Helen Abell, in a summation of the anticipated impli-
cations of the modernization of agriculture, originally published
in 1966, suggested that, within the farm family:

It can be conjectured that the modernization of
agriculture will further separate the functions

of farm operation and of homemaking. With in-

creased mechanization, specialization, and decision
making geared to more technical aspects of production,
the traditional role of farm women as partners with
their husbands in farm operation will change and/or
disappear. The role of the rural wife will merge

into that of the urban wife. (1970: 213)

What Abell seems to be predicting here is a public/
private split between farm and home. The result, she suggssts,
will be the separation of women from the farm operation - the
public sphere eqguivalent of economic production - a separation
which will place her more exclusively within the realm of the
domestic, private sphere. Exactly what Abell anticipates when
the role of rural wife merges into that of the urban wife is

not clearly stated. The urban parallels established as a

comparative framework here can permit some hypotheses in this

respect.

e
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The central research questions set for this study have
to do precisely with Abell's prediction. Broadly defined, the
aim is to detsrmine on a preliminary basis, whether any of the
urban patterns outlined above can be detected within the roles
of farm women as farming itself is transformed. More specif-
ically, an examination of women's role in contemporary agri=-
cultural production will be conducted in order toc assess the

potential for those urban parallels to be replicated in the

rural division of labour by sex.



CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY

A., Introduction

The final research design was determined primarily on
the basis of theoretical concerns. The choice of variables and
the decisions about sample selection criteria were grounded in
a number of assumptions which will be outlined here before
moving on to a discussion ofﬁthe data collection and analysis.

The central hypothesis of this study is that certain
consequences for the work of farm women will follow from the
increasing industrialization of agricultural production. In-
dustrialization of farming has been the primary independent
variable around whiech this research is structured. Industrial-
ization, however, is a general term used in various places to
include any nuﬁber of separate dimensions or forces. When used
here in the context of recent changes in agricultural production,
four related patterns are implied: 1) increasing farm size,
2) increasing mechanization 3) a shift from labour to capital
intensity and 4) advancing specialization. All aof these patterns
have been discussed in detail in the preceding chapter. They
require only brief re-statement here before going on to outlins
how each of them functioned to shape the research design.
Farm Size

The average acreage of farms has increased in Dntario

63
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in the last several decades. Thus, the average size of farms

in Ontario in 1951 was 156 acres while the 1976 average was

192 acres.l Average farm acreage is only one method to measure
changes in the average scale of farm operations. - Other measures »
such as the average number of stock per farm, the average number
of acres cultivated per farm and so on can all be utilized as

indica

tors of changing production scals. It is a logical
assumption however, that these measures are interrelated in the
sense that increased number of stock for instance, would
necessitate a subsequent increase in acreage rsquired to feed
extra head of cattle, sows, or whatever the stock in gquestion
happens to be., On the other hand, a farm which has increased
in acreage is likely to have increased in stock size and so on.

Mechanization

As the size of a farm increases in terms of added acres, -
it is likely that the acquisition of larger, more complex
machinery will becoms necessary in order to cultivate, plant
and/or harvest the additional acres within a finite growing
season. Conversely, the efficient operation of large machinery
can be maximized only on large scale farms where the profit
margin is sufficient to offset the initial cost of puréhasing
the machinery itself,

The increasing mechanization of agricultural production
has besn equally well documented and needs no further support
here.2

Shift from Labour toc Capital-~Intensive Production Methods

Following from the trend toward increasing mechanization
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is a concomitant reduction in labour requirements. A task
which traditionally required eighteen to twenty men in its
completion can now be done by one or two men with the aid of
advanced mechanization, As machines are substituted for
labour, there occurs a shift in emphasis within the production
brocess from labour to capital intensity. It is clear that 6
the purchase of more land, l;rger machines and so on requires
capital investment and, for most farmers, the use of farm
credit. For those farms on which decisions have been made to
increase scale and productivity, there will most likely follou
a shift from labour intensive to capital intensive production
methaods.

Specialization

The final pattern subsumed under the more general term
of industrialization of égricultural production which ié of
particular relevance here is specialization. As outlined in
greater detail earlier, the term specializatien can be used to
refer to two distinct patterns. .First, it implies the focusing -
of production into one or two specific enterprises and the
deletion of other endeavours to which soil and/or machinery is
less suited. In this sense speciaiization is well advanced on
the majority of farms in this country.

Specialization, in the second sense, has to do with the
application of modern scientific or technolaogical information
and methods. New developments in machinery, fertilizers, hybrid

seads and so on are in process and have been or are being adopted

R e d e
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at various rates by individual farm operators. It is therefore
anticipated that specialization in its second meaning will vary
among any group of farms, but, as a process, is most likely to
advance directly (though not necessarily uniformly) with farm
size, mechanization and so on.

It is diFFicultAﬁe;determinerthe extent of temporal

%%

sequence among these four related patterns of change in farming.

@

For instance, the questions of which comes first or last are
not easily answsred. What is important here though, is that
all four trends are integrally related and that, on an already-
established large scale farming operation, they are all likely
to be present in advanced stages. In other words, regardless -
of which follows which, on any given large scale farming enter-
prise, it is expected that one would find large machinery, a
greater emphasis on capital input into the operation and an

advanced degree of specialization.

B. Theorstical Issues Affecting Methodological Design

. Following from the theoretical literature and evidence
outlined in the preceding chapter, five issues and/or questions
have been isolated for specific study. Each of these played
an important role in shaping the research design and therefore
require Further.presentation and discussion before the description

of the sample stratification, and selection procedures.

1) Farm Scale. It was necessary to stratify the sample along >

a dimension which represented the extent of industrialization

Ml o S !



67

of individual respondents' farming operations. To this purpose,
farm scale was chosen as the central variable representing the
extent of industrialization.

It is assumed that on the very large scale farming
operations included in this sample, the threevassociated patterns
of increased mechanization, labour-to~-capital intensity and
advanced specialization will be present to a greater extent
than on any of the small scale farms in the sample. While it
is expected that a fair degree of variation within each sample
category (by scale of operation) will exist for each of these
three dimensions, it is assuméd that this variation will bse
substantially less than that betwsen the sample divisions based
on farm scale. That is, while the scale of operation or degree
of specialization would vary among the large farms in the
sample, this variation would be substantially less than the
extent of difference between the large farms (as a group) and
the small farms (as a group).

These assumptions have certain corollaries. O0On small
scale farms, it is anticipated that the three patterns of
i) increased mechanization, ii) labour~to-capital intensity and
iii) advanced specialization will not have progréssed to nearly
the extent of those on ldrge scale farms,

i) Small scale operations, having, by definition, less
acreage could not be in a position to utilize large complex
machinery for several reasons. While the price of such machinery

is prohibitive even for large scale farmers, the use of farm
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credit could, theoretically, make such machinery available to
smaller farmers. However, given that larger equipment is de-
signed to be most efficient when used on large tracts of land,
it is unlikely that investment in such could ever be returned
in a small scale situation. In addition, if fewer acres need
to be cultivated, harvestsd and 56 on, the larger machinery

i

o cover more land in less time is not likely to be

designed t
needed.

ii) Where mechanization is less advanced and the farm
itself has remained relatively small, it is assumed that the
need for family labour will remain high. Where machines have
not been substituted, the production process is likely to
continue to be labour intensive. Not having recently purchased
more land or newer/larger machinery, the small scale farm is
likely to have a smaller demand for capital input into the
production process.

iii) The decline in diversified farm production is well-
advanced for the majority of farms in this country. The mixed
farm typical to Ontario fifty years ago has almost disappeared.3
Thus, regardless of farm scale, the majority of farms now con-
Centrate.production into one or two specific enterprises. It
is anticipated that little variation by farm size will occur
along the dimension of specialization in this sense. E

It is, however, expected that a variation in the degree
of specialization, in its second sense, will be present between

two farm size groups. Because the adaptation of the neuest or
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most modern farming practices is generally associated more
closely with large scale f‘armers4 it is expected that small
scale operations are more likely to be involved in more tra-
ditional forms of production methods.

Given the anticipated differentiation by scales of farm
operation, farm size has been chasen as the primary independent
variable representing the differentiation in a

ricultural

i u nro-
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duction. Thus it is expected that, if the central hypothesis
concerning the effects of industrialization on the work of farm
women is accurate, changes resulting from industrialization
ought to be more apparent in the work of women on large scale
operations., A comparison of the work of farm women on large
farms against the work of women from small farms will enable
the delineation of certain effects of industrialization as
farms have grown in size, become increasingly mechanized and ;
so on.

It would be useful to understand uhat the work of
farm women consisted of at an earlier perieod. To this purpose
the sample design was also shapsd by the introduction of a

sacond independent variable.

2) Historical Perspectives. A comparison of the work of farm

wamen by farm size can offer information about the extent of

i

difference in work roles which presently exists on farms
differentiated by the extent of industrialized farming technigues.

This type of analysis; however, nnot suggest the extent to

o
cann ugg
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which work roles have changed over time, or changed since an
earlier stage of industrialization.

It is difficult to speak of a starting point for in-
dustrialization as this is a’'gradual process, progressing at
different rates in different regions. For instance, the
Prairie Provinces saw the beginnings of specialization, increased
farm size and utilization of larger machines at an earlier date
than Ontario. Houwever, it is safe to say that the greatest
degree of change in farming practices has occurred within the
last twenty to thirty years in this province - the post Uorld
War II period. A comparison of the work of women twanty té
forty years ago should therefore offer insight into the extent
of change resulting primarily from the industrialization of
agricultural production.

As noted earlier in this work, very little historical
data exist on the work of farm women, particularly Canadian
farm uomen.5 Abell's work (1954) is perhaps the only data with
which comparisons could be made and even this information was
collected at least a decade after the advance of industrialization
of agriculture was well underway in this province. In order to
understand more fully, the ways in which the work of farm women
has changed, this sample is stratified by length of time as a
‘farmer's wife'., Contrasting the type and extent of work done
by farm women 20 to 40 years ago with the work being done by
those same women now will provide information on the nature

and extent of change in these farm women's uwork. This data

T
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will offer insight into the transformation which have occurred

in the past two to four decades and also provide a somauwhat

more solid idea af what the work of farm women was in the past.
There is, however, another side to this type of contrast

in that changes over an individual woman's life cycle, hef

family stage, and the effects of her aging cannot be easily

™
&

separated from the changes due to other forces associated with
the changing organization of the farm itself. In order to
control for these other factors, a third variable has begen

introduced into the sample design.

3) Life Cycle and Aging Effects: The Variable of 'Age'. By

including in the sample a number of 'younger' women who have
more recently bequn their careers as 'farmer's wives', an
attempt can be made to control for 1life cycle changes over the
life span of the older individual women. A comparison of the
past work of the 'older women' within the first five years of
marriage, with the present work of 'younger women' within the
first five years of their marriage is an attempt to control for
other variables such as aging, ages of children, and to some
extent, the length of timeAin which the farm has been in
operation. Thus, for instance, if it were found that the typs
and extent of farm work done by the older women in the past
was greater than the work done by these same women, now, the
effect could be the result of changes in farming practices, gor

could egqually be the result of their extended age, the age of
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their children and so on. Houwever if the work of the older
women in the past is also different from the work of younger
women now (who would be at approximately the same life cycls
stage) then the differences are more likely to be the consequence

of the changing organization of the work itself.

4) 'Age as Experience'. The inclusion of younger women in this

sample will aid in the contrel of variables such as aging, but

will introduce another variable which deserves consideratiaon

here. In a comparison of the present participation in farm work
betuwesn the 'younger'!' and 'older' women, the variable of experience
with farming and changes in farming techniques will be introduced.

Older women will have lived through the increasing in-
fluence of industrialization on their family farm. Bit by bit
they will have seen their operations be altered by the four
forces of industrialization noted earlier in this chapter. 1In
contrast, however, younger women starting out on farms now will
face an entirely different situation. They will enter a farming
operation which is generally more specialized and mechanized
than any of the older women's farms twenty or more years'ago
and this will be even more marked for those young women on large
farms.,

It is assumed that this ‘'experience', by the older women,
with changes in farming, will have provided them with time or
opportunity to adjust to those changes - a chance which the
younger women are less likely to have had. UWhether or not this

variable of experience would in fact, be influential could
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not be determined prior to research. However, the potential
effects were recognized and considered in the analyses of the
data. Therefore, when a comparison by 'age' (older vs. youngsr
women) is performed, the reader should keep in mind that tHe
'experience'! variable may be in operation. Quantitative analysis
is not sufficient to sort out the degree to which this variable
is important; The qualitative data, however, should aid in the
process of determining whether the time to adjust to changing
farm production by the older women has in any way altered their

role in farm work activities.

5) Farm Type. This final section is concerned with the type
of farming operations to be included in the sample. While each
farm type involves many identical farm tasks, there are a fsuw
specialized tasks which are only performed on certain types of
farms. Ffor example, milking is not performed on beef farms.
Similarly, because most beef cattle operations in Ontario pur-
chase their next generation of calves from 'cow/calf! ranchers
in the Western provinces, breeding cattle is not a task required
on the majority of Ontario beef farms. For the most part, the
specific tasks selected Fbr inclusion in this research were
those likely to be done on either type of cattle farm. Tasks
such as milking however, which constitute a major or important E
activity in the overall farming operation have been retained.

The two farm types of beef and dairy operations were
originally selected on the basis of their being the tuwo most

prevalent farm types in this province. 0Of the 67,613 farms
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(with sales of $2500 or more) in Ontario in 1976, 33.7% were
beef or hog farms and 23.1% uere dairy farms (Agri=-
culture Canada, 1978: 56). However, because the profit to be
made in beef farming in the past few years has declined, many
beef farmers have added some form of hog farming in order to
supplement their income. It is most probably for this reason
that the statistics guoted above have not been separated by
beef and hog operations and it was for this reason that the
decision was made to include beef/hog combinations in this re-
search.

This should not be interpreted as evidence of a louef
level of specialization, for the definition of specialization
need not be confined to mean a single-enterprise operation,

The addition of one other enterprise to any existent farm is

T

not likely to radically alter the general method of farming or
the level to which that particular operation had already been
industrialized.
Finally, it should be noted that there were no hypotheses

priginally generated concerning the consequences that the type

of farm might have on the work of farm wives. The possibility
that women's role on different types of farms might vary was

left open and the two major types of operations representing

slightly over 50% of the farms in this province were included

JS—

to allow any potential variation in women's work by farm type

to surface,
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C. Sample Stratification

The sampling unit in this study is farm women. The
total quota sample consisted of sixty respondents, stratified
along three separate dimensions which follow from the theoretical
issues discussed above.

First, the sample was divided in half by farm size.

That is, one half of the women were to be from very large scale
operations while the other half were to be from relatively small
scale farms,

Second, the sample was stratified by farm type with
half being Froﬁ dairy farms while the other half were from beef
or beef/hog farms. FEqual numbers of respondents from each of
these farm types were also from large and small farms. Thus,

the sample was divided as follows:

Large Farms Small Farms
Beef
Beef/Hog 15 : 15
Dairy 15 15

Finally, in order to build in the other three dimensions
of an hiétorical perspective, life cycle and aging effects, and
the length of experience with industrialization, the sample
was stratified by length of time married. That is, 40 (66%)
women were to have been married at least 20 years to one farmer,
while the remaining 20 (33%) women were to have been married

g
five years or less,
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With the gquota sample further stratified by the length

of time married, the final sample design was as follous:

Large Farms Small Farms
glder 10 Beef 10 Beef
Women 10 Dairy 10 Dairy
Younger 5 Beef 5 Beef
Women 5 Dairy 5 Dairy

D. Sample Selection Criteria

Absolute limits were established along a number of
dimensions for this quota sample. Each of the 60 respondents
were required to meet each of the follouwing conditions as ths

basis for their inclusion in the sample.

1) Family Farm. As discussed in the theoretical chapter, there

has been substantial debate about the definition of a 'family
farm'. For the purposes of this study, sach respondent had to
meet each of four basic criteria with respect to the organization
of their family farm operation.

First the operator had to be full-time. While it is
true that the proportion of part-time or 'recreation' farmers

has increased in recent years, the effects of a husband7 working

Al

of f the farm would be sufficiently extensive to mask the effects
of industrialization on the division of labour within the family
farm enterprise. For this reason it was decided to select only

those respondents from farms whose primary cperator was such
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on a full-time basis.

Second, because the central concern here was to deter- -
mine the effects of industrialization on the work roles of
women, it was important te know whether there had been any
ma jor shifting of responsibility for farm work to other members
of the family unit. It was decided to restrict the sample to -

these farms where the majority of labour was supplied by the

t

family. Operations where the main part of the total labour
input was supplied by hired.personnel were excluded as this
type of situation would again, alter our perception of the
changes in women's work as farming itself has changed. For
the most part this decision is in keeping with recent trends
in the agricultural labour force because, as Abell points out,
the proportion of labour supplied by the family unit has
increased since 1958 (1975: 368-370). Restriction of respondents
to this form of labour input then, is representative of the
ma jority of family farm operations.

Third, the definition of 'family farm' for the purposes .
of this research was restricted to those farms whers ownership
of the enterprise remained in the hands of the family unit.
Thus, ény farms where the operator was working for another
individual or company were excluded. This does not mean of
course, that operators who wvere renting additional acreage
were not represented in this sample. 0On the contrary, many,
especially large scale, farmers rent land in addition to the

acreage they own. UWhat is meant here, is that the family was
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to be self-employed as opposed to merely working for someone
else.

Finally, in keeping with the above discussion, any
farms which were owned and/or operated by a non-family corporation
were excluded. Houwever, it was decided to include the cases =«
where two or more nuclear family units within a broader kin
network amalgamated to form a family company or corporation.

For example, a case where a father and two sons had formed a
family corporation for finmancial reasons was included in the
sample.

It is certainly true that having more than one nuclear
family involved in a single farm enterprise will necessarily
effect the division of labour among the larger kin network
included in the corporation., However, the prevalence of this
type of partnership among extended family units has increased
in recent years in response to the need to expand the scale of
the farm operation. Rather than incurring the tremendous debts
invelved in purchasing, equipping, and stocking a farm from
scratch, it is much more viable for one or more sons to enter
into a partnership among themselves or to join with their
father in an already established farm enterprise.8 Thus, while
we can logically expect that the division of labour and the
role of women within this form of extended family farm may vary
from the single nuclear family enterprise, the increasing pre=-
dominance of this form of farm organization required its admission
to the sample. The questions around the nges in woments role -

in such farms are important to examine in light of the increasing
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formation and prevalence of these family farm corporations.
The reader should not confuse this variety of FAMILY
based unit with a 'company! farm. The latter refers to an
enterprise owned by a non-family based company which may or
may not be oﬁerated by one or more non-related nuclear family

units. The former refers specifically to a family-based farm

organization which has incorporated f

b a)
EN

@}

financial reasons, but
remains within the ownership and control of the (extended)
family unit.

All farm operations of which the 60 individual respondents
were members, were required to fall within these four limits

concerning the definition of a 'family farm'.

2) Farm Type. As discussed earlier, two types of farms are

T

included in this study in order to determine whether the farm
work done by farm women might vary according to farm type.

Beef and dairy farms were selected as they represent
the two most common types in this province as well as in the
region where the study took place. However, as mentioned
above, the increasing tendency for beef farmers to add some
form of hog farming to their operations suggested the practicality
and sense in including this type of operation in the sample.
However, all beef-hog combinations were required to be primarily =
beef operations which had more recently included the hog enter-
prise as a supplementary endeavour. These farms will subsequently
be termed 'beef! farms but the reader should keep in mind that

p
beef-hog combinations are included under this label.
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3) Farm Size. The scale of the farming operation was a crucial
variable in the selection format and it was hypothesized that
the three patterns of mechanization, specialization and labour-
to-capital intensity would vary by the scale of the operation.
As noted earlier, there are various tools one can employ in
measuring the scale of a farm operation. The criteria utilized
in this research were determined primarily out of practical
considerations. The author could gain access to only very
select data due to the issue of Conf"identiality9 and therefore
the measures employed here were determined for the most part

by the type of information available. The selection criteria
for farm scale varied by farm type. The measures used for dairy
farms will be dicussed first.

i) Dairy Farms: The scale of production on dairy farms

T

is perhaps best measured by the quantity of milk produced-on
any given farm. The relationship between the quantity of milk
produced and other variables such as herd size and the acreage
to support the milking herd is a direct one with some allowance
for variation in soil capability, quality of the herd itself
and the efficiency of the apsrator.

In consultation with the Agricultural Representative
for the Ministry of Agricultural and Food for Bruce County,

the cut-off points in selection criteria were determined as

JPR—

follows:

Larne Dairy Farms: There was no upper limit placed on the

o

guantity of annual production.

e lower limit for large farms-

w3 established at an annual production rate of 500,000 pounds
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of milk. Again, within the variance due to the quality of the
herd, and so on, a farm producing this gquantity of, or more
milk, per year would require a milking herd of 55 or more head
and roughly, 300 acres of land.

Small Dairy Farms: The lower limit placed on small farms was -

set at 200,000 pounds of milk per year. This would guarantee -
a minimum herd size of roughly 20 milking cows and the likelihood
of sufficient profit to maintain a family without necessitating
supplementary off farm work by the operator. A production level
lower than 200,000 pounds per ysar would increase the possibility
of including part-time or 'recrsation' farmers in the sample.

The upper limit for small farms was established at 300,000
pounds of milk per year which still falls within the range of
relatively small scale production., The 200,000 pound'gap between
the upper limit of small farms and the lower limit of large
farms is sufficiently great to ensure a substantial difference
in scale between the two farm size categories. That is, even
the smallest of the large farms would be 60% larger than the

largest of the small farms.

ii) Beef Farms: Unlike the situation for dairy pro-

duction in this province, records on beef production per farm
are not available. Thus a measure other than annual production
was required in order to estimate the scale of production on
cattle/hog farms. 1In consultation with the president of the
County Cattleman's Association it was decided to use the average

number of stock per farm as the criterion for selection by farm



82

size with the limits set as follows:

Large Beef Farms: As in the case of the dairy farms, no upper ¢

limit was placed on the number of stock held by large beef
Farmeps. The lower limit was set at 500 head of beef in a
straight beef operation. For those large farms that also '
raised hogs, the lower 1limit of 400 beef cattle and at least
200 hogs was set. These limits would ensure the necessity of,
roughly, at least 300 to 400 acres of land to support herds

of this size or greater.

Small Beef Farms: The lower limit on small beef farms was set

as at least 100 head of cattle or 75 beef cattle in combination
with at least 100 hogs. This limit was set to help ensure the
inclusion of only full-time farmers and decrease the likelihood
of off~farm employment of the operators.

The upper limit for small beef farms was established ,
at no more than 300 beef cattle or 250 head of cattle combined
with no more than 100 hogs.

Like the criteria for dairy farms, the gap betwsen the
upper limit on the size of small farms and the lower limit of
the larger farms was sufficient to ensure that even the smallest
of the large farm category would be approximately 60% larger

than the largest farms in the small farm group.

4) Age. The restrictions placed on the age (length of time
married) of individual respondents were much less complicated
than those on farm size and require only very brief statement

here.
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The 40 'older'! women had toc have been married to one .
farmer for at least twenty years and no maximum limit was set
on the length of time married. The twenty year limit was sst °
in order to cover the bulk of the changes resulting from
changing farm practices which have occurred in this region
within the last twenty to thirty years. The restriction placed
on the younger women was simply that they had to have been
married to one farmer for five years or less. This would en- .
sure that the data collected on their present work would be
from approximately the same life cycle stage as the data collected

from the older women concerning their first five years of marriage.

E. Selection Procedure

The conditions placed on this quota sample made the
selection of respondents rather difficult. Although there usre
nearly 3,000 census f‘armslD in Bruce County in 1976, the limits
that were set for this study concerning farm size, farm type,
and length of time married, substantially reduced the number
of potential respondents available for interviews. It was
only with the most appreciated help of the Bruce County repre-
sentative of the Ministry of Agriculture and Food, the president
and the vice president of the local Cattleman's Association
and two Milk Inspectors, that master lists of potential

respondents could be compiled. The procedure varied by farm

type.

1) Dairy Farms. As noted in the preceding section, production
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records are kept for all dairy farms which deal in any uway
with the Ontario Milk Marketing Board. Direct access to these
records could not be gained due to regulations around confid-
entiality. However, once limits were set on the size of the
dairy farms to be included in this research, the Ministry
representative was able to compile a list of farmers uwhose
operations fell within the established farm size limits.

This list of names was then discussed with two local
milk inspectors who visit each farm in the county on a regular
basis and who therefore, have a personal knowledge of the
approximate age or legnth of time married of each farm operator.
Those persons who were definitely known to fall outside of the
established length of time married limits were dropped from
the list of potential dairy farm respondents. Any person about
whom there was doubt as to the length of their married time =
were retained on the master list until contact was made with
them.

Through this process a total of 85 potential dairy farm
respondents was collected., O0Of the four sample categories within
the dairy farm group, the numbers of potential respondents uwere

as follouws:

b
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Sample Sub-division Number of Potential Number of Respondents

Respondeants Reguired to Fill Quota
Large dairy farm,
Older woman 27 10
Small dairy farm,
0lder woman 33 10
Large dairy farm,
Younger woman 8 5
Small dairy farm,
YoungerT woman ) 16 5

2) Beef Farms. Unlike the situation for dairy farms, there

are no centralized production records kept on beef production
by farm. The process of locating potential respondents in the
beef farm category was, therefore, more difficult.

Contact was made with the president of the Bruce County
Cattleman's Association to which the greatest majority of beef
farmers in the County belong. From his membership list, the
President was able to put together a list of farm operataors
who roughly fell within the farm size and length of time married
restrictions.

Contact was then made with the vice president of the
same organization who was able, on the basis of his personal
acquaintance with many of the respondents, to add or delete
the names of those persons that he knew did or did not meet
the quota sample limits,

From this procedure, a master list of beef farmers was

compiled with a total of 79 names of potential respondents.
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Within the beef farm category, the number of names which fell
within the size and length of time married restrictions were

as follous:

Sample Sub=-division Number of Potential Number of Respondents

Respondents Required to Fill Quota
Large beef farm,
Older woman 23 10
Small beef farm,
0lder woman 29 : 10
Large beef farm,
Younger woman 9 5
Small beef farm,
Younger woman 18 5

The names of all respondents within each farm type
division were placed in alphabetical order and names were
selected randomly for initial contact. An introductory letter E
was sent to sach of these women at two week intervals. That
is, 20 letters were sent out every two weeks so that this
initial contact would not be too far ahead of the next contact
by phone.

The letterll

explained who the author was, what the
purpose of the research was, and what was to be specifically
required of each respondent. It was explained that further

contact would be made with them by phone within a set period

aleite

of time.
The telephone contact was structursd similarly for
every respondent. Each woman was asked if she was interested

and/or willing to participate in the study. When the answer
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to this intitial question was affirmative, it was then deter-
mined whether or not each woman did in fact, fit within the
sample restrictions. For those few women who did not meet
these limits, the reasons for their exclusion were explained
and further contact terminated. For those women who did fit
within the sample limits, more detail was provided concerning

what was required of them in te

4

ms of the length of the inter-
view and the nature of the research. When their questions had
been answered, an appointment date was set at their convenience.
0f the total number of women contacted, nine refused
to participate. Five of these were outright refusals for
reasons unstated. Reasons were given for the remaining four
refusals. These included, for instance, one family which was
about to retirej; in another situation, a family had recently
suffered a barn fire in which their stock and feed had been
destroyed.

For the most part, the women who were contacted were
interested in the study and very willing to participate. For
those women who did not fit within the sample limits and for
those few women who had refused to participate, additional
names were randomly sélected from the master lists to fill the

quota for each sample sub-division.

F. Sample Characteristics

As noted earlier there was space for a relatively wide
- variation along a number of dimensions within each sample

division. The following discussion is aimed at providing the

e
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reader with an overview of the characteristics of the respondents
and their farming operations. Four separate dimensions will
be covered here, starting with the average age and age range

within each sample category.

1) Age. The reader will recall that there were no limits

laced directly on re

4+ Ao P
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variable was the length of time married. The 'younger'! women
in the sample were to have been married five years or less in
order to provide a data set which would be roughly comparable
to that collected about the older women's work within the first
five years of their marriage. The 1life cycle stage was of
central concern and no minimum or maximum age limits were
established.

The older women were to have been married for a minimum
of twenty years in order for their experience as farm wives
to cover the two decades time span within which the majority
of change due to industrialization has occurred. No maximum
'married time'! was sstablished. The rationale for this decision
was based on the assumption that the wider time span covered
by the research would allow for a greater range of exparience
of change within the older women's life spans. For this reason
there resulted in a full 29 year range in the ages of the older
‘'women. The range in age within the younger women's group is B8

years and, as one would expect, is much smaller than that of

ct

he older group.
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The age ranges and the average age within each of the

8 sample sub-divisions are presented in the following tables.

Age Range

Large Farms Small Farms

0lder Women Younger Women Older Women Younger Women

- ygars =

Dairy Farms 43 22~ 40—~ 22-
60 30 55 28

Beef Farms 40~ 25—~ 42- 22~
57 31 69 30

Average Age

Large Farms Small Farms

Older Women Younger Women 0Older WYomen Younger Women

- yesars -
Dairy Farms 49,6 26.6 46.8 23.8

Beef Farms 45,3 26.4 50.9 26.0

The average age of all of the older women in the sample
vas 48.1 years while the average age of the twenty younger

women was 25,7 years,

2) Farm S5ize. The farm size criteria for respondent selection
varied by farm type. For dairy operations, annual milk pro-
duction was the defining variable while for beef farms, herd

-—- P L

ize was chosen as the basis for selection. Because of the
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variation in selection criteria and because the acreage required
to supply nutrition to milk cows is different from that required
to support a beef herd, there is no variable representing farm
scale that can be compared across the farm type division. It
makes sense to calculate an average herd size for all of the
dairy farms and to similarly calculate an average herd size for
all of the beef farms

n th
A ¥

y in the sample, but the two figures

not comparable across the farm type of division.
Both of these calculations have been performed and the
results are presented below along with the average annual milk

production levels for each of the dairy farm sub-divisions.

Dairy Farms

i) Average Farm Size

Large Farms Small Farms

Dlder Younger Older Younger

326 468 195 223
_ |

ii) Range in Farm Sizel?

Large Farms Small Farms
0lder Younger 0lder Younger
- acres -
Smallest 200 340 _ 100 100

Largest 450 625 200 275
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iii) Average Herd Size

Large Farms Small Farms
8lder Younger Older Younger
- head of cattle -

62 62 28 27
L — } i r J
62 28

iv) Range in Herd Size

Large Farms Small Farms
Older Younger ’ Older Younger
- number of cattle =
Fewest 47 48 21 22
Most 100 100 33 31 :

v) Range in Annual Productiont®

Large Farms Small Farms
Dlder Younger Dlder Younger
- pounds of milk -
) per year
Least 643,420 677,424 200,061 218,314

e

Most 1,473,241 1,361,132 278,834 288,503
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Large Farms

Small Farms

Blder Younger

- pounds of milk =-
797,782 883,091 per year

L J
T -

829,552

Older Younger

267,233 235,442

L J
|

256,636

Beef Farms

i) Average Farm Size

Large Farms

Small Farms

Older YoungerT

S04 870

- acres -

Older Younger

379 283

ii) Range in Farm 5izet?

Large Farms

Small Farms

Older Younger
Smallest 450 600

Largest 1,520 1,100

- acres -

Older Younger
200 216
465 400




iii) Average Herd Size
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Large Farms

Small Farms

Older Younger Older Younger
- number of cattle -
Cattle
Only 1093 815 269 192
- number of cattle plus =
number of hogs
Cattle/Hog
Combination 458 + 135 550 + 350 219 + 70 125 + 117
iv) Range in Herd Size
Large Farms Small Farms
0lder Younger Older Younger
~ number of cattle -
Cattle only
Smallest 500 500 125 150
Largest 1700 1700 300 225
number of cattle plus -
number of hogs

Cattle/Hog
Combination
Smallest 425 + 150 * 75 + 150 100 + 175
Largest 500 + 70 * 250 + 75 150 + 60

*not applicable, n = 1.

T
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3) Length of Time Married. There was no maximum 'length of

time married' restriction placed on the 'older women! group.
All older women had to have been married a minimum of tuwenty
years but the length of time married ranged from 20 to 47 years
within this sample sub-~division,

There was no minimum time married set for the younger

nnnnnn .. 4 S -~
WUHIE T ¢ ouu vile

naximum was sstablished at 5 years. Houwever,
the proportion of young farm families on large farms is very
small., The reasons for this are fairly obviocus. Unless a son
can start farming with his father on an already established
farm enterprise, it is near impossible to build up a farming
operation into anything near large scale (as defined here) in
five years or less., Aithough the original master list of
potential respondents in the sub~-division of young dairy farmers
on large farms totalled nine names, six of these did not meet =
sample restrictions. It was therefore necessary to stretch the
limits slightly for this sample sub-division to include tuo
women who were slightly over the 5 year married time limit.
Thus, one of these women had been married six years and the
other had been married seven years.
.During the interviews with these women it was found that
the division of labour had not changed in the previous two years
for either of these women. Neither of them had children whose E
ages might have been high enough to enable them to actively

participate in farm work. For the purposes of this study then,

the organization and operation of these women's family farms

and the division of labour within the farm family unit had
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remained essentially the same over the previous twe years. It
was decided, therefore, to include these two women in the
sample and to treat thgm and their work as if they had been
married only five years. The ranges in married time and
average length of time married for each of the eight sample

sub-divisions are presented below.

i) Ayerane lenath of T

...... ge lLeng me Married

i
R 12

Dairy Farms Beef Farms

Large Farms Small Farms Large Farms Small Farms

Older Younger O0Older Younger O0lder VYounger O0Older Younger

- years -
28 4 27 3 26 4 29 3
| I
28 27
| T
3 3
1 | !
3
1
27
ii) Range in Length of Time Married
Dairy Farms Beef Farms
Large Farms Small Farms Large Farms Small Farms

llder Younger O0Older Younger 0lder Younger (0Older Younger
- years =

21~ 1- 20- 1=~ 20- 1- 21- 1-
38 7 35 5 36 5 47 4
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4) Partnership. As one response to the need to increase pro-

duction scale in order to maximize profits in farming, the
prevalence of partnerships both within an extended kin network
and between non—reléted farm families has increased in recent
years. Thus in 1951, 71.9% of all census Fafms in Canada uere
owned by the operator. By 1976 this proportion fell to 63.0%.
On the other hand, in 1951, tenure by part-ocuner comprised only
19.4% of all census farms in Canada while 25 years later, in
1976, the proportion of part-owners had risen to 31.2% of all
census farms.l4
Because of the increasing prevalence of partnerships
in farming, it was decided to include such farm organizations
if they occurred in the sample through random selection and
as long as they remained within the bounds of family ounership.15
As it turned out, a full 20(33%) farms in the sample
were involved in a partnership form of tenure. This proportion
is quite close to the national percentage noted above. The
distribution of the partnership type of farm ownership across
the eight sample sub-divisions is uneven and constitutes a
rough pattern by farm size., The table belou presents the
numbers Of partnerships and family corporations as they occurred
in each sample sub-division. As one would anticipate, the

numbers of partnerships are much higher in the four large-farm

divisions than in the four small-farm sample groups.
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Dairy Farms Beef Farms
Large Farms Small Farms Large Farms Small Farms
O0lder Younger O0Older Younger O0lder Younger O0Older Younger
3C* 4C 3C - 3P , 1P
1p*¥* ip 2p 2p
*¥¥P = partnership with one or more extended family members.
*¥C = legal corporation within the extended family network.

G. Questionnaire

The questionnaire was designed in accordance with the
central theoretical concerns of the study. It was divided into
two distinct sections. The first section regquired the filling-
in of blanks and charts by the intervieuwer with information

(past and present) about the work that the women perform(ed),

™

biographical data, and information about the organization of
the farm operation itself. This first section was divided
into five subsections which are briefly outlined belou.

The first page of the questionnairel7 deals with bio-
graphical and background information on the women themselves,
their families and the farm home. The guestions about the
number and age of children, the number of rooms in the house-

hold, the number of persons other than immediate family living

e

in the home, and so on were included because of their potential
relationship to the amount or type of work performed by the
family members and on the division of labour. The questions

in this first part were asked at the outset of the intervieuws

because they are less personal and/or threatening and offered



98

the respondents time to becoms comfortable with the interviewer
and the intervisw procedure.

The second page of the guestionnaire was directed at
the past-within the Firstyfive years of the older uwomen's
marriage. This section was deleted in the interviews with the
twenty younger women. Questions about the organization, type

. ~ PR, SR U S
n two to four decades esarlier

offer information about how the farms in this sample have
changed. The questions dealing with help received for house-
work and for farm work, spare time and vacation activities also
concern structures orvpatterns which may have altered the
division of labour within the farm Family in the past.

The next three pages of the questionnaire are the
task charts. A time budget study was originally considered
in designing this research. Houwever, because change over time
was an integral facet of the study'sipurpose, time budget data
wers not suited to this goal.18 The absence of a solid
Canadian time budget data set for the work of farm women in
the past meant that there could be no attempt to assess hou
the use of time by these farm women might have altered over
the last feu décades. It was therefore decided not to collect
information on the amount of time spent by these women on the
various components of their work. Rather, these task charts
wvere designed £o gather information on the division of labour.
That is, to ansuwer the questions of who did what work, who

helped with which tasl work (farm work,

wr UJII_LCII CJSKS, al

JEon——
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house work) was divided among family members.
The seventy-four specific tasks chosen for inclusion

in this research represent three broadly defined areas of work

activities: housework, farm work, and t'other! uork.19 Within

each of these three areas are different types of work. A

range of individual tasks were selected to represent each of

thesae fingr categories or types

................. by . The areas and types of uwork

with representative tasks are outlined belou:

AREA
Housework Type ' Example of tasks
Cooking coocking, dishes
Shopping shopping for food
n for clothing
Household/Maintenance scrubbing
cleaning vacuuming
Household production canning/preservinag,
sewing, pasturizing milk
Child care feeding infants, bathing
infants, playing with
children
Farm Work .Nilking getting cows from pasture
cleaning milking equipment
Barn chores clean stable
helping cows to calve
'ight Field UWork?! harrowing

(tasks likely to be performed by load/unload hay wagons

the use of relatively simple/
small machinery)

'Heavy Field UWork! combining, plouwing, seeding

{tasks likely to be performed by
the use of relatively large/
complex machinery)

J—
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ARER
Type Examplas of tasks
Farm Work farm business . buying cattle
transactions selling cattle
selling surplus feed
farm accounts financial accounts
herd accounts
banking
'OTHER' Work Poultry feed
gather eggs
Yard/Gardening/ plant
Orchard weed
water
Care of hired hslp as is
Cut/Wrap meat?’ as is

In the questionnaire, the first 23 tasks are housework tasks.

The next thirty-eight tasks are farm work activities. The

final thirteen tasks are those assigned to the 'other'! work area.

The tasks as they appear on pages three, four, and five, refer

to the past = how these tasks were divided among family members

within the first five years of the older womens!'! marriages.

They were omitted in the interviews with the tuenty younger women.
The sixth pags of the questionnaire is very similar

to the second, bﬁt this section deals with the present. These

guestions were asked of all 60 women in the sample and concern

spare time or vacation activities, which, again, might alter

the division of labour within the farm family given that what

is often done in one's spare time can appropriately be labelled

il
WUL N o
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The final pages in ths first section of the guestionnaire
are identical to the third, but deal with the present division
of labour on the respondent's farms. This set of task charts
were completed for all sixty women and makes up a data set for
the present uhich can be compared to the information from the
first five years of the older women's marriage.

The second section of the guestionnaire consists of a

set of questions aimed at obtaining qualitative data from the
respondents. This latter portion was recorded on audio tape
and permitted a more free and relaxed conversation between the
interviewer and respondent. The gquestions were designed to

obtain the respondents' opinions on how and why their work, and

farming itself, had changed over tims.

This final part of the gquestionnaire was designed primarily
for the older women in the study. The questions concerning
change over time could not be asked of the younger women and
were omitted for those twenty intervieus.

The qualitative data collected on tape provided the
author with a more solid basis from which to draw conclusions
about the chaning nature of farm women's work., Their first
hand experiehce of change and their opinions expressed in re-
sponse to these questions grounded much of the interpretation
of the guantitative data collected in the first half of the
intervieus.

The guestionnaire was pre-tested on a different set

tuo separate times to ensure that the

e
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gquestions were aimed in the right direction. Task charts were
structured three different ways and the final layout of these

charts seemed to allow the fastest and most accurate recaording
of the division of labour within the farm families under study.
The ordering of questions was also changed after each pre-test

to facilitate the flow of conversation and to provide a rough

temporal seguence to the gverall intervisw.

H. Data Analysis

The data were coded and analyzed using SPSS procedures.
The method of analysis used was cross tabulation among the
varigus subgroups within the sample., - More sophisticated
analytical technigues were not employed given a) the level of
the data b) the small sample size and c) the general level of
trends to be examined.

Certain analyses were not performed on various portions
of the total data set. These are outlined below.

Fregquency Data: A finer breakdown of data on the division of

labour into frequency of performance (1. always 2. wusually
3. sometimes 4. rarely) was collected. Analysis of this
frequency data is not included in this report.

Interesting patterns in the rates of performance of
tasks did, in fact,. surface. Within the area of housework
activities, women were over-represented in the alvays/usually
categories and men uere over represented in the sometimes/rarely
categories. For the farm work tasks, exéctly the opposite

pattern emerged. UWomen uwere under-represented in the aluays/
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usually divisions while men were over-~represented in these.

This pattern in frequency of performance by sex is reflective

of two broader trends. When men are found to participate in
housework tasks, it is most often on an infrequent basis. For
women in farm work, the corollary holds. When women participate

in most (though, not all) farm work tasks, they do so on a less
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than full-time or regular basis. This trend in participat
rates by uohen in farm work is less consistent than for men
in houseuwork.

The decision to omit the analysis of these data from
the report was based on tuo considerations. First, thé data
set was also divided by a 'doing-helping! distinction. That
is, data was collected on the basis of persons viewed as 'doing!
the task or merely 'helping! with the task. This distinction,
as defined and utilized here, and as explained to each of the
respondents, includes a measure of frequency of task performance.
Persons considered as 'doing' a task are those who not only
assume a primary responsibility for the planning, initiation,
and completion of each task in guestion, but also, are those
persons who do so on a reqular and frequent basis. 0On the other
hand, persons considered to 'help'uith' a task are those
persons who, when participating in an activity, do so in the
sense of assuming responsibility for less than the total task
performance and also, who do so on a less than regular or full-
time basis. For example, in the task of cooking, it is a

qualitatively different activity if cone is to assume the primary

U \ L LR U Gooui Yy

responsibility for planning, beginning, cooking and serving the
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meal than if one is to simply stir the gravy or carve the meat.
The first aspect here is the 'doing! part, the second, merely
the *helping! partion. 0On this basis, the doing/helping dis-
tinction includes a measure of freguency of performance as well
as a measurs of the total responsibility assumed in the task.
Second, each of the tables which are presented in this

work includes a consider
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able amount of data, he addition of
the frequency data to these tables made them significantly more
difficult to interpret.

Therefore, because a measure of frequency in task
performance is implied by the doing/helping distinction, and,
because the inclusion of the frequency data as collected would
serve only to 'clutter' the tables without adding further
elaboration on the division of labour, it was decided to not

present these freguency data throughout the report.

tOther Work':s The reader will recall that a set of 13 tasks

which seemed to fit appropriately in neither the housework nor
the farmuork areas was kept separate for analysis. Eleven of
these tasks (excepting only care of hired help and yard work)
are, or can be viswed as, aspects of domsstic production of
subsistence goods. Important patterns did, in fact, surface

in analyses of these tasks. Rather than structuring a separate
chapter for the consideration of thess tasks, they have been
discussed within the housework chapter under 'household pro-
duction'. For details, the reader should refer to that section.

Lo

Only brief mention is made of the help receive Tom children
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ief mention is made of the help received
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for housework tasks in the 40 'older' households., The analysis
of these data are presented in the appendix to the housework
chapter should the reader wish more detail.

Household Composition: Data were collected on the number of

persons residing in each farm home, the number of rooms in

each home, and the number of children and their ages. Analyses

of these variahles wer
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ations
on and scope of the research. Let it suffice to say that there
was only one household in which a person other than a nuclear
Fahily member resided and this was on a part-time basis. The
person in queétion, an aged extended family member, did not
participate actively in any of the tasks on a reqular basis

-and will be given no further consideration here,

Spare-time Activities and Membership(s) in Formal Organizations:

o

Analyses of these activities do not appear in this work,again,
due to time limitations.

'Sharing't The category of 'sharing'! of tasks between spouses
has been retained for the data on housework, but deleted for

the data on farm work performance. While a totally equal sharing
of the primary responsibility for any task is likely rare, many
women stated that for saome house@ork tasks, this sort of division
exists between themselves and their partners. However, the

equal sharing of farm work tasks was not reported for farm work

e

activities. Therefore, when men 'do' houseuwork activities, some
wives perceive this participation as an equal sharing of the

Amat o - vy enmreo v ablormes o
task. No women Suggcatcd that tuuy ggua.Llly snare a
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activities and the 'sharing! category was, accordingly, deleted

in the analyses of farm task performance.

I. Research Limitations

There are a number of issues requiring mention here
which have to do with the Qeneralizability and/or reliability
of this research. The reader should keep these points in mind
when considering the data which follouw.

There are a few tasks included in the researcp design
which are not necessarily comparable over time. The tasks of
threshing and combining are two of these. Threshing used to
be the method used in harvesting grain crops two to four decadss
ago for the majority of farms in this province. Grain was cut
with a machine called a binder, stooked by hand to dry, loaded
onto wagons by hand and transported to the barn where it was
put through a threshing machine. The straw was normally used
for bedding (of livestock) and the grain was stored in grain
bins for winter use. Now the same task of harvesting grain is
done by a machine called a combine on the majority of farms.
The combine cuts and threshes grain in one step. The straw is
left in the field for fertilizer or to be baled and the grain
is transported to barns by trucks or wagons where it is augured
into grain bins by machine. The work is less physically
strenuous and requires far fewer people and time in its completion.

Few people in the sample group used to combine in the
past while few continue to employ threshing machines nouw.

Tnclusion of these tasks can provide evidence of changing farming
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methods. However the fact that threshing is done rarely nouw
while combining was done rarely in the past, reduces the
numbers of sample cases from which to draw conclusions. The
reader should therefore note carefully the number of farms where
each of the tasks is performed before drawing conclusions about
women's participation. For example, because, as will be seen
below, only three farms thresh now, one woman who participates
in this task constitutes 33% of the women from farms where the
task is performed. Other tasks which involve this same problem
to a greater or lesser extent are: pasteurizing milk for family
consumption, breéding cattle (which is done less on beef farms),
and the four tasks associated with poultry production.

Problems around recall and memory also need mention here.
The older women were required to detail the division of labour
on their family farms from a period of as much as thirty years
ago. This may introduce some error into the data. Houever,
the fact that only a very general level of information was
required (rather than dstailed data such as those in time budgets)
will certainly have helped to moderate the degree of error in
this respsect.

A more serious problem uith-recall in this study has
to do with the requirement that oclder women confinse their re-
sponses to the first five years of marriage. When obvious
mistakes of this nature occurred during the interviews, the
investogator was able to point them out and remind the respondent
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when a woman would say that she helped her children with home=-
work when the children were too young to be in school, the

error was easily noticed. For other tasks houwever, the potential
error was less obvious, and little else could be done to ensure
accuracy. This should be kept in mind when viewing the data

from the past.

The data cover a time span of 20 to 40

_____ an ars but do n
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ye ot
bear on the intermediary years or life cycle stages = after
the first five years but before the twentieth year of marriage.
There are, for some respondents, as many as 30 years for which
no data was collected. The gquestions of how the division of
labour on these family farms may have changed as children became
old enough to do many of the tasks cannot be answered from this
research.,

The reader should also remember that the sample size
is relatively small (60) and that only two farm types were
studied. Regional variations in farming methods are wide and
industrialization has advanced further in some regions than in
others.23 That farming methodg also vary by farm type is clear.
The extent to which the patterns to be presented in this study
can be generalized to other regions or farm types cannot be
determined. A larger study with a wider scope in terms of farm
types and geographical locations would be required to understand

more fully the national situation in this respect.

The location of the study, Bruce County, Ontario, was

chosen for practical reasons. It is the area where the author

AT OoUIIS e

was raised and her personal acquaintance with numereous contact



109

persons provided the basis for the choice of Bruce County as
the study site. The area has remained highly rural, relative
to the province as a whole. The provincial data indicate

that 5.1% of Ontario's population was rural in 1971 while in
Bruce County for 1971, the figure was 28%. There are no cities

in the county and the nearest city, Ouwen Sound, is 40 miles or

more away fram any

W any of the farm n the sampl Thus

s in the sample.
of urbanization is likely to be less than for regions closer
to large urban centres.24
Off farm employment opportunities for women is a case
in point. Rural regions provide fewer of these and so one
might question whether the off-farm work of women might be
greater in regions which are closer to urban centers than in
the region of study in this report.
Finally, the type of data calculated here can allou
conclusions about the division of labour on family farms, but
do not indicate the amount of work being discussed. That is,
vomen are noted as participating in tasks but there is no way
to estimate what this means in terms of hours or days of labour.
Only a time budget study would clarify these questions. Even
time budget research would nbt be very useful concerning estimates
of change over time given the added problems of recall at such
detailed levels of data collection. There are a few time budget
studies that one can use as general reference points,25 but the
degree of applicability of these data to the respondents in the
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npresent research is unknown. However, given that the aim of
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this study was to determine, on a preliminary basis, the
direction in the extent to which farm women were/are/will be
involved in agricultural production, the more general level of

data presented below presents few problems.



CHAPTER TIII
HOUSEWORK

A. Introduction

An examination of farm women's work roles in the domestic
sphere is somewhat peripheral to the central aim of this research
which has been stated as the examination of farm women's role
in agricultural production. Howsver, because housework con-
stitutes a major portion of farm women's overall work load,
and following from the review of literature which detailed the
changing nature of housework in urban centers, certain questions
are raised with respect to housework in farm families. The
research questions generated for this portion of the study
fall into three broadly defined areas: the changing nature of
housework in farm families; the farm women's role in domestic
production of consumer goods for family usej; and the sexual
division of household labour.

Changing Nature of Housework: 1Industrialization in urban

centers radically altered the nature of housework as production

was removed from the home. UWomen uwere no longer located in the

central sphere of economic production. The tasks which rsmained
in the home became monotonous, maintenance and service-oriented.
Increasing household technology reduced the drudgery involved

in housework but did not reduce the time expenditures involved

111
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in its completion. Rising standards resulting, at least
partially, from the aims of organizations such as the Domestic
Science Movement and the Home Economics Movement, combined
with the moral imperative attached to household cleanliness
served to turn household maintenance into a full-time job.

It is expected, dus to the time lag between urban and
rural
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eas, or urban areas
in the early décades of this century will more recently appear
in rural hemes. Thus it is hypothesized that rural women will
have seen the nature of their housework change over the last
20 to 40 years in ways similar to those in urban households

several decades earlier,

Household Production: As work was removed from the urban home,

women who remained in the private sphere experienced a diminution
of their 'production! activities. Mass-produced goods became
increasingly available, often for a price cheaper than the

cost of making the same goods in one's home. The increasing
emphasis on consumption as a value in urban society also helped
to reduce urban women's participation in household production

of goods for family use.

Following from thesé urban patterns, it is expected
that farm women will show more recent evidence of a decline in
household production., Transportation systems have improved in
rural areas over the last three to four decades making the

purchase of ready made goods more possible on a more frequent

o

3 = 3 - — 3 1 =~
asis. Mass media nouw e ring values



AR RY)
U

113

previously associated only with urbanized regions. While it
has been suggested elseuhere that farm women continue fo be
involved in domestic production at rétes higher than urban
women (Blood, 1958; Abell, 1959; CRDC, 1979) it is hypothesized
that a decline in this range of tasks will now be apparent

in farm homes.
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housework and child care has been defined in Western society
-as, most appropriately, 'women's work.! As increasing numbers
o% urban women have entered the paid labour force in recent
years, concern has been aimed at the assumption by uomeﬁ of tue
work loads - paid work and housework. Recent urban evidence
indicates that the division of household labour between partners
has not altered in response to the added demands on women by
their paid employment (Meissner, 1977; Gunderson, 19763 Clark
and Harvey, 1976).

Like urban women, rural women have been traditionally
responsible for domestic duties as well as for assuming an
iﬁportant role in farm work. Kohl (1576a: 67) suggests that,
in this way, farm women have alwvays had a 'double burden' of
work in that they have been responsible for work in the home
as well as work in the public sphere - equivalent of farm work.
Rural women, like their urban sisters have also begun to work
in the paid labour force in inecreasing numbers although at a
slightly lower rate than urban women (Gunderson, 1976: 95-98).
ff

[ )
i

One begins to wonder whether this paid labour o the farm will
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provide the basis for farm women assuming a 'triple burden' of
work, That is, will farm women simply add-on this other
portion of labour to their already existent 'dual work' burden?
The research questions generated for the division of
household labour follow from the urban data reviewed earlier.
Despite the assumption of off farm jobs, it is hypothesized

. PR B T
that farm women will con

asSSuUme he major responsibility
for household labour. The division of this labour by sex will

have remained relatively stable regardless of farm women's

employment status in the paid labour force.

B. The Changing Nature of Housework in Farm Homes

The older women in this study were asked to outline
whether their housework had changed in any way since the first
five years of marriage. Many of the responses to these guestions
provide evidence of both the nature and extent of change in
housework, in these farm homes, over the last four decades.

In terms of the amount of housework, the responses uere
mixed. Of the 40 older women who were asked the question,
thirteen (33%) said they are doing about the same amount of
housework as within the first 5 years of their marriage, sixteen
(40%) said they are doing less, and eleven (27%) said they now
do more. Of the thirteen women whose housework has remained
relatively constant in amount, all thirteen stated that the
amount of time they spend in housework has alsoc remained about
the same. What is interesting here is that when a woman's work

seems to have decreased in amount, the time spent on the work
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which remains does not necessarily decrease. Thus, for the
sixteen women who said théy do less housework now than in the
past, twelve (75%) said their time expenditures have not de-
creased accordingly, while the other four women (25%) stated
that they actually spend more time at housework nouw than in the

past, For the remaining eleven women whose housework has
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increased in amount, all
similarly increased.

All forty women stated that the nature of the work had
changed enormously over the last two to four decades., Almost
all (95%) said that the work has been made easier. The reasons
given for the reduction in drudgery previously associated with
housework were numerous.

0f all of the various reasons which surfaced throughout
the intervieus,l the acquisition of washing machines and freezers
was seen as the most influential in reducing the labour involved
in housework.

Thirty-eight of the forty farm women in this sample (95%)
now have automatic washing machines. 1In response to the question
of how the new machines had altered their work, three different
issues were raised. First, the task of washing clothes is less
strenuous than it was before the acquisition of automatic washers.
For many women with no hydro or water on pressure, washing used
to mean a substantial amount of hard physical work:

You didn't have hydro - you washed with a - well,

at the very first, I washed with a washboard, and
then with a machine that you had to push back and

forth to - you had to be with it all the time Yyou
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washed. And then, too, years back you didn't
have water on pressure, you had to go out and
pump your water and carry it all in that you
needed. It was more, harder work.

Along with the reduction in physical labour has come
a reduction in the length of time one has to spend at one time
on washing clothes, From most of the accounts, it appears that
washing was a weekly chore which took a whole day to do:

Well, the other old thing that I used =~ it was
terrible., Well, I had no hot water either so

I had to heat all my hot water before I could even
think about doing washing, and then you had to
have the old wood stove going because I didn't
have the electric stove here for years. And by
the time you got the washing done, it was a full
day's job.

The third benefit of automatic washing machines noted
throughout the interviews was that one can put a load of washing
in and go and do something else while the washer is in operation.

Bh, it's wonderful., 1If it broke down today, I
would have to get another one right away. It saves
so much time from the old ones we had to use. A
wash is something that you can do and go do some-
thing else. You can go lay down for a while if

you are tired and get up when the thing rings...

A reduction in the drudgery of housework was also noted
by almost all (88%) of the women in the ‘older' group with
respect to the acquisition of freezers. O0Only two women had
freezers within the first five years of their marriage. Foods
which needed to be frozen were placed in storage lockers in a
creamery in the nearest touwn.

It is much handier - it saves me a lot of trips
to town. Before we used to keep our meat in a
cold storage box in town and you never used to

have what you wanted when you wanted it. And you
could never bring too much out if you didn't have
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a place to keep it. Now we have two freezers -
one for vegetables and one for meat.

Canning was the alternative method of food preservation
and it seems that the 'putting doun'! of hundreds of jars of
preserves was the norm for most farm women in the past. The
use of freezers (all farm families in this study have at least
one freezer, many have two, and a few mentioned owning three)
to preserve food has reduced both time and energy:

O0h, the freezer is great! I don't have to do

near as much canning as I used to. 1 used to do

2 to 3 hundred jars every year. Canning takes a
lot of time and then,too, it doesn't always suit
you to do the canning on a certain day whereas the
freezer - you can do it right away. 1It's probably
cut my time by half,

It saves me more than half you know. Like, I don't
preserve any fruit or vegetables anymore - I just
bring it in and put it in the freezer. The only
thing I have douwn there (cellar) are pickles in
jars,

Other household machinery noted for its benefits in re-
ducing the hard work traditionally associated with houseuwork,
in the past, were refrigerators, electric stoves, and dish-
washers. 0One woman in this sample has a microwave oven and the
change in the nature of cooking from the use of an old wood-
burning coaok stove to the use of a microwave oven is clearly
enormous.,

The acquisition of more modern household conveniences
such as running water and hydro were also noted by many women
as having reduced the amount of labour involved in doing house-

work. Finally, remodelling of farm homes themselves has changed

the nature of housework. New flooring was mentioned often as

gy
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a factor in this type of change:

I used to wax every week - I scrubbed and waxed
these floors and it wasn't just these two floors
(pointing to two areas of the kitchen). I
started in the living room and I came out here
and I scrubbed and waxed and now I do it once a
month, Before it was around the highchair and
that - there'd be a disaster area and stuff like
that and a lot more running in and out. I think
this has made an awful difference. And I think
the waxes are better and the floors are a lot

better than they used to be.

Similarly, remodelling of floor space or the rational-
ization of kitchen design has helped a number of these women
to make better use of their time and energy:

My dishwashing - we had a crazy little sink over

in that corner (pointing) and there wasn't much
space for putting your dishes and it just seemed
that everybody was working on top of everybody
there, trying to do the dishes. Now I have a dish-
washer...but even when I do my dishes at the sink,
I've got all this new counter space - I didn't

used to have any counter at all here before, and,
well, that makes it so much easier to do,.

From these examples it can be concluded that for the
farm women in this study, housework has changed over the last
two to four decades, The possession of machines as well as
task performance vary from household to household, but almost
all women noted that housework has become easier and less
physically strenuous.

While the data from this study cannot detail how every
task has changed or be more precise about the extent of change,
it appears that, with the acquisition of machines, the modern-
ization of kitchen space, new developments in flooring and so
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areas have shown, technology has reduced much of the drudgery



119

of housework, but does not necessarily reduce time expenditures.
0f the forty older farm women in this study, 38 (95%)
stated that they have seen their standards in housework rise

since the first five years of their marriage. Nsw machines

~-make higher standards possible, and some even require mainten-—

ance or cleaning that was never required before:
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We used to have that old cook stove {(wood burning)

.+ss and it was black on top and when something

spilled over, you never had to worry about wiping

it right up 'cause it just didn't show., Now look

at that stove over there (points to an electric

range). It's white and every time some little

thing spits or boils over you gotta wipe it right

up or it looks awful. You never used to do that.

The task of washing clothes is ancther task mentioned
often as one for which standards have risen. Families have
more clothes and wear them for shorter periods of time before
they get washed. Perhaps these rising standards help to explain
why time expenditures have not always diminished in cases where
the work has become easier and even in some of those cases
where women estimate that they do less work than previously.
The issue of rising standards in the performance of housework
activities has been well documented for urban areas. It appears
that over the last 2 to 4 decades farm women have also seen
standards rise in the performance of domestic labour.
The 'professionalization' of child care noted as an

urban pattern which changed notions about the 'proper' care

which children require was also noted by a few (18%) of the

farm women in this study.
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We started our day arcund 5:30 in the morning

and I would get up and go down to help with the
milking and the kids would still be in bed.

You never thought much of leaving them alone

while they were sleeping back then. Girls wouldn't
do it now - they'd think we were terrible mothers,
but we didn't think twice about it then. 1I'd
usually come up during the milking to see if they
were awake and if they weren't, I'd go back doun
and finish up, If they were awake, I'd wrap them

up and bring them dowun toc the barn with me - sit
them in a manger until I was finished with the
chores. Girls don't do that nouw though

TTud il e

Another woman echoes similar opinions on the change in
attitude around child care:

I know the younger women, if they have young
children, they won't take them with them when they
go out (to the barn). They won't do that. I see
it. Even if they have one child they have to get
a babysitter for every little thing. UWe used to
take our children down to the barn with us. 1
feel the children now are taken care of so much
with no hardships to put up with - it's too easy.
Everything is coming too easy. I see it with my
own grandchildren,

While these changing ideas about child care have come
too late to effect the older women's work, for their children
are grouwn, the rising standardsaround child care will certainly
effect the work of the present and future generations of younger
farm women.

Most of the discussion on the changing nature of house-

work in farm homes thus far has been focused on outlining the

way in which rural housework 1s becoming increasingly like its

gy

urban counterpart. There are houever, a few specific tasks
which remain different in farm homes from the same task as it
is performed in most urban homes. These need mention here.

Shopping for clothing and food are tasks which remain
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different on farms due to the distance from stores. Certainly,
roads have been improved and trips to town are more frequent
than in the past. However, travelling up to 20 miles to
purchase goods is quantitatively and gqualitatively different
from the trip to a nearby corner store for most urbanites.
Cleaning, washing and cooking also remain different in most farm
from home to home, the nature of farming continues to keep
these tasks somewhat different than they are in urban homes,
Cleaning the house was noted by most older women as a

more difficult chore in farm homes due to the continual 'bringing
in!' of dirt, and bits of straw, hay or chop in one's clothing.
Washing of more dirty clothing was also noted as constituting
a difference between farm homes and urban homes. Comments such
as the following were common throughout the intervieus.2 They
illustrate the point that the nature of farming as an occupation
influences the nature/extent of housework in farm homes:

A woman in town has no idea how hard it is to keep

a farm home clean when your husband comes in and

takes his boots off after he's been working with

straw, or in the chaff or in the haylage and he

walks in on the rug there. And the washing - the

amount of washing. He gets his clothes so dirty =

those clothes he wore today sorting the cattle -

they look like he was right douwn rolling around in

the mud., I had to take 3 pails of water outside

and sweep them doun and rinse them off beforses I

would even think of putting them in the machine.

And when he is in the dirt and in the spring when

the dust is so bad, the bedding gets so dirty. We

shower every day and still can't keep ahead of 1it.

e are aluways tracking in bits of straw or something
after us and the mud this past year has been out

of this world. And I had harducod floors in here
until a year ago and the dirt just kept the finish



122

ground off of it all the time. I could be
cleaning it all the time and never be able to
keep it looking good.

(Women in town) don't have these stinky, smelly
clothes coming in and for another thing, like here
now (pointing to the living room) they could have

a nice new chesterfield, and it wouldn't get dirty
but we have to go inteo leather or vinyl because
there's no vay you're going to ask your husband

to change his clothes every time he walks in the
door. They do wear overalls, but it's still really
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Finally, cooking for some, if not most, farm women,
remains different than the same task in urban homes. Larger
families, the occasional3 presence of hired help, the value
placed on (nutritious) meals, and the combination of houseuork
with farm work serves to make cooking different for farm women.

I have to cook here for extra men, but that only
happens for a few brief periods in the year - say,
for two weeks in haying and a few weeks in corn

or something like that. But that certainly adds
work at night time. I have to make sure there is
something around to cook and you can't feed hired
help just leftovers. Sometimes I get it all ready
in the morning before I go to work.

The problem I find when things are busy is to keep
enough things in that cupboard that when I come

off the swather at the same time as my husband is
shutting down some other machine = we come in the
house and I hustle and am washed, have the stove

on and we sit down to eat ten minutes later. Nou

he might pick up the paper and read and I always
think the woman gets the rau end of the deal because
he can slip away for a few minutes and rest and I
have to clean up....

L. Household Production

1t has been contended that farm women continue-to per-
form a range of domestic production activities which have been

discontinued by most urban women. However, it was anticipated

e
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that the data from this research would indicate a process of
fdrcline in these activities over the last 2 to 4 decades. UWhile
tha data collection focused primarily on who does what rather
than who does how much of each activity, there are certain
indicators from this reseérch to support the hypothesis outlined

above, Some of the evidence cited below suggests a process of
change (decline) over time for the slder women, whi other data
suggest this process of decline to be greater or further advanced
for the 20 younger women in this study.

Nine specific tasks which fall within the range of
household production have been selecfed from the 74 tasks
included in the research. Table No. 1 below, presents the
findings of this study with respect to these tasks.

There are four of these 9 tasks which show relatively
little change over the last two to four decades in the proportion
of farms on which they are performed. Sewing, baking, canning/
preserving and gardening continue to be performed on the
greatest majority of the 40 farms by the older women. Data
for the other five tasks however, indicate a decline in task
performance,

Pasteurizing milk for family consumption,6 home.
butchering,7 keeping poultry, marketing eggs8 and orchard work
are all done on significantly fewer farms now than in the past.
Evidence of decline in the performance of these tasks holds
for the 40 farms on which the older women reside indicating
a decline ¢

13 | £
ver the last 2 to 4 decades. The three tasks of home

butchering, keeping poultry and marketing eggs show that, within



Table No. 1 Household Production

PA3T PRESENT
Older Women Younger Women
TASK Farms Applic- UWomen Farms Applic~ UWomen Farms Applic-~ \Women
able * Partic,** able ¥ Partic.¥*¥ able ¥ Partic.**
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Seu 36 90 36 100 32 80 32 100 16 80 16 100
Bake 39 98 39 100 40 100 40 100 20 100 20 100
Pasteurize
Milk 10 25 10 100 1 2 1 100 2 10 2 100
Ca-n//
Pressrve 40 100 40 100 40 100 40 100 17 85 17 100
Butcher 40 100 22 55 8 20 6 75 - - - -
Keep o
Poultry 31 78 29 94 12 30 8 66 1 5 1 100
Market
Eggs 21 53 21 100 3 7 3 100 - - - -
Garden 40 100 40 100 39 98 39 100 18 S0 18 100
Orchard 21 53 15 71 11 27 7 64 5 25 3 60

*¥Number and % of farms on which the task is perf‘ormed.5

*¥¥Number and % of women who participate in the task on farms where the task is performed.

7ZT
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the time frame of the present, the proportion of younger house-
holds in which the tasks occur is even less than the proportion
of 'older!' households in which the tasks are performed. That
is, fewsr older women now do the tasks than they did in the
past, and, proportionately, even fewer younger women than older
women perform these same tasks now. Further to this contrast
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to perform the two tasks of food preservation and gardening

at equal or nearly equal rates respectively as in the past,
the proportion of younger women engaged in each of these
activities is slightly lower. Proportionately fewer younger
women than older women engage in the domestic production tasks
of gardening and canning/preserving at the present time.

A more detailed study would be needed to determine
whether any change in the amount of these goods being produced
has occurred., There is no way to determine from the present
data, whether any of the 60 women now do mére or less of the
tasks than in the past. However, the data do indicate that
proportionately fewer oclder women do five of these tasks nouw
than in the past and that three of those 5 tasks are now done
by even fewer younger women,

Given that the proportion of women who no longer engags
in these‘household production activities is relatively small,
it appears that the decline is neither radical nor all-encompass-
ing. However, it can be concluded that a decline in the domestic
~~~~~~~ t over time and for

a sub=-group of these tasks, the process of decline is further

ey
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advanced within the sample category of younger farm women in

this study.

D. Division of Household Labour by Sex

Farm women have traditionally carried a double work
load. They participated in both farm work and houseuwork. In-
creasing numbers of farm women are entering the paid labour
force but it is expected that the division of housework by
sex will have remained relatively stable. It is hypothesized
that farm women will continue to assume the major responsibility

for houseudrk tasks as has been the case for urban households.

1) Overview: Women and Housework. Table 2 (Appendix C) pre-

sents an overview of the participation of the 60 farm women
in the 23 housework tasks covered by this research. Setting
aside for a moment the bottom 8 tasks involving child care,
it is apparent that farm women continue to assume the major
responsibility for household labour. For all fifteen of these
tasks, well over SG% of the women perform the activity without
help from anyone.

The 'sharing! distinction will be retained for houseuork.9
For the majority of tasks there are a few women uho are noted
as sharing the major responsibility with another person but
this percentage ranges only as high as 15% of all women (in
the task of shopping for food). Thus, at the most, 15% of the
women share some of the tasks. For the majority of housework
activities, women remain responsible for the planning, initiation,

and completion of the tasks.
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There is a fairly wide range in the number of women
who receive help from another person -~ typically from children
for the older women, and at a much lower rate, from some
husbands. Pasteurizing milk is a task done exclusive of any
help by the 3 women on farms uwhere the task is performed. At

the highest level, 26 (43%) women receive help with the task
of cooking. The tasks of laundry, ironing, sewing, and mending
are the tasks with which very few women receive help.

For five tasks (cleaning up after meals, dishes, sewing,
vacuuming, and canning/preserving) there are a minority of cases
where someone other than the farm wife assumes the primary
responsibility, leaving the women to participate only at the
level of helping. The proportion of cases ranges only as high
as 5% in the task of doing dishes. The proportion drops for
the other four tasks: cleaning up after meals (2%) sewing (4%) i
Qacuuming (3%) and canning/preserving (2%).

Finally, there are five tasks in which a number of farm
women do not participate at all (on the farms where the tasks
are performed). Vacuuming is the task with the highest non-
participation rate where 7% of the women are not represented
at any level of task performance. Thé proportion drops for
shopping (3%), laundry (2%), scrubbing (2%) and sewing (2%).

It ought to be noted here that one woman is prevented from i
performing the first three of these last four tasks due to a
physical disability.

[Pl S S N [ =

Child Care: In the bottom B tasks included in the ranoce aof
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child care activities, the picture is slightly different.
Wouimen are less overwhelmingly represented in the 'exclusive!
column meaning that more help is received (at both levels of
sharing and helping) with child care tasks than most other
housework activities. For example, the task of disciplining
children is done on 35 farms but only four (11%) women do this

=

task exclusively. Simil

1]

rly, on the 24 farms where children
are played with, only 3 (12%) women perform this task alone,
while most women receive help %rom or share the task with
another person (typically, husbands).

At the level of sharing, substantial proportiaons of
women share the responsibility for most child care activities.
Disciplining children is the most highly represented task in
this column where 18 (51%) women share the task, usually with
their spouse., Playing with children also ranks high on this
dimension where 12 (50%) women share the task, again, typically
with their spouse. Having children 'tag along! after a parent
(Child Tags=Adult) ranks third in this column with 12 (43%)
women sharing.

At the level of receiving help with tasks, child care,
like other housework activities, appears to involve a fairly
wide variation. Only tuwo (7%) women receive help with having
a child tag along behind, while 12 (50%) women receive help
from someone for minding children on the 24 farms where the
task occurs.

Two women are noted as helping with the tasks of playing

R
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with children and disciplining. One woman does not participate
a. all in each of the three tasks of minding children, dis-
ciplining, and having a child tag alang behind.lO
In terms of the overall range of housework activities,
it is clear that the majority of farm women in this study assume

the major portion of work., This is congruent with the central

hypothesis for this section -~ women continue to be responsible

for domestic labour.

2) The Participation of Husbands in Housework. Chart No. 3

(Appendix C) graphically represents the participation of the

60 farm husbands in housework activiﬁies. Involvement at both

levels of 'sharing!' and 'helping'! are included here. There

were only two tasks of the 23 covered in this study for which

any number of men, alone, assumed the primary responsibility.

Four husbands play with children exclusively, receiving help

from no other persons. These four men represent 17% of the

husbands from the 24 farms on which this particular task occurs.

Disciplining children was the only other task in this situation,

where 13 (37%) men do the task without help from anyone else

on the 35 farms where children are stili sufficiently young

to need such attention.ll No husbands, alone, assume the

primary responsibility for any other housework tasks.12
The discussion of husband's participation in houseuwork

will be less detailed than that for women. There are a number

of oeneral noints
ey g P
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aside the child care activities, the first point to be made

is that relatively few men are found to be active at either
level of ‘'sharing!' or 'helping'. Second, a greater proportion
of men are found represented at the helping level rather than
the.'doing' level of task performance in 14 of the 15 housework
activities in question. Less than 4% of all 60 men are found
sharing any of these 14 tasks. Grocery shopping is the only
task where greater proportions of men participate at the sharing
rather than helping level.

The proportion of men who help with each of these tasks
is only slightly higher than those who share, ranging from 3%
(washing, scrubbing) to 13% (shopping for clothes). No men
are represented at either level in the five tasks of baking,
pasteurizing milk for Familybuse, ironing, sewing and mending.

It is concluded that the participation of husbands in
housework is relatively minimal and where husbands do participate,
it is most often in the role of helper rather than in the role
of sharing the primary responsibility feor the task.

Throughout the range of child care tasks, a greater
proportion of men are found to be active. The data indicate
four tasks for which a greater proportion of men are found to
share, rather than to help (play with children, help children
with homework, disciplining, and having children tag along
behind). For these four tasks, a greater degree of sharing
by men is found than in any of the other housework tasks., At

the level of shari

ng primary rtesponsibility, the range in men's
= e J s -~ 773 =]

participation is from 6% (feeding and bathing infants) to 63%
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(discipliné). At the helping level, four tasks show more men
helping than sharing (feeding infants, bathing infants, minding
children, reading to children) with a range in this participation
from 18% (bathing infants) to 42% (minding children).

It is concluded that when men are found to participate
in housework activities it is most likely to be inAthe tasks
associated with child care. The range in participation by men
in child care activities at the combined levels of sharing
plus helping is from a low of 13% for feeding infants to a
high aof 88% for the task of disciplining children.

It should be>p0inted out here that of the men represented
in child care tasks, a greater proportion of these will be
younger men., In this sample there are more younger men who
have children young esnough to require the performance of most

of these tasks.

3) The Influence of Ag9213 The Participation in Housework by

'0lder' versus 'Younger! I"len%4 Analyses were performed in order

to determine the extent of difference in the present participation
in housework between the two sample divisions of older and
younger farm husbands. The distinction betuween sharing in the
ma jor responsibility for the tasks performance and simply
helping with a task is maintained throughout this analysis.
The involvement of men in housework at the sharing level will
be discussed first.
Table No. 4 (Appendix C) presents the number and per-

centages of men who participate at the level of sharing in the
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23 housework activities covered in this research. Tuwo patterns
become clear upon exémination of these data. First, the

range of tasks in .which any of the older men is represented,

is much smaller than that for younger men. There are 14 tasks
(cooking, cleaning up after meals, dishes, baking; pasteurizing
milk, ironing, sewing, vacuuming, mending, straightening the
house, canning/preserving), for which none of the 40 older men
share a primary responsibility. The equivalent for younger

men is 9 tasks (baking, pasteurizing milk, ironing, sewing,
mending, vacuuming, scrubbing, straightening, canning/preserving).
This difference can be explained in 2 tasks by the absence of
the tasks being performed in the households of the older men
(feeding infants, bathing infants).

| Second, the percentage of younger men who share in
household tasks is consistently higher for the 15 'non-child
care' tasks than the percentage of older men represented. The
pattern is less consistent for the range of child care activities
where older men appear in greater proportion in four of six
tasks which are performed in any of the 40 'older' households.
The numbers of men are relatively small, however, and caution
must be exercised in interpreting these data.

Overall, at the level of sharing household respons-
ibilities, younger men are represented in greater proportions
and for a wider range of tasks. The pattern is less consistent
within the B tasks dealing with child care.

At the helping level, the same patterns hold and, in

fact, the difference between older and younger men is much
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greater. Table No. 5 (Appendix C) presents the evidence from
this study on men helping Qith housework by 'age.'!

Older men are found to help with only 6 (cooking, dishes,
shopping for food, shopping for clothes, straightening the
house, and disciplining of children) of the 23 tasks studied.
On the other hand, younger men are found represented in 17

In terms of the proportion of men noted, in all but
one task (shopping for food where the proportions are equal)
the percentage of young men represented is far greater than
the percentage oFAolder men.

Overall, younger men are found to help with a greater
range of housework activities and they are represented in
greater proportions than older men in 16 of the 17 tasks with

which they help.

4) The Variable of Farm Size: Women and Housework. The central

hypothesis of this research is that the chaning nature of
agricultural production will influence farm women's role in

farm work. Because it is assumed that larger farms will be
industrialized to a greater extent tﬁan small farms, it is
further anticipated that the influence of the industrialization
of farming will have a more marked effect on the work of women
from large farms. As will be outlined in the following chapter,
farm size is proven by this research to be an important deter-

minant of uwomen's role in farm work. One might therefore
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guestion whether the farm size variable will in any way alter
women's housework or the sexual division of domestic labour.

Given that there are only 24 hours in a day, it is
reasonable to suggest thaf women's increased or decreased
participation in farm work may influence the performance of
women's work in other areas. Data from the analysis of the
farm size variable in its relation to women's performance of
housework are presented in Table Nd. 8 (Appendix C).

Two points can be draun from these data. First, farm
size appears to have little effect on the assumption of
responsibility for domestic labour by farm women. The pro-
portions of women from each farm size group are equal or nearly
equal for all 23 housework tasks. Second, the range of
activities performed by the women in each sample group varies
only slightly with the variation being inconsistent over the
range of 23 tasks. That is, pasteurizing of milk and canning/
preserving are done by more women on small farms while sewing
is done by more women from large farms.

It is concluded that farm size has little orrno effect
on either women's assumption of responsibility for housework,
or on the range of the tasks performed in farm homes. Further,
the analysis of husbandt's participation in housework activities
by farm size showed no variation.

One can reasonably question why the farm size variable
is relatively meaningless for the role of women in housework

when it does play a major part in determining w L

.i
oJ

waomen's farm work

res—
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involvement. How can it be that the assumption of significant
amounts of additional (farm) work has little effect on the
occurrence of other work activities? There can be a number
of suggested reasons as to why no variation is found in this
study.,

First, the majority of housework tasks included in
this research are not 'optional'. While they may be reorganized
or compressed as other duties require, they, for the most part,
must be done. Second, such reorganization may occur in many
farm homes as other demands on women's time/energy change, but
the nature of the data collected here does not bear on this
type of change. For instance, while cooking, cleaning and so
on must be done soconer or later, the data here do not cover
changes in the amount or in the standards of work performance.
Rather, these data only prove that when the tasks are done,
it continues to be women who do them.

Historical time budget data on farm wives in the United
States indicate that women's total working hours do not vary
substantially with increased demands of farm work, but that
a trade-off occurs. UWasson (1930) found the hours spent in
homemaking to vary only 42 minutes per uéek despite large
increases in the demands of farm work during the peak spring
~and summer months. Rankin (1928: 6) found the same pattern.
"As already suggested, houseuwork goes on relatively unaffected
by weather and season, which stop or reduce the men's farm work
at times." Arnquist and Roberts also found that total working

............. Y

hours remain relatively stable but that housework gets set aside
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when other demands increase: They conclude:

The consistency in the average length of the
work week regardless of the type of farm or
season, with the exception of winter, seems to
indicate that to a certain point, when the need
for helping in the farm work is great, as in
the spring, the time is taken from her house-
keeping time. Several housekeepers said, "During
the time I must attend to baby chicks...l have to
let much of the housework go."

(Anguist and Roberts, 1929: 13-14)

The gualitative data from the present study strongly
suggest that the farm women in this research perform the same
sort of trade-off. When farm work demands are high, housework
must wait., It gets done eventually, but not necessarily when
or to the extent to which it otherwise would have. All but
one women in this study stated that farm work comes first,

that housework often has to wait until a space is free for

its completion.

1f (husband) is busy, I have to do all the running -
go to get oil someplace for the hydraulics or some i
part or something, but I still got to do the
cooking...{(the housework) waits for me - it has to

wait 'til I get home to do it because the farm

work comes first.

But when a part on the machinery breaks douwn, I
have to run and leave at a moment's notice to go
and get it and it does make a difference in my
work. It just has to wait 'til I get back to it.

I leave it. I go out immediately because I've

aluvays done that and if they come in and ask me

for help, they don't want it in an hour from then,

they want it right now....The busier the men are |
the busier I am because I do a lot more little |
chores for them. Like for example, on Monday
morning....I left the house at a quarter after

nine and I wasn't back in the house until five to

twelve. Fortunately I had a meat loaf in the oven

so I wasn't long getting a meal ready for lunch.
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It appears, from the prevalence of quotes such as
throughout the present study, that a time budget study
find the same kinds of compressing and ! juggling' of
now that Wasson, Rankin, and Arnquist and Roberts found

years ago. The present data cannot bear on these potential

patterns. UWhat remains clear, however, is that the variable

of farm size has little effect on either the ran

nge of tasks

SL LIS A =

performed or on the assumption of primary responsibility by

farm women for houseuwork whenever it does not get done.

5. Historical Perspectives.

a) Women and Housework over time. To this point, discussion

has been focused on the present division of household labour.

The reader will recall that data were collected on the division

of labour from the first five years of the 40 older women's

ot e

marriages. This data set allows a perspective on how the range !

~of tasks performed and the division of that work may have

altered over the last 2 to 4 decades.

Table No. 9 presents the findings of this research on

the older women's housework performance from the past, in

contrast to the younger women's present housework participation.

These

stage,

tuo data sets are confined to roughly the same 1life cycle

both being from the first five years of marriage. Tuwo

general conclusions can be drawn from this analysis.

First, there appears a relatively small decline by the

w+ounger women in the performance of three tasks which fall

Ll k=it o L HEX=S R Vil OO vaoiNo LIRS SR R
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within the range of domestic production activities. These trends

vere outlined in more detail earlier, and need only brief

review here. Pasteurizing milk was done by older women in the

past an 10 (25%) farms while the same task is done by younger

women on 2 (10%) farms now. 1> Sewing was previously done on

36 (90%) of the 40 farms in the past while the same task is

now done in 16 (80%) of the 20 'younger' households. The pre-

servation of food was done on all 40 (100%) farms in the past

while it is done on only 17 (85%) of the 20 younger women's

farms now. While the decline in the proportion of farms on

which these tasks are pérformed is relatively small, it is

concluded that slightly fewer younger women are now engaged

in domestic production activities than was the case for the

'older' women when they were at roughly the same life cycle

stage 20 to 40 years ago.16
Second, on the farms where each of these 23 tasks was

performed, women are found to assume the primary responsibility

for their completion. 1In the senss of housework being 'women's

work! little has changed over the last 20 to 40 years.

b) Husbands and Housework. The previous discussion of men's

role in housework concluded that while youhger men are found

to participate in housework activities in slightly greater
proportions than older men, the overall amount of help received
from husbands remains relatively small, From the data pre-
sented in Tables No. 10 and ll_(Appendix C), it appears that
the amount of help received from husbands, now, is greater than

it was in the past.
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Table No. 10 (Appendix C) presents the numbers and
percentages of older men who shared housework activities within
their first five years of marriage in contrast to the sharing
of housework by younger husbands now. While the absolute
numbers of men represented here are small (reflecting the re-
latively minimal amount of participation being discussed) the
proportion of younger men is greater for 11 of the 15 tasks
in which any men participate(d). The tasks of shopping for
clothes and straightening the house were shared by, proportion-
ately, slightly more men in the past. The two tasks of
disciplining children and having children tag along behind
were shared by significantly more men in the past. Overall,
it appears that, at the level of sharing tasks, younger husbands
are now assuming mére responsibility for housework tasks than
in the past. L

Table No. 11 (Appendix C) presents the same comparison,
only this time, at the level of helping with houseuork
activities., The patterns of change at this level of task
performance are less clear. Younger husbands are now repre-=
sented in 17 of the 23 tasks while the older men are represented
in 16 of the 23 tasks. O0Of the 19 tasks in which any number
of men appear, 11 (58%) have slightly more younger men helping
now than was the case 2 to 4 decades ago. For the remaining
B tasks, the pattern is reverssd with proportionately more
men having helped in the past than younger men noaou.

Overall, it is concluded that in terms of the range
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of housework tasks in which men participate, a very small
increase has occurred over time at both levels of sharing and
helping. For a small majority of tasks at both levels of task
performance, a proportionately few more younger men now share
and help with housework than did men in the past. The change
over time in both of these contexts is small and reflects only
a minimal increase in the overall participation of men in

housework.

6) Farm Women's Paid Labour Force Participation and the Sexual

Division of Housswork., Of the 60 farm women in this sample,

15 (25%) work off of their farms in the paid labour force.
Nine of the 15 positions are full-time and 6 are part—tir_ne.l7
Of the fifteen women who work off the farm, 12 (B80%) are younger
women and 3 (20%) are older uomen.18 Women's participation |
in housework remains relatively stable despite the assumption [
of off farm work. That is, the majority of housework remains
'yomen's work' regardless aof other demands on their time/energy
slthough one cannot determine from this data whether their
nousework gets 'compressed! as the result of these additional

19

demands.

In terms of the participation of husbands in housework

according to the employment status of their wives, a variation

is apparent., Urban findings suggest that men's involvement

in housework changes very little when their wives go out to

work . The data presented in tables 12 and 13 ([\ppendlx C)
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indicate that farm husbands do take on added responsibilities
when their spouses also work off of the farm.

The numbers of men in the sub-group of husbands whose
wives work off the farm are very small. Caution must be
exercized in viewing percentages.

Table No. 12 (Appendix C) presents the comparison of
men's participation in housework activities at the level of
*sharing'. Proportions of the husbands whaose uives work off
the farm are higher for 9 (60%).of the 15 tasks where any men
are represented. In terms of the range of activities, the
pattern is reversed to a small extent with husbands of non-
employed farm women being represented in 13 tasks and the.other
group of men being represented in 12 tasks,

Given that the total is small for the sub-group of
husbands whose wives work in the paid labour force (n=15), the
patterns noted here for the level of sharing are not striking.
The differences in sharing housework tasks between the two
categories are mipnimal and inconsistent.

At the level of helping with housework, the patterns
are much stronger and consistent (See Table No. 13,Appendix c).
The husbands of women who work in the paid labour force help
with the housework in greater proportions and in a wider range
of tasks than those men whose wives are not employed. The
former group is represented in 17 tasks while the latter group

is represented as helping with 13 tasks. In all of these

activities the proportion of husbands whose wives are employed

[v]
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is greater than for the other group of men. The difference

in proportions ranges from a low of 3% in the task of shopping
for food to a high of 82% difference in the task of reading

to children. Again, caution must be exercised in interpreting
these data given the small number of persons in the sub=group
of husbands of employed women. The patterns are consistent,
however, and it is concluded that the paid labour force
participation of farm women appears to encourage their husbands
to assume a greater part of housework tasks than husbands of
women who do not work off of the farm. It should be remembsred,
however, that this added participation operates almost entirely
at the level of helping rather than shéring. This means that
women, regardless of their paid-employment status, continue

to assume the primary responsibility for housework activities.

E. Conclusions

The nature of housework has changed over the last 2
to 4 decades in the farm homes covered in this study. The
drudgery previously associated with domestic labour has been
reduced by the application of technology in the form of
machines and the acquisition of services such as hydro and
running water. Rising standards of task performance in both
housework and child care activities can perhaps help to explain
the absence of a consistent decline in time expenditures even
in those homes where the work load is perceived to have declined.
For the most part, where the most modern household technology

has been adopted, housework in rural homes increasingly re-
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sembles the urban counterpart. The four tasks of cleaning,
washing, shopping and cooking remain different in rural homes
due to the distance from urban centers and/or due to the nature
of farming as an occupation.

There is evidence of a decline in the performance of
household production activities by the farm women. Of the 9

specific tasks studied in this range of activities, only one

5
(baking) continues to be performed by all women in the study.
Six tasks evidence a decline in the proportion of farm homes
in which they occur (sewing, pasteurizing milk, home butchering,
care of poultry, marketing eggs and orchard work). This de=-
cline holds over time for the 40 older women in the study as
well as across generations between the younger and older women.
The pattern of decline is further advanced within the younger
sample groﬁp for the two tasks of gardening and canning/preserving.
These tasks all continue to be done bx women in the homes where
they are presently performed.

The sexual division of household labour has remained
relatively constant. Women remain responsible for the assump=-
tion of duties associated with housework and most women do most
tasks without aid from anyone. When husbands do participate
in housework it is most typically at the level of helping with
rather than sharing household labour. Husbands are found to
participate in greater proportions in child care tasks than
in any other housework activities. Younger husbands tsend to

participate at slightly higher rates than older husbands with

HIighie L aittEo L1ty LUiluTa LERSRLRW -8 RS b Wa i
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there being evidence of a slight increase both over time (older
husbands - past, versus younger husbands - present) and across
generations within the present (older husbands - present, versus
younger husbands - present). The latter pattern holds only
at the level of helping. The variable of farm size was found
to have no effect on the division of labour but it is suggested
that a reorganization or compression of housework tasks is
likely to occur when other demands on women's time/energy increase.
Women's entry into the paid labour force leaves farm
women with the 'dual burden!'! of housework and paid work and
may even constitute the assumption of a Ytriple burden' for
those women who also do farm work, More husbands were found
to help with housework when their wives work off of the farm
although this increase remains relatively small and exists only
at the helping level. At a more general level, the assistance
received from husbands for housework is minimal and the greatest
ma jority of farm women continue to assume the primary respons-
ibility for housework and child care activities. This finding

is very similar to most recent urban data reviewed earlier.



CHAPTER IV

WOMEN AND FARM WORK

A, Introduction

The central focus of this research is to determine
wvomen's role in agricultural production as the nature of that
production is altered by the forces associated with industrial-
ization.

The urban patterns outlined earlier For.thé period
around the turn of this century indicate industrialization to
have played a crucial part in the diminishing role of urban
women in production. Farming is now undergoing similar trans-
formations., It is expected that farm women will evidence a
decline in agricultural production in a manner similar to %
their urban counterparts fifty or more years ago,

Four forces associated with advancing industrialization
have been suggested as most important in this process of
decline. a) Increasing production scale as a pattern in
contemporary farming is well-documented b) as farms increase
in éize, machinery is substituted for labour. Machinery allous
the covering of more ground in less time and serves to permit
further increases in production scale c) as mechanization and
the purchase of additional land require capital input, there
occurs a concomitant trend to rely more heavily on capital
(rather than labour) inputs into the production process.
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Increasing reliance on farm credit has been equally well-
documented as a more recent trend in Canadian agriculture

d) Farms have become specialized in two senses. First, the
concentration of efforts into one of two enterprises and the
'phasing out' of less profitable endeavours has left the
traditional mixed farm of 50 years ago almost non-existent.
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logical innovation has required the farmer to become a specialist

in the application of modernized farming practices. For
example, greater availability of chemical fertilizers,
pesticides hybrid seeds, and larger, more complex machinery
have all demanded that the contemporary farmer continually
adoﬁt new methods in his farming operation.

It is hypothesized that all of these patterns in
contemporary agriculture will work together in such a way as
to result in a decline in waomen's role in production on family
farms. A reduction in labour requirements will lead to a de-
creased need for women's help with farm work. UWithout the
knowledge and familiarity with the day to day operation of
the family farm that one maintains through active and frequent
participation, it is expected that farm women will become less
able to perform many farm work tasks an the (less frequent)
occasions where her input may be needed. These two trends
will work together in such a way as to also reduce the need

for her to learn about the newer practices being adopted.

This is §
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rather, that there will be a decrease in the demand for her
to do so.
It is expected that comparison of the role of farm
women in agriculture over time will reveal a decline in that
role, particularly in the tasks which are most highly mechanized
or specialized. Because part of this anticipated decline
could be attributed to the effects of aging and life cycle
changes, a control group has been included in the research de-
sign. Data from this group of 20 younger farm (women who will
be at a roughly equivalent age and life cycle stags as the
women were in the past), compared to the data from the past
will help to explore and/or eliminate the influence of those
intervening variables. If a decline is still apparent, it is
more likely to have been the result of changes in farm methods
due to advancing industrialization. b
i
To further test the role played by changes in production E
itself, the sample is stratified by farm size, used here as an
indicator of the level of industrialization. It is expected
that the farm women from the larger, more industrialized farms
will evidence a more marked decline in their role in agri-
cuthral production than the women from the smaller farms.
If this hypothesis is accurate, the relationship between changes in

farming and changes in women's role will be more firmly established.;

i

B. Historical Perspectives: Overview of lomen's Role in Farm
Work in the Past

The forty older women in this sample provided information

on their participation in farm work from 20 to 40 years ago.
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- The data were confined to the first five years of each women's
marriage. The major acceleration of changes associated with
the industrialization of agricultural production has occurred
in the post World War II period. Most of these data from the
past will, therefore, be confined to a period prior to or at
the very beginnings of that escalation process. This inform=-
ation will indicate the rates of farm work performance by
women in the past and provide a comparative data set for the
information collected on women's present participation in farm
work tasks.

Table No. 1 (Appendix D) presents an overview of
these data from the past. The data are divided by the level
of participation in farm work into columns representing the
number and percentage of women who 'did! farm work, and those
who Yhelped! with farm work. The final columns represent 5
'combined'! data which includes the numbers and percentages of '
women who participated in farm work at either level.

A number of facts and patterns can be draun from the
data on Table No. 1 (Appendix D). First, at the 'doing' level
the proportion of women appearing varies by type of task., The
four tasks associated with milking (get cous Froh‘pasture, milk,
clean milking equipment and feed calves) show relatively high
rates of participation at the 'doing!' level. The second
cluster of tasks in which the proportion of women represented
is high is the range of 'farm accounts! tasks at the bottom
of the table (particularly, herd records, writing letters,

phoning, financial records, and running errands for farm
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business purposes. In all of these activities many uwomen
assumed a primary responsibility for the task's performance,
The tasks for which women's participation at the doing
level was consistently low in the past are the field work and
business transaction tasks (plowing, cultivating, discing,

harrowing, driving tractors in general, fertilizing, marketing
’ 5 ’

and buying cattle

1s feed) and the

; buying feed, selling si
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task of machinery maintenance., For these tasks few women in
the past assumed a primary responsibility.

At the helping level of participation in farm work,
the patterns are very different. First, in general, the
proportion of farm women represented as having helped with
farm tasks is much higher for the majority of activities than
the proportion of women who assumed the more central role of
'doer'. Second, the tasks with which the fewest women helped
are frequently those noted as also having few women represented
at the doing level. Thus, breeding, operating the harvester,
combining, threshing, seeding, Fertilizing, marketing cattle,
buying cattle, buying feed, buying machinery, selling éurplus,
feed and machinery maintenance also have relatively few women
represented at the helping level.l

The final columns present the sums of all women who
participated at either level in each of the 38 farm work tasks.
Two general points require note here. First, the proportions
of farm women involved in farm work in the past are quite high.

Secend, at the caombined levels, the n:x’r‘tir'ipa'l'_inn continues
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to vary by type of task. The percentages range from zero in

the 2 tasks of selling surplus feed and combining to 82%

for the two tasks of milking and feeding calves and 100% for
the task of cleaning the milking equipment. The percentages
continue to be relatively low in the range of 'heavy' field

work tasks2 such as plouiné and seeding and for the business
transaction tasks such as buying feed and machinery.

Overall, relatively high proportions of women partici-
pated in farm work in the past. Many assumed the primary
responsibility for certain types of tasks and many others par-
ticipated at the helping lével in nearly the full range of
38 tasks covered by this study. Women's contribution to the
farm enterprise through labour inputs were extensive twenty

to forty years ago.

C. Change Over Time in Women's Role in Farm Work (Older Women

Dnlx) !

A comparison of the data from the past with the present

work of the same 40 farm women will provide information on the
ways in which farm women's farm work has altered during a period
of major transition in the work itself. The reader should bear
in mind, however, that the variables of agingAand changing life
cycle stages are also operant in this analysis. UWhatever
changes can be detected cannot be conclusively vieuwed as re-
sulting solely from changes in farming although this variable
will be in operation as well,

Table No. 2. (Appendix D) presents the data on the 40



151

older women's participation in farm work from the past andr
the same women's present participation, both at the 'doing!
level. Mention should be made here of the evidence in this
table which indicates changes in farming methods before going
on to discuss women's participation in the work.

Data on the occurrence of 5 specific tasks provides
information on both increasing specialization and the more
widespread use of more recent, complex machinery. Milking used
to be done on 38 (95%) of the 40 farms 20 to 40 years agqo.
The same task is now done on only 23 (58%) of the 40 farms
belonging to 'older' farm families now. A similar decline is
evident in the occurrence of two other tasks: calving used
to be done on all 40 (100%) farms in the past and occurs on

only 29 (73%) of those same 40 farms now. The keeping of live-

e —— =

stock, other than that defined as the central farm enterprise,

occurred on all 40 (100%) farms in the past. The present

figure is only 15 (38%) farms where the task now occurs. The
decline in the performance of these 3 tasks points to increasing
specialization. Only 3 beef farms keep milk cous nou.

Calving occurs on all 20 dairy farms but on only 11 of the 20
beeF'farms. The keeping of other livestock in addition to the
central farm enterprise has been 'phased out' on 25 (63%) of

the 40 farms within the last 4 decades. As anticipated the
specialization of family farms into one or two main endeavours
is well-advanced for the farms in this study.

The second point to be draun out of Table No. 2 (Appendix
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D) deals with the increasing use of more modern machines in
farming practices. There were 38 (95%) farms which used to
harvest grain by using a threshing machine in the past. Nou,
there are only 5 farms (13%) which continue to use this method
for grain harvests. O0On the other hand, the increasing use

of combines, the most modern of grain harvesting equipment,

is evident in that combining now occurs on 33 (87%) farms of
the 38 farms where grain is groun.

Within this context of the changing nature of agri-
cultural production, there is evidence in Table No. 2 (Appendix
D) of a decreasing involvement of women in farm work activi£ies.
Setting aside for a moment the 7 bottom tasks involved in farm
accounts, a decrease in the proportion of women participating
at the 'doing' level is evident in 20 (65%) of the remaining

31 tasks. There are only 3 tasks for which this pattern is

reversed in that breeding, harrowing, and marketing cattle

are done now by a (very) slightly greater proportion of women
than in the past. Eight tasks (calving, combining, plowing,
cultivating, discing, fertilizing, buying cattle, and selling
surplus feed) continue to be done by equivalent proportions

of women, although it should be noted here that three af these
(combining, plowing, and selling surplus feed) are equivalent
only in the sense that no women are represented as participating
in the past or now. The greatest proportionate decline in
women's participation exists for the 5 tasks of cleaning milk-

ing equipment; getting couws from the pasture, milking
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hay and loading/unloading hay wagons. On many farms, the
»first,tuo tasks and a portion of the last task will nouw be
done by machines, almost completely eliminating the need for
labour input.3

For a majority of tasks, excluding the 7 farm accounts
activities, women's involvement has declined. The readsr is
reminded that part of the reason for this decline is simply
a matter of increasing age of the women in question and not
entirely the result of changing farming methods.

The 6 tasks included in the range of the farm accounts!
section Cqmprise the only type of farm activity in which there
has been a consistent increase in involvement by farm women.
The increasing business-orientation of farming now requires
a greater amount of time and energy in the completion of these
tasks., As farms get larger and farmers deal more with other
agencies (i.e. fertilizer companies, seed companies etc.) there
is generated a much greater amount of paper work. Keeping
records on the milking herd is absolutely mandatory for dairy
Farmers.4 Keeping fimancial records is now performed on all
43 farms and demands substantial expenditures of time in its

performance.

While some women have ceasad their assumption of the

primary responsibility for many farm tasks, women's participation

at the %doing' level has increased for the bookkeeping tasks
covered by this study. Many farm women are assuming the

primary responsibility for 'white collar farm work! tasks in
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the same way that their urban counterparts assumed the majority
of the white collar positions generated by the increasing
bureaucratization of urban production.

At the 'helping' level of participation, the decline
in the proportions of women involved in farm work is more
striking. Table 3 (Appendix D) indicates that there remain
greater numbers and proportions of these 40 older women 'helping
with! rather than 'doing! farm work. Within this involvement,
a decline is apparent. Again, setting aside the farm accounts
tasks, there are proportionately feuwer of the 40 older women
represented as helping with 23 (74%) of the 31 farm tasks nouw i
than in the past. The amount of decline varies from a low of
3% difference (in the tasks of machinery maintenance and i
milking) to the greatest amount of difference in the tasks

of loading/unloading bales (22% difference) harrowing (25%

. e

difference) and feeding calves (32% difference). There are i
three tasks (feeding livestock, marketing cattle and machinery
maintenance) for which the proportionate difference is minimal
due to the fact that few women helped with them in the past.
In this sense, a major decline would be impossible given that
the starting point for comparison (past participation) was éo
low to begin with.
There are tuwo tasks for which the proportions are
equivalent in that no women are represented for either time
period (combining, selling surplus feed). There are only 5

tasks for which the pattern of decline does not hold. The
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differences (in this opposite direction) are relatively small
for seeding (2% difference) buying cattle, (2% difference)
buying feed, (5% difference), buying machinery (2% dif‘f‘erence)5
and the care of other livestock (15% difference).

Qverall, it is concluded that a decline over time in
women's involvement in farm work at the helping level has
occurred within the sample group of 40 older women.

For the farm accounts tasks, the patterns of change
are not consistent, For the tasks of writing letters, phoning,
and running errands, women's participation has increased in
the same way as was found at the doing level, For the othsr
4 tasks in this range (herd records, banking, paying salaries
to hired help, and financial records) the proportion of women
represented has declined. it should be noted here that many
of the women have moved from a secondary participation rate
at the 'helping' level to a primary invelvement at the 'doing'
level. The decline in proportions represented here, therefore,
means a greater participation rather than a cessation of in-
volvement, This type of change, from a lower to a higher
degree of involvement does not occur for any of the other 31
farm tasks covered in this study,

It is concluded that the level of participation by many

farm women in farm work tasks has diminished. Farm women,

ey

20 to 40 years ago, were involved in a wider range of tasks
and in greater proportions than is now the case. \Women's farm
work performance remains highest at the helping level although

a decline in this form of involvement is also apparent.
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Increasing numbers and proportions of women are now performing
the range of farm accounting and paper work tasks than was

the case in the past. 0f the women involved in these latter
activities, the majority assume a primary responsibility for
the tasks!' completion.

The decline which is indicated here cannot be attributed
solely to changes in farming methods for aging and life cycle
variables have also been operant within the time frame under
study. Comparisons of ﬁhe work of women in the past with the
present work of a control group of younger women will help to
sort out whether changing farming practices have been a deter-
mining factor in this pattern of decline.

D. Change Over Time and Across Gensrations: '0Older' Women (past)
and Younger Women (present)

The data set collected for the 20 younger women is from
a life cycle stage roughly comparable to that of the data
collected from the older women in the past. The ages of the
wvomen themselves and their children will alsoc be roughly
eayivalent between each of these two data sets.

If a decline over time is apparent from the level of
women'!s participation in the past to the level of participafion
of the younger women nouw, the change is less likely attributable
to aging or life cycle variables., It is hypothesized that
younger women will be performing farm work tasks to a lesser
extent than was the case for the older women in the past (uhen

they were 'younger')., Tables No. 4 and 5 (Appendix D) present

- e =
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the analyses of tbe data on farm work performance by the older
women in the past and the younger women nou.

Table No. 4 indicates the numbers and proportions of
women doing farm work. Setting aside the seven farm accounts
tasks, the data indicate that proportionately fewer younger
women now do farm work than the 40 older women did in the
past, This decline holds in varying degrees for 17 (55%) of
the 31 tasks in question. The amount of decline varies by
task with a small variation of 3% for the 7 tasks of working
in the hay mouw drawing wagons for harvest, cultivating,
discing, harrowing, driving tractor and machinery maintenance.
The tasks for which the greatest decline in women'!s involvement
has occurred are the 4 tasks associated with milking. These
tasks were done by more women in the past than any other of
the 31 tasks now being examined. Milking was often seen as
women's work and it is in this and associated tasks where the
greatest proportionate decline has occurred., These four tasks
show the younger women's participation to be less by
the following proportions: getting cows from the pasture, 29%;
milking, 43%, cleaning milking equipment, 50%; and feeding
calves, 31%.‘

There are B tasks (26%) for which the pattern is re-
versed, indicating that proportionately more young women Nouw
assume a major responsibility for their performance than did
the older women in the past. For all 8 of these tasks the

amount of difference is consistently small: clean stables

[
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(5%), calving (B%), breeding (7%), seeding.(2%), fertilizing
(2%) marketing cattle (2%), buying cattle (2%) and buying
feed (5%).

Finally, there are 5 tasks for which there is no
difference in the proportions of women represented betuween
these two groups. The two tasks of innoculating and buying
machinery are/were done by 5% of both groups of women. The
other three tasks indicate no women to (have) be(en) involved
in their performance.

At the level of 'doing' farm work, a decline in
women's involvement is apparent even uwhere the effects of aging
and life cycle variations have been controlled. The decline
is most extensive for the tasks associated with milking -~ the
tasks traditionally defined as most appropriate for women's

involvement,

g

The seven farm accounts tasks also show a decline in
women's participation which is contrary to the pattern of
increase over time outlined for the older women above. Banking
and running errands are done by more younger women now than
by women in the past. The other five tasks show a decline in
the proportion of younger women represented. The amount of
decline for each of these 5 tasks is as follows: keeping herd
records, 23%; banking, 5%; writing business letters, 5%;
phoning for farm business, 10%; and keeping financial records,
19%.

While many of the older women have ceased to be involved

in many farm work tasks at the doing level, most have increased
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their involvement in farm accounts work. Feuwer of the younger
women however are participating in farm work. The range

of tasks in which these younger women are represented is also
smaller than that for the older women. This pattern of decline
also holds for 5 of the 7 farm accounts tasks.

Table No. 5 (Appendix D) presents the same comparison
at the 'helping' lsvel of task performance. The pattern of
decline is even more striking than was the case at the doing
level. Proportionately fewer younger wvomen are represented
as helping with 26 (B4%) of the 31 tasks now than older women
who helped with gach of these tasks in the past.

 There are only 5 tasks for which this pattern of dimin-
ishing involvement does not hold. Three tasks evidence a
reversed pattern where getting cows from the pasture, cleaning

the milking equipment and caring for other livestock are nouw

m v mpppp———— e

helped with by 16%, 7% and 3% more younger women respectively.7
The other 2 tasks are equivalent in the senss that no women
from either group are represented in the tasks of combining,
and selling surplus feed.

The seven farm accounts tasks indicate a mixed or non-
consistent pattern. The decline outlined above holds for two
tasks (banking and writing letters) while the reverse pattern
holds for the other 5 (keeping herd records, paying salary,
phoning, keeping financial accounts and running errands for
farm business). Like the older women now, younger women appear

to be represented more heavily in some of these tasks than all
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other farm tasks except for those associated with milking.

It is concluded that the hypotheses concerning a de-
cline in women's participation in farm work has been supported.
Given that this pattern holds for the younger wocmen, it is
suggested that life cycle and aging effects do not play a
central role in this decline. Rather, it is tentatively
suggested that the lessened role of women in farm work is to
a large part due to the changing nature of the work itself,

That is, women's farm work inveolvement has decreased, during

a period of radical transformation in the nature of agricultural
production., Like urban women earlier, as production becomes
increasingly industrialized, many of the tasks traditionally
considered to fall within a sphere of female-appropriate work,
become relegated to a sector where uomen's participation is
diminished., On the other hand, as production becomes larger

in scale and increasingly bureaucratized, an increase in uwhite
collar, paper work is generated. Like their urban counterparts,
farm women have increased their participation in this type of
work as the amount of work itself increases.

E. Women's Present Participation in Farm Work - The Variable
of 'Age! and 'The Experience Rationale"

That women's participation in farm work has declined
from the level at which it was 20 to 40 years ago is supported
by data collected in this study. Fewver older women and pro-
portionately fewer younger women are engaged in farm work nou
than previously. It was hypothesized earlier, that the older

farm women could continue to perform a wider range of farm work
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in greater proportion than the yocunger women. The rationale
operating in this assumption is termed the 'experience
rationale'.

Older farm women have lived through and experienced
the changes associated with the industrialization of agri-
cultural production over the last 3 decades since World War II.
For these 40 older women, the changes have occurred gradually
and it is suggested that they will have had both the time and
opportunity to adjust their roles accordingly. For the younger
women the situation will have been guite different. For the
greatest majority of younger women in this study, they will
have begun their careers on farms which have already been in-
fluenced by the forces of industrialization. These farms will
have been much more advanced along the dimensions of mechan-
ization, specialization and so on than was the case for any
of the farms 40 years ago. The younger women will have had
little chance to learn new skills or acquire the more technical
knowledge now required in Contempofary farming. Without the
opportunity to adjust to or learn about these changes on a
gradual basis, it is suggested here that the younger women will
be presently involved in farm work fo a lesser extent than
the older women presently are., This anticipated variation
ought to be most clearly evident for the tasks which are nouw
likely to be most 'industrialized'. Tasks which are nouw most
likely to require advanced technical knouwledge, specialized

skills and/or the use of more complex machinery are anticipated
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te have the fewest younger women represented. It is expected
that the corollary will hold for older women. It is hypothe-
sized that the older women will be more strongly represented
than younger women in this range of tasks given their added
time for learning and adjusting.

Table No. 6 and 7 (Appendix D) present data on the
present farm work participation of the 40 clder women in con-
trast to the present farm work of the 20 younger women in this
study. Table No. 6 which presents the numbers and proportions
of women from each of these tuwo simple groups, indicates that
at the doing level, the above hypotheses are not clearly
supported., At the doing level, there are very few women from
either sample group represented in the majority of tasks.
Particularly in the range of field work tasks and business
transaction activities the numbers of women range only as high
as 3., The paucity of representation here can be viewed as
partial support for the influence of industrialization. The
tasks where the fewest of any women in this sample appear are
those which either require the greatest degree of technical
knowledge or the greatest amount of skill and familiarity with
the operation of complex machinery. However, the percentages
suggest that older and younger women are represented in roughly
equivalent proportions throughout this range of farm tasks.

At the doing level, it appears, contrary to the expectations,

that more older women have not maintained 'a hand!' in the more
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Within 2 other types of tasks - thase associated with
milking and those associated with farm accounts - thé numbers
of women represented from both older and younger categories
are higher. For these eleven tasks, the hypothesis concerning
the 'experience rationale' is supported. O0Older women are
represented in all 11 of these tasks in‘higher proportions
than the younger farm women. In the tasks where women's
participation was high in the past, more of the older women
have maintained a portion of their previous role. ‘Younger
women have not begun to assume the primary responsibility for
these tasks in proportiens as high as the older woman.

It is concluded that at the doing level of task per-
formance, only partial support is found for the 'experience
rationale! postulated to be operant in this analysis. The

tasks which are likely to be the most industrialized are the

e

tasks where the fewest women are represented. For these tasks
the 'expe:iencé rationale! does not hold in that roughly equal
(and very low) proportions of all women are found to participate
at the doing level. Within the tuo types of tasks where women's
participation was high in the past, the proportion of older
women represented remain higher than‘the proportion of younger
women.

Table No. 7 (Appendix D) indicates that these patterns
are reversed at the helping level. Given that gréater numbers
of all women participate in farm work as helpers father than
doers, the numbers and proporticons of women represented here

n n
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are generally higher and more reliable for comparisons. At

the helping level, support is found for the experience rationale.
Looking only at field work and business tasks for nouw,

there are 20 tasks which are of particular interest. Tasks

number 33 through number 54 (excluding care of other livestock

and driving tractorB) represent the range of field work tasks

and business transaction tasks covered by this research.

Within these 20 activities, older women are represented in 18

while younger women are represented in 11. Where older women

are represented, it is in higher proportions than younger women

for 13 (65%) of these 20 tasks. Younger women are not repre- |

sented in greater proportions than oclder women for any of these

tasks. There are equal proportiﬁns of women from each 'age! é

category for 7 (35%) tasks. Within the field work and business

transaction tasks older women are represented in greater pro-

portions and for a wider range of activities than younger women.
For the remaining barn chores, milking and farm accounts

tasks, the patterns are mixed. More younger women are found

to help with milking and associated tasks than older women.

This is reversed from the doing level where proportionately

more older than younger women were found to participate. For

the farm accounts tasks, more older than younger women are

found helping with 3 tasks (banking, writing letters and

running farm errands) while a greater proportion of the younger

women are found to help with the 4 tasks of helping herd records,

paying salaries, phoning, and keeping financial records.
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It is concluded that, where the numbers of women are
great enough to be reliable for comparisons, the 'experience
rationale' is supported. Despite the extended age of many of
the older women, greater proportions of them are represented
for the tasks which are likely to require the greatest degree
of technical skill or specialized knowledge. These are the
tasks for which the fewest women (from both 'age' categories)
are represented. Within this low level of involvement, the
proportions of older women are consistently higher.

It is suggested here that the 40 older women have had
greater time and opportunity to adjust to or learn the skills
required in the completion of these tasks. Younger women,
entering a farming operation which is likely to be further
industrialized than any of the 40 farms in the past will not
have had a chance to gradually adapt to the newer farming
methods. The quantitative data alone, however, cannot provide
more detail about the ways in which this 'experience rationale!
may operate. More attention will be given to this issue in
the following chapter which draws heavily on the qualitative

data for interpretation of these results.

F. The Variable of Farm Size

Increased production scale is an integral facet of the
industrialization of any production process. Agriculture is
no exception in this respect. The majority of farms in this
country have expanded to include more acreage and more live-

stock over the last 40 years. Some, however, have increased

Jp—
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to a greater extent than others. Given a finite growing sea-
son, larger, more efficient machinery is typically employed
to cultivate, seed, fertilize and harvest the additional
acreage within seasonal limitations. The use of larger, more
complex machinery normally reduces labour requirements and
increases capital expenditures. Increased production scale
is therefore associated with increased mechanization, increas=-
ing application of the most recent specialized technological
innovations, and increasing capital (versus labour) intensity.
Farm size is used in this study as an indicator of the
level or degree of advancing industrialization attained on the
60 farms in this study. It is assumed that the 30 larger
farms will be further along the continuum towards the industrial-
ization of agricultural production than the 30 smaller farms.,

The latter group is assumed to have a lesser need for large,

o

complex machinery as they have, by definition, fewer acres to
cover within the finite growing season.

The hypotheses for the analysis of the effects of
farm size on women's work roles are as follows. First, it is
expected that more women on small farms will be participating
in farm work at both levels of helping and doing. Because
farms are likely to be less industrialized and by definition
smaller in scale, th;re will be a greater need for women's
labour, rather than a tendency on these farms to substitute

machine power for family labour., Also, the machinery is less

likely to be large scale and complex and therefore more easily
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handled by those women who are required to operate it on a less
than reqular basis,

Second it is expected that women on small farms will
participate in a wider range of farm tasks. For the reasons
noted above, women's participation will be required for more
tasks. Alternately, women on large farms will either not be

required to participate regularly because of the substitution

of machines for their labour, or, the irregular need for their
labour will leave them inexperienced in the handling of many
of the larger, complex machines.

Third it is expected that fewer women on large farms
uili be participating in the range of 20 field work and business
transaction tasks than uwomen from the 30 smaller farms. Not
only will the range of activities be greater for women on
small farms, but the types of tasks performed by these women
are more likely to gxtend into the range of field work and
business tasks uheré the machinery is smaller than that used
on large-scale operations, and the demand for specialized
skill may be louef.g

The data 06 the present involvement of women in farm
work at the doing'level indicate that farm size is an important
determinant of the extent to which women participate in farm
work activities. Table No. 8 (Appendix D) presents the number
and proportions of women who 'do' each of the 38 farm work

tasks covered by this research according to the size of their

farm.
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0f all 38 tasks, women from large farms are represented
in 21 (55%) while women from small farms are represented in
32 (84%). The proportions of women from small farms are higher
than those of women from large farms for 23 (61%) of the 38
tasks. This pattern is reversed for only 6 (16%) tasks where
more women from large farms do each of the tasks of milking,
calving, care of other livestock, banking, paying salaries
and keeping financial records. Nine (24%) tasks show equival-
ent proportions of women to be involved with six of these being
equivalent at the level of no participation by any women
(driving tractor for harvest, combining, plowing, driving
tractor, selling surplus feed, and machinery maintenance).
Within the total range of farm work, at the 'doing!
level of task performance, women on small farms are more highly
represented in greater proportions and in a wider rangs of
tasks than women from large farms. The hypotheses set for
this analysis further stated that it was expected that the
participation by women from small farms would be more likely
to extend into the Farm~business tasks and the field work
tasks than the work of women from small farms. Within the
range of 20 tasks which are most likely to involve the use of
larger, more complex machinery or which require the application
of specialized technical skills the hypotheses are supported.
Women from small farms are represented in 15 (75%) of
these 20 tasks (bale hay, load/unload hay wagons, work in the

hay mow, operate harvester, draw wagons during harvest,
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threshing, cultivating, diséing, harrowing, seeding, fertil-
izing, marketing cattle, buying cattle, buying feed, and buying
machinery). While the proportions remain relatively small for
all women in these tasks, the fact that women on large farms
are represented in only 5 (25%) of these tasks lends support

to the hypotheses outlined above.

There remain five tasks where no women are repressnted
within the 20 tasks in question here. 0One additional task
(draw wagons for harvest) has equal proportions of women from
gach farm size category represenfed. For all of the remaining
14 (70%) tasks, the proportions of women from small farms are
greater than those of the women from large farms. There are
no tasks for which this pattern is reversed.

At the 'doing!' level of participation in farm work,
the hypotheses established for the effects of farm size on
women'!s performance of farm tasks are supported. UWomen from
small farms are represented in greater proportions than women
from large farms for a majority of the 38 tasks covered here.
The women on small Fafms are also represented in a wider range
of these 38 tasks. Within the 20 tasks which are likely to
be industrialized to a greater extent én large farms, the
patterns of participation by farm size are even more striking.
Women on small farms are represented in greater proportions
for 70% of these 20 tasks and are also represented in a greater

range of these activities than their counterparts from large

farms
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Table No. 9 (Appendix D) indicates that all of these
hypotheses are also supported at the 'helping'! level of
participation in farm work. Of all 38 tasks, women from small
farms are represented in 33 (87%) while women from large farms
are represented in 29 (76%). There are 20 tasks (53%) for which the
proportions of women from small farms are greater than those
of the women from large farms who help with any of these tasks.
This pattern is reversed for 11 (29%) tasks (getting cous
from pasture, milking, cleaning milking equipment, driving
tractors for harvest, cultivating, discing, keeping herd
records, banking, paying salary, writing farm business letters,
and running errands). The remaining 7 (18%) tasks have
equivalent proportions aof women from each farm-size group
represented. Three of these (combining, threshing and selling
surplus feed) remain equivalent at the non-participation level
where no women from either group help with these 3 tasks.

Within the range of 20 tasks which are most likely to
be the furthest of industrialized tasks on larger farms, this
pattern of greater participation by women from the smaller
farms holds for the 10 (50%) tasks of baling hay, loading/
unloading hay wagons, working in the hay mow, plowing, seeding,
fertilizing, marketing cattle, buying feed, buying machinery
and machinery maintenance. There are only 3 tasks (15%)
where this pattern is reversed (driving tractor for harvest,
cultivating and discing) and 7 tasks (35%) were equivalent

proportions of women from each of the 2 farm size sample
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divisions are represented.

In terms of the range of tasks with which women help
within this sub group of 20 activities, women from small farms
are represented in 17 (85%) tasks while women from large farms
are represented in 14 (70%).

Overall, it is concluded that the hypotheses for
women's participation in farm work by farm size are supported
for both the 'doing! and 'helping' levels of task performance.
Women from small farms are represented in greater proportions
than women from large farms in a majority of tasks. They also
participate in a wider range of the 38 farm work activities
covered by this research than women from the larger farms.
These findings also hold for the sub-group of 20 tasks which
are likely to be the furthest advanced in the industrialization
process, particularly on the larger farms. 0On smaller farms
where labour requirements are likely to remain higher, and
where machinery will be smaller and less complex, women particip-
ate in greater proportions and in a wider range of these 20
tasks., On the other hand, on large farms where larger and
more complex machinery will have replaced the labour require-
ments to a greatér extent, women from these large farms
participate in fewest of these 20 tasks, and at louwer rates.

The decline in involvement in farm work at both levels
of doing and helping with farm tasks is furthest advanced for
the women on large farms. In support of a central hypothesis

of this research, women, from farms where industrialization

i 14
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is further advanced, participate at the lowest rates and in
a much smaller range of tasks than women from farms where in-

dustrialization will be least—ad\/anced.lD

G. Conclusions

It was hypothesized that women's role in agricultural
production would decline during a period in which industrial-
ization radically altered the nature of that production
process. Historically, farm women assumed a central role in
farm work activities. They uwere traditionally responsible
for the performance of tasks such as milking, and poultry and
eqg production, as well as being responsible for helping with
the full range of other farm work tasks as required.

The majority of the forty older women in this sample
during the early years of their marriages participated in most
farm work tasks, assuming the primary responsibility for
selected tasks within the total range of farm work activities.
Many of these same women now participate less in farm work
tasks and are represented in a smaller range of activities.
The older women are now found to participate more as 'helpers!
rather than 'doers' except in the range of farm accounts tasks
where most women who participate do so at the level of assuming
the primary responsibility for the tasks' performance. Given
the extended age of some of these women, part of the decline
may have been primarily the result of aging effects rather
than changes in the work itself.

In order to control for the variables of aging and
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life cycle difference a control group of 20 younger women were
included in this study. These women are found to participate
at roughly equivalent rates of 'deoing' farm work as the older
women novw. While, in general, they 'help with' more than

'do' farm work, they are found to participate less at the
level of helping with farm work than the older women. This
finding suggests fhat the older women have been able to fkeep
a hand in' farming (despite the effects of industrialization
and aging) to a greater extent than the younger women who have
more recently begun their careers as farm wives., It is
suggested that the older women's opportunity to adjust to the
changes in farming methods and their greater time span in
which to learn more gradually about new production techniques
have enabled them to retain portions of their previous in-
volvement. On the whole, younger women now participate in
smaller proportions and in a smaller range of farm work tasks
than women in the past. These younger women also help less
with farm work than the older women now. Support for the
'experience rationale! is, therefore, indicated.'

The variable of farm size is found to play an important
part in determining the extent to which farm women are involved
in agricultural production. Larger farms are further in-
dustrialized in the sense of using more, larger, and more complex
machinery. The greater substitution of machines for family

labour on the larger farms leads to a greater emphasis on capital

i
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inputs into the production process. The more prevalent
application of recent technological and scientific innovations
also creates a heightened demana for technical knowledge and
specialized skills on the part of those persons now engaged

in farm work.

Fewer women on large farms are found to participate -
in farm work than on small farms and the range of tasks in
which these women are represented is also smaller than the
range of tasks for which women on small farms are represented.
These patterns also hold for the range of tasks which are
likely to be most mechanized and specialized on the larger
farms. All of these trends hold for both doing and helping
levels of task performance.

On farms where the industrialization of agricultural

production is likely to be advanced the furthest, women's

(e 4.4

participation in farm work is lowest., Within the total range
of the 38 tasks covered by the research, the proportions of
women found to participate (at both 'doing!' and 'helping!
levels) are the smallest for those tasks which are likely to

be the most mechanized and/or specialized. Therefore, while

a general decline over time is apparent in women's role in
agricultural production, that decline is most apparent on farms

and in tasks where industrialization is most advanced.

It is concluded that the industrialization of agri-
cultural production has lead to a decline in the role of farm

women in that production process. The decline in the role of
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farm women in agricultural production is similar to the de-
cline in involvement of urban women in economic production
several decades earlier. Also, like their urban sisters, farm
women are increasing their performance of 'white collar! farm
work as increasing amounts of that work are generated by
larger scale and bureaucratized production processes.

The quantitative data presented here cannot detail
the precisebggxg in which industrialization, in its many forms,
has altered women's role in agricultural production. Further
exploration of the effects of the four specific forces commonly
subsumed under the gensral term of 'industrialization'! will
be presented in the following chapter. The qualitative data
gathered from the 60 women in this sample will aid in the
process of further understanding how industrialization has

led to a declining role of farm women in agricultural production.



CHAPTER V

QUALITATIVE DATA AND INTERPRETATION

A. Introduction

The quantitative data presented in the preceding chapter
point strongly to the conclusion that the majority of the
hypotheses generated for this research are accurate. Farm
women's participation in farm work has declined over the last
two to four decades, with that decline furthest advanced within
the range of tasks which are most highly industrialized. The
variations in women's involvement in farm work by ‘'age' and by
farm size indicate that the pattern of decline is further ad-
vanced for younger women, and for women from large (and therefore
more industrialized) farms.

Industrialization, however, is a general term which in-
cludes a number of separate dimensions. For the purposes of
this research, it has been defined to include the four specific
patterns of increased production scale, increasing mechanization,
advancing specialization and the shift from labour to capital
intensity. It appears from the quantitative findings that
where industrialization is furthest advanced, the feuest women
are found to be directly involved in production. Little under-
standing of how each of these four separate patterns operate
can be gained from the guantitative data alone.

The reader will recall, however, that the research design
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caollection. The second protion of the interviews consisted of
determining the attitudes and opinions of the respondents toward
the changes in their own work. These discussions were recorded
cn audio tape and comprise a substantial corpus of gqualitative
data that can be utilized in the interpretation of gquantitative
patterns. Not only were the respondents requested to outline
how their work roles had changed, but of particular relevance
to the immediate discussion, they were asked about how agri-
cultural production, itself, had changed in their own experience
and further, why their own work had changed.

Portions of the interviews with the respondents will
be presented throughout the following discussion. These ex-
cerpts should aid in the process of determining how the
respondents themselves have experienced the changing nature of

agricultural production. Their perceptions of farming and of

-

their own role in farming will help to 'round out' the under-

standing of how the four separate dimensions of industrialization

have functioned in the process of decline in questiom.l
Qualitative data from these sixty interviews will be

used in the following ways. First, excerpts will be presented

to illustrate the nature of farming as it was twoc to four

decades aéo from within the perspective of the forty older farm

women in this study. Second comments from the respondents will

T

be presented to outline the roles of women in farming two to
four decades ago. In accordance with the literature reviewed

in the first chapter, the respondents suggested that their
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involvement was not only helpful, but, for the most part,
necessary and essential to the success of the small, family
farm enterprise.

Df the 40 farms belonging to the older women in this
sample, almost all began as the stereotypic 'small mixed
family farm'. Only 7 (17%) farms could have been considered
Plarge' relative to that time perioq, tuenty to forty years
ago in that they were larger than 20 acres. Typicélly, the
farms under study, began at 100 to 150 acres in size with 3
of them being less than 100 acres.

Seven women made reference to the fact that large farms
are a relatively recent phenomenon. Quotes such as the follow-
ing suggest that, in the past, farmers could expect to support
a family on a small farm:

The small family farm is already out now pretty

well., The small 100 acre - you used to be able b
to start out on just a 100 acres. It's not

possible now. I don't think you could support a

family on a hundred acres. You just can't do it,

whereas, in the past, that's how everybody started

out and they could do it then.

Mixed farming used to be the norm in that 39 (98%) of
the 40 farms were involved in two or more major farm enterpriées.
Specifically, 4 (10%) farms Rept tuo types of livestock, 13
(33%) farms kept three types, while 22 (55%) farms had 4 or

more types of livestock. Most typically, the 40 farms began

ey -

with 5 to 15 milk cows, 10 to 20 beef cattle, 3 to 10 sows
with litters, and 90% of them also had 50 to 150 chickens (hens
and/or roosters). In addition, all of these enterprises in-

volving various forms of livestock cultivated at least two or
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three types of fisld crops, most often pasture plus hay, and
‘grain crops of sufficient quantity to support whatever livestock
was owned. O0Only one farm was specialized in the sense of being
invelved in a single form of livestock production.

The increasing specialization of farming in the last
few decades was mentioned by many older women., They talked
about the pressure to specialize for the sake of increased
profits whereas the kesping of several types of livestock in
the past was part of what made the small family farm a viable
economic unit:

It used to be that everybody had a bit of every=-
thing. Now you usually just raise one thing =
you're either beef or you're dairy or you're hog -
you don't have the variety and the self sustained
business right on your own farm uwhere we used to
have a bit of everything., That was a family farm
to me where farming the other way is - well - a
business.

Farms just aren't like they used to be, and if it
"is, they have another (off-farm) job because they
would have no standard of living whatsoever. When
you had a few pigs and a few chickens and milked a
couple of cows and got your cream check and egg
check and that bought everything that you needed
plus the odd bit of clothing that you needed and
you still had some left over to pay the taxes.

But those days are gone.

The machinery on these small farms, if any, was small
and relatively simple by today's standards. Nine farms (23%)
used horses rather than tractors to do the work. Twenty-eight
farms (70%) used binders and threshing machines to harvest their
grain crop whils, in comparison, only five (12%) still use

this form of equipment for the task. The nature of the work

and, to a great extent, the nature of the machinery (uhere used),

R 224
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required the labour of many persons., Nine women referred to
this aspect of farming in the past in suggesting that many
more hands were required to do the farm (ocutside) work:

...moving from hayloaders to bailers and elevators
to put it up in the mow. The machines do it and
so you don't have to have extra help. Cutting
wvood - you've got chain saws now whereas it used
to be - bring it up in a pile from the bush and
buzz it and it'd take, five, six, seven men maybe
two or three days, and threshing was the same.

We always figured on the help of 16 or 18 men to
get our corn off and now our 3 men can do it all
by themselves and fill 5 barns - it used to take
16 or 1B to fill just one.

Many, if not all, farm activities in the pastAre-
guired many hands for their Completion. As production uas
labour intensive and relatively unmechanized, the work required
substantial physicai exertion. Seventeen 43%) respondents noted
that farm work several decades ago meant hard physical labour:

We used to milk by hand and now we have the pipe-
line and don't have to carry the milk. Then of
course, the harvesting has changed too. You don't
have to stook the grain and you used to have to -
when it was a wet year - take it and throw it apart
and dry it and put the hay on piles and now we don't
have to do any of that. The machinery has made it
easier. Years ago you used to have to walk behind
the horses in harrowing and 1 used to get pretty
tired walking behind the harrow all day but nouw,
you can just sit on the tractor all day....

The stables, 1 would clean them out with a fork and
a wheel barrow - that was hard work where now, all
you have to do is push a button with the stable
cleaner. There's no strenuous work to it at all.
The same with the silo unloader - you press the
button and let the thing fill up and feed it that
way. Before you had teo fork it all out of the

silo by hand.

The nature of farm work twenty to forty years ago was

i
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far different from what it is on most farms today. Several
themes surfaced frequently in the intervieus concerning the
typical family farm in the past and the work that was required.
Farms were small and mixed., The machinery was small and simple
and most farm tasks remained labour intensive. Many people were
required to complete the tasks and the work involved uvas often,

physically stirenuous,.

2) \Women's Role in Agricultural Production in the Past. The
labour intensity of farm work twenty to forty years ago meant
that many hands were required to do the tasks necessary in the day
tobday operation of the family farm. While some farms did
possess a few of the earliest farm machines such as binders
and threshers, the demand for labour remained heavy even with
their use, In this type of labour intensive production, the
work of farm women was evidently needed, and often essential
to the successful operation of the family enterprise.3 Eight
respondents noted that their contribution to the family farm
was required to a greater extent in the past than is the work
of women nouw.

Oh, there used to be a lot of women who really

helped with the harvesting and everything. Not

a whole lot nouw, but years aqgo, there used to be

a lot of women who went out and did that work.

They had to - who else was there to do it - to

help when they needed help?

I certainly had to do more then than 1 am doing

now because I used to have to go out and milk by

hand and help outside with the farm work. Ue
didn't have all these automatic things then.

Now we Ravyr millhimn marcrhinmneca r-.r\d ~ineline M Ik inn
iy WE idve Mil.okKing waliinges ani Fibesinge MrikKzny
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and stable cleaners and things that one man can

do by himself., Back then all of those things

took the two of us to do and it needed me out

there helping. Now he (husband) can run thoss

machines - that equipment by himself and I don't

have to go out near as much nou.

There seemed to be more work for me to do then.

I done my housework at night and I worked in

the fields during the day. I had all the chores

to do too and so I teook the children to the

barn with me and did what had to be done there.

Alcong with the fact that weomen's labour was generally
needed more when the work was still highly labour intensive,
there were certain farm tasks which were clearly considered
'women's work'!, That is, activities which were consistently
assigned to the farm woman as her tasks exclusively.
The caring for poultry was most frequently assigned

to women. Ninety percent of the 40 farms kept poultry in ths
past and over 80 percent of the farm wives looked after gathering,
cleaning, and grading the eggs. Milking was, similarly, a task
seen as most appropriately women's work where 31 women (82%)
ogut of the 38 farms where the task was done, were consistently
involved in this task., Similarly, separating the cream from
the milk, for sale, was seen as women's work where all 38 women
were assigned this task as well as cleaning the separating
equipment after its use. Feeding the calves was also most
often a task done by the farm wife were 82 percent of the women
are represented as having participated in this activity.

Twelve women noted these types of tasks as most appropriately

women's work:

e
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I had all those hens to look after every day and
ducks too, and then in the fall I'd have maybe

a 100 ducks and a bunch of roosters to kill and
that was a big job.

When we first started out we didn't have as much
livestock but we didn't have near the egquipment
(ve have now) so therefore I spent a lot of time -
and we had a lot more chores like, small chores,
like feeding chickens and feeding pigs and feeding
cattle and little calves which were all good jobs
for women to do and so I did a lot of those. Now,
all we have is beef cattle and they are all fed by
the feed truck and it is lgaded by a loader...to do
those things...so I don't have to do those things
any more.

Four respondents also noted that the performance of
many of these tasks considered to be 'women's uwork! provided
farm women with their own money.

That's one thing about years ago when we had cous
and hens, the women got the cream check and the
egg check and you had your own money to handle
where you don't have your own mongy nowadays which
is different and I don't like it as well,

I think that one thing that has become a problem
for farm wives over the years is farm wives have
sort of felt that they are getting less independ-
ence financially, It used to be that the farm wife
would have her oun pin money from the eggs and

the cream because that was all her work. Nou they
don't do those things anymore and so you sort of
have to ask for every cent you get.

Typically, the tasks assigned exclusively to women were
tasks done by hand, without the use of machines. Mechanization
of farm production 20 to 40 ysars ago had not yet advanced to
any significant degree. It has been noted earlier that 22% of
these 40 farms used horses rather than tractors within the
first five ysars. The machings that farm families possessed

at that time were very small and relatively simple. The tractors

were small and easy to manage. Farm women were often required

Coer
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to use these machines on a regular basis. Little training was
required in their use and none of the respondents suggested
that the machinery used within the first five years of their
marriage prohibited their participation in any farm work tasks.
Well, with the mechanized equipment - like, when
ve started on the farm we still depended on a team
of horses - we had a small tractor, but we still
had a team of horses that did most of the work.
I didn't use the horses too much though, but I did
drive the tractor - that small one we had.
The farm was much smaller scale then and that makes
a difference. We didn't have any of this big
machinery in those days and what we had I could run.

The need for women's labour in the daily operation of
the family farm appears to have made being a farm wife a full-
time occupation. Labour intensive production meant that women's
involvement in farm work was necessary, and, as one woman
reported above, the need for capital was minimal, Most family
subsistence needs were met by the production of a wide variety
of goods on the farm and the little surplus that was produced
(often, by women) was usually sufficient to purchase the feu
goods they could not produce themselves.

The great majority of farm women in the past were farm
wives by vocation. Relatively few worked off the farm. Six
women (15%) had worked off of the farm prior to their marriage.
0f these six, four were teachers, one was a nurse and one uwas
a telephone operator. Three of these women continued to work
off the farm when they married and two of these women still

teach school now. The other three women quit their jobs when

they were married to become full time farm wives. Several
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women commented on the small numbers of women who continued to
hold paying jobs and suggested that for those few women who had
had careers prior to marriage, quitting their work sesemed to
be the typical thing to do.
I think at one time, not very many women did work
off the farm at all and if you did, you auto-
matically quit when you got married to help their
husbands on the farm.
And thers are more farm women today who work
outside the farm where our generation, no one
worked - I shouldn't say no one, but very feu,
especially farm women, worked outside the farm.,
If they would have worked (off farm) they would
have had to hire extra help and on the small,
100 or 200 acre farms you can't afford it.
There's no way we could have afforded to pay a

full time hired man because there would have been
nothing laft for us to live on.

summary

Women's work in agricultural production in the past was
essential to the success of the small, mixed, family farm
enterprise. The farm women participated directly in production
and was (often) exclusively responsible for certain farm tasks.
Decspite the taxing physical exertion required in the performance
of many farming activities, the woman's contribution was seen
as not only appropriate, but necessary. There remains littls
doubt that the work of farm women as little as 2 to 4 dscades
ago, was recognized and valued for its contribution to the

survival and success of the family enterprise.

C. The Nature of Contemporary Agricultural Production

The purpose of this section is to ocutline the changes

PN A Y e T ok = R P
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from the respondent's perspective. Many
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comments surfaced throughout the interviews which pertained to
the ways in which agricultural production has been altered
over the last four decades. More specifically, comments from
the respondents will be used below to illustrate the ways in
which the four forces associated with industrialization have
changed the nature of contemporary farming methods. Mention
of these forces appear below in order of the frequency with
which they surfaced during the qualitative data collection.

Mechanization, the increasing prevalence of larger and

more specialized machinery was mentioned by 36 (90%) of the
forty older women aé a central factor in the changing nature

of agricultural production. References to advancing mechaniza-
tion in modern farming toock three forms. First, the women
noted that the machines had changed in size. The three women
gquoted below reflect this opinion:

The biggest change in the last tuwenty years has
been the size of the equipment and machinery that
they have, I know when I first came doun here
(this women is from the West), out home they uwere
into bigger machinery out there because the size
of the farms and the fields here at that time

were much smaller than they were out home. But
the machinery here now has changed a lot from what
it was then and it's all gotten big - like it is
out West.

The machines - look at how big theyt've got. When
we first started here, all the tractors that
everybody had ~ not just us - they were small but
now - there's no comparison at all....

Well our farm has really got mechanized and all
the machinery is so big and awkward. UWe used to
have a little wee tractor here and I used to help
with that one a2ll the time, but now the machinery
is so bigee..

T
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The second form in which these commants concerning

mechanization took shape had to do with the increasing complexity

of the newer machines. Frequently linked to the larger size
of the equipment, the respondents noted the accompanying complex~-
ity of the machines nouw available to the farmer:

You can't just go and sit doun beside a cow and
let your thoughts wander. VYou've got to know hou
to run that piece of equipment and youlve got to
keep your minag on it.

The tractors they've got nouw! They have so many
gadgets on them - I don't know what's what any
MOTE.

It used to be that we would put our tuwelve year
old boy on the tractor and have him pull loads
around the fields. But the equipment and every-
thing is getting so big and complex now, you
really have to know what you're doing to be safe.

The third form that these comments took concerning in-
creasing mechanization had to do with the sheer numbers of
machines ~ that there are more and more machines designed and
acquired every year,

Years ago we had a tractor and a plow and a seed
drill and harvesting equipment - all simple things -
things we grew up with. Now, things chanaging as
they are, it's hard to keep up. There's aluays
something else ue need to buy. New machines, or
bigger, or better.

Back when the stable had to be cleaned out with a
wheel barrow and a fork, of course you couldn't
keep 400 cattle, but now that can all be done with
the tractor and loader. We can keep more cattle
now, but the more cattle you have, or need, the
more machinery you have to have to keep up with
the work,

With a lot of land you have to have big machinery
to get over it and accomplish -~ like with the
amount of corn that we have this year, we had 400
acres of corn which meant that the machine he

T
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(husband) used last year wasn't going to get it
off in time so he had to invest in a self-
propelled machine, and it's a good thing that he
did or we wouldn't have got our corn off. It is’
just a viscious circle. Now I don't know about
next year, whether it will be bigger yet - this
year was the most corn we have ever had and it
all depends on whether he can get more land.

From the respondent's perspective, increasing mechan-
ization has progressively altered the nature of agricultural
production cver the last few decades. Few tasks have remained
untouched by this trend and the respondents noted the ongoing
mechanization of farming most frequently in reference to how

the work has'changed.

Increasing production scale was also noted by the major-

ity of older women as having altered the nature of farm work

in their own experience as farm wives. General references to
the expanding size of family farms were made by 5 respondents.
An additional 15 women linked the need to increase acreage or
production scale to the 'profit orientation' which seems to nouw
characterize farm practices.

The thing is that you need so much - you pretty
well need 50 or 60 cows just to farm. And then,
you need to feed all those cous and so you need
way more than 100 acres to do that.

For a farmer to make a go of it, you have to get
‘bigger and better. Now you couldn't live on six
cous = you have to have more. Say you get an
implement - well, it's way too costly to try and
run that equipment on just a little bit more land.
So you get more land and then you need more couws.

The size of the farm has got to be 100 acres nou.
The family farm has got to be big now to make it.
Even a farm of 450 acres isn't sven big enough -
the output (expenditure) is so great that you just
on't have snough return to cover them. It's going

up to the 1000 acre mark to make it go.
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The increasing scale of agricultural production has
substantially altered the nature of farming practices on the
family farms in this study.4

. The third major theme frequently appearing throughout

the older women's accounts of the changing nature of farming

was increasing capital intensity.5 The profit-motive has re-

placed the 'way-of-life! orientation of the family farm. The
increasing use of farm credit and the necessity of incurring
debts were mentioned by many women in this study,.

The debt for a young coupls wishing to start farming
is massive. While it certainly helps to be éble to enter into
a partnership with a parent, or to slowly take over a parent's
farm, the need to invest in more and/or larger machinery and
land can hardly be avoided by most. The need to invest in
newer machinery and/or more land on the already established
family farm also requires the use of credit although perhaps
not to the same extent as for the young couple just beginning.

Comments from the respondents which referred to this
increasing capital intensity occurred frequently throughout
the interviews. UWomen saw the need for their farms to get
bigger in order to maximize profits and some of these uomén
went on to discuss the massive capital expenditures required
to expand production scale:

Well, you try to buy more land so things will be
a little easier so you go to the bank and borrow
money. Then when your check comes in (from

marketing a herd of beef cattle) you start to pay

of f that amount but when the money runs out from
that check you have to oo to the bank to hoarran
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and when you're next check comes in you go and
pay the bank off and then you start over again.

They say you have to go into it in a big way or
you won't make it and then you have so much
borrowed that you spend all your life trying to
pay it off. And to increase your stock (herd
size) - to get a good cow it will cost you
$1000.00 and then that cow could get sick and
keel over tomorrow and you still have to pay off
that money.

The situation of young couples trying to begin farming
provided the main focus for comments relating to capital in-
tensity. Nineteen (48%) of the older women talked about the
difficulties of the younger people they saw around them who
were incurring such large debts to begin. Some of these
comments were addressed to the cases where a son attempts to
take over a family farm. While this situation is praobably
more favourable than trying to begin independently, the capital
investment required is still problematic:

There's no way a young man - whether he be a
farmer's son or whatever - that he can go out and
buy a farm, buy machinery and stock it and ever
hope to pay it off in a lifetime. And yet it's
not fair to expect a man - a father - who has
worked his farm for 30 years to say, "Here it is",
because he has to get the next 30 years of his
life out of that too. If he retires, he has to
buy a home and have an income - this has all
really changed in twenty years,

I hope there is some way we can work him (son) in
gradually because there's no way a young fellow can
pay the how many thousands for the farm and then
their stock and equipment over and above that.
There!'s no way he can start out with that debt

and it's only if we can work him in some way that
we're going to be able to save this family farm
right here and this is a farm that has come from
Crown land and has stayed in this family for more
than a century.

—
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My feeling is that it is going to get harder

and harder for young fellows to get started into
farming unless they have somebody to back them

up because of the expense. It's terrible. First
they have to have the price of the farm alone,

and they have to buy machinery and stock and then,
buy their quota. You can hardly make a living in
begef farming and to go into dairy, you have to buy
all your milking equipment and that runs into a
lot. The interest is so high on the loans that
hoy is a young fella going to make ends meet with
that kind of debt? Some of them have to clear 20
to 30 thousand a year just to pay the interest!
And if they keep cutting the guota the uvay they
have it's hard enough for us to keep going - hou's
he gonna start?

Many younger women echoed a similar sentiment in dis-
cussing houw difficult it had been for them to recently begin
farming. Although the partnership form of tenure is prevalent
among younger couples on large farms, they too have experienced
the pressures associated with the capital intensive nature of
contemporary farming. The two younger women quoted belouw
reflect an opinion which surfaced in almost all twenty (95%)
intervieuws with the younger women: | |

It's awful for young people to start in now. It's
way over $100,000 if you have to set up for milking
maybe 80 to B85 thousand just for the land and
another 50 thousand for your milking equipment.

How many young people do you know who would step
into debt like that? I know what the mortgage
rates are and what the interest rates are and houw
much you have to borrow. I don't think you sver
get it all payed off and its really frightening.
People don't know what it costs to buy a new tractor
or a combine, you know, and you can spend a fortune
on just your machinery, let alone your land...it's
really difficult. You just ask anybody who is just
starting out or is thinking about just starting
out, they just don't know what to dao.

Who can start farming today? 1It's really hard to
get going. The capital outlay to get started is

just crazy and one wonders what's going to happen.

B 124
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If they don't inherit a farm or go into a partner-
ship with his father like we did, how can they
afford it?

Specialization, the final pattern noted as having

particular relevance in this research was mentioned less fre-
guently by respondents. Perhaps this is representative of the
fact that specialization into one type of farm enterprise has
advanced to the point where it is a taken-for-granted fact.
As stated éarlier, all but one farm of the 60 covered in this
study are specialized into a limited number of livestock
endeavours,
The prevalence of mixed farming in the past was noted
by several older women. In the discussion of how things used
to be, there is an implicit reference to how things have changed
and therefore, an implied reference to the specialized nature
of farming now. In addition, five women did make direct re-
ference to the increased specialization of contemporary farming.
The following excerpts are reflective of the overall sentiment,
stated or implied, concerning specialization in contemporary
agriculture:
And specialization - like back when we first
started here, we had a couple of cous to milk,
we had pigs and calves and chickens. Not too
many people still do that any more. .
And specialization is coming more and more. Nouw,
take an example - when people come from the city
to the farm they expect to see chickens and ducks =
and turkeys and cows and pigs and sheep and horses,
We don't have any of those things - just beef. It's

not economical to have all that nouw.

Specialization, taken in its wider definition, the presence of
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specialized machinery, cultivatiaon and harvesting techniques
and the application of specialized scientific knowledge, is
similarly, well=-advanced on these farms. Specialization, not
only in terms of livestock, but crops grown to support that
livestock have become specialized as well. These issues uere
noted by a few women too:

We are buying more seed corn than we used to and

we buy our hay in the fall. We have our own
haylage, but that's another thing about specialized
farms - we have a farmer that we can buy all of

our hay and straw from. He delivers it on his oun
trucks and the price is cheaper than what it would
cost us to buy the machinery and do it ourselves.

We have to specialize, and in the beef business,
you don't do things the simple way that we used to.
You don't just give the cattle a bale of hay and
some chop. You have to use all these other things
- supplement everything. And fertilizer - you even
have to supplement manure when you spread it on

the fields. Everything is so complicated and pre-
cise and everything cost so much nouw.

You have to specialize in the machinery that you
run. I don't run the combine simply because it 1is
a specialized piece of squipment and it should be
a one man operation. I run the baler because 1
know it and its little unique tricks that it does.
There are so many things that you have to know
about each one that you have to specialize. FEach
one is different and you have to know what you're
doing.

Summary

The nature of contemporary farming has been discussed
with reference to the way production and production techniques
appear from the viewpoint of farm women. The four central trends
in agricultural production which were outlined for particular
study in this research have been reviewed. It was suggested

_____ .
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consequences for the farm woman's role in farm production.
Comments drawn from the interviews have illustrated the effects
of these patterns on the nature of Férming nowe. The ways in
which farm work is done, the methods used and so on are seen

by these women to have changed enormously over their own life
time and the following sections will present the ways in which
these changes have influenced women's role on the farm.

D. Women!s Role in Contemporary Agricultural Prodction: The
Case of the 'Older! Farm Woman

To this point, discussion has focused on the nature
of agricultural production, past and present. During a period
of major transformation in farming, women's role in that pro-
duction has been found to have declined. The remaining part
of this chapter will deal with that decline.

Quantitative data from this research indicated that the
patterns of decline in women's role in farming varied by the
tage! of the farm women, and by the size of the farm on which
she resides. The following discussion will be divided accord-
ingly. The situation of the 'older' farm woman will be
considered first; the situation of younger farm wives will be
second; third, a discussion of the variable of farm sizs will
be presented.

For the majority of older women in this study, their
role in farm work has diminished. This pattern holds in terms
of there now being, generally, feuwer women involved in most
farm work tasks. The pattern also holds in the sense that the

women who continue to participate, do so in a smaller range of
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tasks, There is a small minority of older women who have in-
creased their participation in farm work. These women will
be viewed here as exceptions +to the general pattern and will
be considered after a discussion of the more prevalent trend.
The aim throughout this chapter is to come to a more
detailed understanding of the ways in which industrialization
has effected the 'place!' of farm women in farm work. Drawing
on the qualitative data, the‘reasons given by the women, them-

selves, for their declining role will be revieved.

1) Women's Diminished Participation in Farm Work: The General

- Trend. A majority (78%) of the 40 older women in this study
stated that they nouw do less farm work tasks than was the case
within the first five years of their marriage. The reasons
given by the respondents for this decline varied. The explan~
atioﬂs given by 9 (29%) of these 31 women, whose participation
has declined, have relatively little to do with the nature of
the work itself. These explanations will be outlined belou.
Aging: One woman stated that her involvement in farm
work activities has declined in recent years solely because of
her age. As one might have énticipated in a study of this sort
where no upper age limit was set on respondent selection, the
extended age of this woman has made it, for the most part,
impossible for her to be actively involved in most farm work
6

tasks.

Il1l-Health: Tuwo women suggested illness as the primary

reason for their declining involvement in farm work while
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arother woman stated that the combination of sickness and her
age had reduced her participation in farm work tasks.

Family Labour Changes: Three women suggested that the

primary reason for their decreasing participation in farm work
was that one or more sons had returned to the farm to work on
a full-time partnership basis. This added family involvement
in the enterprise had reduced the amount of work that these
women are now required to do. UWhile this is, to some extent,
evidence of a reorganization of production, it has little to
do with industrialization or changes in the nature of the work
itself. Rather, it has to do with how ths work is now divided
among family members and a subsequent reduction in the need
for women to participate.

We have things much handier but, I find I have
more time to keep my house. I really do much
less farm work now that (son) is home full-time
- I do a lot less. 1 used to have to go out
and drive (tractor) when he was away, but nou
that he's here, I don't have to do anymore of
the field work.

Well it was mainly seasonal uwork that I did then
(within the first five years) especially in the
summer time - field work. I'd go to the barn

too if (husband) was away or sick or something

like that. But now I don't be out doing that

work at all and I suppose the reason would be that
our boys have grown and have filled that role.
(This woman is a school teacher and this is the
reason why most of her help with farm work occurred
during the summer months).

Two women suggested that the reason for their lessened farm
work role was due to the fact that their husbands considered

farm work to be inappropriate for women's participation.
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Milking and - well even going to the barn - 1
very rarely even go to the barn now, unless it's
just to see when they get their new cattls in or
just to give them a message = other than that I
don't go to the barn...My husband tells me that
there's no place doun there for me. He doesn't
really want me down there. He doesn't think that
that is a place for a woman = in the barns. He's
always told me that. Even when we first got
married he didn't believe in my going to the barn.
He thought that was a man's job. He didn't think
the barn was any place for a woman.

When this woman was guestioned further about why it was only
recently that she had reduced her farm work activities, given
this attitude in her family, she replied:

Well, because we uwere hard up and we didn't have
the money to get extra help to help him and so 1
tried to help him as much as I could. Now we have
hired help, and I won't say that we ars making any
great amount of money but it is a lot easier on
the farm than it was years ago. Like, when we
started on the farm we still depended on a team

of horses - we had a small tractor, but we still
had a team of horses that did most of the work.
Now with all the mechanized equipment there is a
lot less need for labour so him and the hired man
can do all of that by themselves.

The other woman who gave a similar reason said:

I can recall the odd occasion where I have

driven a tractor to bring in hay = only where I
moved from one bale to the next, but you could
count (those times) on one hand. Other than

that I've never done tracter or field work. I
would sometimes go out after the cows and help to
shoo them in and that sort of thing, but I was
never really asked to goout and do any work. I
know you'll find that strange but I was never
gxpected to do that here.

The nine women, discussed so far, gave reasons other
than those of the changing nature of the work itself as the

explanation for their declining involvement in farm work. Of

—_ — O . g Ty

the 31 women whose involvement has d over th

he last 2 to
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4 decades, the remaining 22 (71%) women noted various aspects
of industrialization as the primary causal variable in this
nrocess of decline. Thus, for 71% of the women whose farm work
has diminished over time, industrialization is perceived as
having played a central role in that decline. The specific
reasons given by these 22 women are as Follous:7

Specialization and Reducation in Labour Reguirements

Three women suggested that they were doing less farm
work now than in the past because their help was no longer needed.
The decreased requirement for their labour was linked to changes
in production methods, specifically, specialization in the
sense that they had cut out other forms of livestock, and
begun to keep only beef cattle. Because of this specialization,
their husbands could now do most of the work on their oun.

Well, I used to do a lot of milking and I used

to feed the calves. And we had hens that had to

be cleaned out periodically and fed. I used to
have to clean out the pigs too, but not very often.
But our methods of farming have changed. 1In the
last few years we have only had beef cattle. \Ue
have smaller cattle in the barn at the other place,
and my husband finishes cattle hare at this barn.

So, he can pretty well look after things himself.

Mechanization and Decreasgsing Labour Intensity

Two women noted that while the presence of older child-
ren had reduced the amount of work they had to do, they added
a second factor to their lessened work role. That is, they
felt that the machinery that they had recently acquired reduced
the amount of work to the point where they were simply needed

less.

T
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The children are helping more now but a feu

years ago, before we got our big tractor, I used
to be out a lot in the spring doing the seeding,
but during the last few years with this big
tractor they can get over the ground a leot faster
and so I don't have to be out that much any mores.

Well, (son) is home and he doss a lot of the work
but we have things better organized here too. Ue
have done a lot of things here and spent a lot of
money because our boy wants to farm so we have
changed things the way he wants them. UWe went and
borrowed money and put in a stable cleaner and
bought a combine and all of those things. We used
to have to stook and thresh and I used to do all
of those things but now I don't 'cause all of that
is much easier and my husband and (son) can look
after it themselves.

In addition, three other women noted the machinery,
alone, as being responsible for the decreasing need for them
to be actively involved in farm work:

Well, I think the eguipment has got bigger and
they don't need the number of people that they
used to need for all these jobs. UWe used to have
smaller machinery and it took us longer to get
over the land - get the work done and sao they
need me less often now they have bigger tractors.

We only had a 1ittle tractor then and - well, we
started out with horses and uwe stooked and threshed
and all of that. 1 used to help out with those
things and sometimes sven spell them off on the
harrowing. But now, with this new tractor, it can
cover so much more ground that he can get it all
done by himself. And the combipe - I don't run
that but that's a one man job and so I don't do
that anymore either - the stooking and that.

Mechanization and Specialization

Two women, noted above, linked specialization to a
reduction in the need for women's labour as smaller endeavours
such as poultry production were 'phased out' of the farm enter-

prise. Five other women, also noted above, stated that



201

mechanization had resulted in a reduction in need for women's
labour through the substitution of machine-power for labour.
Twenty-four women stated that the machinery itself had become
more specialized, more complex and larger., All twenty-four

of these women stated that the newer machinery is ‘frighteningf.
Fourteen of these 24 women actually stated that this 'fear!
keeps them from performing many farm work tasks. The following
excerpts reflect a theme which was very common throughout the
interviews:

I wouldn't even want to try and drive any of the
tractors that my husband has bought in the past
few ysars,

The parts that I've been involved in yes - but I
could run the binder before, but I sure wouldn't
try running the combine. Now, I wouldn't say I
couldn't, but I'm a little afraid to.

I'm nervous around the machinery, even to drive a
tractor. The first tractor we had, well, it was
just a small one and 1 used to drive it, but nou
I'm even scared to go on a tractor because they
are too big.

Every one (tractor) we have you drive different
and the big one, I'm scared of it, I guess. I
don't drive it and I don't know why = I just don't
feel 1like I can drive it.

Well, there's no way I'd touch those machines.
You'd have to have a course on it or have to knou
how to use it. There's not one of those things
that I'd ever get on without - you'd need I don't
know how many lessons to learn the do's and don'ts
of them. You just don't see any women driving
those big machimes - at least I never have,

I don't drive the tractors as much as I used to and
I think they are more dangerous now than they used
to be. They are more complicated and I haven't
even driven the big tractor that we have - never
even learned how to drive it.

e
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The fear of the bigger and more complex machinery being
utilized on farms now seems to have kept many farm women from
being more involved in farm work. 0Of the twenty-four women
who noted a 'fear!' of the specialized equipment, all but three
added one or both of the following qualifying statements.

Fifteen women suggested that they felt they could adapt
to the larger machinery if they were required to do so. How=-
ever, they, like other women noted earlier, stated that the
machinery has replaced the demand for their labour to such an
.extent that they simply don't have to try to overcome their
fear and discomfort:

I think, if I felt I was needed out there, I
would and could do it, but with the bigger
machinery, they just don't call on me as much to
drive these tractors and do field work like 1

did before....With all of this big machinery that
we have here, I'm just not needed that often, but

when I am needed, I go out and do what 1 can.

It's not that I think I couldn't drive them, but
they just dont't need me to even try.

I think if I had to drive the machines I could,

and that I'd adapt quite easily but the way things

are set up here with the equipment and everything

I just dont't have to.

The second qualifying statement that was added by 15

of the 24 women who talked about their fear of the machines is
very closely linked to the decreasing need for their labour.
Because they are required to use these machines so irreqgularly,
the time that elapses between these occasions makes it difficult
to stay familiar with the operation of the equipment. This idea

..is also linked to the increasing complexity of the machines

themselves and the fact that each machine, even each tractor,
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is different in its gears, capabilities and so on. These 15
women said that if they used the machines on a regular basis -
if they 'stayed at it' - like their husbands do, they could do
the work with little problem.

See, the problem is that they ask me to drive

maybe - oh, I'd say, maybe four times a year on a
tractor and I'm nervous and afraid I'1ll do some~-
thing wrong. If I was needed out there more and
if I was used to the machinery, I'd be fine, but
they put me on a strange tractor and they say

"Drive it" and I hate to be stupid and say, "Hou
do I start it?" So, I get on it and I'm nervous.

I feel that if I was at it all the time I could do
it but it frightens me to get on one of those big
tractors if I haven't been on it for a few months -
it's like starting all over again. If I were at

it every day it would make an awful difference but
I'm not because I'm not needed every day out there.

If I had to do it I'd jolly well remember how to
do it but I haven't had to for so long that I'd
have to have a great big chart there in front of
me 12 hours a day to remind me what buttons to
push and what gears to use.

He's got a 5,000 Ford tractor with 65 hp - uwell,
someone that's been used to driving a tractor and
does 1t every day - you can handle these things,
but, I myself, I just have to get on it once in a
while and by the time I've got done with it, I've
just nicely got used to it. Until then you're so
damned scared of it, you're afraid to open it up.
I cultivated the back field for corn this year and
I was done before I had enough confidence in myself
that I could handle the tractor because it's so
much bigger than I used to use,

0f the total of 24 older women who mentioned their fear
of, or discomfort with, the larger farm equipment, 21 added one
or both of the gualifying statements exemplified above. Thus
21 of these 24 women (88%) felt they could learn to use the

mac hines if necessary and/or that their discomfort would decrease
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if they were required to operate the machines on a regular and
Frequenﬁ basis.

What is being said here, then, is that it is not only
the size/complexity of the machines, but also the decreasing
labour intensity, resulting from mechanization, which shapes
these women's farm work activities. Thus it appears, for the
greatest majority of women who have identified the mechanization
of agriculture as a deterrent to their involvement in farm work,
that it is the reduction in the need for their labour combined
with the increasing specialization of the machines, themselves,
which has limited their role in agricultural production,

Again, it is important toc note here, given the context
of the discussion of farm size which appears later, that the
greatest majority of these women who have been quoted on their
perception of the dual effects of mechanization on their work
were from large farms. Further discussion of the effects of

farm size on women's work will follow later.

?)} Farm Women's Increased Participation: The Exceptions. When

£

questioned as to whether they were doing more, less, or the
same amount of farm work now than they did within the first
five years of their marriage, 9 (22%) of the 40 older women
stated that they were doing more now. It is important to note
here that only 2 of these 9 women were from large farms. The
first woman of these two has seen her participation change

not primarily in amount however, but rather in what she does:

TR
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Well, I think I am doing more hours now than I
did then really. It's hard to tell - at that
time T did more field work so therefore I might
(have spent) 3 or 4 or 5 days out continually,
but now I work every day at the books (farm
accounts). I think my time has not too much
changed. I like to be busy so I always work any-
way. I'd rather work than sit, so, I don't think
my total time - oh, I may be putting in a little
bit more naow.

As is the case on most of the farms in this study, the task

of keeping farm accounts has been assigned to the farm women.

It is not unusual then that this woman has increased her time

input to the family farm enterprise through the rele of

accountant/book keeper.B While it is unusual that this woman's

task of book keeping has increased to this degree, the primary

reason for this is that her family is also invelved in buying

and selling beef cattle for other farmers. She is responsible

for keeping records on this additional business and her situation

should be viswed as atypical in relation to the other cases

in this study. Similarly, it is important for the readers

to note that the increased work role of this woman is confined

solely to the farm accounts and does not extent to any other

farm work task,

The second woman from a large farm who has seen her role
in farm work increase suggested a reason which is an interesting
exception to the discussion of mechanization presented earlier.
This case suggests that in rare instances, changing production

techniques may actually increase the possibility of women's in-

volvement in farm work.
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Well, as I said before, we used to work together
with two neighbors and they could pretty well
handle all there was to do. But he isn't working
with the neighbors anymore. He's working with

his brother and there is more work teo do. There:
is more land to cover and more acreage to cover.
And now that we have the truck now - our system

is so changed that I can do more. Not being raised
on a farm, tractors were really foreign to me, and
I was always really nervous using any kind of farm
equipment. But a truck, I felt familiar with the
truck because I can drive a car and I felt familiar
with the truck so I am able to drive it with a
little more confidence.

It should be noted here that the machinery which has

made it more possible for this woman to do some farm tasks is

unlike the majority of modern farm equipment most recently

available,

As this woman goes on to say, the other farm equip-

ment is frightening to her in the same way as other women have

discussed:

That machinery makes me nervous., It's not that I

think I couldn't learn to drive it if I had to, but

not being familiar with it, it does scare me and :
so I don't do any of that uwork out in the fields. '

In terms of the other 7 women who stated that they are

doing maore farm work now than in the past, one or the other of

two reasons were consistently given as explanations., First,

three women explained that their increased participation was

simply the result of there being more work to do. As farms

have grown in size - even the small farms in this sample are

generally larger than the majority of farms were tuenty to

forty years ago - there is more land to cover within the finite

growing season.



Well, there is more ground to cover uwhere, when

we started, there would be maybe a field of wheat
and maybe a field of grain and a field of hay and
all the rest would be pasture. Now our 265 acres
here are all in crop - completely - all of it
which means a lot more work in the spring with all
that ground to get ready and seeding and spraying....
We have a lot more to do in the same time that we
had...Therefs no comparison in the amount of feed
we grouw. That big silo is always full and we feed
cattle from it all year round.

Well, I think mostly because we have a higger
operation now and so uwe have more work to be done...
Once we get our calves in the fall, I'm out helping
every morning and I help in 2 or 3 barns. \We never
had this many chores to do before and I feed the hay
or chop. I used to feed the cows when we had them
but we only had a couple of them.

I'm doing more because in the earlier years ue
didnt't have as much to do - we weren't as big so
therefore I'm doing more.

Second, the other four women who are doing more farm

work now than in the past all gave the same reason - their

children have grown and they feel they have more time free to

be outside than they did within their first five years of marriage.

Dutside, farm work, I'd say maybe a little bit
more because I don't have the little kids I had
vwhen I started. I can da more althouagh I don't
go to the fields. There's the milkhouse mainly,
and the calves, that's really about all.

As far as the outside farm work goes, I quess I've
done more in the last few years than I did in the
first five years because the children were too
small for me to work out too much.

One final note is important here in terms of the added

waork that these nine women do. As suggested in a number of

the comments, the extra work cerformed by these women is con-
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women has increased her participation in any of the field work
tasks and the reason stated for this increase has to do with
one piece of farm machinery which is unlike most now used in

contemporary agriculture.

3) The 'Experience Rationale': Factors Contributing to the

Maintenance of 0lder Women's Role in Production: The comparison

of the present work of older farm women with the present work
of younger farm women can permit a number of conclusions con-
cerning the potential for participation in farm work by the
next generation(s) of farm women. While this type of contrast
then allows some insight about the direction of change for the
future, it also enables a further understanding of the extent
of change in the work of older women over time, Because each
sample sub-division by age was equally divided by farm size,
it can be seen that each category as a whole (all 'older' vs.
all 'younger'! women) will represent groups within which the
gffects of farm size will roughly cancel each other out. Thus
the level of industrialization within each of these categories
will vary substantially but that level will be roughly comparable
between the two groups.

In a comparison by age, therefore, within the time frame
of the present, the variable which makes these two categories
separate is the length of time as a farm wife (lage' as used
here). Thus, while it was important to note the extent and

nature of decline in the older women's participation in farm



work over time, it is also important to understand uhy they

have maintained such a relatively high level of involvement in

farm activities.g This is particularly so in light of the very
low levels of involvement by younger women and in light aof the
substantial difference betueeﬁ the two groups by age in its
usual sense.

It might be questioned, therefore, why it is that de-
spite the extended age of many of the older women and in light
of the effects of industrialization of production on their work
which have been outlined thus far - why it is that these women
continue to participate at such relatively high levels? The
theoretical hypothesis that was relevant to this anticipated
pattern had to do with t'experience' with, and adaptation to
change., It uwas assumed that because these women would have had
two to four decades of time to adapt to the changing nature of
farm work, they would be able to continue to do some tasks
that younger wamen would likely never begin to do.

The gquantitative data indicate +that the hypothesis
concerning these older women's maintenance of an active role
in farm work was accurate, but no comments reflected the expected
reasons for this continued involvement. There uere, however,
four recurring themes which surfaced frequently throughout the
interviews which may offer some suggestion as to the reasons
for these women's continued involvement.

The Fear of Boredom: After a life time of hard work and extremely

lonog work days, the thought of retirement10 for many of these

g
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farm women was unpleasant, For those women who planned to stay
involved in the farm in the cases where sons would take over,
comments about retirement were less negative. They planned |
to either stay in their present house or move to another farm
house already ouwned by them. Thus, they could continue their
gardening and outside work (lauwn, flowers etc.) and even main-
tain a familiarity with the farm aoperation.

Houwever, for those women for which retirement would mean
moving away from the farm into touwn, retirement raised unpleasant
thoughts., Many women stated they would never live in town but
a small amount of land on the outskirts of touwn. would be okay.
The central concern expressed frequently was the fear of boredom.
What would they do with all of that time? Having been so busy
with their housework and farm work, they hadn't developed
other interests and hobbies. A few women looked forward to the
chance to do so, but for most, the possibility of 'free time!
was not seen in a positive light. Fourteen women (25%) made
comments such as those which follow and the implicatioen may be_
that where 'free' time could be a possibility, they choose
to continue working at whatever they can to avoid 'idleness!
or boredom.

We're going to retire soon but right now I'm

just riding along here. I wouldn't want to live

in town, I don't think 'cause it could get very
boring. When you've had an active life all your're
life - you just wonder what would you do with all
that time.

I think I'd become bored in town, I really do,

because once you've got your house clean, you
have to go and find something to do...I always

T
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think it's a healthy life uvhen you've aluays
got something to do. I think it's the people that
have nothing to do that have the problems.

I think if you get everything done that you want
to do, I don't think you're satisfied. 1 think
it's good to have a little more in front of you
than you can handle,

Retirement? No, I don't want to move into town.

Even my weekends here are boring - they are long

when you don't have work to do. You feel so much
better when you work every day.

.The Value in Hard Werk. Eight women noted that they felt that

hard work is good for people. They toock pleasure in working
long and often hard hours and toc some extent, many continue

to work long hours for this very reason. These comments often
followed comments like those above and only two of the forty
older wvomen mentioned regrets about the amount of work they
had had to do in their lives.

I have a friend in Toronto who was saying that

in the supermarkets, they won't let a lady even
pick up a 25 pound bag of potatoes. Well! I
think it would be good for them if they did a
little bit of that because, they gst so weak be-
cause they never do anything! You need heavy work
to stay healthy.

I think we have more heavy work on the farm but I
always believed that you get physically tired when
you're not enjoying what you're doing. There are
times that I keep going and I wonder where the
energy comes from but I think I feel better for
doing that.

Probably I've been criticised for doing as much
work as I do but there's something inside me that
gives me pleasure in working hard and seeing things
grow. There's a challenge there and I think the
woman who works in toun never sees the finished
product like we do....If I had to do it all over
again, I'd marry a farmer again and I would pro-
bably work just as hard. 1 have no patience for

e
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people who are not ksen on doing & good day's
work., I feel sorry for them more than I curse
them because they have never known the joy of
the effort - that's it - the joy of the effort.

The 'Habit! of Working: Nine women discussed the fact that they

have continued to work hard not necessarily because they have
been needed to do so, but rather, because it's what they've
always done. Related to the fear of not having work to do,

they suggested that working hard is all they have known and

‘continue to do so almost as a way of lif‘e,ll

I like going to do the barn chores. It's a
different atmosphere and it's almost a break.

A lot of people say, "with 211 those kids, why

da you go to the stable?" but I find it a pleasure
to me., If you've been broucht up with it, you
feel funny if you don't do it. 1It's your life,
youlve besn with it all your 1ife and so you look
forward to it.

I often think that people who live in town, thsy
dont't really know what a day's work is. It's
amazing that there are so many things they can't
seem to do whereas those of us who live on a farm,
you just go ahead and do all of the things that
need doing. It's what you've always had to do and
you just keep doing them.

I think we generally woerk longer hours here because
I think a person's lifestyle works around their
husband's work., In the summer time he works at
night too to get the seeding done and like that.
Well, I'm not going to just sit around and do
nothing. When you're used to working longer hours
you just keep doing it.

- Sobmetimes we have to work overtime on Sundays and
at night to get the farm work done, but it just
becomes routine and that's just the way it is. It
just becomes automatic that I go out and look after
whatever needs to get done....

The Tradition of Working Together. One final theme surfaced

frequently throughout the interviews with the older women.

e
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Fifteen (28%) women discussed the way in which the work on their
farms gets done.12 The 'working togetner' thems was mentioned

most often.

These older women discussed thz fact that the farm was
a family endeavour with everyone having a part to play. lork-
ing together as a family or as a couple uas often praised for
its resulting family or marital solidarity. UWhen something
peeded to be done, the routine has always been that everyone
helps in its.completion and like the 'habit'! issue noted above,
this is the way it continues to be. Thus, even when her husband
could do a particular task alone, a woman may often go along
to help where she can, to be a 'companion' and/or just so they

can be together.

We've always worked togethexr and you know what
has to be done so you just go and do it. \UWe'rs
odd - we've been married 25 years and we've nsver
had a fight: Things just get done. You sense
that he wants this done so vou go and do it.

Anyone who wants to be a farm wife - they have to
have lots of ambition and the courage to do anything
that comes along. And its got to be between two
people - if you don't pull together like a team of
horses and share the work, it just won't go. One's
pulling one way and the other's pulling the other
and you just won't go anyuhere,

Most of the time we just go out and do what we can -
automatically - do what needs to be done. Ue uwere
always together and we took our children with us
all the time - all trying to share whatever there
was.

Even though I may spend the whols morning outside
doing farm work I like that bit of extra exercise

and I think it is good for ws to be working together.
And T think you get a stronger feeling of ties to
your family by helping out as much as possible.

B
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From these comments, it is possible to suggest uhy'
many of these older women have 'maintained a hand in!' farm
wark in spite of the forces which would make that less necessary,
or.even, less possible. Uhile most of these same women expressed
earlier concerns about the machinery and some of these women
even said they felt nseded less, they continue for various
reasons to find things that they can do - places‘to be useful.

Out of habit, fear of idleness, a joy or pleasure in
'hard work and/or a lifelong tradition of sharing work, many
women continue to maintain a portion of their original role in
production., It was stated earlier that in understanding the
reasons why these women bontinue to do so many farm tasks, one
might better suggest indicators of future patterns. UWhat is
meant here is that the younger‘uomen in this study - the next
generation of farm women =~ did not reflect these sorts of
attitudes. It appsears }or the majority of younger women that
they are involved in an 'all or nothing' situation. While a
few younmger women on small farms perform many farm tasks, others
from small farms and most on large farms do almost no farm work
at all. They view their houseuwork, child care and off farm
work (where applicable) as 'their work! and the farm work as
their 'husbands' work.,'! It is therefors very unlikely that
many of these women will seek farm work to do if not requested
to do so and it seems unlikely that they will develop the tra-
dition of 'working together' that many older women have.

As industrialization has changed the nature of farm

work, there follows a decline in women's role in production.
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For some of the older women, they have maintained their farm
work roles out of a decision or even a sense of obligation to
dn so. For the majority of younger farm women, this response
to the changing demands for their input seems much less likely.
One can therefore note the consequences of this différence for
the future role of women in agricultural production.
Summary

For the greatest majority (78%) of older women in this
sample, their role in agricultural production has declined.
And, well over half of the women within this group specifically
noted variocus dimensions of industrialization as the reason for
that decline. Thus, the qualitative data utilized here lends
a substantially greater degree of validity to the interpretation
of the quantitative findings., That is, for the majority of
older farm women, industrialization in its various dimensions
can be viewed as a primary factor resulting in the declining
participation of farm women in farm work.

E. Women's Role in Contemporary Agricultural Production: The
Case of the 'Younger' Farm Woman.,

1} Introduction. The situation of the younger woman who has
just recently begun her career as a farmAuife seems to be
significantly different from that of a young farm woman two to
four decades ago. The data presented in the preceding chapter
point to a number of these differences. for instance, the
majority"of younger farm women in this study are participating’

much less in farm work tasks than farm women were in the past.
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While this pattern holds for almest all farm activities, it

is particularly marked for the range of field work and busiqess
transaction tasks., ODespite the age differences betwen the
older and younger women in this sample, a greater proportion

of older wamen continue to participate in farm work than
younger uomen.l2

The aim here is to attempt to understand.uhy these
_patterns occur. The nature of contemporary farming has been
outlined earlier from the older women's viewpoint as they have
experienced the recent changes. No specific questions concern-
ing the nature of fhese changes in agricultural production were
asked of the younger women so there is less qualitative data
to draw on here in coming to understand their situation. Hou-
ever, several themes did surface during the intervieus which
vere directed specifically at the situation of these younger
women. Some of these issues dealtlsimply with how younger
women see the nature of farming now and others dealt particularly
with how the role and work of these women have been shaped by
the organization of production on their own family farms.

The following discussion will attempt to bring these
the work roles of these younger uwomen. To a lesser extent,
attention will also be given to hou the experience of the younger
women is different from that of the older women. This should
help to understand why the work of these younger women varies

from the work of the older women.
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2) Capital Intensity and Off-Farm Employment. Of the four

recent patterns in contemporary agriculture which have been
isolated for particular study here, capital intensity and the
increasing need for cash was mentioned most frequently by the
younger women in this research.l4 The issue of financial
barriers involved in beginning to farm was raised by 14 (70%)
of these women. Five of these responées were general in nature
gnd did not explicitly delineate the effects on the farm women's
role in farming. The other nine comments, houwever, did involve
a causal component. That is 9 (45%) younger women suggested
that the increased nesd for capital in contemporary farming
encourages young women to seek off farm employment:

It's so expensive to get going in farming that
it's a hard, hard road and I think it's almost
essential that she get some kind of job outside
of the home so that she can make some money to
help them get on their feet. It's only in that
way that the farm income can be returned to the
farm rather than for the house and that kind of
thing.

I think, like in our case and a lot of others I
see, you need the extra cash that the wife is
bringing in. Even if she can supply grocery
money, that's a big help.

It's just auwful hard to start farming and I think
this is why so many young farm wives work (off=farm)
- is to help get them started. The price of a

farm and stock and equipment is so much - like
$200,000 for a lot of them - that she just has

to bring in money to help them get going.

A full 50% of the 20 yocung women in this sample have
some form of off-farm employment and this proportion is four

times greater than that of the older women. Only 2 of these

0 women who work off the farm suggested that they do so for
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other than purely economic reasons. Both of these women have
professional degrees and stated that their career interests
played a central role in their decision to keep their jobs
after they married. The other 8 women who have paid employment
said that the reason for this was that they needed the extra
cash to help pay off their farm debts.

| It is suggested here, then, that the incfeasing demands
for capital investment in modern farming have played a significant
role in encouraging younger farm women to seek or maintain
off-farm work. For 40% of the younger women in this study,
the need for a supplementary cash income has influencéd their
decision to make their contribution to the family farm enter-
prise through off farm work. That is, it is now more practical
or economical for many young farm women to substitute off farm
work for their direct labour input inteo the family farm. The
smaller participation rates of younger women in farm uwork can
therefore be partially explained by the demands for a cash
income resulting from the increased capital intensive nature

of contemporary farming practices.

3) Mechanization and Decreasing Labour Intensitx.‘ As in the

interviews with the older women, references to the increasing
mechanization of farm work surfaced frequently throughout the
discussions with the younger women. 1In response to the direct
question about how each of these women considered mechanization

to have influenced their own work roles several central issues
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- were raised.

Like the older women, these younger farm wives ex--
pressed similar fears and concerns about the larger machinery.
Eight women (40%) suggested that the size and compiexity of
the most recently acquired machines on their family farms
prohibited and/or discouraged their participation.

My husband thinks these new big tractors are a
breeze with power steering and whatever and that
it is no big chore for a lady to wheel a tractor
around a field now. But I hate it. It has a cab
on it and you can't see your wheels, you can't

see your tires and they're so danged powerful that
they're away on you before you - twenty years ago
when I was on my grandfather's old Ford tractor,

I was much more at ease. There are some jobs that
I would just refuse to do, like, I would never
pull the harvester because you get the tractor

and the harvester and a wagon all hooked up to-
gether and it bothers me. And I'd never drive

the swather - it's a pretty big piece of machinery.

All of the work here is very mechanized and the
machines are so big - I can't get on any of thoss
machines! = I wouldn't know what to do first!
Well, our farm is really mechanized. I think that
is part of the reason why I don't do some of the
farm work - the things where you have to use that
equipment ‘'cause it is so big and awkward. Like,
my dad had a little wee tractor and I used to help
him at home all the time, but our machinery is so
big that I don't even begin to understand it.

Four of these women who expressed concern about the
machines also added qualifying statements of the same sort as
the older women, That is, they felt that the machinery made
it possible for their husbands to do many of the farm tasks

alone and that they (the women) were simply not required to

overcome the fears they had discussed.
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I suppose if he needed me to be out there all
the time, I would soon learn to uss all of
those machines but as long as he can do it
himself, I don't have to, do I?

I used to do a lot of work en the - on my father's -
farm when I was young and it's not that I don't
like the work or couldn't learn how to operate

that equipment, It's just that he doesn't seem to
need me as much and so I'm never out there enough
to get over my fear.

Two other uomeﬁ added the qualifying statement that they
felt they could do the work if their husbands took the necessary
time to train them in the use of the machines. The problem
being that because he would have to stay with her while
'training', it is just as practical for him to go ahead and do
the work himself:

They (machines) make the work easier but it's just
that you have to learn to run it and that takes
time and for the time he'd spend teaching me, he
might as well do it himsself.

He .just doesn't have the time that it would take
to train me to get going at some of these jobs.
Like, when you start any (off-farm) new job they
take the time to train you to do the things that
you will be expected to do but here, there's just
not enough time for that. In the two weeks that
hetd have to spend with me, training - he could
have done the job by himself - so uwhy bother?

In addition to these six women who added the qualifying
statements to their expreésed fears or discomfort with the
machines, seven (35%) women noted that the machinery had madse
their own participation in farm work less necessary. The issue
here has to do with decreasing labour intensity - the diminishing

need for many hands to do the work - as a result of the sub-

stitution of machines for manual labour.
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I was raised on a dairy farm and I milked cous

as a teenager totally on my ouwn 'cause haying

had to be done. My memories of helping on the
farm were almost such that I said "I'm never
going to marry a farmer"., 1 anticipated that I
would have to help out here but there just hasn't
been the nesd for me to do that...A lot of those
jobs that people had to do with the old type of
machinery have been eliminated so, in a lot of
cases, it has simply eliminated the necessity for
me to get out there and help with that work. So

I think the reason why I don't do farm work is
maybe the fact that because it is mechanized, it
takes less numbers of bodies teo do the same job,.

Well, in my situation here, and in others I see
around here, they (farm women) don't have to help
even when they are home full-time simply because
it's more mechanized than it used to be. Then you
had to go out and help because there was more
manual labour. Now, it's all done by machines and
we don't have to go out.

Well, I just don't have to be out there. It used
to be that the men needed all the help they could
find - there was so much - such hard work all the
time. Now when I go out, it's not to work but just
to keep (husband) company because there isn't all
that much for me to do,

I'm doing a lot less now than I did even three
years ago. I was helping to feed the cattle both
in the fields and at the barns. Well, that's not
necessary now because they have the automated
feeders. \We've got feeders in all the barns nouw
and he doesn't need me. That'!s kind of how you get
pushed out...you aren't needed in a certain area
anymore and so you get cut out of it.

Finally, in terms of the effects of mechanization on
these young women's farm work, four of the women who were noted
earlier as working off the farm stated that they were freed from
doing farm work by the machinery so that they could, in fact,
szek off farm work. Rather than being needed to sfay on the
farm ard contribute their labour to the family farm enterprise

via farm work, the decreasing labour rsquirements resulting
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from mechaniiation had allowed them to work off of the farm and
substitute their wages for their farm work input. Unlike the
situation for many of the older women when they first married,
the labour of the young contemporary farm wife may be less
crucial to the success of the farm enterprise than the cash

she can provide by working in the paid labour force. Increasing
mechanization reduces the need for her help with farm work
while the accompanying pattern of increasing capital intensity
subsequently increases the importance of a cash income to the
success of the enterprise. It appears that all of these
patterns fit together in such a way as to decrease the likeli-
hood of the young farm woman being as active in farm work as

were young farm women two to four decades ago.

4) Partnership in Farming. As discussed in the methods

chapter, the prevalence of family partnerships among young

farm families appears to have increased in recent years. This
pattern can be seen as a partial response to the nesed for
massive capital investment to begin farming and, similarly,

as a response to the advantages of large-scale production.

The précticality of two or more nuclear families related by
kinship entering a partnership to establish a viable farm
enterprise is clearly evident in the proportion of such arrange-
ments which occurred in this sample. As anticipated when the |
decision was made to include this form of family farm in this

research, the existence of a partnership and the input of more
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than one nuclear family into a single farm enterprise seems
tg have direct effects on the roles of the farm women.

Two younger women stated that the primary reason for
their small level of (or non-) participation in farm work tasks
was the fact that their husbands and their husband's partners
could do most of the work themselves. This is precisely what
one might anticipate, given that men are normally the primary
operators, and therefore, the more men present on any farm
enterprise, the less work to be left requiring women's help.
What is interesting here though, is that the other six women
who mentioned the partnership as diminishing the need for
their own participation in farm work also noted the combined
effects of mechanization. That is, the decreasing need for
labour resulting from mechanization, combined with the presence
of two or more male partners in the farm firm were seen as the
crucial factors making the woman's work unncessary:

They (partners) have enough help to do the work
on the farm so I don't have to but even if I
vanted to do some of that work I wouldn't be needed
simply because it's so much more mechanized than
it was at one time. Then, the woman had to go out
and help with that manual labour but not anymore.
I don't think it's just our situation here. The
other dairy farmers around here that I know, they
are even more advanced than we are so therefore
it's more mechanized and therefore doesn't require
as much labour or help from the women. But sven
if we uere alone - like, not working with his
(husband's) brother and we still had the same
equipment as we do now, I'd not be doing much more.
Now, no doubt if we were just starting out, and

- we were alone, and we didn't have the big equipment,
there'd be more manual labour and he'd need me to

be out there. There's just not that much to do and
what there is, they can do it themselves.
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I think farms today are on a larger scale - at
least this one in particular is - whereas, before
it would just be the husband and wife and that was
all. Nowadays farms are on a larger scale and
more young farmers aren't just farming by them-
selves, but they still need all that big equipment
and so I don't think there is as much of a need
for her to do farm work.

Again, the way in which these patterns all 'fit' togsther
seems to suggest that there is a decreasing likelihood on con-
temporary farms for women to assume any central responsibility
for farm work activities. While many of the comments from
these younger women were very close in tone and content to
some of the ideas and thoughts expressed by the older women,
the changing nature of farm work appears to have had a more
marked influence on the work roles of younger women.

The need for capital is generally greater when establish-
ing a new family farm given ths necessity of buying land,
machinery and stock all at one time. While it is true that
even long-established family farms must frequently make use of
farm credit to purchase new equipment from year to year, the
level of debt incurred is not likely to reach that of the young
farm couple trying to get a start in farming. The pressure .
resulting from indebtedness, combined with the decreasing need
for the women's farm labour due to the substitution of machinss

for manual labour, work together in such a way as to encourage

many young farm wives to seek off-farm employment. Similarly

the prevalence of partnerships - the pooling of rescurces to
start larger than any one partner could on his own - results
in a further decline in the need for help from the women on
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these farms.
It is therefore, suggested that while many of the same

forces influence the participation rates of both younger and

older women, the effects of these forces are greater, particularly

when combined with the partnership form of family enterprise,
for the younger woman., It is at least partially for these
reasons then, that the decline in farm work activities is
greater for the younger farm women, now, than for the older
%arm women, now, and certainly, much greater than for the

younger farm woman of two to four decades ago.

F. Farm Accounts: White Collar Farm Work

To fhis point, the discussion of women's changing work
roles has been'confined primarily to the active farm work tasks
of field work, barn chores and so on. &©txcept for the one woman
who earlier noted the massive increase in book keeping which
also included accounting for a second family cattle business,
no mention has been made of the farm women's rols in keeping
farm accounts,

As contemporary farming has become a business, there
has been a subsequent expansion in the need to keep detailed
and accurate records on both livestock (primarily for the dairy
farmers) and financial matters. For example, the increased
practice of purchasing .seeds, fertilizer and pesticides, along
with a complex system of fuel rebates and government subsidies

make it crucial for the success of the enterprise to account
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for the dairy farmer especially, the pressure to expand and
increase production, combined with extensive health regulations
imposed by the provincial government requirse that detailed ;nd
up—to—~date records be kept on each cow in the milking herd.
Registration of purebred cattle, breeding and calving records
and so on, require a massive amount of time and energy and the
responsibility of keeping financial and herd records is a
_significant one.

The range of activities involved in keeping farm accounts
are, at this point in time, the tasks most frequently assigned
to the farm woman exclusively. In addition many women in this
sample assume the primary responsibility for this uork.15
Thus, while the involvement of women in most farm work activities
is nou less than in the past, the pérticipation of women has
increased over the last two to four decades in the expanding
paperwork sector of the family farm enterprise.l6

The nature of the farm accounts work raises some
interesting parallels with houseuofk and urban women's paid
work which dessrve note here.

The task of accounting or keeping records on the herd
is likely to be rather episodic in its performance. It 1is
rzarnly done from start to finish in one single time span.
The wuntk can be started, left and returned to as one finds
necessary or practical. Thus, it can be easily combined with
the plethora of other household and/or farm duties for which

the farm woman is responsible. In this sense, it 'fits' well

g
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with child care and other tasks which requife attention. In
this light, the work has particular advantages. Being able
to choose when and where and for how long one will work at
these tasks provides women with a high degree of control over
that wvork process. However there are more negative implications
which similarly follow from this episodic characteristic.

First, as long as women are ablelto continue to combine
other work activities with their traditional role expectations,
they will never begin to question those traditional roles nor
actively seek to establish alternatives. Thus, like part-time
work and cottage industries also provide, the ability to simply
'add on' more work to an already demanding work load is never
likely to encourage women to review their traditional work
load and/or its remuneration (or lack thereof),l7

Second, this episodic nature may contribute to the
non-recognition of the value and complexity/skill levels of
the work being done. Because it is likely to be done inArather
short_and irregular spurts like houseuwork, others are less
likely to recognize or be able to assess the total time and
energy expenditures involved. Nor are they likely to concept-
valize the degree of knowledge or skill required to perform
those tasks,

Third and following from this potential for non-
recognition, is the potential invisibility of the work itself.
Like housework, the accounting work may become most visible only

when not completed.

R
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In addition to the episodic nature of the accounting
work, the range of record keeping taské may freguently be
considered or perceived as never-ending activities. In thié
respect it is also like housework. Although there may be some
sense of satisfaction derived at the end of each taxation
year where its value becomes most apparent, for the remaining
eleven months the task is likely to be perceived as 'never done'.

Like housswork, the paper work in question here does
'not result in a highly visible or tangible product. UWhile
there are .a few specific exceptions such as the resulting receipt
of rebate checks and so on, for the most part, papers full of
figures and notations are less tangible than, say, a field of
corn which has just been harvested. The absence of a final
product also contributes further to the invisibility and potential
non~-recognition of the work.

Finally, in terms of the hou;euork parallels, the fact
that the work occurs at home, to a great extent, in isclation
Froh other workers performing similar tasks, means that there
can be few standards, set working conditions or hours established
for its performance. And, due to the isolation of individual
workers, there can be little chance for collective awareness
or bargaining power in changing the working conditions or its .
assigned Value/remuneration.l8
The very nature of the work involved in keeping farm

accounts raises additional parallels to a significant proportion

of the work which women perform in the paid~labour force. UWith

M
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the ever-increasing production scale in urban work has come a
massive increase in bureaucracy and the white collar sectﬁr.
of the economy.l9 In a very similar way, as farming becomes
more specialized and larger in scale, so too increases the
amount of paper work required in the operation of the enter-
prise. In the same sense that urban women have moved into
this white collar sector in greater proportions, so too are
farm women assuming the greater proportion of responsibility
for this work.

In both of these cases, urban and rural, the work that
women perform is only indirectly related to the center of
economic production. Like clerical and secretarial workers
in urban settings, farm women are increasing their involvement
in this indirect capacity. No direct or tangible products
result from this labour as noted above and to some extent the
work is service—-oriented in nature. As the work itself becomes
further detached from the place where 'production takes place?,
so too do the workers who are performing those roles. Thus,
as the shifting location and nature of farm women's work is
examined, clear parallels become apparent to its urban equivalent
of white collar (and to some extent service sector) work, where
che greatest proportions of urban women are to be found.

A number of crucial gquestions and implications can be
raised as a result of these parallels to housework and paid-
labour force work., Further attention will be given to the

issuss of women's power, value, and 'role in production' in the
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following chapter after the discussions concerning the

variable of farm size.

G. The Variable of Farm Size

To this point, discussion and interpretation of the
quantitative results of this study have been confined to the
variables of time (change over the last tuo to four decades)
and 'age' (older vs. younger women now). The reader will re-
‘call however that the variable of farm size was a central
determinant of the research design and important hypotheses
were generated by the consideration of farm size as an inde-
pendent variable in the changing work roles of farm women,.

Farm size, when utilized here as an independent variable,
carries with it a number of assumptions concerning advancing
industrialization. These assumptions have been detailed earlier
and require no further detail here.ZD

The relevant hypotheses with respect to farm size are
as follows., It is expected that the level of industrialization
of agricultural production will play a central role in determin-
ing the participation of women in farm work. Thus, on farms
where industrialization has advanced the most, it is expected
that its effects on women's participation in farm task will be
the most striking. The significance of this expected relation-
ship betueen farm size and women's work goes further than
simply establishing the effects of industrialization more
-firmly than has been done in the preceding sections of this
In order to more clearly delineate the logic of this
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broader significance, portions of the research framework and
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design, along with potential findings and subsequent inter-
pretations, are presented below. The reader will nots that_
the argument is incomplete in that various null-hypotheses
are not included. Similarly, the argument is not fully
hypothetical in that there are, within it, a blend of potential
results (given alternate research designs) and actual results
(in light of the existing research design). The purpose here
'is simply to illustrate and clarify the implications of the
findings concerning the farm size variable rather than to
structure a 'proper' statement of research guestions. The
argument has nine distinct points which span a range of time

perspectives:

TIME FRAME
COMPARATIVE: 1) 1IF, given the changing nature of agri-
PAST=PRESENT cultural production over the last two

to four decades, it had been found that
women continued to participate at a
relatively standard level in farm work
tasks, then, it could be hypothesized
that the process of industrialization had
little/no effect on the farm work roles
cf farm women.

2) 1IF, given the changing nature of agri-
cultural production over the last two to
four decades, women's work had changed,
then, it might be concluded that in-
dustrialization had been a determining
factor to this point in time. There
could, howvever, be no indication of what
might happen if industrialization con-
tinues. For example, women might have
reached a 'balance' between production
demands for her labgour and any number of
other demands a 'balance! between production
demands for her labour and any number of
other demands such as housework, child
care, career interests, as well as the
woman's own desire/choice to maintain’

a certain level of involvement in farm
work., Even if the need for her input
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into farm production had declined, she
may have chosen to continue at a cetain
level of participation and could continue
to do so irrespective of future changes
in the nature of the work due to indust-
rialization.

IF, a study of farms which were all at

a relatively similar level of industrial-
ization had been done (i.e. a study with-
out the farm size component) and the
findings indicated a significant variation
in women's involvement in farm work, then,
the personal choice medel persented in

(2) might be operant.

On the other hand, IF, a study such as

this one had been done which included tuo
sub-groups which were at different levels

of industrialization and the results
indicated a relatively standard level of
women's involvement in farm work (irrespect-
ive of level of industrialization), then,
the personal choice model presented in

(2) might be operant.

IF, given the changing nature of agri-
cultural production gver the last two to
four decades, a relationship was found to
exist to women's declining participation
in farm work tasks

R Sl

IF, that study also contained the variation
by industrialization (farm size) component
where the women in that sub-group of highly
industrialized farms evidenced a continued
pattern of decline in their farm work
participation,

the relationship between the process of
increasing industrialization and the

subsequent continuation of decline in

women's involvement would be more clearly
established. Importantly, this indicator !
of continuation of change in women's roles !
would have direct implications for the

next generations of farm women's role in
agricultural production.
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FUTURE B) This future-indicator has even greater
reliability in light of the findings of
the present study, given, that older
women have maintained a portion of their
role in farm work because of habit or
out of a tradition of 'working together!
(Experience rationale)

AND 9) Given, that younger women are participating
much less in farm work activities and are
therefore, much less likely to develop
that habit/tradition which has helped/
encouraged the older women to maintain
their role in producticn despite the
changing nature of that production and
despite the resulting decrease in demand
for women's labour.

Points numbser 5, 8 and 9 have been supported by both
guantitative and qualitative data presented thus Far.Zl
Quantitative data have suggested that point number 6 also holds
for the women in this study. The task that remains here is to
gather qualitative data from the interviews and from the way
in which other qualitative comments (which have appeared through-
out the preceding sections) were patterned by farm size to
further examine the contention that women's role in farm
activities will decline even further on those large farms uwhere
industrialization has advanced to a greater degree. After
having done that, the discussion will then return to the im-
portance of the variation by farm size noted above.

There were no specific guestions included in the
guestionnaire which referred to the effects of farm size on
women's work roles. Thus, there are fewer comments to drauw
out of the intervieuws in order to more fully understand the

influence of farm size. Throughout earlier discussions, houwever,

brief references were madse to variations in the frequency of
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somments from the respondents according to the size of farm in
which they are involved. A review of these patterns is in-
order here with the purpose of indicating the extent to which
their frequencyAand/or content vary by farm size:
1) Of the 9 older women who have increased their
participation in farm work since the first years

of their marriage, only 2 were from large farms.

2) Of the 24 older women who noted a general fear with
larger machinery,; 18 were from large farms.

3) Of the 6 older women who said they felt the need
for their farm labour to bs minimal, 5 were from
large farms.

4) 0Of the 14 older uvomen who made a direct link between
increasing machine size/complexity and the subsequent
decline in their farm work, 10 were from large farms.

5) Of the 10 younger women who work off of the farm,
7 are from large farms.

6) Of the 7 younger womsen who felt that their labour
was not needed very much on the farm, 5 were from
large farms.

In each one of these patterns, women on large‘farms

are under- or over-represented in the direction hypothesized.
More women on large farms drew reference to the changing nature
of farming and more women on large farms expressed ths opinion
that these changes resulted in subsequent transformations in
their own work. Any one of these seven patterns existing alone
would not be terribly significant, but when they are taken
altogether, the total picture suggests that whatever pattern
exists for the majority of women, it will be further advanced
within the sub=-group of women from large farms.

As noted earlier, despite the fact that the questionnaire

~.did not deal with the issue of farm size in any direct way, eight
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comments were made throughout the interviews about farm size
and its effect on women's work., These comments lend Furthép
support to the hypotheses that because industrialization is
further advanced along a number of dimensions on a large farm,
the effects on women'!s work will be more striking than on the
work of a woman on a small farm. Most of these comments arose
in response to the question concerning younger women's partic-
ipation in farm work.

I think there would be an awful difference from
what I had to do when I first started. The work

is so much easier now and things are so mechanized,
but if they have a big farm, that will make the
difference. Like, if they have all the machinss
she might not have to work at all, but if they have
a small farm she would have to work really hard.

Well, I think that the small farmer - the guy with
the 100 acres and the one farm - that the girl

will certainly have to = she will just have tao get
out there and do it. I honestly think that if my
husband had a small farm of 100 to 150 acres and

50 to 100 steers or something like that, that the
two of us would have to be out there day and night
working together and (her child) would come with us
and sleep out there because we would have to dao
that., But the way it is here with all the machines
and the two brothers working together on this big
place, I never have to go out = they don't need my
work, like I said before,

Well, 1 don't think there are very many like us who
just go out and buy one farm and try to make a go

of it like that. But, for me, I have to go out there
and help him. Like we don't have all the equipment
that they have and there's a lot of things he just
can't do by himself. If things go okay and - like,
we get on our feet here - maybe we can get some of
those things and I won't have to do so much, but
right now I have to.

I think it depends on where they start. 1If they =~
try it on a small farm and they're still back at’
the shovel and fork stage, then I can easily see
that she's going to have to be involved 'cause the
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guy can't do all of that kind of work on his ogun.
But if they go bigger, then she's better to get an
outside job and help pay off the things they'd -
have to get to do that.
From their ouwn experience and what they see around them,
eight women have suggested that the size of the farm is an
important determinant of the farm woman's rtole in farm work.

References to increased mechanization, specialization, capital

intensity and decreased labour req

uirements on the larger
‘farms were noted as influencing the need for the woman's active
participation.

It appears clear that for the greatest majority of
women in this study, farm size and the increased level of in=-
dustrialization associated with larger production scale are
important determinants of the extent of participation in farm
work. Both quantitative and quélitative data are congruent
in pointing to the effects of farm size on women's work roles
and the larger significance of this finding require further
discussion here,

The arqument outlined above suggests that without the
farm size variable in this study, the declining participation
of older women could have been interpreted in many ways, or,
could have been the result of a plethora of factors. More
important, without the sub group of farms which are more highly
indus trialized, there would have been no indication as to
the direction of the change in women's farm work participation
Froh this point in time. For instance, women may have reached
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a nce betwesen the demands for their involvement in farm
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tasks, other demands on their time and energy such as houseuork,
child care and so on, and their desire to maintain a certain
level of participation in farm activities. While quantitative
and qualitative data by the variable of 'age' indicate that
younger women have not bequn to participate in farm Qork as

much as older women, there again, would be no suggestion that
the pattern of decline might continue for increasing proportions
of women or continue to a greater extent.

However, the inclusion of the farm size variable and
the results of both guantitative and qualitative data derived
from the analysis of this variable clearly point out that the
process of decline is likely to be an advancing one. Rather
than reaching a point of balance, it appears that, as more
farms become industrialized and as the level of industrialization
increases, the pattern of decline in involvemsent in farm work
by farm women will continue,.

Most farm women's participation in farm work activities
has declined over the last two to four decades as industrial-
ization has transformed the nature of agricultural production
on the family farm enterprise. 0Older women have maintained a
portion of their involvement out of a need to keep busy, a
long-established tradition of working together and out of an
apnreciation of the merits of hard work.

Younger farm women, beginning their careers as farm
wives are faced with a different situation. Many arrive into
an already established enterprise where, even on small farms,

industrialization has advanced to a great extent over what they
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may have been familiar with on their parents' farms. For those
who were not raised on a farm, farming practices will be
foreign and the specialized skills, equipment and knowledge
will present a greater barrier to their involvement than was
ever the case for older women. Pressure to seek off farm
employment dus to the capital intensive nature of farming,
along with the decreasing need for labour input will combine
.in favour of their substituting wages for farm labour as their
contribution to the enterprise. It is therefore highly un-
likely that many of them will sver form the same desire or
sense of duty to 'keep a hand in’Afarm wark as many of the older
women have.

The industrialization of production is an advancing
process most likely to continue to a greater degrse on most
farms and likely to effect,_to this greater extent, increasing
proportions of farms. The resulting consequences for women's
involvement in the production process become more clear. With
increasing industrialization of production comes a declining
role in production for women. Because the data pressnted here
indicate that both of these patterns will continue in the future,
the suggestion is that the next generation(s) of farm women
~will experience an sven greater decline in the npeed for their
labour input into the family farm enterprise and an accompanying
demand for their wage—earning pouwer as a substitute contribution.
While it is likely that there will always be exceptions to the
general rule, fhe evidence presented here suggests that the

pattern will continue both in terms of degree and in terms of
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the proportion of women affected.

The trends outlined here for rural-farm women are very
similar to those which uwere discussed earlier for urban women
at the turn of this century. Certain rather standard conse-
guences resulted from the increasing exclusion of urban women
from the centre of economic production. UWhat remains to be
outlined in this study then, are the implications of the
patterns noted for farm womsen in light of the historical evidence
available on urban women who experienced a parallel transformation

in their role in production.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Uork‘is a central human activity which plays a major
part in determining social roles, value, and recognition. The
social value and recognition assigned to urban women declineéd
_throughout a period of radical transformation of the work in
which they were engaged at the turn of this century. Given
the time lag concerning the spread of industrialization into
rural areas, it was hypothesized that similar changes in the
work roles of and social value assigned toc rural women would
become apparent more recently.

The changing nature of agricultural production has besn
revieved. UWithin this framework of changes in production the
relation of farm women to that work has been examined. According
to both guantitative and qualitative data collected in this
research, the central hypothesis is confirmed. The involvement
of farm women in agricultural production has declined as
industrialization has transformed that production process.

From the analyses of the farm size and 'age' variables, it

appears that the process of decline may be an advancing one,
likely to_continue for the next generation(s) of farm women.
Thus, like their urban sisters several decades earlier, farm

women within the family farm enterprise are increasingly likely
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economic production is located.

The parallels found to exist between the work roles of
and social status assigned to urbanm and rural women are numercus.
Thesa parallels apply both in the private, domestic sphere of
housework, and in the public sphere equivalent of farm work.

The similarities will be outlined separately below for sach

of these sectors.

"A. Rural/Urban Parallels: Houseuwork

The findings of this study in relation to the domestic
labour of farm women fall into three areas: the changing nature
of housework itself, the involvement of farm women in household
production activities, and the division of domestic labour by

sSeX.

1) The Changing Nature of Housework. Given the time lag betueen

urban and rural areas along the dimension of availability (and
to a lesser extent, acceptance) of modern household technology,
most farm women have more recently acquired the majority of
household appliances, gadgetry and conveniences. Thus, it has
been within the last 20 to 40 years that electricity, running
vater, electric stoves, refrigerators, deep freezers and so

on have become available to many, if not most, of the forty
older women in this study. However, once this technology is
utilized, the nature of the work itself increasingly resembles
its urban counterpart. While there are a number of factors

which continue to keep farm household work different from urban
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housework, such as the occasional presence of hired help, the
gexistence of more and perhaps dirtier clothes to be laundefgd
etc., the greatest majority of household cleaning, maintenance,
and child care appears to be similar to that in urban homes.

As urban research has indicated, household technology
does not necessarily result in a decrease in time expenditures
in housework. Similarly, many farm women noted the absence
of a decrease in the amount of time spent in houssuork despite
the application of newer technology. The farm women also
noted rising standards which appear to have accompanied the use
of this technology and the household renovations in their homes.
While much of the drudgery has been removed from domestic labour,
the rising standards have kept time expenditures relatively
stable. These findings clearly parallel those documented in

urban areas.

2) Household Production. It has been contended in previous

research that rural women have continued to be engaged in a
range of domestic production activities when such had become

a thing of the past for their urban counterparts. For the
greatest majority of older women in this study, this contention
still holds true. In some instances the nature of this domestic
production has been altered (i.e. canning to Freezing), but

most older farm women continue to produce large quantities of

a wide variety of fruits and vegetables for family consumption.
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farm women was hypothesized in this study. While the findings
suggest that this pattern is not all-encompassing, data do‘
indicate a decline to be in progress. In contrast to the
first five years of the older women's marriages, the forty
older women are now involved in a smaller range of domestic
production activities. Partially due to the increasing
f farming, many smaller endeavours have
M"phased out" of the family farms in this study. Feuw farm women
continue to keep poultry for meat and/or egq production; beef
farmers have, for the most part, discontinued milk production,
even for family consumptionjy home butchering is done by only
a small minority of farm families. Very much like the removal
of domestic production of consumer goods from urban homes early
in this century, many of the endeavours in which farm women
were engaged in the past, have bsen removed from the sphere of
family farm production. Milk is produced almost exclusively
on specialized dairy farms. Eggs and poultry are now produced
almost entirely by specialized poultry farms. The 'phasing
out! of various enterprises from the family farm has often
meant the discontinuation of production activities for which
women were primarily responsible. Thus, while older women
continue to maintain gardens and preserve vegetables, few con-
tinue to be engaged in activities such as poultry, eqqg and
cream production for home use and/or for exchange.

The decline in household production is further advanced

for the younger women i
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maintain gardens and fewer of them are engaged in activities
such as egg and poultry production than is the case for olde;
women.

It is concluded that the level or extent of household
production of goods for family use by most farm women remains
greater than the occurrence of these tasks in urban households.
In contrast to the extent of farm women's involvement in these
activities in the past, houwever, a decline in the amount and
range of goods being produced is apparent over time and is
further advanced across generations. Fewer younger farm women
are engaged in thesé activities than women in the past and than

older women nouw.

3) The Sexual Division of Domestic Labour. Contrary to popular
opinion, the division of household labour between partners in
urban areas has not been altered by the increasing participation
of married women in the paid labour force. Urban women continue
to assume the major responsibility for housework.

Farm women, too, are entering the paid labour force in
greater proportions. This is particularly true for the younger
women in this study where 50% of the yéunger women now hold
paid positions off the farm., The findings from this research
suggest that, like urban households, the division of household
labour remains relatively stable in farm homes despite the
employment status of farm women. Three specific parallels to

urban findings emerged.

o
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First, the greatest majority of farm women continue to
assume the responsibility for housework. Second, the husbands
of younger, employed women do help with more housework than
older husbands or husbands of non-employed wives. This added
participation remains at the 'helping' level however, and
leaves the main bulk of work to be done by women. Third, the
range of tasks with which men help is limited to specific
gctivities. Child care ranks highest in this respect, although,
even within this range of tasks, men are found to participate
in greatest proportions in the tasks which are likely to be
most rewarding or most closely resembling leisure activities.
Reading to or playing Qith children are two examples in point.

All of these patterns concerning the division of house-
hold labour clearly parallel the findings of Meissner (1977)
and Clark and Harvey (1976) in urban areas of this country.
Regardless of employment status, farm women continue to assume

the primary responsibility for household labour.

B. Rural/Urban Parallels: Farm Work

It is suggested that the farm work sector within the
family farm enterprise can be seen as equivalent to the 'public
sphere! of urban production. With this perspective in mind,
two distinct parallels with urban findings emerge from this
research.

First, the nature of farm work is, itself, approximating
urban production. The process of the industrialization of agri-

cultural production has been a continuous one from the turn of
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this century with its greatest acceleration having occurred
since World War I, Agricultural production within the family
farm is now, increasingly large scale, mechanized, capital
intensive, and specialized.

Within this period of major transformations in the
nature of farm work, significant alterations have occurred in
the involvement of women in this public sphere equivalent.

Like their urban sisters several decades earlier, farm women
have decreased their involvement in the public sphere of
(agricultural) produqtion. The industrialization of the work
itself has been clearly delineated as a central causal variable
in this process of decline. Therefore, not only is this decline
in farm women's involvement in farm Qork similar to earlier
findings for urban women, but the cause of the decline also
approximates the urban pattern of several decades earlier.

There had always been a distinct division betuween
'men's work'! and ‘women's work! within the farm family. This
division, however, did not typically follow the housework/farm-
work (public/private) division. Farm women were traditionally
responsible for farm work tasks such as poultry production and
milking in addition to helping with the-Full range of other farm
work activities. Their participation in the public sphers
equivalent was, therefore, extensive and recognized as such.

The majority of farm tasks traditionmally assigned as
'women's work! have almost entirely disappeared due to the
speci ation of f

.
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Like the removal of economic production from the urban home,
many of the production activities assigned to women have been
those to be removed first.

Women are now less often required to help with other
farm work activities due to the substitution of machine pouwer
for family labour., The equipment being used is increasingly
specialized, large, and complex. The combination of increased
_skill and experience required in the operation of this machinery
with the decreasing need for family labour has left many farm
women outside of thse center of agricultural productiocn within
the family farm enterprise.

The division of farm labour by sex is now more clearly
paralleling the housework/farm work division. 'Men's work!
and ‘women's work! aremore closely approximating the public/

private split which has characterized urban production for

B e

decades.

As women's involvement in farm work tasks has declined,
there has been an increase in their participation in the farm
accounts work as the amount of that work has, itself, increased.
Like their urban counterparts, farm women have moved in to
fill the gaps in the Ywhite collar (farm) work' generated by
large scale, bureaucratized production methods.

The review of literature on urban women and their work Ny
suggested that work and women themselves became devalued as

women were relegated more exclusively to the home. Their labour

became further removed from the center of economic production,
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it was not waged work, and it was subsequently devalued and
considered to be 'not real work!'. Farm women in this study
have been found to follow many of the patterns established

for urban women earlier. Farm women are participating less

in the public sector of farm work and certain questions can

be raised concerning the potential for the devaluation of farm
women's economic participation. Given that the analyses of
the 'age'! and farm size variablessuggest the trends noted above
to be advancing, questions are also raised about the future
generations of farm women in relation to their work and the

social value assigned to that work.

C. Implications

The aim in this final sectiqn is to note a number of
potential consequences which may follow from the declining role
of farm women in farm work, The findings of this research are
based on a relatively small sample within one specific geo-
graphical regien and, therefore, potential implications must
be stated tentatively, pending further investigation of the
patterns delineated here.

Farm women have, traditionally, worked long and often
hard days. 1In a society which increasingly values leisure time,
the freeing of farm women from farm work may promote options
never before available to the majority of farm women. The in-
creasing opportunity to pursue financial independence or career
options may be welcomed by the future gsnerations of farm women

if they are needed to stay working on the farm to a lesser extent.
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However, employment opportunities for women in rural or small
town regions are limited in both range and availability. There-
fore, while {iie decreasing need for women to help with farm
work may provide a greater freedom of choice in terms of Farm/
non-farm employment, farm women ars even more disadvantaged
than their urban counterparts with respect to the availability
of 'real' work options.

For those farm women who choose to remain outside of
the paid labour force - whether they do or do not work at farm
work - certain consequences may follow from the changed (and
changing) nature of farm work in terms of women's relation to
that production process., From recent studies on Canadian farm
women and their farm work, it appears as though the devaluation
of these women's economic contribution is already underuay.
Kerr (1975), Taylor (1976), Kohl (1976a, 1976b, 1978) and the
two government publications by the Saskatchewan Department of
Labour (1977) and the Council on Rural Development Canada (1979)
have all noted the issue of undervaluation of farm women's uwork.
As the definition of 'work' has come to be tied to the receipt
of a wage, unpaid female farm workers are the largest singls
occupational category of 'unpaid!' workers in this country.
Their economic contribution goes uncounted and for the most
part, unnoticed. Thus, the number one conclusion of the CRDC.
report stated:

In view of the fact that most rural women play a

major role in the social and economic well-being
of their communities, every effort must be made to:
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a) recognize the value of tneir contribution
(wvhether paid or unpaid), and b) to promote a
change in attitudes, toward the meaning of work’
so that the term itself would refer egually to
paid and unpaid forms of labour = rather than
being exclusively associated with the world of
paid work. Such action would ultimately enhance
the status of rural women who more than any other
single group are occupied in forms of labour that
are receiving no direct financial recognition and
which continue to be undervalued.

(Council on Rural Development Canada, 1979, ix).

Present legislation such as Taxation requlations which
prohibit a farmer from deducting wages paid to his spouse for
taxation purposes serves to nearly prohibit women from receiving
wages due. Thus, the likelihood of farm women receiving
monetary reward for their labour is almost non-existent under
present legislation. One could alternately view farm women
as co-ouwners in the family farm enterprise. However, the
original decisions in the Murdock and Rathuwell cases indicate
how tenuous a claim to property rights farm women have in this
country even where those women's contribution of labour and/or
finances directly to the farm enterprise uere undisputed. IFf
women are to become less involved or less directly involved in
the day to day operation of their family farms, one can speculate
on the direction which future legal decisions may take.

It has been suggested elsewuhere that the farm woman's
claim to power and recognition within the farm family was tra-
ditionally based on her status as equal partner within the
family enterprise. As women are increasingly 'phased out! of

farm work, the occupation is most likely to become increasingly

male-dominated. An increasing separation of public (farm) and
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private (domestic) spheres may result in the sexual division
of labour more rigidly following this separation, placing
'women's work' more exclusively within the 'private' sphere.
In Canada, as a whole, this relegation of women to the private
domestic sphere of the home has become almost 'total! as
Armstrong and Armétrong (1978: 60) contend. They have suggested
the family farm and corner store to be the two forms which
still combine domestic and economic functions. The findings
of this study, however, clearly challenge the potential for
survival of the 'family farm'! as a 'total family' endeavour.
Further; one can seriously question the likelihood of women
retaining their power base within the farm family if they are
to be increasingly excluded from the day to day operation of
the enterprise.

Increasingly approximating the nature of production in
urban areas, aqricultural production may also become character-
ized by a more rigid division of labour by sex with women,
again, seeing their labours being relegated to a sphere further
removed from the center of economic production. The findings
of this study clearly point to the accuracy of Abell's pre-
diction originally made iﬁ 1966 that:

With increased mechanization, specialization and

decision making geared to more technical aspects

of production, the traditiomal role of farm women
as partners with their husbands in farm operation
will change and/or disappear. The role of the

rural wife will merge into that of the urban wife.
(Abell, 1970: 213)

e



FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER I

1.

Margaret Mead (1963) arrived at a similar conclusion in

her much esarlier study of three primitive societies although
she focuses more exlusively an psychological traits and
temperament than on the division of labour as such,

See Oakley (1974: 10~14) for examples of socities in which
women are seen as making valuable economic contributions.
Mead (1963) alsoc notes several examples. Brown (1970)
contends that the extent to which women can participate in
subsistence activities is determined by the extent to which
this work can be satisfactorily combined with child care.
Thus, in societies which depend on subsistence activities
which are extremely compatible with simultaneocus child care,
considerable economic contribution by women is involved.

Shepher (1969: 573) suggests that, in the case of the
Kibbutz, there is a greater trend toward the traditional
division of labour by sex but that this transformation does
not necessarily contradict the goal of equality within the
system. Emphasis is placed on "the equality of the value
assigned to the different tasks'" and not simply on their
equal division between the sexes.

Canadian Census data did not specify rural/rural-farm
until 1951,

There is an extreme dearth of Candian rural literature
(Whyte, 1970: 1). An attempt has been made to draw on
Canadian data where possible but in some cases, American
or British references have been used to fill in gaps or
offer further substantiation. Because of the consistent
nature of the family farm throughout North America in the
period in question, it is unlikely that distortion of the
Canadian situation will result from the usage of thess
(and particularly the American) descriptions.

See Reaman (1970: 23-24) for a discussion of agricultural
economics and markets in the late eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries in Ontario. Public markets were established in
Kingston and York by 1801 and 1804 respectively and farmers
were encouraged to produce beef, pork, ocats and potatoes
for sale. By the end of what Reaman calls the "early
pioneer period" fram 1776 to 1812, Canadian farmers were
selling surplus not only to local markets but to export
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markets in Europe and the United States. For those farms
in isolated areas however, the distance to be travelled,
combined with the impassibility of roads for as much as
ten months of the year meant that the trek to markets with
produce was possible only once a year.

See, for instance, the conflicting time references used by
each of the following authors who generally discuss

identical patterns of change: Ehrenreich and English (1975);
Galbraith (1973); Cowan (1976); Andreus and Andreus (1974);
Vanek (1974); and Oakley (1974).

The mention of similar changes which happened in various
parts of this country or in other nations may vary signific-
antly by time frame although, as discussed below, the
changes themselves were nearly universal in their nature.

Similar patterns have been outlined by Oakley (1974) and
Clark (1920) for Britainj by Baker (1964), Baxandall, Gordon
and Reverby (1976), Cowan (1976), Andreuws and Andrews (1974),
Vanek (1974), and Ehrenreich and English (1975) for the
United States.

Zaretsky suggests a roughly equivalent time frame for this
transformation in the United States (1977: 60).

Baker (1964: 5) notes that in New England, yarn continued
to be sent out into individual homes to be spun for at
least fourteen years after the cotton industry had been
removed from the home.

o

See Eichler (1977) for a discussion of the implications of
this dependency.

See Gavron (1973) and Armstrong and Armstrong (1978: 73=74)
for a further discussion of the situation of the 'Captive
Wife' due to the increased isolation of women in the home.

Smith (1977) has argued that the division between public
and private spheres of work has had further reaching con-
sequences for women. Having a place only in the private
domestic sphere has located women outside of the public
sphere "where changes in human society occur." (p. 18)
Thus, for those women who have not been forced by economic
need to enter the paid labour force - that male deomain - it
has meant "the disappearance of a socio-economic basis for
an autonomous selfhood and hence the absence of a base from
which to make the reciprocal claim. In our kind of society
and for women of the middle class at least, the definitions
of our existence are collapsed into those given us from
outside. We are exposed as persons to being fully and
authoritatively defined by an external order which men
occupy and represent to us." (1877: 46)
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In fact, Cowan (1976: 20-24) assigns a major responsibility
to advertisers in the transition of ideology around house-
work as a moral imperative. She contends that while
technology made rising standards of cleanliness and so on
more possible, the advertisers were instrumental in en-
couraging the transition in people's (women's) attitudes
about the need to acquire and make extensive use of the
newer products available.

See Vipond (1977) for a discussion of the image of Canadian
women presented in magazines during the 1920's and Eichler
(1976a: 10-13) for a presentation of data on the presence
of household machines in Canadian households in the later
period of 1948 to 1968.

Andrews and Andrews (1974: 318) contend that the application
of what is now known as Taylorism - efficiency, rationality
and so on - began to be applied to housework 100 years

before Taylor. There is no doubt that the process of change

in the nature of housework, being outlined here, occurred

over a time span of many decades and reached high points

at different times in different regions of North America.
It was probably not until the 1920's in both Canada and

the United States that the results of these transformations
could be most visible.

See Armstrong and Armstrong (1978: 68) for a review of the
praestige ratings of the tasks involved in housework. See,
also, Eichler's (1976b) Canadian study on "The Prestige

of the Occupation Housewife."

Benston has been criticised (see for example, Armstrong
and Armstrong, 1976: 136) for excluding women's waged wark
from her analysis. While the criticism is justified,. the
link between the value of work and the value of the worker
is, nonetheless, a solid one. .

The majority of women who worked in the paid labour force
during the late nineteenth century were either single or
'unfortunates'!, the latter term referring to widowed or
divorced women who were "unfortunate" in that they had

no immediate male to depend on for support. The ideology
which stated that "women's place was in the home" served
to keep mast married women out of the work force except

in those situations where economic necessity demanded that
they supplement the family's income through waged labour.

That the division of household labour changes little with
women's assumption of paid work also holds for other
countries as well., See Katheryn E£. Walker's work from

the United States (1973) and Mannila (1971) for her revieu
of this pattern in Sweden, Finland and The Soviet Union.

e
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There have been numerous recent attempts to assess the
value of housework and its contribution to the national
economy. Galbraith (1973: 79) quoctes the estimated re-
placement value of the labour of housewives to be )
$13,364.00 on the basis of the 1970 wage rates for
equivalent employment, He also states that the value of
the services of housewives have been calculated at
roughly ene fourth of the total GNP, For other attempts
at such calculations, see: Gauger (1973: 12-15), Harvey
(1975), Walker (19753 1974; 1973: 8-13), Pyun (1969) and
Rosen (1974).

As noted earlier, it is difficult to sort out some of the
various effects of industrialization apart from urban-
ization, for as Whyte (1970: 26) discusses, both trends
occurred simultaneously. There are, however, certain
changes in production technology, as outlined in this
section, that can best be viewed as following from in=-
dustrialization rather than from urbanization, and these
will be the primary focus for the purposes of this work.
Because the majority of change resulting from industrial-
ization began or were felt most solidly in urban arsas
first, they could also be viewed as the spread of an urban
pattern into rural areas, but it should be remembered that
they began in urban areas primarily as the result of in-
creasing technology and industrialization. See Blumer
(1964) for a further discussion of the problems in
separating the effects of industrialization from those of
other social phenomena which also occur during a period

of industrialization.

See, for example, Clark (1920), Demos (1970), Sennett (1970).

See Katz {1975: 292). Burchinal (1964: chapter 5) and
Jones (1973: 80) similarly refer to a lag in rural areas
to follow the trends established in urban arsas. See
also, Abell (1970: 195).

In fact, a great proportion of the rural sociology literature
of the first three decades of this century was devoted to

the examination of the 'rural=-urban dichotomy!. Deuey

(1960) l1lists forty separate dimensions used by various
scholars to distingquish between rural and urban populations,
See also, Sorokin and Zimmerman (1929) for a good summary

of the research in this area conducted to that point.

Whyte (1970) has summarized these and more recent works

on the rural-urban continuum model. See particularly,

pp. 2-8 for this review.

It seems that as rural society became increasingly like
urban areas, many rural sociologists,; fearing the death
of the family farm and the bucolic existence associated

-



28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

256

with rural living, began to emphasise the diminishing
differences between urban and rural populations, See,
for example, Landis (1940: chapter 18); Locke (1945: 142-
150); Anderson (1946: 120-127); Nelson (1957: 20-30);
Reiss (1959: 182-195); Fuguitt (1963: 246-261).

As Jones notes (1973: 9-13), more recent works emphasised
the rural-urban continuum model which draws attention to
the gradual nature of changes which occur from one polar
extreme to the other., While urban-rural differences uwere
found to exist along numerous dimensions in more recent
works (see, Burchinal, 19643 and McKie, 1968), Tarver's
work in 1969 offers evidence to indicate that the extent

from urban centers. This, however was not a new discovery
as Hiller reported similar findings in 1941, Taylor and
Jones (1964: 356-367) hypothesise that as the social
organization associated with urban areas continues to
reach into isolated rural areas, these differences will,
accordingly, continue to diminish. See UWhyte for a revieuw
of this literature (1970: 2-8).

See, for example, Lemlin (1953), for a discussion of the
problems associated with such attempts.

See Anderson (1946: 122) and Fuquitt (1963). Wasson (1939)
identified the role of better transportation and communication
systems as crucial in the spread of urban values into rural
regions.

Ses Whyte (1970) for a detailed view of the extent to which
many of these transformations varied within this country,

The most common pattern in the literature is to view this
transition as from farming 'as a way of life!' to farming

'as a business'. See, for instance, Taylor and Jones (1964);
Jones (1973); Rogers and Burdge (1972).

Anderson wrote in 1955 that the variation in agricultural
productivity was, at that time, greater than in any other
industry, and that the 1955 productivity level per unit
of labour was similarly, less than in any other non-agri-
cultural sector.

In Canada, the definition of a 'census farm' has varied

from year to year making compariscons of data over time 1
inaccurate to varying degrees. Thus, a Census farm has ?
been defined as an agricultural holding of one acre or more

with sales of agricultural products during the last 12 month
period preceding the date of the census of $50.00 or more

(1941), $250.00 or more (1951), $50.00 or more, (1961, 1966,
1977), and $1200.00 or more (1976).
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There have been many attempts to determine a suitable
working definition of the concept 'family farm', As
Gilson (1962: 4) suggests, there are probably as many
definitions of the family farm as there are points of vieu
on the topic, but one of the most commonly accepted
definitions of the concept is as follous:

1. The farm operator makes all or most of the
managerial decisions,

2, The farm operator and members of his family supply
most of the labour nseded,

3. The available farm resources are sufficient to
provide the family with at least an adequate,
minimum standard of living,

4., Tenure is reasonably secure for the operator and
his family.

(Gilson, 1962: 4)
For a review of the problems involved in this and alternate
definitions, see Gilson (1962: 4-Ba); Harsany (1964: 1-3).

A note on terms and patterns of speech is prabably in order
here. The role of language in conveying ideas is an
important one and the use of non~sexist lanquage has been
attempted throughout this work. When referring to a farm
operator, however, the male references are utilized here
simply because they most closely 'fit' the reality. The
proportion of women who are the primary operators of their
farms is very small. For the most part it is men uho are
seen as the primary person(s) in charge of farms and to

a certain extent, this view is based on reality. That is,
while women have at least a 'dual! role in both housework
and farm work, men generally work only in the latter sphere.
They devote almost all of their working time and ensrgy

to the farm while women's ensrqgy is typically divided among
many activities with housswork and domestic production
probably being primary to most.

There is no intent to diminish women's contribution to
farm families by using the male pronoun and so on in this
context, but in order to be most accurate, such usage
seems advisable. Thus when a farm operator is implied to
be male, one must keep in mind that he does not always work
alone and that women are also active in farm work
activities, decision making and management. See Kohl
(1978: 513 1976a: 4-5, 56-59) for a more detailed discussion
of the male role as 'official producer!' in North Amarican
society.

This figure is topped only by the number of female unpaid
family members from all other unspecified or defined

industrial divisions. See Armstrong and Armstrong (1978: 41).
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36. See Kohl, (1978: 50-53) for a further discussion of the
ways in which women's economic contributions have besn
largely ignored by rural sociologists and agricultural
economists. ‘

37. For more detail, see the Appendix to Report No. 4 of the
Spec%al Study of Ontario Farm Homes and Homemakers (Abell,
1959).

38, For a critique of the structural functionalist model of
family roles, see Hoschild §1973g; Millman 197lg; Millman
and Kanter (1975); Millett (1971); Bernard (1973); Friedan
(1974); Roby (1972); McCormack (1975).

CHAPTER II

1. Selected Agricultural Statistics for Canada, 1978: 2.
These figures are comparable over time because the 1876
definition of a Census Farm has been used throughout their
calculation.

2. See, for example, Abell (1970: 181-184).

‘3. The mixed farm in 1976 represented only 7.8% of all of
the farms in this province. (Agriculture Canada, 1978: 56).

4, Wilkening (1954: 31) found a consistently negative re-
lationship between the acceptance of change in farm tech-
nology and the extent of labour provided by the family.
This suggests that in the smaller farms where mechanization
is less advanced and family labour is required to a greater
extent, adoption of modernized farming practices is much
slower. Williams (1926: 220) in an historical perspective,
stated that the great mass of less prosperous farmers do
not change their attitudes as rapidly as their more
lucrative counterparts. Gilson (1962) has also identified
resistence to change as a significant problem for the
small farm family in Canada.

5. There are data from the United States for the first three
decades of this century (see nots No. 25, below). However,
there is no solid Canadian equivalent on the extent of
farm women's involvement in farm work prior to 1954.

6. The investigator took care to exclude any cases where there
had been multiple marriages or particularly late marriages.
The reason for there not being an egual number of older
and younger women included in the sample was based an
practical considerations. Given the financial and temporal
restraints on the research, the total sample size was

e
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restricted to no more than 60 respondents., The group of
central interest was the 'older!' women, given their position
to detail potential changes in their work as the work itsslf
had been altered. The younger women group was considered

a comparison group and therefore the decision was made to
include more women from the former group than ths latter.
The 20/40 split was chosen for ease of comparison.

There is no doubt that there exists a small proportion of
women who are farming, independent of a male partner or,
who, for various other reasons, have assumed the 'primary
operator! role in the running of their farming enterprises.
However, for the majority of farms in this country, it is
the husband or male partner who assumes the role of primary
farm operator. (See Kohl, 1976a: 4~5). For this reason

it was decided to control for this variable and require all
respondents to be from farms where the husband was farming
on a full time basis.

It is almost always the case that sons (or sometimes sons-
in-law) take over a family farm. Daughters are rarely
considered for this role. See the footnote above (No. 7)
and Kohl (1976a: 56=-63).

For details, see the following section on 'Selection
Procedures!.

The definition of a 'census farm' has varied from year to

year. By the 1976 definition (an agricultural holding of =
one acre or more with sales of at least $1200.00 worth of
agricultural products during the previous year) there were

2,866 census farms in Bruce County in 1976.

See Appendix B, for a copy of this letter.

There appears to be a slight overlap in farm acreage betuwsen

the varicus farm size subdivisions. For example, the

smallest farm in the large dairy farm category has as many

acres as the largest farm in the small farm category. The

reader might therefore question whether a difference by

farm size really exists. However, no account was taken

of the quality of the land or the proportion of wooded or
unimproved land included in the total acreage of individual
respondents! farms. Thus, while the largest of the small

farms here has 200 acres, it is most likely that a significant -
proportion of this farm is not under cultivation. The most i
significant determinant of farm production scale in the

dairy division is the quantity of milk produced annually

and the fiqures for average annual production presented

in the next table prove without doubt that a substantial
difference does in fact, exist between the large and small

farms along the dimension of production scale.
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The fact that all but one of the farms in this study
turned out to be highly specialized in the sense of
being engaged in only one or two enterprises also bears
on the relationship between farm acreage and production
scale. The farms studied produce only those crops needed
to feed ths livestock which they keep, and none engages
in production of any crop for surplus sales. Thus the
amount of land that belongs to each farm is most likely
to be in direct relation to the amount/number of livestock
owned,

These calculations were performed by the Bruce County
Representative for the Ministry of Agriculture and Food
because the confidential nature of annual production records
precluded the author's access to them.

The definition of a 'census farm' has varied from year to
year, These calculations are made according to the 1976
definition (see footnote No. 10, above) and are therefore,
comparable over time. The figures presented here on tenure
are taken from Agriculture Canada, 1978: 41).

See the definition of a 'family farm'! as used for this
study, section "D1)" of this chapter.

Two further characteristics of the women in this sample

are included here for interest. Analyses of these variables
have not been performed due to the temporal limitations

on, and scope of the research. However, the questions in
the questionnaire dealing with how each farm family began
farming and where the farm woman was raised may provide

the reader with background information on the nature of the
farm organizations under study and on the farm women them=-
selves. No significant patterns developed in a breakdouwn
of these characteristics by sample sub-divisions and so

the numbers and percentages presented here are for the
sample as a whole.

STARTED FARMING:

o

No. %
a) partnership with a parent 1 ( 2)
b) inherited family farm 0 -
c) purchase of parents! farm 23 38)
d) purchase from other relative 1 2) N
e) purchase from other (non-kin) 30 503 I
f) rent from family farm company 5 ( 8

Total 60 (100)
WHERE THE FARM WOMEN WERE RAISED:

No. %
a) farm 47 (78)
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No. hA

b) in toun 11 18)
c) in city 1 2
d) town and city 1 2
Total 60  (100)

See the copy of the questionnaire in Appendix B.

See Oppenheim (1966) for a discussion of the problems
around 'recall' in the use of time budget data for a time
frame in the past.

The seventy-four specific tasks chosen for inclusion in

this research represent the three broadly defined areas

of work activities: housework, farm work and 'other work'.
The latter category refers to a range of tasks which does
not clearly or exclusively 'fit! into either housework or
farm work for various reasons. For example, the activitises
dealing with poultry production have often been considered
as falling within the domestic sphere of work because the
tasks were frequently assigned to women, often exclusively
so. However, for many readers, particularly those raised

in urban centers, labour devoted to producing fowl or eqggs
does not 'fit' within the definition of housework as it

is commonly understood. In a similar sense, yard work,
gardening and orchard work are sometimes considered to be
part of the domestic sphere when performed by women although
they clearly occur outside of the home. The tasks considered
here as 'other work' were kept separate during the data
collection phase of the research. Analysis of these tasks
appear primarily in the housework chapter under the heading
of Household Production.

The home butchering of family-produced livestock was a task
traditionally performed by most farm families. It, 1like
those tasks noted above in footnote No. 19, could be
considered to fall within the range of household production
tasks within the broader area of housework. However, like
the various tasks also placed in the ‘'other work' area,

it is a task which is negither exclusively housework nor
'fits!' within the common definition of housework and for
these reasons was set aside in the 'other' category for

the data collection phase of the research.

The questions omitted for the younger women are marked
with an asterisk on the copy of the questionnaire in
Appendix B.

Because the list of potential respondents was limited in
a number of the sample sub-divisions, the ten women who

[RRY 1)

—



23,

24,

25,

262

were chosen for pre-testing of the guestionnaire did not
quite meet the farm size or length of time-married re-
strictions. They were however, close enough to meeting
these conditions to allow them to answer the questions
from their own experience and to allow the author to re-
design the questionnaire in order to ensure its most
efficient use.

See Whyte (1970) for a discussion of the extent to which
demographic patterns and farming methods vary by province
within this country.

See, for example, Hiller's work (1941) which indicates
urban influence to be greater in regions immediately
surrounding urban centers.

There were numerous time budgets done in the United States
in the second and third decades of this century on farm
women. See, for example, Arnquist and Roberts 1929g;
Rankin (19283; Kneeland (1929); Clark and Grey (1930);
Wasson (1930); United States Department of Agriculturs,
Bureau of Human Nutrition and Home Economics (1944),.
Weigand's work (1953) gives a comparative view for the
years 1936 to 1952. See also, Vanek (1974) for a broader
time perspective,

For Canada, Abell (1954) cites data on Central Alberta
farm women and their use of timej; Abell's Ontario data
(1959) provides time budget information on rural women
for 1959, For more recent data on Canadian farm women and
their use of time, see: Kerr (1975); Saskatchewan Depart-
ment of Labour, Womsen's Division (1977). The CRDC study
provides national data (1979).

CHAPTER IIX

1.

The goal here is not to systematically detail how each house=-
hold task has changed over the last four decades. Rather,
the aim is merely to illustrate that the ways in which house-
work in these farm homes has changed are very similar to
the reports of the changing nature of housework in urban
homes in the early parts of this century. To this end,
certain individual tasks have been chosen for illustration.
Questions about how each task had changed and/or why
were not asked of the respondents on a systematic basis.
Many issues surfaced throughout the interviews but the
reasons given to the guestion of how housework had changed,
varied substantially. No attempt has been made to quantify
these responses for to do so would lead to spurious results.
That is, to say that 'x per cent of the women noted a re-
duction in time' while 'y per cent noted a reduction in

B



263

labour! would be relatively meaningless unless every woman
had been asked specifically about how each machine had
altered time and energy expenditures.

The orderlng of the issues which appear here has been
patterned in a more general manner in the sense that the
issues which surfaced most often are usually noted first.
Questions about washing machines and freezers were asked
of all respondents and so, comments about these two
machines occurred most fregquently. Within the range of
responses to these two questions, however, those which
were given most often, are listed first.

Most of the comments such as those gucoted below came in
response to the question of how the rsspondents'! work might
vary from the work of urban women,

A very small minority of the farms in this study (7.5%)
had hired help on a full-time basis. Many hire extra help
for a feu psak weeks of the year, but for the most part,
farm families supply their own labour in the operation

of the enterprise.

For these data, the distinction between 'doing! and 'helping
with' a task has not been presented. When these tasks are
performed it is almost always the case that women assume
primary responsibility for the task and receive very little
help from anyone else. In the very rare cases where women
help with the task rather than do it, those numbers of

women helping have been included in this table.

Because it is important, for these tasks, to determine not
only the rate of women's participation in them, but also,
the number of farms on which each task is still performed,
the percentage of farms applicable for each task is in-
cluded (i.e. the psrcentage of farms on which the task
occurs). For the remainder of data presentation, this
particular percentage calculation will not be included.

A decline in pasteurization of milk for family use has
occurred for two specific reasons. First, the specialization
of one half of farms covered by ‘this study into beef farming

_has meant the 'phasing out' of dairy activities. Thus,

only one of the beef farms still keeps dairy cows for pro-
duction of milk for family use. On the remaining 29 beef
farms, there is no milk produced. Second, on the dairy
farms, rising standards around sanitation, imposed by the
government on all dairy farmers, have significantly raised
the quality of milk being produced. Thus, much of the need
to pasteurize milk has been eliminated. For the two younger
wvomen who continue to perform this task, both stated that
they do so because the milk is consumed by infants and the
women wish to be more cautious of the guality of the milk
for this reason.

-
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This decline in home butchering does not necessarily mean
that farm families do not use any of their own livestock
for home consumption. For the majority of farm households,
the decline represented here means that they have their

own livestock custom-butchsred. That is, they raise the
livestock, but no longer process it themselves, but send

it out to be butchered.

The task of marketing eggs has been included in this range
of household production tasks. While it does not entail
the production of goods for immediate use or consumption
by family members, it is an activity typically relegated
to women and in some cases, may bring in money which is
utilized for the purchase of other consumer goods.

See the discussion of the term 'sharing' in the methods
chapter, pages 105-106.

The woman in question here has fifteen children, some of
the eldest of which have taken over the task of looking
after the needs of the younger children. This has left
her relatively free of most child care duties.

It is interesting that so many husbands, alone, assume

the responsibility for disciplining children when it is
women who spend the most time with children. 0One can
seriously question whether the thirteen women who stated
that disciplining children was their husbands' responsibility
and not at all their own, never discipline their children
in any way. On the other hand, these women may have in-
terpreted the task of disciplining only in the most serious
sense of reprimanding children for the 'worst! behavior,
excluding the day to day disciplining that is normally
necessitated in the caring for or minding of children.

The reader must keep in mind that the data presented
throughout this report represent the perception of the
respondents as to the division of labour. Particularly

in the case of disciplining children, this perception may
not quite 'fit!' the reality.

The reader may note that in the remainder of this discussion
women are said to assume primary responsibility for work
while men are said to share this responsibility. The
decision to make this distinction is based on the following
reasoning. 1) When women 'do' a task, that is, when women
assume the primary responsibility for housework tasks, they
most frequently do so, exclusive of aid from anyone. Thus
when women take on the major duty for housework, they,

for the most part, do so alone. It is true that some women
receive help from others for specific tasks, but rarely

do these others share in the overall responsibility for

planning, initiating, and completing the activity. 2) On

T
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the other hand, when men take on a central part of the
responsibility for housework, they very rarely do so alone.
Other than the two exceptions noted above (playing with
children and disciplining children), when men are found

to participate at the level of 'doing!, they share that
participation with their wives. Therefore, women more
often tend to assume responsibility for a task while men
most often share that responsibility with their spouse.

The reader should keep in mind that while the term 'age!,
as used here, does in fact imply a difference in age as
the term is typically used, the distinqguishing variable
between the two sample groups of 'older' and 'younger'
men (and women) in this study is length of time married.

The data from a similar analysis of the present performance
of housework by 'older! versus 'younger! women will not be
presented., The data indicated that, regardless of 'age!,
women assume the greatest proportion of responsibility

for household labour. Tuwo differences between these tuwo
sample groups did surface and need mention here.

First, proportionately more younger than older women
perform housework activities, exclusive of help from any-
one. This difference is primarily due to the fact that
the older women have children who are old enough to help
with housework while the younger women do not. This
difference holds only at the level of helping, for, regard-
less of the help received from anyone, almost all 60 women
continue to assume the primary responsibility for all of :
the housework tasks. For further details on the participation
of the older women's children in housework, see Tables No.
6 and No. 7 in Appendix C.

Second, most of the child care tasks are perfaormed in
proportionately more of the ‘younger households!' than in
'older households'!. This is clearly due to the presence
of younger children in a greater proportion of the 'younger
households'. Therefore, younger women do more of this type
of work than clder women. Houwever, in the few 'older
households' where there are young children, older women
perform the tasks associated with child care in proportions
equivalent to the younger women.

See footnote No. 5 for this chapter, above, for reasons
why the decline in the performance of this task has occurred.

See the sub-section of this chapter on household production
for more detail.

No attempt has been made in the following analyses to
separate the data by part-time versus full-time employment.
The sub-group of husbands whose wives work off the farm
consists of only 15 cases. To further divide this group

T
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by part-time and full-time employment would further reduce
the total and make percentages nearly meaningless., A

much larger sample group is needed to determine uwhether
the part-/full-time dimension of women's paid employment

- influences hushands! participation in housework activities.

The sub=-group of husbands whose wives are employed off the
farm contains an over-representation of 'younger!' men.

The effects of women's employment status will not be
separated ocut from those of the 'age! variable due to the
problem of further dividing an already - small sample group.
The reader should keep in mind, therefore, that there may

be an influence of the 'age! variable in operation through-
out the analysis by employment status which follows.

Whether housework is compressed or reduced when off farm
work 1is assumed cannot be determined from the data in this
study. See the discussion of the effects of the variable
of farm size on women's housework for a further discussion
of the !'juggling' of housework tasks which probably occurs
as the demands of other work change.

CHAPTER 1V

1.

Cleaning the milking equipment, often a cream separator

in the past, has only four women represented at the helping
level. However, given that there were 38 farms on which
the task was done, and that 34 women are represented as
'doing' the task, there are only 4 women left unaccounted
for, and all four of these helped with the task. Thus,
while four women represent 13% of the total of 28, they
comprise 100% of the women who are left not represented

at the 'doing' level. When viewing the proportions of
persons noted here and in the following tables at the
'helping' level, the reader should alsoc take note of the
numbers of persons noted at the 'doing' level bsfore drau-
ing interpretations. A small number of t'helpers!'! may in
fact represent a high proportion of those persons not
previously listed as participating in the task at the 'doing!
level.

See the discussion of the way in which field work tasks
are divided for the purposes of this study into 'heavy!
and 'light' categories in the methods chapter, p. 989.

Cleaning milking equipment means simply pushing a button
on the majority of dairy farms that now have 'pipeline!
milking systems. These systems sanitize and rinse them-
selves automatically. Similarly, milk cous were often
turned out to graze in hay pastures in the past. Nowuw,
many farmers keep their dairy herds in the farm yard where
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they are fed much higher nutrient feed by machines. The
use of an automatic 'bale thrower' has reduced the need
for a person to stay on the hay wagon and move the bales
from the baler itself, onto the wagon. An attachment to
the baler is now used by many farmers which catapults the
bales from the baler directly onto-the wagon, reducing
the need for a person to 'load' the wagon. For these three
tasks, at least, the decline in women's involvement may
be partially the result of the substitution of machines
for labour, On the farms where these nswer methods are
employed, there is no need for anyone, including women,
to perform the task anymore.

This is particularly so for dairy farmers who own registered
(purebred) cattle. Breeding, calving, and production
records must all be kept accurately and up to date. The
demands for such record keeping are much lower on beef

farms and the table indicates that the task does not occur
at all on 11 (55%) of the 20 beef farms included in these
figures.

One woman who is represented in the three tasks of buying

cattle, buying machinery and buying feed stated that she

helps with these tasks by going to 'pick up!'! the purchases

after the decision to make the acquisition has besn made.

This type of help is qualitatively different from first,

deciding to buy, and second, deciding which or how much

to purchase. The woman in question qualified her response

by stating that she participates only rarely in these i
latter types of decisions,.

The task of threshing has been omitted from this discussion.
Four (11%) women used to do this task, and one younger
woman now does the task. Threshing occurs on only three

of the 20 'younger farms'! now and the one woman who partlc-
ipates at the 'doing! level, therefore, represents 33% of
the total. Given the very Feu farms on which the task
continues to be done, the 33% figure is not very reliable
and is therefore, omitted from the discussion.

As noted earlier, cleaning the milking equipment was per-
formed at one or the other level of task performance
('doing! or 'helping') by all 40 older women in the past.
When women were involved in this task, it was most often
at the 'doing' level. That is, 36 (907) women 'did! the
task and only 4 (10%) women 'helped with' the task. Thus, -
while proportionately more younger women now help with the

task than older women in the past, the reason for this

difference is primarily due to the fact that when women

were involved at all in the past, it was at the 'doing'

level, leaving very feu represented at the 'helping' level
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for comparison here., The reader should therefore, take
note that while the pattern appears to be reversed for
this task, with younger women represented to a greater
extent than the women in the past, that reversal is due
only to the fact that the majority of older women were
'doing' rather than t'helping with' the task.

The task of driving tractor as it appears here is a general
task in the sense that it covers those occasions uhere
tractors are used in activities not otherwise covered by
this study. For instance, when someone gets stuck while
plowing, another person using another tractor is called
upon to help. The operation of this second tractor

cannot really be defined as plowing, but it is, of course,
a task requiring the use of a tractor, nonetheless. There
are several tasks such as this which require the operation
of a tractor on a less than frequent or regular basis.,
Thus, the task of driving a tractor in general was added
to the list of farm work activities to cover these
occasions. It should be noted here that women are usually
represented as 'helping with! this task at higher pro-
portions than other field work tasks. This indicates that
wamen may drive tractors on an infrequent and irreqular
basis rather than 'helping with' specific tasks such as
plowing which also involves the use of a tractor, but on

a more regular basis,

It should, again, be noted here that there are equal
numbers of older and younger women within each farm size
sample group. Thus, within the 30 small farms category,
there are 20 older women and 10 younger women. The same
division holds for the 30 large farms, It is assumed
that the variation in farm work involvement by ‘age', as
outlined earlier, will be roughly cancelled out betwean
the two sample divisions by farm size.

The analyses of the participation of women in farm work
according to the typs of farm on which they reside provided
no significant patterns of difference. While some tasks
are done by more women from dairy farms, others are done

by more women from beef farms with no trend in the types

of tasks being apparent. Because milking occurs on all
dairy farms and only on a small minority of beef farms,

- the numbers of women from dairy farms represented as part-

icipating in milking and associated tasks are much higher.
Proportionately houever, there is little variation by
farm type.

The decline in involvement of women in farm work holds
along the dimensions of 'age!', time frame, and farm size,
regardless of the variable of farm type. The latter
variable will, accordingly, be given no further attention.

<o
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CHAPTER V

1.

There is an admitted danger in drawing conclusions about
social phenomena on the basis of personal experience alone.
However, when extensive personal experience is combined
and congruent with theoretical postulations which are based
on a corpus of contemporary and historical literature, and
congruent with the quantitative data presented above, the
resulting interpretations are likely to be more nearly
accurate and/or representative of the reality. It is im-
portant to clarify both the nature of the comments chosen
for inclusion here and the way in which these comments are
to be used.

For the most part, the quotes drawun from the gualitative
data collected in this research are very 'structuralist!
in their orientation., While there were many comments from
the respondents which were most purely ‘'experigntial'! in
tone, the majority of those used below include a distinctive
'causal!' component. That is, the women in this study did
not simply talk about what their work is or simply how it
has been transformed, but more important for the purposes
here, they discussed their understanding of the structural
reasons for those transformations. It is true that one can
gain significant insights from these comments as to the
nature of the experience of farm work and the perception
of these women as to what the work means to them. But, the
central goal in the use of these quotes is not simply to
provide the reader with a sense of the actor's perception
of her world. Rather, the aim is to illustrate that many b
of the respondents themselves conveyed a 'structuralist!
perspective. That is, many of them suggested that the
primary reason for the transformations in their own work
and the work roles of other farm women with which they are
familiar is that of industrialization in its various
dimensions.

The reader will recall that to this point, the data on

women's farm work activities have been divided by the degree
or level of involvement represented by the terms t'doing!

and 'helping'. It was consistently found that greater

numbers of women (younger and older, past and present)
participate(d) in farm work activities at the level of

helping rather than doing. This is reflective of the fact
that none of the women in this sample was the primary operator
of her family farm. Also, while a minority of women do

assume the primary responsibility for a few farm work
activities, for the most part, women's role in farm work

is most likely to be that of a 'helper'. This is true in

the sense that they participate(d) in the tasks less fre-
quently and/or are less responsible for the planning,
initiation and completion of the total activity. This is

not intended to minimize women's contribution to the operation

e
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and success of their family farm enterprises. Rather, it
it is restated here to remind the reader of the distinction
made earlier. The summary tables prepared for reference
throughout this chapter, combine the numbers of women
participating in sach of the 38 tasks at both levels of
'doing!' and 'helping'!. Because the declining involvement
of women in farm work is similar at each level, the main-
tenance of this distinction would merely serve to cloud

the apparent trends to bs discussed. This should not be
viewed as new data, but rather, as a summary of that data
presented in the preceding chapter. The reader should re-
turn to that earlier discussion if more detail is required.

For reference to the extent and range of women's involvement
in farm work in the past, see Table No. 1 in Appendix E.

The reader will recall that the sample was divided by farm
size with equal numbers of respondents from small and large
family farms. The comments noted above and others liks
them which have not been included here, appeared in roughly
equal numbers throughout the interviews regardless of farm
size. It seems that the pressures noted by the women here
concerning increasing production scale are experienced by
most, if not all farm families. Three of the older women
from small farms suggested that they had some regrets about
having decided to remain small or having resisted the
pressures to increase the size of their farms. Houwever,
even a few women on some of the largest farms in the study
said that they felt their operation to still be smaller
than they might wish. Thus, it appears that the pressures
to expand farm size and modernize production techniques are
experienced by most contemporary farm families.

This aspect of contemporary agricultural production is, of
course, integrally linked to the two othsr aspects of in-
dustrialization - mechanization and increasing production
scale. As farm work becomss more mechanized, a subseguent
reduction in labour requirements results and as more machines,
stock,and/or land are acquired, so too does capital invest-
ment increase., The substitution of capital for labour
through the acquisition of machlnes is typical of modern
farming techniqgues.

In fact, it is interesting that more women have not decreased
their involvement in farm work because of age, given the
extended age of many in this study. This finding is con-
gruent with the Saskatchewan findings which report: '"Peaple
are generally supposed to have earned retirement by age 60

or 65 but 15 per cent of farm women age 70 or older still
work actively on the farm." (Saskatchewan Department of
Labour, 1977: 4).

Boes
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The numbers of women noted below do not add up to 22 because
a few older women gave more than one reason for the decline
in involvement in farm work.

See the discussion below on women's involvement in farm
accounts,

See Summary Table No. 3 in Appendix E.

In response to the guestions concerning anticipated changes
in these women's work over the next five years, and the
expected future of their own family farm, many of the 40
older women raised the issue of retirement. For some, that
meant selling the farm to non-family persons, and for others,
it meant turning the farm over to sons who wished to begin
farming. Regardless of what the future plans were, houwsver,

most women expressed concern at the thought of retirement.

A rough indication of the extent to which this thabit! of
working applies, is reflected in the data from this study
on vacation time. O0f the 40 older women in this research,
a full 25% have never had a single vacation in the tuwenty
to forty years of their marriage. An additional 38% of
these older women have taken only one or two vacations since
their marriage. All of the 12 women who stated that they
now make a point of taking an annual vacation stated that
it has only been recently that this has begun to happen -
since their children have been old enough to work the farm
in their parents! absence.

This theme surfaced most frequently in response to the three
qusstions of how the family divided up the work, how the
farm woman's work compares to the work of urban women, and
would the farm woman prefer a 9 to 5 job?

For references to these patterns in summary form, see Tables
No. 2 and No. 3 in Appendix E.

The issue surfaced most often in response to the question
of whether or not younger women are likely to do as much
farm work as were women in the past.

Kohl (1976a) found a similar trend in her study of farming

and kinship in Saskatchewan. She links this assignment of
duties to the fact that women usually have higher educations
and perhaps are therefore more able to do accounts., While
this could be part of the reason here, there are no indicators
nf its applicability as no data were collected on education
levels, nor did any of the respondents note this as the

reason why they, themselves, do this work.

e
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This pattern of increased participation in farms accounts
tasks holds, for both older and younger women. See
Summary Table No. 3 in Appendix E for more detail.

The author wishes to thank Wendy Weeks for raising this
issue. See Weeks (1977) for a more detailed discussion.

This is not meant in any way to imply that the farm women
in this study expressed concern over having this work
relegated to them., Although there was no attempt made to
tap this sort of sentiment, no indication of discontent
surfaced in the qualitative data. However, like so much
of the other work that women do, barriers to improving
working conditions, and recognition are established by
the very nature of the uwork itself.

See Marchak (1977) and Armstrong and Armstrong (1978:
chapter 2) for more detail on the nature of women's white
collar labour force participation.

For more detail, see the discussion in Chapter 2, pp. 66-69.

See Summary Tables No. 1, No. 2, and No. 3 in Appendix E.
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Table 1 Percentage distribution of Working Women by

Leading Occupational Groups, Canada,l

1901-1971

Occupational ‘ 4 4 5
Group 1901 1911 1921 1931 1941 1951 ©1961 1971
Clerical 5.3 9.4 18.7 17.7 18.3 27.5 28.6 32.7
Personal Service 42.1 37.1 25.8 33.8 34,2 21.0 22,1 22,3
Professional 14,7 12.7 19.1 17.8 15.7 l4.4 15.5 17.5
Commercial and

Financial6 2.4 6.8 8.5 8.3 8.8 10.5 10.2 8.3
Manufacturing and

Nechanical2 29.6 26.3 17.8 12,7 15.4 14.6 9.9 11.2
Other® 6.0 7.8 10.1 9.6 7.7 11.9  13.6 7.7
Total:3 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.1 99.9 99.9 899.9

 Mncludes Newfoundland (1951 on), but not Yukon and Northuest Territores.

2Includes stationary enginemen and occupations associated with electric pouser
production,

Includes armed forces.
Ten years of age and over in 1901; 15 years of age and over 1911-1971.

g &~ W

Not including active service, 1841.

ot

i

Includes saleswomen.
Source: Ramkhalawansingh (1974: 280).
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Table 2 UWomen as Percentage.of All Workers in
Ma jor Occupational Groups, Canadagl
1901-1971

Occupational 2
Group 1901 1911 1921 1931 1941 1951 1961 1971

Personal Service 71.7 66.8 68.7 69.5 72.8 64,1 66.4 60.1

Clerical 22.1 32.6 41.8 45,2 50.1 56,7 61.5 72.1
ProFessional5 42.5 44,6 54,1 49,5 46.1 43,5 43.2 41.1
Commercial and

Financial 10.4 19.1 23.0 23.1 29.4 35.2 36.7 38.9
Manufacturing

and Mechanical 24,8 25,5 24,0 18.7 19.0 18.7 16.8 23.1
Agricultural 1.2 1.7 1.7 2.1 1.7 3.9 11.7 12.9
Propriety and '

Managerial 3.6 4.5 4,3 4,8 7.2 8.9 10.3 13.4
Transportation '

and Communication 1.4 3.5 8.4 6.5 5.3 8.2 7.9 15.2

All Uccupations4 13.3 13,2 15.4 17.0 19.9 22,0 27.3 33.3

Includes Newfoundland (1951 on), but not Yukon and Northuest Territories.
Ten years of age and over, 1901; 15 years of age and over, 1911-1971,.
Not including active service, 1941.

Includes armed forces.

au A XN+

Includes teaching and nursing.
Source: Ramkhalawansingh (1974: 281).
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Table 3 Canadian Population, Labour Force, and
Female Labour Force,
1881-1971
Total Female Women as %
population Labour Labour of Labour
(thousands) Force Force Force
1881 4,306.1 1,377,585
1891 4,801.1 1,606,369 195,990 11.04
1901 5,318.7 1,782,832 237,949 13.3
1911 7,179.6 2,723,634 364,821 13.4
1921 8,775.8 3,164,348 482,058 15.5
1931 10,363.2 3,917,612 665,302 17.0
1941 11,489.7 4,195,591 832,840 18.5
1951 13,984.3 5,214,913 1,163,893 22.0
. 1961 18,200.6 6,342,289 1,760,450 27.3
1971 21,568.3 8,631,000 2,831,000 33.3
Source: Ramkhalawansingh (1974: 268).
Table 4 Marital Status of Women in
The Labour Force, Canada,
1831-1971
Single Married Other
1931 80.7 10.0 9.2
1941 79.9 12.7 7.4
1951 62.1 30.0 7.9
1961 42,5 47.3 10.2
1966 38.8 52.1 9.2
1971 34.4 56.7 3.0

Source: Ramkhalawansingh (1874: 294).
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Table 5 Farm Population
. Number and Percent of Total Population,
Canada, Census Years 1931-1976

Number Percent of Total Population

Thousands %
1931 3,289 31.7
1941 3,152 27.4
1951 2,912 20.8
1956 2,746 17.7
1961 2,128 11.7
1966 1,960 9.8
1971 1,489 6.9
1976 1,057 : 4.6

Sources: 1) Agriculture Canada, 1976: 6; 1978: 3-4.
2) Andarawewa, 1970: 5.
Table 6 Farm Population

Number and Percent of Total Population, Ontario
Census Years 1941-1976

Number Percent of Total Population

Thousands %
1941 704.4 18.6
1951 702.8 15.3
1956 683.1 12.6
1961 524.,5 , 8.4
1966 498.,0 7.2
1971 391.7 5.1
1976 286.4 3.5

Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 3.

N



Table 7 Farm Operators
Number, Canada, Census Years 1941-1976
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No. of farm operators

1941 673,800
1951 621,350
1961 480,903
1966 430,522
1971 366,128
1976 338,578

Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 30.

Table 8 Number of Occupied Farms, Canada and Ontario,

Census Years 1941-1976

Canada Ontario
1941 . 732,858 178,204
1851 ' 623,001 149,920
1956 575,015 140,602
1961 480,903 121,333
1966 430,522 109,887
1971 366,128 94,722
1976 338,578 88,801

Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 5.
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Total Area in Gccupied Farm Land
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Canada and Ontario, Census Years 1941-1976 (Thousand Acres)

Canada Ontario’
1941 173,563 22,388
1951 174,074 20,880
1956 173,924 19,880
1961 172,551 18,579
1966 174,125 17,826
1971 169,669 15,963
1976 169,087 15,473
Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 7-8.
Table 10 Average Size of Farms, Ontario,
Census Years 1941-1976
Acres Occupied Per Farm

1941 126

1951 139

1956 141

1961 153

1966 162

1971 168

1976 174
Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 1l4.
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Table 11 Average Size of Farms, Canada
Census Years 1941-1976

Acres Occupied Per Farm

1941 237

1951 279
1856 302
1961 359
1966 404
1971 463
1976 499

Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 27,

Table 12 Productivity
Number of Persons Supplied with Food and Fibre by Production
of one Farm Worker, Canada 1935-1972

Number of persons supplied

1935-39 11
1840-44 13
1945-49 15
1950-54 19
1955-59 25
1960 29
1961 30
1962 31
1972 40

g

Source: Abell, 1968: 17; 1975: 68.



Table 13 Number of Selected Machines on Farms and The Percentage of Farms with
Selected Machines, Ontario, 1951~1976, Defined as a Census Farm in the 1976 Census of
Agriculture.¥

1951 1961 1966 1871 1976
mach- farms mach=- farms mach= farms mach=- farms mach- farms
ines with 1ines with. ines with ines with ines with
mache= . mach=- mach=- mache~ mach-
ines : ines inas ' ines ines
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

automobile 80,902 76.3 87,557 96.8 84,744 99,5 80,501 106.9 86,380 112.2

motor

truck 32,336 30,5 52,114 57.6 58,047 68,1 59,293 78.4 73,374 95,3
tractor 90,059 84,9 128,171 114.2 142,518 167.3 148,057 185.7 165,623 215.1
grain .
combine 9,314 8.8 20,795 22.9 23,867 28.1 23,787 31.4 23,787 30.9
suather *% *¥k ** *% 4,431 5.2 7,505 9.9 11,598 15.1
pick=up :

hay baler *% ** 26,371 29,2 35,728 41.9 36,089 47,7 37,481 48.7
forage

crop

harvester *x *x 8,653 9.6 11,278 13.2 12,768 16.9 15,674 20.4

¥Calculations of the number of machines and the percentages of farms are all based
on the 1976 definition of a Census Farm., Figures are, therefore, comparable over

time.
¥¥Data not available.

Source: Calculated from Agriculture Canada, 1878: 6, 72-73.

08¢
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Table 14 Farm Tractor Sales, by Horsepower, Canada
1966~1976
Horsepouwer 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976
9-34 1,184 802 553 567 954 844
35~39 7,165 5,674 4,367 3,420 3,300 1,268
40-49 2,913 2,347 1,336 2,161 1,703 3,000
50-59 4,768 4,098 3,675 4,301 6,309 5,078
60-79 5,880 3,851 2,824 3,948 4,957 5,589
80 and over 8,606 6,326 4,772 8,121 11,010 13,857
Total 30,516 23,098 17,536 22,518 28,233 29,636
Source: Agriculture Canada, 1978: 75,
Table 15 Value* of Farm Implement Sales, Canada,

Selected Years, 1949-1976

Year
thousand dollars

1949 217,089
1956 170,767
1961 201,776
1966 416,914
1971 326,165
1974 713,696
1975 966,299
1976 1,134,086

*Yalues are at wholesale prices and exclude repair parts.

Source:

Agriculture Canada,

1978: 74.
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(1) 282

NAME 3
ADDRESS:
AGE:
KIND OF FARM: DAIRY ( ) BEEF ( )
SIZE OF FARM (acres): OUNED ___ RENTED ___ PARTNERSHIP
SIZE OF HERD: (head):
PRODUCTION (per year): DAIRY LB/YEAR
BEEF HEAD/YEAR
SIZE OF FARM HOUSE (rooms):
NUMBER OF CHILDREN:
AGES: M ()Y F ()Y __m(C)Y F ()
. m(C)y FC)Y __m(C) F ()
m() FC) ___m(C) F()
—mC)y FC)Y __m() F ()
. m(C)y FC)Y __m(C) F ()
m{) FC)Y ___m(C) fF ()
Do you have any hired help? YES ( ) N ()
Are they for the FARM: (No) HOUSE (No)
Do they work PERMANENTLY: PERMANENTLY:
TEMPORARILY: TEMPORARILY:
SEASONALLY: SEASONALLY:

Are there any persons, other than yaur husband, children and
hired help who live or board in this house? YES ( ) NO ( )
EXPLAIN:

Do either you or your husband work off of the farm? VYES ( ) NO ( )

HUSBAND: PERMANENT ( ) WIFE: PERMANENT ( )
TEMPORARY ( ) TEMPORARY ( )
SEASONAL ( ) SEASONAL ( )

How did you and your husband start farming?
PARTNERSHIP WITH PARENT ()
INHERITANCE
PURCHASE DF'PARENT'S FARM
PURCHASE FROM OTHER

~ N~
~ e N
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How long have you been married? (years)
Have you always lived on this farm since ,your marriage? YES_( )

NO ( ) EXPLAIN ( )

Were you raised on a FARM ( ) IN TOWN ( ) IN CITY ( )

There are a number of questions I'd like to ask you about the
first few ysars of your life as a farmer's wife., Try to think
back on the first five years after you and your husband began
farming here....

e

Can you remember how many acres you first started with here?
OWNED RENTED PARTNERSHIP

What type of farm was it? BEEF ( ) DAIRY ( ) HOoG ( ) MIXED ( )
OTHER

Can you give me an idea of what your annual production might
have been in those first few years?

Did you have any children within the first five years of your
marriage? No.

AGES M F(
M F
M F
M F
M F
Bid you have any hired help at that point for either the
FARM (No.) or the HOUSE (No.)

Did any of these hired persons live with you in this house?

Were you, yourself, receiving any reqular kind of help or
assistance with your work from anyone (other than hired help,
if any)?

Did you ( ) and/or your husband é ; take regular days off?
: YES ( ) NO

If so, what would you usually do on a typical day off?

Did you ( ) and/or husband ( ) take reqular vacation(s)?
YES ( ) NO ()

If so, what would you usually do on a typical vacation?

If you can still be thinking about those first few years of
farming here, can you tell me what you would usually do if you
found yourself with some free time for example, what might you
have done if you had an hour or so to spend and didn't have
any other work that needed to be done right away?

Were you involved in any club or organized activities at that
time? YES () NO ()



Housework

AN

OWwWo-Jm

Cook

Clean After Meals
Dishes

Shop - Food

Shop - Clothes

Bake
Pasteurize Milk
Wash
Iron

Seuw

Mend

Vacuum

Scrub
Straighten
Can/Preserve

Feed Infant

Bath Infant

Mind Children :
Play with Children
Read to Children

Help with Homework
Discipline
Child Tags - Adult
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Who Does It How Cften UWho Helps How Often
Wife 1 Always 1 Wife 1 Always
Husband 2 Usually 2 Husband 2 Usually

NS WN

Children 3 Sometimes3 Children

3 Sometimes

Hired Help4 Rarely 4 Hired Help 4 Rarely

Other (sp) 5 Other (sp)

Wife-
Husband

r(share)
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Who Does It How G0ften UWho Helps How Often
1l Wife 1l Aluays 1 Wife 1 Always
2 Husband 2 Usually 2 Husband 2 Usually
3 Children 3 Somstimes3 Children 3 Sometimes
Farm Work 4 Hired Help4 Rarely 4 Hired Help 4 Rarely
5 Other (sp) 5 Other (sp?
6 Wife-
Husband
(share)

24 Get Cows from Pasture
25 Milk

26 Clean Milk Equipment
27 Feed Stock

28 Feed Calves

29 Clean Stable
30 Calving
31 Breeding
32 Innoculating
33 Hay-Bale

34 ~Load-Unload

35 -Work in DMouw

265 ‘Harvest-Drive Tractor
37 -0p. Harvester
38 -Draw Wagons
39 Combine

40 Thresh

41 Plouw

42 Cultivate

43 Disc

44 Harrow

45 Seed

46 Drive Tractor
47 Fertilize

48 Market Cattle

49 Buy Cattle

50 Buy Feed

51 Buy Machinery

52 Sell Surplus Feed

53 Care of Other Livestk.

54 Maintain Machinery
55 Records - Herd

56 Banking

57 Salary

58 Write Letters

59 Phoning
60 Records - Money
61 Errands
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Who Does It How Often Who Helps How Often
1 Wife 1 Aluays 1 Wife 1 Aluays
2 Husband 2 Usually 2 Husband 2 Usually
Other 3 Children 3 Somstimes3 Children 3 Sometimes
4 Hired Help4 Rarely 4 Hired Help 4 Rarely
5 Other (sp) 5 Other (sp)
5 Wife-
Husband
(share)

62 Yard care

63 Cutting/wrapping meat
64 Care of hired help

65 Poultry-feeding

66 -~ gathering eggs
67 -~ cleaning/grading eaqgs
68 - marketing eqggs

69 S0il preparation
70 Planting
71 Watering

72 Harvesting
73 Preparation/Sale of produce
74 Orchard Uork

B
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We are done with the past now and I would like you to think
about the present. Most of these guestions are a lot like the
ones we Jjust talked about, but we are now concentrating on the
present - what things are like today.... '

Do you ( ) and/or your husband ( ) make a point of taking
reqular days off now YES ( ) NO ( ) Sundays

If yes, what might you typically do on a day off?

Do you ( ) and/or your husband ( ) take a regular vacation?
YES ( ) NOo () If yes, what do you usually do on your vacation?

Can you tell me what kinds of activities you frequently do with
your spare time - for instance, what micht be some of the
things you would do tomorrow if you had a free hour or so and
there wasn't any other work that needed to be done right away?

Do you belong to any clubs or organizations? YES ( ) NO ()

Can you tell me about the activities of these groups, and what
kind of things you do as a member? .

*If you would again look at that list of work tasks, I have
another chart, like the last cne, that I'd like you to help

me fill out. Remember that we're talking about now, the present,
and who usually does what work..... (fiil in chart)

Does anyone usually or frequently help you with any of these
chores? (who, how, which tasks, how often)




Housework

Cook

Clean After Meals
Dishes

Shop = Food

Shop - Clothes

Bake
Pasteurize Milk
WWash
Iron
Seuw

Mend

Vacuum

Scrub
Straighten
Can/Preserve

Feed Infant

Bath Infant

Mind Children

Play with Children
Read to Children

Help with Homework
Discipline
Child Tags - Adult

(7)

Who Doges It How C<ten

OUTHS LW
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Who Helps How Often

Wife 1 Aluzys 1
Husband 2 Usu=lly 2
Children 3 Somz=times3
Hired Help 4 Rarezly 4
Other (sp) 5
Wife-

Husband

(share)

Wife 1 AluaXS
Husband 2 Usually
Children 3 Sometimes

Hired Help 4 Rarely
Other (sp)



Farm work

C 24

25
26
27
28

29
30
31
32

33

34
35
36
37
38

39
40
41
42
43

44
45
46
47
48

49
50
51
52
53

sS4
55
56
57
58

59
60
61

Who Does It How Often

(8)
1 Wife
2 Husband
3 Children
4
5 other (sp)
6 Uife~
Husband
(share)
GCet Cows from Pasture
Milk
Clean Milk Equipment
Feed Stock
Feed Calves

Clean Stable
Calving
Breeding
Innoculating
Hay-Bale

-Load-Unload
-Work in Mow
Harvest-Drive Tractor

-0p. Harvester
-Draw Wagons

Combine

Thresh

Plouw

Cultivate

Disc

Harrow

Sesad

Drive Tractor

Fertilize
Market Cattle

Buy Cattle

Buy Feed

Buy Machinery

Sell Surplus Feed

Care of Other Livestk. -

Maintain Machinery
Records -~ Herd
Banking

Salary

Write Letters

Phoning
Records - Money
Errands

1 Always

2 Usually

3 Sometimes
Hired Help4 Rarely

289
Who Helps

l. Wife 1 Aluways
2. Husband 2 Usually
3 Children 3 Sometime
4 Hired Help4 Rarely

5 gther (sp)

How then.

J—
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Who Doss It How Often Who Helps
1 Wife 1 Aluays 1 Wife
2 Husband 2 Usually 2 Husband
Other 3 Children 3 Scmetimes3 Children
4 Hired Help 4 Rarely 4 Hired Help
5 Wife- 5 Other (sp)
Husband
(share
62 Yard care
63 Cutting/urapping meat
64 Care of hired help
65 Poultry-feeding
66 - gathering eqgs
67 = cleaning/grading eggs
68 - marketing eggs
69 Soil preparation
70 Planting
71 Watering
72 Harvesting
73 Preparation/Sale of produce

74

Orchard Work

How Often

-1 Always

2- Usually
3 Sometimes
4 Rarely
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AS T SAID EARLIER. I'M INTERESTED IN HOW THINGS HAVE CHANGED
FOR YOU IN YOUR TIME HERE.

First, let's just think about the farm work - outside - work
that you, yourself have done here....

FARM WORK

%¥D1

*D2

In comparison to the farm work that you did when you first
started here, do you think you do more, less, or about
the same amount of farm work now?

Has the kind or type of farm work you do now changed at
all from the farm work you did in your first few years
here? (Are there some things you used to do that you don't
do anymore?)

*D3 Can you tell me why this change has occurred?

HOUSEWORK

LET'S THINK ABOUT THE HOUSEWORK THAT YOU HAVE DONE HERE THROUGHOUT
THE YEARS: :

*E1

*ES

E6

Fl

F2

Do you think that you do meore, less, or about the same
amount of housework now as you did within those first five
years here? :

Has the type or kind of housework that you do now changed
from what you used to do here?

Can you tell me why these changes have happened?

Modern household equipment has changed housework in many
ways. Can you tell me how your washing machine/freezer
has changed the amount or kind of work you do?

Would you say that you are spending about the same, more,
or less timg on housework compared to the time you ‘spent
on housework when you were first married?

As you know, farm work changes a lot from season to season
in terms of what needs to be done and how hard a farmer
needs to work to get everything done. Can you tell me hou
these seasonal changes affect your own work?....either in,
or outside of the house....

0f all the work that you do here, both farm work and house
work, which do you prefer? (housework or farm work?)
Each individual farm family divides up the work that needs
to be done in a different way. Can you tell me how your
family decides who should do what work?



F3

F4

F5

Fé

F7

F8

F9

F10

F11

Fl2
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How do you think the amount or kind of farm work that yﬁu,
yourself, do, compares to other farm wives you know in
this area?

If you had a chance to change your work around or a chance
to change one of your days, would you do things differently?
(Would you like to have more time for some things or ars
there some tasks you'd rather not have to do? Do you have
enough time to do the work that needs doing?)

Most people think there is a big difference between life
on the farm and 1ife in the city or town. How do you
think the work that you do here on the farm compares to
the work than an 'average'! city woman does?

Have you ever wished that your work day was a 9 to 5 day
like many Jjobs in the city?

What do you think about the next five years here for you?
Do you think that you will continue on pretty much the
same as now? (Do you think you will be doing more or
less farm work in the near future?)

What do you think the future holds for younger farm wives
just starting out in farming? (Do you think they will

do as much farm work as you have done in your life? ...As
much farm work as farm women have done in the past?)

Bo you think the changes that have been happening to
farming in the last twenty or thirty years are likely to
continue?

What do you think of the future of the family farm? (Is
it likely to survive?)

In light of all these changes, what do you think about
the future of your own family farm?

Is there anything else you can think of that I should know
about the life of farm wives? Is there anything I have
missed or anything you would like to add about your own
life here?
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Deér Mrs.,

The purpose of this letter is to request your cooperation
in a research project concerned with rural women., I am a graduate
student working on a thesis for my Masters degree at McMaster
University in Hamilton and my thesis is about farm women. I have
chosen to conduct my research in.Bruce County primarily because
I am from this area myself, and I have spent a considerable
amount of time working on farms, both as summer employment and
as a full-time job, Farm life and the work of farm women is

therefore not unknown to me and is of considerable psrsonal interest.

While I will explain my prOJBCt to you in greater detail
if you wish to participate, the major theme of my work focuses
onvthe farm work that rural women do. flany pedple have expressed
concern about the 'disappearance of the family farm! as the naturse
.of farming itself changes from family-run operations into business=-
like enterprises. Houever, few (if any) have been concerned about
what these changes in farming might mean to the farmer's wife,
and the work that she doés. What I wish to determine in this
research is whether or not farm wives continue to actively share
in the operation and management of the family farm. To do this
I will be talking with about seventy farm women in the county, each
one chosen very carefully on the basis of her length of time as
a farm wife and the size of farm on which she lives.

You are, of course, under no obligation to say yes to.this
request, but I might emphasise that your cooperation would be
appreciated very much. Because there are certain restrictions on
the way 1 have .chosen you and the other women I am asking to speak
with, the number of women in this county who meet all of the
requirements is quite limited. VYour participation is therefore
very important to the success of my uwork.

" Specifically what I am requesting is about two hours of
your time in which I would like to talk with you about your
"experience as a farmer's wife, My major concern is the kind of
farm work you may have done in the past and the kind of farm work
you are doing now. There are no questions of a personal nature
which you might understandably hesitate to answer and all
information will be considered as highly confidential.

It is not necessary for you to tell me whether or not you
can spare me this time at this point, but if you should wish any
further information about this project or are interested in greater
detail before you decide to participate, you can reach me at
367=2641 or c/o Beox 905, Walkerton. I will be contacting you by
phone in any event within the next two months to arrange a time for
us to talk. I understand that your days are very busy and so we
will find a time which best suits your owun schedule.

In closing, let me emphasize once more that your cooperation
would be very much appreciated, and I look forward to speaking
with you. ' ' ‘
Sincerely,

Linda Graff.

ey
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Table 2

Qvervieuw:

Women Participate in Housework

Women 'Do! Women 'Share!' Women Women Women Do Not
Task Task With Receive Help Help With Participate
Task Exclusively Other With Task Task In Task
Total* No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
1 Cook 60 31 52 3 5 26 43
2 Clean After Meals 60 30 50 3 5 24 40 1 2
3 Dishes 60 31 52 4 7 22 37 3 5
4 Shop - Food 60 36 60 9 15 13 22 2%%¥% 3
5 Shop = Clothes 60 41 68 3 5 16 27
6 Bake 60 44 73 3 5 13 22
7 Pasteurize Milk 3 3 100
8 Wash 60 50 B3 1 2 8 13 1¥¥% 2
9 Iron 58 52 90 2 3 4 7
10 Sew 48 40 83 1 2 4 8 2 4 1 2
11 Mend 60 56 93 4 7
12 Vacuum - 60 40 67 4 7 10 17 2 3 4 7
13 Scrub 60 47 58 3 5 8 13 2%x% 3
14 Straighten 60 39 65 5 8 16 27
15 Can/Preserve 57 46 81 2 4 9 16 1 2
16 Feed Infant 17 9 53 1 6 7 41
17 Bath Infant 17 11 65 3 18 3 18
18 Mind Children 24 5 21 6 25 12 50 1 4
19 Play with Children 24 3 13 12 50 7 29 2 8
20 Read to Children 13 8 61 2 15 3 23
21 Help with Homework 17 15 88 2 12
22 Discipline 35 4 11 18 51 10 29 2 6 1 3
23 Child Tags - Adult 28 13 46 12 43 2 7 : 1 4

% 'Total'! in this and all following tables represents the total number of farms on which
each of the tasks is performed.

*¥ Percentages are calculated on the basis of the total number of farms uhere each task
is performed, rather than on the basis of the total number of respondents in the sample.

*%¥%¥ QOne woman in each of these cases is prevented from participation due to a physical

disability.



Table 3 Percentage®* of Husbands Who !'Share! or"Help With! Housework

Task Total¥*® ‘ Percent®
ﬁé 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 a4 48 52 56 60 b4 68 72 80 88 92 S6 100

1 Cook , 60
2 Clean After Meals 60
3 Dishes 60
4 Shop=Food ' &0
5 Shop=Clothes ‘ 60
6 Bake 60
7 Pasteurize Milk 3
-8 Wash 60
9 Iron - 58
10 Sew 48
11 Mend 60
12 Vacuum 60
13 Scrub ‘ ' 60
14 Straighten 60
15 Can=Preserve . 57
16 Feed Infant . 17
17 Bath Infant 17
18 Mind Children 24

18 Play with Children 24
20 Head to Children 13
21 Help with Homework 17 §
22 Discipline 35 -
23 Child-Tags Adult 28

¥Percentages are calculated on the basis of the number of farms on which each tas< occurs.

¥%¥!'Total'! Represents the number of farms on which each task occurs.

562

_Husbaﬁds 'Share! Task ~ [ 3Husbands 'Help With' Task
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Table 4 Husbands 'Share! Housework - By 'Age!
Older Younger
Task Husbands Husbands
Total No. % Total Nao. %
1 Cook 40 20 2 10
2 Clean After Meals 40 20 2 10
3 Dishes 40 : 20 2 10
4 Shop - Food 40 2 5 20 5 25
5 Shop - Clothes 40 1 3 20
6 Bake 40 20
7 Pasteurize Milk 1 2
8 Wash 40 1 3 20 1 5
9 Iron 40 18
10 Seu 32 16
11 Mend 40 20
12 Vacuum 40 20
13 Scrub 40 1 3 20
14 Straighten 40 20
15 Can/Preserve 40 17
16 Feed Infant - 17 1 6
17 Bath Infant - 17 1 6
18 Mind Children 7 2 27 17 3 18
19 Play with Children 8 5 63 16 8 50
20 Read to Children S 8 2 25
21 Help with Homework 15 2 13 2 1 50
22 Discipline 24 16 67 11 6 54
23 Child Tags - Adult 15 11 73 13 2 15




Table 5 Husbands 'Help With' Housework =~ By 'Age!

297

Older Younger
Task Husbands Husbands
Total No. % Total No. %
1 Cook 40 1 3 20 5 25
2 Clean After PMeals 40 20 5 25
3 Dishes 40 1 3 20 5 25
4 Shop - Food 40 2 5 20 1 5
5 Shop - Clothes 40 4 10 20 4 20
& Bake 40 20
7 Pasteurize Milk 1 2
8 Wash 40 20 2 10
9 Iron 40 18
10 Sew 32 16
11 Mend 40 20
12 Vacuum 40 20 3 15
13 Scrub 40 20 2 10
14 Straighten 40 1 3 20 5 25
15 Can/Preserve 40 17 2 12
16 Feed Infant - 17 6 35
17 ‘Bath Imfant - 17 3 18
18 Mind Children 7 17 10 59
19 Play with Children 8 16 6 38
20 Read to Children 5 8 3 38
21 Help with Homework 15 2
22 Discipline 24 4 17 11 5 46
23 Child Tags - Adult 15 13 2 15

opme

-



Table 6 Children of 0Older Women

tShare!

Housework
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Children of

Task Older Women
Total Nao. %

1 Cook 40 1 3
2 Clean After Meals 40 4 10
.3 Dishes 40 5 13
4 Shop - Food 40 -3 8
5 Shop - Clothes 40 1 3
6 Bake 40 3 8
7 Pasteurize Milk 1
8 Wash 40 R
9 Iron 40 2 5
10 Sew 32 4 13
11 Mend 40

12 Vacuum 40 . 10 25

13 Scrub 40 4 10
14 Straighten 40 5 13
15 Can/Preserve 40 2 5
16 Feed Infant

17 Bath Infant

18 Mind Children

19 Play with Children

20 Read to Children

21 Help with Homework

22 Discipline

23 Child Tags - Adult
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Table 7 Children of Older Women 'Help With' Housework

Children of

Task O0lder UWomen
Total No. %

1 Cook 40 19 48
2 Clean After Meals . 40 19 48
3 Dishes 40 16 40
4 Shop -~ Food 40 9 23
5 Shop - Clothes 40 9 23
& Bake 40 11 Z8
7 Pasteurize Milk 1 ‘
8 Wash 40 5 13
9 Iron 40 3 8
10 Seuw 32 4 13
11 Mend 40 3 8

12 Vacuum 40 7 18

13 Scrub 40 4 10
14 Straighten 40 11 28
15 Can/Preserve 40 6 15

16 Feed Infant

17 Bath Infant

18 Mind Children

18 pPlay with Children

20 Read to Children

21 Help with Homework

22 Discipline

23 Child Tags - Adult




Table 8 Women

'Do! Housework - By Farm Size
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Women From

Women From

Task Large Farms Small Farms
Total No. % Total No. %
-1 Cook - 30 30 100 30 30 100
2 Clean After Meal 30 28 93 30 29 97
3 Dishes 30 28 93 30 29 87
4 Shop - Food 30 30 100 30 27 90
5 Shop - Clothes 30 30 100 30 30 100
6 Bake 30 30 100 30 30 100
7 Pasteurize Milk - 3 3 100
8 Wash 30 30 100 30 29 97
9 Iron 29 29 100 29 29 100
10 Sewu 27 25 93 21 20 95
11 Mend 30 30 100 30 30 100
12 Vacuum 30 26 87 30 28 93
13 Scrub 30 29 97 30 29 97
14 Straighten 30 30 100 30 29 97
15 Can/Preserve 27 27 100 30 29 97
16 Feed Infant 8 8 100 9 9 100
17 Bath Infant 8 8 100 9 9 100
18 Mind Children 11 10 91 13 13 100
19 Play with Children 11 10 91 13 12 92
20 Read to Children 9 9 100 4 4 100
21 Help with Homework 8 7 88 9 S5 100
22 Discipline 18 17 94 17 15 88
23 Child Tags - Adult 15 14 93 13 13 100

e



Table 9 Historical Perspectives:

Older Women 'Did!' Housework (Past) -
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Younger Women 'Do' Housework (Present)

Older Women

Younger Women

Task (Past) (Present)
‘ Total No. % Total. No. %
1 Cook - 40 40 100 20 20 100
2 Clean After Meals 40 39 98 20 20 100
3 Dishes 40 39 98 20 20 100
4 Shop - Food 40 37 93 20 20 100
5 Shop - Clothes 40 40 100 20 20 100
& Bake 35 39 100 20 20 100
7 Pasteurize Milk 10 10 100 2 2 100
8 Wash 40 40 100 20 20 100
9 Iron 40 40 100 18 18 100
10 Sew 36 36 100 16 16 100
11 Mend 40 40 100 20 20 100
12 Vacuum 39 39 100 20 20 100
13 Scrub 40 40 100 20 20 100
14 Straighten 40 40 100 20 20 100
15 Can/Preserve 40 40 100 17 17 94
16 Feed Infant 37 37 100 17 17 100
17 Bath Infant 37 37 100 17 17 100
18 Mind Children 38 38 100 17 17 100
19 Play with Children 37 36 97 16 15 94
20 Read to Children 35 33 94 8 8 100
21 Help with Homework g 9 100 2 2 100
22 Discipline 38 36 g5 11 11 100
23 Child Tags - Adult 38 33 87 13 13 100
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Table 10 Historical Perspectives:
Older Husbands 'Shared' Housework (Past) -
Younger Husbands 'Share! Housework (Present)

0lder Husbands Younger Husbands
Task (Past) (Present)
Total No. % Total No. %
1 Cook 40 .20 2 10
2 Clean After Meals 40 1 3 20 2 10
3 Dishes 40 1 -3 20 2 .10
4 Shop - Foad 40 5 13 20 5 25
5 Shop = Clothes 40 3 8 20 1 5
6 Bake 39 20
7 Pasteurize Milk 10. 2
8 Wash 40 20 1 5
9 Iron 40 18
10 Seu 36 16
11 Mend 40 20
12 Vacuum 39 20
13 Scrub 40 20
14 Straighten 40 1 3 20
15 Can/Preserve 40 17
16 Feed Infant - 37 1 3 17 1 6
17 Bath Infant 37 17 3 18
18 Mind Children 38 3 8 17 3 18
19 Play with Children 37 9 24 16 8 50
20 Read to Children 35 2 6 8 2 25
21 Help with Homework 9 2 22 2 1 50
22 Discipline 38 23 61 11 6 55
23 Child Tags — Adult 38 18 47 13 2 15
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: Table 11 Historical Perspectives
Older Husbands 'Helped With'! Housework (Past) -
Younger Husbands 'Help With' Housework (Present)

Ulder Husbands Younger Husbands
Task (Past) (Present)
Total No. % Total No. %
1 Cook 40 1 3 20 5 25
2 Clean After Meals 40 20 5 25
3 Dishes 40 1 3 20 5 25
4 Shop - Food . 40 8 20 20 1 5
5 Shop - Clothes 40 11 28 20 4 20
6 Bake 35 20
7 Pasteurize Milk 10 2
8 Wash 40 20 2 10
S Iron 40 18
10 Seu 36 16
11 Mend 40 1 3 20
12 Vacuum 39 1 3 20 3 15
13 Scrub 40 1 3 20 2 10
14 Straighten . 40 1 3 20 5 25
15 Can/Preserve 40 : 17 2 12
16 Feed Infant 37 6 16 17 6 35
17 Bath Infant 37 1 3 17 3 18
18 Mind Children 38 14 37 17 10 59
19 Play with Children 37 15 41 16 6 38
20 Read to Children 35 10 29 8 3 38
21 Help with Homework 9 3 33 2
22 Discipline 38 8 21 11 5 46
23 Child Tags -~ Adult 38 4 11 13 2 15

T
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Table 12 Husbanrds 'Share! Housework -
By Employment Status of Women

Husbands of Hushands of Non=-
Task Employed¥* Women Employed Wamen
Total No. % Total No. %
1 Cook 15 2 13 45
2 Clean After Meals 15 1 7 45 1 2
3 Dishes 15 1 7 45 1 2
4 Shop - Food 15 2 13 45 5 11
5 Shop - Clothes 15 45 2 4
& Bake 15 45
7 Pasteurize Milk - 3
8 Wash : 15 1 7 45 1 2
9 Iron 15 43
10 Sew 11 37
11 Mend : 15 45
12 Vacuum 15 45
13 Scrub 15 45 1 2
14 Straighten 15 45
15 Can/Preserve 13 44
16 Feed Infant 8 1 13 9
17 Bath Infant 8 2 25 9 1 11
18 Mind Children ‘B 2 25 16 3 19
19 Play with Children 7 4 57 15 9 60
20 Read to Children 3 1 33 10 1 10
21 Help with Homework 3 14 3 21
22 Discipline 8 3 38 27 19- 70
23 Child Tags - Adult 8 2 25 20 11 55

¥ A total of 15 women are employed in the off-farm paid
labour force. Nine of these women hold full-=time posi=-
tions, six hold part-time positions.

T
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Table 13 Husbands 'Help With' Housework -
By Employment Status of Women

Husbands of Husbands of Non-
Task Employed* Women Employed Women
_ Total No. % Total No. %
1l Cook 15 4 27 45 2 4
2 Clean After Meals 15 4 27 45 1 2
3 Dishes 15 2 13 45 4 9
4 Shop - Food 15 1 7 45 2 4
5 Shop - Clothes 15 3 20 45 5 11
6 Bake - 15 45
7 Pasteurize Milk - 3
'8 Wash 15 2 13 45
9 Iron 15 43
10 Sew 11 37
11 Mend 15 45
12 Vacuum 15 3 20 45
13 Scrub 15 1 7 45 1 2
14 Straighten 15 4 27 45 2 2
15 Can/Preserve 13 2 15 44
16 Feed Infant 8 4 50 g 2 22
17 Bath Infant 8 3 38 9
18 Mind Children 8 6 75 16 4 25
19 Play with Children 7 3 43 15 3 20
20 Read to Children 3 2 67 10 1 10
21 Help with Homework 3 14
22 Discipline 8 4 50 27 5 19
23 Child Tags - Adult 8 1 13 20 1 5

T

¥ A total of 15 women are employed in the off=farm paid
labour force. Nine of these women hold full-time posi=-
tions, six hold part-time positions.
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Table 1 Historical Perspectives:
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Overview - Women Participated in Farm Work Tasks (Past)

0lder Women: Past
Do Farm|Help With|Participate:
Work |Farm Work |Do Plus Help
- Task Total|{No. A No. % - No. %
24 (et Cous from Pasture 33 [14 42 8 24 22 67
25 Milk , 38 |20 53 11 29 31 82
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 |34 g0 4 13 38 100
27 Feed Stock 40 5 13 15 38 20 50
‘28 Feed Calves 39 |16 41 16 41 32 82
29 Clean- Stable 40 2 5 9 23 11 28
"30 Calving 40 4 10 14 35 18 45
31 Breeding 40 3 8 4 10 7 18
32 Innoculating 39 2 5 7 18 9 23
33 Hay-Bale 40 110 - 25 11 28 21 53
34 -Load=-Unload 40 (10 25 16 40 26 65
35 ~Work in Mow 40 3 8 8 20 11 28
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 5 13 12 30 17 43
37 -0p. Harvester 35 4 11 6 17 10 29
38 -Draw Wagons 40 3. 8 10 25 13 3%
38 Combine 12 _
40 Thresh 38 4 11 6 16 10 26
41 Plou 40 5 13 5 13
42 Cultivate 40 1 A 12 30¢ 13 33
43 Disc - 40 1 3 13 33 14 35
44 Harrow 40 1 3 13 33 " 14 35
4% Seed 40 1 -3 3 8 4 106
46 Drive Tractor 38 1 3 22 58 23 60
47 Fertilize 39 1 3 3 8 4 10
48 Market Cattle 39 1 3 6 15 7 18
49 Buy Cattle 39 1 o3 5 13 6 15
50 Buy Feed 38 2 5 2 5 4 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 | 2 5 1 3 3 8
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 ‘
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 7 18 7 18 14 35
54 Maintain Machinery 40 1 3 3 8 4 .10
55 Records - Herd. 24 {11 46 3 013 14 58
56 Banking 39 5 13 4 10 9 23
57 Salary 33 | 5 15 103 6 18
58 Write Letters 40 {22 55 2 5 24 60 .
59 Phoning 37 113 35 6 16 19 51
60 Records - Money 35 |17 49 5 147V 22 63
61 Errands 119 48 3 8 22 55

40
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Table 2 Historical Perspectives: Change Over Time in
Older Women's Role in Farm Work - Older Women
'Did' (Past) =~ Older Women 'Do' (Present) -
Older Women Ulder Women
Task (Past) (Present)
Total No. % Total No. %
24 Get Cows from Pasture 33 14 42 19 3 16
25 Milk 38 20 53 23 8 35
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 34 90 22 12 55
27 Feed Stock 40 5 13 40 2 5
28 Feed Calves 39 16 41 32 9 28
29 Clean Stable 40 2 5 40
30 Calving 40 4 10 29 3 10
31 Breeding 40 3 B 34 2 6
32 Innoculating 39 2 5 40 3 8
33 Hay-Bale 40 10 25 40 3 8
34 -Load-Unload 40 10 25 40 4 10
35 -Work in Mou 40 3 8 39
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 5 13 38
37 -0p. Harvester 35 4 11 39 1 3
38 -Draw Wagons 40 3 8 40 1 3
39 Combine 12 33
40 Thresh 38 4 11 5
41 Plow 40 40
42 Cultivate 40 1 3 40 1 3
43 Disc 40 1 3 40 1 3
44 Harrouw 40 1 3 40 2 5
45 Seed 40 1 3 40
46 Drive Tractor 38 1 3 40
47 Fertilize 39 1 3 40 1 3
48 Market Cattle 39 1 3 40 2 5
49 Buy Cattle 39 1 3 40 1 3
50 Buy Feed 38 2 5 39 1 3
51 Buy Machinery 40 2 5 40
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 5
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 7 18 . 15 2 13
54 Maintain Machinery 40 1 3 40
55 Records -~ Herd 24 11 46 29 17 59
56 Banking 39 5 13 40 17 43
87 Salary 33 5 15 36 16 44
58 UWUrite Letters 40 22 55 40 27 68
59 Phoning 37 13 35 40 16 40
60 Records - Money 35 17 49 40 25 63
61 Errands 40 19 48 40 22 55

T
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Table 3 Historical Perspectives: Change Over Time in Older
Women's Role in Farm Work -~ (lder Women 'Helped With!
(Past) -~ Older Women 'Help With' (Present)

Older Women Older Women

Task (Past) (Present)

Total No. %  Total No. %
24 Get Cous from Pasture 33 g 24 19 1 5
25 Milk 38 11 239 23 6 26
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 4 13 22 1 5
27 Feed Stock 40 15 3B 40 10 25
28 Feed Calves 39 16 41 32 3 9
29 Clean Stable 40 9 23 40 2 5
30 Calving 40 14 33 29 7 24
31 Breeding 40 4 10 34 1 3
32 Innoculating 39 7 18 40 3 8
33 Hay-Bale 40 11 28 40 6 15
34 ~Load-Unload 40 16 40 40 7 18
35 -Work in Mow 40 8 2D 39 4 10
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 12 30 38 7 18
.37 : ~0p. Harvester 35 6 17 39 2 5
38 -Draw Wagons 40 10 25 40 5 13
39 Combine 12 33
40 Thresh 38 6 15 5
41 Plouw 40 5 13 40 1 3
42 Cultivate 40 12 30 40 8 20
43 Disc 40 13 33 40 7 18
44 Harrow 40 13 33 40 8 20
45 Sead 40 3 3 40 4 10
46 Drive Tractor 38 22 58 40 20 50
47 Fertilize 39 3 8 40 3 8
48 Market Cattle 39 6 15 40 4 10
49 Buy Cattle 39 5 13 40 6 15
50 Buy Feed 38 2 5 39 4 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 1 3 40 2 5
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 5
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 7 13 15 5 33
54 Maintain Machinery 40 3 3 40 2 5
55 Records - Herd 24 3 13 29
56 Banking .39 4 13 40 3 8
57 Salary 33 1 - 3 36
58 Write Letters 40 2 3 40 4 10
58 Phoning 37 6 15 40 9 23
60 Records - Money 35 S 14 40 2 5
61 Errands 40 3 3 40 9 23

B
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Table 4 Historical Perspectives: Change Over Time and Over .
Generations in Women's Role in Farm Work =~ Older
Women 'Did' Farm Work (Past) - Younger Wemen 'Do!
Farm Work (Present)

Older Women Younger Women
Task (Past) (Prasent)

Total No. %  Total No. %
24 Get Cows from Pasture 33 14 42 8 1 13
25 Milk 38 20 53 10 1 10
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 34 g0 10 4 40
27 Feed Stock 40 5 13 20 2 10
28 fFeed Calves : 39 16 41 10 1 10
29 Clean Stable 40 2 5 20 2 10
30 Calving 40 4 10 11 2 18
31 Breeding 40 3 8 20 3 15
32 Innoculating 39 2 5 20 1 5
33 Hay-Bale 40 10 25 20 2 10
34 ~lLoad-Unload 40 10 25 20 3 15
35 -Work in Mowuw 40 3 8 20 1 5
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 5 13 20
37 " =0p. Harvester 35 4 11 20
38 -Draw Wagons 40 3 8 20 1 5
39 Combine 12 18
40 Thresh 38 4 11 3 1 33
41 Plou 40 20
42 Cultivate 40 1 3 20
43 Disc 40 1 3 19
44 Harrow 40 1 3 20
45 Seed 40 1 3 20 1 5
46 Drive Tractor 38 1 3 20 .
47 Fertilize 39 1 3 20 1 5
48 Market Cattle 39 1 3 20 1 5
49 Buy Cattle 39 1 3 20 1 5
50 Buy Feed 38 2 5 20 2 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 $ 2 S 20 1 5
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 7 18 4
54 Maintain Machinery 40 1 3 20
55 Records -~ Herd 24 11 49 19 5 26
56 Banking , 39 5 13 20 6 30
57 Salary 33 5 15 20 2 10
58 Write Letters - 40 22 55 20 10 50
59 Phoning 37 13 35 20 5 25
60 Records - Money 35 17 49 20 6 30
61 Errands 40 19 48 20 10 50

m
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Table 5 Historical Perspectives: Change Over Time and Over
Generations in Women's Role in Farm Work - 0Older
Women 'Helped With' Farm Work (Past) = Younger
Women t'Help With' Farm Work (Present)

Older Women Younger UWomen
Task (Past) (Present)

Total No. % Total - No. %
24 Get Cous from Pasture 33 ) 24 8 k] 28
25 Milk 38 11 29 10 3 30
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 4 13 10 2 20
27 Feed Stock 40 15 38 20 7 35
28 Feed Calves - 39 16 41 10 4 40
29 Clean Stable 40 9 23 20 2 10
30 Calving 40 14 35 11 3 27
31 Breeding 40 4 10 20
32 Innoculating 39 7 18 20 2 10
33 Hay-Bale 40 11 28 20 3 15
34 -l ocad-Unload 40 16 40 20 2 10
35 -Work in Mou 40 8 20 20
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 12 30 20
37 -0p. Harvester 35 6 17 20
38 -Drau Wagons 40 10 25 20 1 5
39 Combine 12 . 18
40 Thresh 38 6 16 3
41 Plou 40 5 13 20
42 Cultivate 40 12 30 20 2 10
43 Disc 40 13 33 19 1 5
44 Harrow 40 13 33 20 4 20
45 Seed 40 3 8 20
46 Drive Tractor 38 22 58 20 11 55
47 Fertilize 39 3 8 20 1 5
48 Market Cattle 39 6 15 20 2 10
49 Buy Cattle 39 5 13 20 2 10
50 Buy Feed 38 2 5 20
51 Buy Machinery 40 1 3 20
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 7 18 4 3 75
54 Maintain Machinery 40 3 8 20 1 5
55 Records - Herd 24 3 13 19 3 16
56 Banking 39 4 10 20
57 Salary 33 1 3 20 1 5
58 Write Letters 40 2 5 20
59 Phoning 37 6 16 20 6 30
60 Records - Money 35 5 14 20 4 20
61 Errands 40 3 8 20 4 20

o



Table 6 Women 'Do' Farm Work (Present) - By 'Age’
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Task

Older Women Younger Women

Total No. % Total No. %
24 Get Cows from Pasture 19 3 16 8 1 13
25 Milk 23 8 35 10 1 10
26 Clean Milk Equipmen 22 12 54 10 4 40
27 Feed Stock : 40 2 5 20 2 10
28 Feed Calves 32 9 28 10 1 10
29 Clean Stable 40 20 2 10
30 Calving 29 3 10 11 2 18
31 Breeding 34 2 6 20 3 15
32 Innoculating 40 3 8 20 1 5
33 Hay-Bale 40 3 8 20 2 10
34 ~Load-Unload 40 4 10 20 3 15
35 -Work in Mow 39 20 1 5
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 38 20
37 ~-0p. Harvester 39 1 3 20
38 -Draw Wagons 40 1 3 20 1 5
39 Combine 33 18
40 Thresh S 3 1 33
41 Plou 40 20
42 Cultivate 40 1 3 20
43 Disc 40 1 3 19
44 Harrow 40 2 5 20
45 Seed 40 20 1 S
46 Drive Tractor 40 20
47 Fertilize 40 1 3 20 1 5
48 Market Cattle 40 2 5 20 1 5
49 Buy Cattle 40 1 3 20 1 5
50 Buy Feed 39 1 3 20 2 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 20 1 5
52 Sell Surplus Feed 5 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 15 2 13 4
54 Maintain Machinery 40 20
55 Records - Herd 29 17 59 19 5 26
56 Banking 40 17 43 20 6 30
57 Salary 36 16 44 20 2 10
58 Write Letters 40 27 68 20 10 50
59 Phoning 40 16 40 20 5 25
60 Records - Money 40 25 63 20 6 30
61 Errands 40 22 55 20 10 50
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Table 7 Women 'Help With' Farm Work (Present) - By 'Ag;‘

O0lder Women Younger Women
Task (Present) (Present)
Total No. % Total No.

24 Get Lows fram Pasture 19 1 5 8 3 38
25 Milk 23 6 26 10 3 30
26 Clean Milk Equipment 22 1 5 10 2 20
27 Feed Stock 40 10 25 20 7 35
28 Feed Calves 32 3 9 10 4 40
29 Clean Stable 40 2 5 20 2 10
30 Calving 29 7 24 11 3 27
31 Breeding 34 1 3 20

32 Innoculating 40 3 8 20 2 10
33 Hay-Bale ' 40 6 15 20 3 15
34 -Load-Unload 40 7 18 20 2 10
35 -Work in Mouw 39 4 10 20

36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 38 7 18 20

37 -0p. Harvester 39 2 5 20

38 -Drau Wagons 40 5 13 20 1 5
39 Combine 33 18

40 Thresh 5 3

41 Plow ' . 40 1 3 20

42 Cultivate 40 8 20 20 2 10
43 Disc 40 7 18 19 1 5
44 Harrouw 40 8 20 20 4 20
45 Sead 40 4 10 20

46 Drive Tractor 40 20 50 20 11 55
47 Fertilize 40 3 8 20 1 5
48 Market Cattle 40 4 10 20 2 10
49 Buy Cattle 40 6 15 20 2 10
50 Buy Feed 39 4 10 20

51 Buy Machinery 40 2 5 20

52 Sell Surplus Feed ) 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 15 S 33 4 3 75
54 Maintain Machinery 40 2 5 20 1 5
55 Records - Herd 29 19 3 16
56 Banking 40 3 8 20

57 Salary 36 20 1 5
5B Write Letters 40 4 10 20

59 Phoning 40 9 23 20 6 30
60 Records ~ Money 40 2 5 20 4 20

61 Errands 40 9 23 20 4 20

T
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Table 8 Women 'Do' Farm Work (Present) - By Farm Size

Wemen From Women From
Task Large Farms Small Farms
_ Total No. %2  Total No. °
24 Get Cous from Pasture 13 14 4 29
25 Milk 15 5 33 18 4 22
26 Clean Milk Equipment 15 7 47 17 9 53
27 Feed Stock 30 1 3 30 3 10
28 Feed Calves 21 4 19 21 6 29
29 Clean Stable 30 1 3 30 1 3
30 Calving 20 3 15 20 2 10
31 Breeding 25 1 4 29 4 14
32 Innoculating 30 1 3 30 3 10
33 Hay-Bale . 30 1 3 30 4 13
34 -Load-Unlocad 30 2 7 30 5 17
35 -Work in Mow 30 29 1 3
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 30 - 28
37 -0p. Harvester 30 29 1 3
38 -Draw Wagons 30 1 3 30 1 3
39 Combine 27 24
40 Thresh 3 5 1 20
41 Plouw 30 30
42 ‘Cultivate 30 30 1 3
43 Disc 29 30 1 3
44 Harrow 30 30 2 7
45 Seed 30 30 1 3
46 Drive Tractor 30 30
47 Fertilize 30 30 2 7
48 Market Cattle 30 1 3 30 2 7
49 Buy Cattle 30 ' 30 2 7
50 Buy Feed 30 1 3 29 2 7
51 Buy Machinery 30 30 1 3
52 Sell Surplus Feed 6 3
53 Care of Other Livestk. 7 1 14. 12 1 8
54 Maintain Machinery 30 30
55 Records ~ Herd 24 10 42 24 12 50
56 Banking 30 12 40 30 11 37
57 Salary 28 11 39 28 7 25
58 Write Letters 30 14 47 30 23 78
59 Phoning 30 9 30 30 12 40
60 Records - Money 30 16 53 30 15 50

61 Errands 30 16 53 30 16 53




314

Table 9 \Women 'Help With' Farm Work (Present) - By Farm Size

Women From Women From
Task Large Farms Small Farms
Total No. % Total No. %
" 24 Get Cows from Pasture 13 2 15 14 2 14
25 Milk 15 5 33 18 4 22
26 Clean Milk Equipment 15 2 13 17 1 6
27 Feed Stock 30 3 10 30 14 47
28 Feed Calves 21 1 5 21 6 29
29 Clean Stable 30 30 4 13
30 Calving 20 4 20 20 6 30
31 Breeding 25 29 1 3
32 Innoculating 30 2 7 30 3 10
33 Hay-Bale 30 4 13 30 5 17
34 ~Load-Unload 30 2 7 30 7 23
35 -Work in Mou 30 29 4 14
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 30 5 17 .-28 2 7
37 -0p. Harvester 30 1 3 29 1 3
38 -Draw Wagons 30 3 10 30 3 10
39 Combine 27 24
40 Thresh 3 5 :
41 Plow 30 30 1 3
42 Cultivate 30 6 20 30 4 13
43 Disc , 29 4 14 30 4 13
44 Harrow 30 6 20 30 6 20
45 Sesd 30 1 3 30 3 10
46 Drive Tractor 30 15 50 30 16 53
47 Fertilize 30 1 3 30 3 10
48 Market Cattle 30 2 7 30 4 13
49 Buy Cattle 30 4 13 30 4 13
50 Buy Feed 30 1 3 29 3 10
51 Buy Machinery 30 30 2 7
52 Sell Surplus Feed 6 3
53 Care of QOther Livestk. 7 12 8 67
54 Maintain Machinery 30 1 3 30 2 7
55 Records - Herd 24 2 8 24 1 S
56 Banking 30 2 7 30 1 3
57 Salary 28 1 4 28
58 Write Letters 30 4 13 30
59 Phoning : 30 6 20 30 8 30
60 Records - Money 30 2 7 30 4 13
61 Errands 30 7 23 30 6 20
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Summary Table 1

Combined Levels of 'Doing'! PLUS 'Helping': Change
Qver Time in Older Women's Farm Work Participation

0lder Women Younger Women
Task (Past) (Present)
Total No. ¢ Total No. %

24 (et Cows from Pasture 33 22 67 19 4 21
25 Milk 38 31 82 23 14 61
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 38 100 22 13 60
27 Feed Stock 40 20 50 40 12 30
28 Feed Calves 39 32 82 32 11 34
29 Clean Stable 40 11 28 40 2 5
30 Calving 40 18 45 29 10 35
31 Breeding 40 7 18 34 4 12
32 Innoculating 39 9 23 40 6 15
33 Hay-Bale 40 21 53 40 9 22
34 ~Load-Unload 40 26 65 40 11 28
35 -Work in Mouw 40 11 28 39 4 10
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 17 43 38 7 18
37 -0p. Harvester 35 10 29 39 3 8
38 -Draw Wagons 40 13 33 40 6 15
39 Combine 12 33

40 Thresh 38 10 26 5

41 Plow 40 5 13 40 1 3
42 Cultivate 40 13 33 40 - 9 23
43 Disc 40 14 35 40 8 20
44 Harrow 40 14 35 40 10 25
45 Seead ' 40 4 10 40 4 10
46 Drive Tractor 38 23 61 40 20 50
47 Fertilize 39 4 10 40 4 10
48 Market Cattle 39 7 18 40 6 15
49 Buy Cattle 39 6 15 40 7 18
50 Buy Feed 38 4 11 39 5 13
51 Buy Machinery 40 3 8 40 2 5
52 Sell Surplus Ffeed 12 5

53 Care of Other Livestk., 40 14 35 15 7 47
54 Maintain Machinery 40 4 10 40 2 S
55 Records - Herd 24 14 58 29 17 59
56 Banking 39 9 24 40 20 50
57 Salary 33 6 18 36 16 44
58 Write Letters 40 24 60 40 31 78
58 Phoning 37 19 51 40 25 63
60 Records - Money 35 22 63 40 27 68

61 Errands 40 22 55 40 31 78

B

T




Summary Table 2

Combined Levels of 'Doing' PLUS 'Helping!':
Time and Across Generations - Older Women
Younger Women (Present)

316

Change Over

(Past)

Task

Ulder Women

Younger Women

(Past) (Present)

Total No, % Total Nao. %
24 (Get Cows from Pasture 33 22 67 8 4 50
25 Milk 38 31 82 10 4 40
26 Clean Milk Equipment 38 38 100 10 6 60
27 Feed Stock 40 20 50 20 9 45
28 Feed Calves 39 32 82 10 5 50
29 Clean Stable 40 11 28 20 4 20
30 Calving 40 18 45 11 4 36
31 Breeding 40 7 18 20 3 15
32 Innoculating 39 9 23 20 3 15
33 Hay-Bale 40 21 53 20 5 25
34 ~Load~Unload 40 26 65 20 5 25
35 -Work in Mou 40 11 28 20 1 5.
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 40 17 43 20 :
37 ~-0p. Harvester 35 10 29 20
38 -Draw Wagons 40 13 33 20 1 5
39 Combine 12 18
40 Thresh 38 10 26 3 1 33
41 Plow 40 5 13 20
42 Cultivate 40 13 33 20 2 10
43 Disc 40 14 35 19 1 5
44 Harrow 40 14 35 20 4 20
45 Seed 40 4 10 20 1 5
46 Drive Tractor 38 23 61 20 11 55
47 Fertilize 39 4 10 20 2 10
48 Market Cattle 39 7 18 20 3 18
49 Buy Cattle 39 6 15 20 3 15
50 Buy Feed 38 4 11 20 2 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 3 8 20 1 5
52 Sell Surplus Feed 12 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 40 14 35 4 3 75
54 Maintain Machinery 40 4 10 20 1 5
55 Records - Herd 24 14 58 19 8 42
56 Banking 29 9 24 20 6 30
57 Salary 33 6 18 20 3 15
58 Write Letters 40 24 60 20 10 50
59 Phoning 37 19 51 20 11 55
60 Records - Money 35 22 63 20 10 50
61 Errands 40 22 55 20 14 70

-
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Summary Table 3 31
Combined Levels of 'Doing' PLUS 'Helping': The 'Experience
Rationale! and the Variable of 'Age! in Women's Present
Participation in Farm Work - Older Women (Present) -
Younger Women (Present)

Clder Women Younger Women
Task (Present) (Present)

Total No., % Total No. %
24 Get Cows from Pasture 19 4 21 B 4 50
25 Milk 23 14 61 10 4 40
26 Clean Milk Equipment 22 13 59 10 6 60
27 Feed Stock 40 12 30 20 9 45
28 Feed Calves 32 12 38 10 5 50
29 Clean Stable 40 2 5 20 4 20
30 Calving 29 10 35 11 5 45
31 Breeding 34 3 S 20 3 15
32 Innoculating 40 6 15 20 3 15
33 Hay-=Bale - 40 9 23 20 5 25
34 -Load-Unload 40 11 28 20 5 25
35 -Work in Mouw 39 4 10 20 1 5
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 38 7 18 20
37 -0p. Harvester 39 3 8 20
38 -Drawv Wagons 40 6 15 20 2 10
39 Combine 33 18
40 Thresh 5 3 1 33
41 Plow 40 1 3 20
42 Cultivate 40 9 23 20 2 10
43 Disc 40 8 20 19 1 5
44 Harrow 40 10 25 20 4 20
45 Sead 40 4 10 20 1 5
46 Drive Tractor 40 20 50 20 11 55
47 Fertilize 40 4 10 20 2 10
48 Market Cattle 40 6 15 20 3 15
49 Buy Cattle 40 7 18 20 3 15
50 Buy Feed 39 5 13 20 2 10
51 Buy Machinery 40 2 5 20 1 5
52 Sell Surplus Feed 5 4
53 Care of Other Livestk. 15 7 47 4 3 75
54 Maintain Machinery 40 2 5 20 1 5
55 Records =~ Herd 29 17 59 19 6 32
56 Banking 40 20 50 20 9 45
57 Salary 36 16 44 20 2 10
58 Write Letters 40 31 78 20 11 55
59 Phoning 40 25 63 20 11 55
60 Records - Money 40 27 68 20 10 . 50

61 Errands 40 31 78 20 14 70
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Summary Table 4

Combined Levels of 'Doing' PLUS 'Helping': The Variable
of Farm Size - Women from Large Farms Epresentg -

Women from Small Farms (Present
Women From Lomen From
Task Large Farms Small Farms
Total No. % Total No. %
24 Get Cous from Pasture 13 2 15 14 6 43
25 Milk 15 10 67 18 8 44
26 Clean Milk Equipment 15 9 60 17 10 59
27 Feed Stock 30 4 13 30 17 57
28 Feed Calves 21 5 24 21 12 57
29 Clean Stable 30 1 3 30 5 17
30 Calving. 20 7 35 20 8 40
31 Breeding 25 1 4 29 5 17
32 Innoculating 30 3 1D 30 6 20
33 Hay-Bale 30 5 17 30 9 30
34 ~Load-Unload 30 4 13 30 12 40
35 -Work in Mouw 30 29 5 17
36 Harvest-Drive Tractor 30 5 17 28 2 7
37 -0p. Harvester 30 1 3 29 2 7
38 -Draw Wagons 30 4 13 30 4 13
39 Combine 27 24
40 Thresh 3 5 1 20
41 Plow 30 30 1 3
42 Cultivate 30 6 20 30 5 17
43 Disc . 29 4 14 30 5 17
44 Harrouw 30 6 20 30 8 27
45 Sesd 30 1 3 30 4 13
46 Drive Tractor 30 15 50 30 16 53
47 Fertilize 30 1 3 30 5 17
48 Market Cattle 30 3 10 30 6 20
49 Buy Cattle 30 4 13 30 6 20
50 Buy Ffeed 30 2 7 29 5 17
51 Buy Machinery 30 30 3 10
52 Sell Surplus Feed 6 3
53 Care of 0Other Livestk. 7 1 14 12 9 75
54 Maintain Machinery 30 1 3 30 2 7
55 Records - Herd 24 12 50 24 13 54
56 Banking 30 14 477 30 13 43
57 Salary 28 13 46 28 7 25
58 Write Letters 30 18 60 30 23 77
59 Phoning 30 15 50 30 21 70
60 Records - Money 30 18 60 30 19 63

61 Errands 30 23 77 30 22 73

rw
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