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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine 1if :Woméh

living on grain farms in Alberta feel[socia}ly isolated and

4

what lifestyle factors or expériences predict feelings df i

sopial 1solatiqn;for these women. A working'definitibn, of

social isolation was developed using ‘existing research and

thebry;
The Sample was two hundred and eighty—eight‘adult women

living on grain farms in seven agricultural ‘reglons of
’ : , -

.Alberta. Variqus demographic  and family and work role

characteristics of the women were analyzed asjﬂgoﬁéntia}

predxctorS”f6¥ ®*feelings of isolation  using stépiﬁisé-ﬁ'

multiplevregreSSion’analysis.

A significant finding was -that the majorify of farm

‘women sampléd'do not feel socially 1solated.' The strongest
‘predictor of feelings of social isolation was satisfaction

 with the marital relationship. There was a significant

correlétion between‘satisfacfion with farming\asfa way  of

life and. feelings of "social isolation. The major

\,

contributing‘factors.fo satisfaction with farming as a.‘way

of 1ife appeared to be persohai‘satisfactioﬁ with farm work

and husband's support fbr off-farm employment. The

conclusion is that for this sample group, feelings of .

isolation stem from the marital relationship and woiﬁ‘.role

- conflicts.

This «tudy has contributed to a growing body of theory

on‘éocial isolation, and addressed some of the assumptions

8

“iv



}

i
] - .
! : - _
of previous research about the experiences ahd causes of

‘
L3

soclal isolation amohg farm women.

\,‘ |
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SOCTAL 'ISOLATION OF AL?ERTA FARM WOMEN
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

o

Recent Canadian and American studies on the 1ife and
‘ work of farm women either report or presume experlepées of
isolation (Ireland, 1983; Kivett, 1978; Koskli, 1982;
.Wilkenrng: 1981)." In thése studies, 1isolation 1s rarely
derlpéd or describedl . There 'are no references to the
characteristic symptoms or effeéts ot \isolatlon, to the
ponditions which create it, or the frequency with which 1t
is réported. It is a concept often talked about but 1lttie
studied or undgrstood. |

The geography‘of western Canada in particular provides
one qpnditlon for isolation: farms are 6ften 1large, with
neighbburs and communities situated miles apart. Several
authors lndicatg tpat/the- presence of telec&mmuﬁicationé
and motorized trénsportation in present day farm 1life has
dramatically decreased the influence of geography in making
farmers feel isolated (Kohl, 1976; Sutcliffe & Crabbe,
1964; Vanier 'Instltut; of the Family, 1968; Women of
Unifarm,. 1978).

"DeSbite the technological advances, soclial isolétloh,
which can be described as the '"deprivation of soclial
contact. and content", (Bennett, 1980, p.2) is still
éxperienced in modern urpan and rurai life. Today's farmer

may face new obstacles to maintaining satisfying soclal

contacts., .The necessity to support = the farm witl



' time for and accessibiLﬂty “to friends -and neighbours

2

g” ) - R —

dditional outside' employment or increased

—~

demands to meet fmrm debts\may 1imit farm men and women's
(Berkowit7 & Hedlund1 ‘1979; Berkqwitz & ‘Perkins, 1984;
Goetting et al., 1982;'Hed1una*&~Berkowitz, 1979;%y Ireland,
1983; licGhee, 1984; Scholl, 1983b).

| Historicallyi isolatiom has been_ ~more frequently

aidentified as a problem for farm.women than' for ;;rm men
(Binnie-Clark, 1979; Kohl, 1976; Pearson, 1979; quihscn,

1979; *Sachs, 1983; Silverman, 1984; Tasaka, 1978).

reason’suggested for this gender difference is the nature
of ahe work roles farm men' and women perform.u'The business

Qf farming provides' farm men with faiply. regular

Y
interaction with an’ adultK\social world. The nature - of
3 < - .

household work and child care limits a farm woman's adult

_\social contacks (Eichler, 1983 Pearézn 1980; /%Robinson,

1979' Sachs, 1983) .Another possible reason why .women on"

farms report feelings of isolation more frequently than men

1s the way they relate to "the farm enterprise. ' Wil 

(1981) reports.that farm women see farming more as a whly of

1ife than as a profit-making business. Their evaluation of

farming would therefore reflect persenal feelings about

‘hardships and fewards of the lifestyle as well as the

family business. . Research .on friendships,’ isolation,

soclal networks and the impacts of moving all  report that

£ :
*Jlack of friends_anq ‘confidants 1s-a hardship more deeply

9

felt by women.fha? by men (Bahr & Garrett, -1976; ‘Bennett,

@

ning
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1980; Candy, Troll & Levy, 1981; Fairbanks.‘&‘ Sundberg,
1983; Jerrome;_1981;.Kivett; 19783 Miller & Inghan,. 1976;
Robinson 1979l ) : | |
Autobiographical accounts of the .settlement years fin_
Alberta reveal the loneliness and lack.;of 'companionship
suffered by farm women (Binnie Clark, 1979; Robinson,/1979
Silverman, 1984; Tasaka, 1978).-‘Severa1 of the ,pgo;ince s
_farm'women’svorganizations-were‘organiZed. specitfcally to
assist with this‘problem 1(RdbinSow; .1979; Tasaha; 1978;
. : o : /
Women of Unifarm, 1978).  Some ‘authors 'suggést‘ that the
modern farm family, as a small'"nuclear" family is possibly:
more isolated than its pioneering ancestors (Kohl& 1976).
The debilitating effects of: loneliness and social;
isolation are- well documented (Kivett 1978} Lowenth&lyh& o
Haven, 1968; Silverman, - 1984; ‘ Tolsdorf; 1976) “Bennett

(1980) describes research that connects poor mental health

/ k)

and 1OW’Self image with experiences of social isolation in
~older people.'.'Isolation has been called a "critical’
antecedentﬁ' to 4some physical lailments " (Bennett, 1980,
p.13). Peplau and Perlmad/(1982) state about the mediCal'

-conSequences of isolati?n.. ""the general conclusion we draw:
from this 1iterature/-is‘ . that sociali"isolation s
detrimental to health and life expectancy" '(p»é0) “A s
ever, the - farm enterprise is highly dependent on the health
and’ stability of the farm family and_ its' individual

members. The importance of the farm woman's .health and

well-being to the family business“'lshould not  be




gﬁgfrestimated
Many farmers are also dependent on exchigge of work and.
‘services with other farm familles to supplement family .and
~hired ;abour in keeping the farm viable, Several studies
. state that theSe exchanéesfare-based solely on friendship‘
vities established by family members (Koh1;1976; Robinson,
1979). These exchanges serve both rital. econgmick and
‘social functions.» |
This inquiry will.examine the issue of social isolation
_of Alberta farm‘ women .in“the modern,vfarm' setting. A
‘preliminaryvekaminationﬁcf‘concepts and ideas :Willi result
in the vdeveIOpmentf of:hae‘Workingﬂ definitron~ of 'social
.isolation appropriatei ”wﬁsthis' rontext. An -analysis

designed to deiermine the lifestyle factors that contribute

to feelings of social isolation will also be presented

\Study Definitions

‘ The_Cens s Canadasfdefinition of a farm is a land
-holding of at 1eastftwenty acres which produces at least

b-$2500~in agri ulturalinroduCts. A grain farm iS'.one on

~which at least 75% of gross income comes from production of .

grain crbps. A farm woman is defined as .an adult female

person who lives. on the farm a'd is: related in some way to
the operator of'the-farm,tor;is the operator of the “farm.
Farm -work .describes the whole 'range‘Aof ~ tasks that

contribute to the jo) oduction of crops and/or livestock for'

the purpose of ma keting. ‘Forrthe purposes of this. study,

off-farm employ ent is-any work'eﬂgaged_in away from “the




farm enterprise for which remuneration is received, '

v

Justification of the Study

. o . . ]
Several authors suggest that women are a ma jor

influence in maintaihing a class of people attached o the

land (Ireland{ 1983; " ldcGhee, 1984; Rbbinson, ‘ﬁ979; Sachs,

1983% Vanier institute of the Family, 1968). Robinson
.(1979) s%ates that accounts by piloneers agree that '"the men

A

who f@iledéﬁgre usually men Without women"' (p.10). An

Alberta E%thfConduCted by Abell (1954) fdund that the most

,produétiveffafms\Were those where an adult woman lived.
The lonelinesé fesﬁlting from social isolat;pﬁ’is-a threat
to pﬁysical and mental well-being of fafm ‘women. Ifi,we
value the‘family—dbéréfed farm in our culture, both as a
unit of production aﬁd.as a viable chbice of l%festyle,»
attention to the needs and. feelings of Qomen performing
this vital function is imperative. | |

- Today's farm business is often solely dependént on. the
cooperative work—shéring. of’ family_'ﬁembers. .Tﬁe, farm.
fémily and its stability are the heart Qf the successfui
farm'entérprise.l Social .isdlafion experienced by,Afarm
women may contribute to mar;tal stress and cozflgcf, to
‘difficulties' with child-rearing and ' nmay affect family.w

%unctioning, thus threatening the stability of the farm/
-y ) : p

itself. ; ' \
Yet as Tasaka (1978) points out, 'serious systematic
study int»> the needs of'rural women has been rare" (p.8).

And examination ' of the presence and impact "of social



' .

_isolation experiences, both for rural women and for people k/3
in general has been:very limited.‘v‘Soc1a1 isolation has
been documented as an historical phenomenon in Alberta farm

¢

life (Robinson, 1979; Silverman, \1984; Tasaka, 1978). - We

\%
do not know if it is a contemporary phenomenoﬂ, how to
~assess 1t, or to 'wh%tx extenf it affects‘ thé' lives . of
Alberta farm women, This study is an attempt to explore
some .of Eheée questlions.

- The answers to these questions wlll be . significant %o
all reSea?chérs and professional helpers concerned with the
problem of social'isolation-and its effect on  people.’ It
will provide some ins;ghts for ‘fa;m men and women into
their own lives and theirnyeiat;Onshlps with others. It
will‘help'feséérchérs ahd:the  §§Q§ra1 pubiic to .examine
their aséumptions about'fafm Qwomeﬂ\“as spcialiy #Solatedv

persons. o S
_ v , -

o

ey

: ~
Objectives of this Research .

1. to develop 5, working definition of3'socia1 isolation .

~

using existing research and'thepry

2, to ﬁse'the working definition'to‘ask'Alberfa.farm” WOmen.
about theirlfeelings of social Lsoiation |

3; to detefmine 1f'therevare'ahy Apérspnal chafaéterlétics‘
“of farm women oOr ‘aspécts_'bf ‘their -iifestylés w?ich
create or lnfluence feelinés df 1s¢1ation o

.

~



Research‘Questions

This research will specifically adg@%ss the questions
1. Do Alberta farm women feel socially 1so ﬁted? c '
2. Are there specific lifestyle factors, ;0T - experiences that
reliably predictafeellngs of 1solat1§n for Alberta‘ farmo

women?
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EHAPTER I ‘

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND THEORE ICAL FRAMEWORK

i!)" o~

Introductibn

This chapter will present a review of %iterature and a
theoreticaljframework for this study. hscussion on the
current'status of research and theory on social isolation
| will lead to a working definition of . social lisolation for
}this research A review of recent research ZWiil identify
potential predictors of feelings of isolation ifor Alberta
* farm women.. )
Theory development on the concept of- soCia}' isolation
wis limited. Studies of 1oneliness and . isolation. and~ of
’social networks provide most of the theonetical assumptions
related to social isolation. This review .of literature
fbegins with a presentatiOn of severai theoretical
assumptions made by researchers about social isolation.

The first assumption upon which research ‘is developed'
his,that there are certain identifiable grgups in soclety
Which are by nature isolated., )iResearchers in ‘this ‘area
~identify "at-risk" groups such as widows, elderly people

/
and people 1iving alone\t6/test out theories on  lbneliness
and iqolatiOn. Though not often studied farm women -‘are
frequently identified as an . "at—risk" group (Ireland 1983"
Kivett, 1978; Koski, 1982,‘ Wilkening, 1981). There is an
approach common to most studies: to ‘begin ~with 'é% group
.vpresumed'to be isolated; to place members of the group on

a measurenent_continunm to determine level of isolation or



loneliness; and = subsequently = to study . the sodial
‘1nteractlon or social network" characteristics of‘;these
‘ / ‘

subjecfs. The focus of these stuqies is to elther -develop

more reliablebmeasuresfbf isolation or to understand what

an ilsolated persoh is and does. The selection process for |

presumed lsolated groups is based on the principle that

social "isolation is experlienced mainly by people who 1live

alone or are alone most of the time.

| The second assumyéz;n apparent in the 11teratufe is
that everyone would describe or define isoiation the same
way and that the phenomenon of ‘isolation is eéSentiaily the

same experience for eferyone,A that everybne Is talking

 about the same phenomenon. There is a reézvfeakness in the

literature in the lack of Clear .definitions or agreemenf

upon 'any 'one_ definition of isolation. Some authors

differentiate between the concepts of loneliness, “and

isoiation, while others use them interchangeably. And

‘theoretical frameworks on which studles are based, ‘when -

“they are made explicit, vary widely. There is no agreement
about whether 1solation should be studied from a cognitive,

systemns . theory, t::fractive, ‘ psychodynamic or

phenomenologicai perspegtive, This makes 1t extremely

- \0 . .
‘difficultf%o compare studies except with respect to the

extent to which the researcher has developed 'a particular
theory.
A third assumption about social isolation that studies

appeatr to,supportlis_tnat one's state of lsolationvis best

S
.

~{
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defined or identified by an outside person, such as a
researcher.ﬁ It appearé that the individual's definition of
his own soclal situation |is not viewed as a reliable
indicator of isolation, and that 'his feelings ;eqdife
validatlon'through the use of a complei"measurement; such
as a scale, or by a.résearcher's assessment of fhe meaning
of soclial contact data. | '
Another assumption 1mplicit in the research 1is that
soclal isolation 1is multidimensidpgl:f that 1t has vboth

quality and quantity dimensions, b&£ that - the measurement

of one dimension can . be substitdted for the other in

‘identifying lsolated persons. Some isolation studies for

example-look only at freqﬁency oficoﬁ%act counts. Others
attempt to measure quality oflreldtloqshipSﬁ‘by collecting
reports of experiences of sﬁpport, cioseness, intimacy or
truq}., These reports largely measure the presence of these
reiationship,dimensions in an ihdivldual's life rather than

the quality of them., The quality and quantity measurements

of relationships are often polarized, rather than seen as

integrated, .interdependent dimensions of social

experiences.

Symbolic Interaction Framework

These aSSumptioﬁs found in these'approachés to studying
‘isolation all result from one ovéfsight: to ﬁse a
theoretical {frauework to gulde ' definition building,
measureme::t and analysis of isolation experiences.

Consistent adherence to one theoretical perspective might

¢

10
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farm women.

help to resolve the apparent confusion about what soclal

isolation is, who sheyld identify it, what dimension of (it
. . ™ " ' ,
is to be measured and what types of populations should be

studied. ,
-

With this 1in mind”'ihis’inquiry was developed using a

1

single theoretical peg pecfiye,isymbolic interactionism, to

guide all stages ofithu reSeéfch. . It is appropriate to

explain both this DR heorefical_ perspective . and . the

assumptions that de? op ifrom it Dbefore using this

N

perspective to loiéiaﬁxq,terature on social isolation and
H E"f"'}* : |

The symbolic interacéibn framework defines the world as

an arene of interacting personalities. Each person— has 'a

position in soclety defined by role expectations--imposed by

individuals with whom he interaCtsvand with soclety as a -

whole. These,rcle,expectafions- are also formed by the

individual, 1arge1y through »social interaction, The

interactive process- Is ongoling between individual family

and soclety., It faCilitates the development of identity

-

: : 1 .
"and of role making in a way that 'allows for change and

growth in both the individual and in soclety.
The social environment with which the  individual

interacts is seen as composed bf symbols, or common oOr

11

shared meanings'and values that guide the development ot .

role expectations and self-definition. In this symbolic

environme.:t, the meaning attached to the situation by the

L4

individual is most important, and one's ,perceptioh is a
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funcflon of éoclal interactions which have taken place
within that symbolic environment. One . learns, in
1nteraétion with others, both ﬁow'to classify objects with
which one comes in contact and ‘hmm one ié expected to
behave towards éhese objects (Stryqu, J968). Social
behaviour is the product of a role<making prdceés, that
begins wilth role expectations But 'devalops ‘throughf
interaction with others in many symbolic environments,
continually changiné bothi the fdrm and content of
interaction. - A fundamental - principle of .symbolic'
interaction theory 1is that it is out .of soclal
relationships that the self emerges '(Stryker,' 1968).
Interacfion_canngt bé fully u;derétbod by means of'external
abservation. It must be viewed 1in the éqnfext of  how the
particibants define one another in thé .social stimulus
situation.

Using this atheoreticalv approach, several‘ of ‘the
assumptions on which fhis researcﬁ is based can be
identified. The first assumption is that the indi?idual's
perception of her social situation is most meaﬁingful; The -
second assumption is that.assessment of s?cial interactions
should always be a measure of their quality as defined by
the particlpants.' And a final assumptionlis that one can

still define oneself as soclally isolated even when

‘interacting with others on a daily basls.

The .f,llowing review of literature 1s organlzed to

address the major gaps in theoretical knowiedge about

{

=)
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- 'soclal isolation. It is written <from the  symbolic
lnteractionist's point of view.v The diffefent;ation of
loneline;s‘and 1solation"concepts, a diécusslonA of the
connections made between farm women and soqial isolation, a
perspective on the’lssue of what and how to measure and
define isolation all lead to.the deveiopment of - a working

definition of soclal isolation for this study.

Loneliness versus Soclal Isolation

The term soclal isolation has been used to déscribe a
range of ppenomena from geographic;1solation‘(K1vett, 1978;
McGhee, 1984) to individual .alienation 1in high q&ensity
urban areas (éﬁ%cllfie & Crabbe, 1964; ¥Wellman et al,

1971)., Sdﬁe,authors use “the terms loneliness and soclal

isolation lnterchangéably, “as measures of  the same j

experience (Bahr & Garrétt; 1976; Grant, 1981; Kohl, -

1976; Kivett, 1978; Robinson, 1979)." Other researchdrs
point out the need to sepérate fhe expggiéhces of
lonelineég and soclal 1soi§t16n, claiming ioneliness to - be
an effect of sociél isolation. Bennett (1980), Pepiéu and
Periman (1982) and VWeiss (1973) see loneliness as a

separate condition from isolation, as. a psychdlogical state

bften resulting from being soclally isolated. Peplau and

Perlmad‘(1982) put it succinctly: "while being alone and

iy

being lonely are not synonymous, a deficliency in soclal
contacts is a key antecedent that can lead to 1loneliness"

(p.19). Further support for the difference between

A

isolation and loneliness is fourtd in a study by Servat (in

¥
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Hartoé etpal, 1980), who found no signifigant relationship
between the degree.of physical isolation from other people
énd the intensity Of.loneliness expériences (p.307). In
his research on loneliness, Weiss (1973) concludes that
"symptoms of.lonelihesg of‘soclal isolation resemblé‘ those

of loneliness of emotional 1sblgtlon: Each is marked by

restless | depressibn and -amorphous, unfocused

dissatisfaction" (p.148). The loneliness of social
isolation Welss also found to be dominated by '"boredom
: | . D€ ate

together with feelings of exclusion" (p.148). Weiss (1973)

feels that, "the prominence of boredom in" the loneliness of

soclal 1solation suggesté strongly . that we. require‘

participation in a community of our fellows to maintain our
investments in our tasks" (p.149).
Thé author views 1one11nesé as an effect or consequence

of social isolations Using symbolic interaction

!

perspective;_1solafhmr$mn be given a social explanation.

The individual defines herself as lonely or alienated as a

result of the social context in which: she finds herself.
The difference lies in the pred1¢tability of the experlience
of isolation versus that of loneliness. Isél?tion is not a

random phenomenon, it is a result of a pattérn of soctal

interactions. : The experlence of 1loneliness is less -

pfedictable, "because of the influence of personality

charécteristics; It could be categorized as a random

phenomenon, resulting from the pattérn of social

interactions, or as a result Qii'psych61ogical dispositionu

<

. —
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or other factors,

LoneI{ééss is not the only effect of social 1solatlion.
There ig st}ong support in research 1lliterature for the
belief that isolatign may be psychologically detrimental,

whether or  not 1loneliness is actually experienced or

1

~ ; ,
reported (Bennett, 198‘; Peplau & Perlman, 1982; Welss,

1973). Peplau and Perlman (1982) conclude from thelr
review of literature that soclél isolation 1% detrimental
to health and iife expectancy; Ross’ and Kedward (1976)
found that for elderly pedglg,.gociél isolation tends to
lead to institutional admission. Social network
researchers have found that lack of a good confidant \1is
assoclated with the presence of psychologiéal and 'physlcal
szmptoms in ;women, especially symptoms k£own  to be
dssoclated with depresslvéﬁillness (Miller & Ingham, 1976).
Steuve and derson’(1977) in a study of over nine hundred
Detroit men, EIaim "the nature - 6f personal relations
crucially affects poth\the ease with which people make
lifestyle transitions and thelr well-being at each stage in
the ¥ife course" (p.79).° ‘

Farm Women and Social Isolation

Hlstorians,"blographers and anthropologists provide

¥

accounts of farm women's experiences of soclial isolation

(Fairbanks & Suridberg, 1983; Jensen, 1981; Kohl, 1976;

-

Rabinson, 1979; Sachs, 1983). Alberta pioneer history is
-,‘rich with agcounts by wbmen of the ioneliness and hardships

" Isolation ‘brought to their 1lives (Fairbanks & Sundberg,
. Gr> ¥

<
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1953; Robinson, 1979). Fairbanks and Sundbgfé (1qs§)
claiﬁﬁ?thé'monofony of pLdneer life was infensifieq‘by‘ the
.isolatQOn o£ the prairie frontier" (p.72). Robinson (1979)
T ;épo;f£vthat in many‘cgses, educatéd woﬁen‘,were hired by
farmené‘*wiyes as ddﬁesxiés as much for édhpanionship ‘as
for dbﬁestic service (p.9). An Interhétional.‘Dry Farming
COngress in Lethbfidgémin 1912 expreséed a real concern'for
"the . stimulation 05 ;_5001a1u intercourse  in  rural

communities' (Robinson, 1979, p;25). A qcolumnist. for a

—

1917 editidn of the Farm'mahd' Ranch Review saw the

dévelopment of thé farm joﬁfngl's wonen's page as amieffort
to keep women in touch with eééh other and witﬁ tg; outside
world ;.. and‘ to relleve 'the' monotony of 1living to
themsélyes which tells on women's nerves" (Robinson, 1979,
p.33).." Several»writérs (Rébinson, 1979; _Tésaka, ‘1978;
Women of Unifarm; 1978) clélm that "the mbst important
impetué behind the formation of rurai wémen's organizéﬁions
- was not idéology‘but‘rather the isolation experienced by

women on ploneer homesteads" (Robinson, 1979, p.54).

AN L
TR

Unlike their husbands, few farm WOmen'had the qpportqnity
for social contacfs-fhrough their daily ﬁOrk (Kohl, 1976;
Robinsqn, 1979}“ Tasaka, 1978). Sachs (1983) claims that
’the'changé?in diviSibn of labour accof@ing to gender in the
192O's,-basedAon the increasing use ofatechﬁongY - iIn farmA
york, confinéd ‘women to the roles ofv housekeeper and

E&mother.A The United States Department of Agriculture

campaign to convince women of the satisfactlons these roles

[



would bring them and the concurrent .campalgn to dispell

myths about farm life creating mental illness reflect this

change (Sachs, 1979). This trend contributed significantly

tqyﬁhe growing dissatisfaction and feelings of isolation .

eip¥e3sed by-fdrm‘women (Jensen, . 1981, p.190). Eichler

(1983) - supports “the view' that housework, however
. R
1ndustr1a11z@d% has "led to a continuing soctal ‘isolation

1

of housewives" (p.175)»because of ‘the struct ral nature of

the homegworkplace.' These accounts are about the concern

17

for farm women expressing' feelings of fselétion ﬁs an -’

historical issue and they include :some attempts to explain.

ca agb of these feelings. It is difficult to determine how

much the historical experiences have influenced our present

beliefs about farm women.s 1ives, or to what. extent »t&e

historical reality 1spexperienced in modern farm life.

Recent studies on farm life and farm women - report

I 14 Cy

~ "isolation" and "social isolation"  as a 'problem
’ . . [

'Q(Bescher—Donelly & .Smith, 1981; Koski, ~ 1982; McGhee;

1984). _Several point to a gender difference ‘between’' men

and women in the experience of 1isolation,  that is
consistent with historical acCOunts: women seem to report

it more frequently‘than men. Only one Canhdian study by

T : — , , N
‘Grant (1981) dirdctly addresses the issue of soclal

1solation among rural women. Grant found that loneliness
(and soclal isolation were not "extreme problems among the
populaticn of exurbanite women" she studied in Halton

County) Ontario, Grant feels there was evidence to suggest
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that lack of integfation of 'newcomers 1nto the ’rural

[

/éohmgnity does create a.group of 1lonely exurbanité women

/" whose loneliness can be partially’gttributed to the move to

a rural area (Grant, 1981).

A recent concern expressed by researchers 1is the

'1ncreasing work commitments of farm women 'a$ they . become'

more involved in farm operations and employment dfi the
h Y ‘, .

farm to alleviate economic préssures  (Scholl, 1982;°

Wilkening, 1981). Part of this concern 1s that increased

work  demands cut men and women off from social contacts and
activities vital to their well-being. An opposing view is

presented in -McGhee's study (1984) which states ‘that

"limited empldymént oppoftunlties" (p.55) - méy be a

contributor to feelings-of isolation. Data from Kivett's

study (1978) show _that the amounf of vorgaﬁized soclal

activity, such as club meetings and- church, 1is . not

important to the frequency of: reported 1loneliness amoﬁg;

rural widows.
. ’ { N
One outstanding feature 0of recent research on farm life
is that social 4solation is not often defined or studied.

The'épount that isolation is experienced By contemporary

farm women, or the relationship between feelings of

isolation and other hardships or demand of this 1lifestyle

have not been examined. It is clear ffoﬁ a review -of
recent literature\thaf deSpite‘the‘closeness of immediate

family menbers gome farm women feel isolated. It is this

‘kind of 'isolétion “which this study 1is attempting to

18



identify and explain,

Friendships.

» The,group of interest in this study are women who 1live
in a family setting but who mayv still feel socially
isolated. To build a working definition from the concept

"deprivation of social contact #and content" (Bennett,

. / . )
1980), thls researcher will look at soclal contacts outside«

the family gropp. Farm then identify htheir friends as
lmpértant sources of emotional support, second only. to
theif‘spopses (Ireland, 1983). They clair that friends
because of théir relative objectivity, provide the most
éatisfying support. Some farm women ‘report that social
ré¢lations providéitheir hlghést,levéié.é}SSatlgfaétion (The
Canadian Council on .Rural Developménf; 1979). The
importance of fr;endships to women for ppth health and life
satisfacfion reasons 1Is supported by a number of
.researchers (Baruch et al, 1983; Candy " et al, 1981,
Davidson_& Packard, 1981; Jerrome)w 19§1f Kivett, 1978;
Miller & Ingham, ~1976; Turner, "’ 1581). - Bennett ‘(1980)
determfned that fof o;ggr women,“fhe_"presence:of a f?iend
may make the differeﬁce between 1hdepe§dent 1iving>_1n the

community and institutionalizétion" (p.2).

19

A}%?pugh friendéhips are sometimes reported by farm-
Vg : R

women to be more satisfying social relationships than those
shared with/kin or immediate family members, <friends "aré
seen less frequently (Ireland, 1983). Researchers have

p;pposed'and supported the idea that‘it is'ﬁhe quality of

’
'



relationships as well as the frequency .of contact that
people identify as impoftant in social relations (Kivett,
1978; Tolsdorf, 1976; Wellman et &1, 1971). The 1ssué‘6f
gquality in social relationships 1s consistent with the
théoretical construct. of 'syﬁbblic interactionism  that
descffbes "Quaiity of role enactment". In her friendship
role,‘a Womén is enacting a set of role eXpeétatidns that

make up her "social self"., Yet her social self is formed

by her interaction with significant. other people in her

iife. In symbolic lqteractiod terms; how a farm woman

defines her social situation, or her soclal 1isolation 1is .

|
"in large measure a function of what occurs 1in these
intimate 1nferactions".(Burr et al, 1979, p.49).
Social network research supports the concept  of

interaction between quality of felationship and definition

of social self. -Researchers of people's social networks in °

an urban Toronto study found that the ‘quality' of the
relationship betWeen friehds was strongly assoclated 'with
the provision of support. Fréquency of contéct was found
to be a nmore impoftant predictor of quality of relationship
thah'geographical proximity (Wellman et al, 1971). Kivett
(1978) found that the distinguishing factor between rural
widows who expressed féelings of ldnélihess'and those who
did not appéared to be a difference not in the quantity‘ of
" soclilal contacts but:rgthér in the quality of relationships.
Some »f the researéh findings can Dbe ekplained using

symbolic interaction theory: a friendship relationship

20
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* defines a soclal role fOrvboth participants. The additignj
of %riendship roles to tho%ﬁcﬂ?wife, mother, tarmer and
. employee 1nc}éases a woman's poslitive perceptions of role
enactment because of‘rewards_resulting froﬁ that enactment.
Rewards include enrichment of peﬁsonailty, ego
gratiiication, role privileges, overall status seéurity and
resources for 5oth status enhanéeﬁent and role:'berformance
(Burr et al, 1979, p.81). According to the "theory of
iﬁterpersonal competence" | success in friendships
" contributes to role . competence in other roles a woman
performs (Burr et él, 1979, p.61). |
The role of friendships in enhancing the quality of
women's 1lives in both farm and non-farm populations
suggests that friendship relatlonships  are an important
source of soclal éontéct and -content. Beprivatioﬁ_
expefienced in friendsﬁip contacts and contenf would, be a
reliable measure of feelings of ‘1solation;‘ Furthermore,
deprivation max-be felt more as a result of the perceived
anlity of the friendship relatidnship, which includes a
subjective evaluation of the adequady of amount of contact,

rather than as a result of actual contact time.

A Definition of Social Isolation

»

Bennett (1980) claims that "desp;te "the apparent
importance of 1isolation in studies, no direct complex
measurenent of it appears in largé—scale Survefsg (p;15).
He adds {nat isolation 1slﬁsua11y measured in én ad-hoc

way, such as a frequency of visits count or a participation
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count in a particular activity selected by the reseéfcher.
Bennett presents a number of _definitions of soclal
isolation developed over‘the years. Lundberg and Lawsing
(1949) for example wrote thaf "the qupletely 1solated
individual would bé one who was not chosen by anyane as an
assoclate in any of the activitles or relations of a
community" (Bennef;:"1980, p.10). Clausen and Kohn (1954)
conceptualized Avisélation' as tbe "attenuation of
- interpersonal relationships'" » and ?hey point out the
"difficulty in ascertaining what constlitutes sufficient
attenuation of 1hbéfpe£s6na1 relationshlpé to warrantnbeing
called isolation" (Bennett, 1980, p.11). Bennett (1980)
useé the constitution of roles as the basis‘ of his
définition of isolation. Thus, bécial isolation is defined
as '""the absense of speclific role relationships Mwhich aré
gepgrally'act1Vated’and sustalned through direct pérsonal
fac%{to face interaction" (Bennett, 1980,“ p.15). Beénett
1ncf&des iq his rolé' 1nvéntory orgénizatldns, cpildren,
siblihgs, friends, relatives, ﬁother,‘ father,,'spause and
job. ‘wg}ss (1973),¢1aims that '"any severe disruption"of 
soclal ralé is cabéble .of producing social 1isolation"
(p;145). ﬁémdefines soclal 1isolation as '"anything that
leads to .logsi of contact with those who share one's
concerns" (Weiss, 1973, p.145). Bahr and Garrett (1976)
define,isolatfhg and loneliness as one cohcept, They

}nclude in their measurement the number of errands and
|

/activities one does alone, the presence of close friends

f
i



and of confidants, the desire to know more nelighbours and
to have more contact with children and reports of frequency

of felt loneliness (Bahr & Garrett, 1976,1 p.22). Both

o
o NN
A

B?nnett (1980)4ahd Bahr and Garrett (1976) meption the need
tg iook at "voluntary" asgociations or contacts as’ opposed
to the involuntary, such és paying Dbills and redeiving
medical assi§%anqe. l

The similarity of all these definitions is the use  of
‘voluntary relationships with opPers as a central concept in
the definition. The main Wdifference 1s\ the framework
within whichirelationships are measured: through activity,
through role maintenance; tﬁrough interaction, or through
feelings about relationships. Oné of the factors missing
in these definitions, although wéakly lmpiied in some, is
the measure of quality of relationshipé. However, this
group of definitions provides this study with one
contrlbution‘that is cohspstent. in mdst reseérch: the
friendship.relationship or role 1s a reliable indicatoglror
measuring feelings of isolation,

Starting with the original concept of "deprLVation' of
soclal contact and content'" soclal isolatiqn can be quite
broadly defined. It can include a measure of frequency of
ail voluntary 1nteractioné with family, friends, relatives
and co-workers, participation in formal organizations, or
contacts ﬁade in the course of conduéting errands or family
business. It is not viewed as‘ a 'natural consequence of

T

physical or geographic 1isolation. It also may include



self-reported data on experlences of ioneliness, boredom or
quality of relationships shared with others. It may be a
sub jective measure dependent on the view Qf‘the respondent,
"or an objective measure, prescribed by the reéearcher.

In developing a definition of sécial isolation for
women living on farms, it is important to 1look at thelir
. life circumstances. Contact with hgsband and éhild;en
.living at home is a constant in fa;m women's lives,
although the quality of these Contacts ﬁay 'vafy /greatly
vamong yomen. Farm women‘report their friendships as being
very important to them, more important'than'their contacts
with kin and co-workers (Ireland,<1983), .For the majority
of farm womeh, work activity is still 1largely centred 1in
the home and on the farm (Ireland, 1983; McGhee, 1984).
Thelr participation in volunteer and community activities
is often an extension of family respohsibilities “or of
‘friendships (Kohl, 1976).

The reseérch on soclal networks, on - social 1isolation
and on friendships all support the 1ncluéion of the concépt

[

of particibation in the friendship role as: a. measure of

isolation. Both perceived adequacy of frédueﬁéy éf contact
and percelved quality 'of relationship .are ,lmportant
featureé of friendshlps suggested by previous research,
‘This researchér will |use thei symbolic 1interaction
perspective to create a working definition‘ of soclal

isolation. This perspective values the subject's

-definition of the situation, or perception of her own

24



social self. The working definition will centre on the
friendship‘role and measure the individual's pérception of
the adequacy of her amount of contact with friends, her
satisfaction with the overall quallity of her friendships
and her satisfaction with . the amount of Support she

recelives from her friends.

The definition of social 1solatipn for this research

is: "reported inadequacy of the number of contacts with.

one's friends; reported dissatisfaction with friendships;
qu_géported dissatisfaction with the support one recelves

from friends'.

ous resea:ch is inconclusive about the merits of a
i
conglomera

versus ,a multifaceted measure of soclal
. isolatiog. Because of the absence of direction 1in this
area, this research will use the thrée parts of the
definition of soclal isolation as three separate measures
of the concept, predicting that tﬁey are in fact measuring

différent aspects'of thé experience of soaial isolation,

Predicfors of Social Isolation

In thls research, the relationshi} between lifestyle
and feelings of isolation will be approached differently
fhan in previoﬁs studies. Farm women are not. assumed in
this study to be soclilally isolated. Nor are there aspects
of their lifestyle that one. can assume explain - reported
feelings of isolation. Rather than 1look ;t lifestyle
faétorg common to lsolated women, this étudy attempts to

identify prediétors of feelings of isolation for farm women

25
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as a group. The identification of predictors recognizes
the relationship between changing soclal circumstances and
feelings of 1solation. People feelgmone or less soclially
isolated at different times in thelr lives based on thelr

‘social circumstances, or patterns of social interactions..
And ERQ;e patterns changé as a - result of changes in '
lifestyle which result from changing patterns of
participation in public and private 1life activities.
Isolation is not a random phenomenon, but a direcf

rconsequence of meetiné one's sociai and other needs in both
private and public spheres. The predictors that could be
expected to be most Iimportant are those that define

lifestyle most explicitly. ‘These would include

participation in various work roles, in the parenting role,

and 1in an intimate relationship. "Other personal
. characteristics may also define 1lifestyle: one's age,
ey

one's childhood background, one's ability to handle stress
and to_feél in charge of one's own life. This discussion
will highlight thgse lifestyle factors as they are found in
recent llterature to proposeq?yem as potentlal predictors
of feelings of social isolation. |

Several researchers describe the présence of children
in the homeias»strong influence on the_ type of friendship
relationships a woman develops and maintgins (Hammer et ;l,
1982; Wellman et al., 1971)%jlﬁohkﬁs study (1976) reports

that the age of her children is a.situational factor that

influences a farm woman's choice of friends. The parentingé



{

demands assoclated with the presence of preschool children
restrict contact and provoke feelings of isolation.
School-age children are thought to expand the parents'

soclal networké‘by increasing their formal and informal

tigs In the community. There 1s evidence that child care

demands 1limit a woman's involvement in farm work, which
provides a way of ihteracting soclally with otﬁer adults
(Fassinger & Schwarzweller, 1982; Jones & Rosenﬁeld, 1981).
Kohl (1976) observes that as the children mature, the
woman's participation |in activities outside the home
changes. '""The mature womaﬁ can, 1f she so deslres; take a

greater part in soclal activities in the community which
1\ "

may not be directly tied to her children's. needs" (Kohl,

1976, p.62). - We do not know from existing research if farm
women do feel isolated when caring forv\preschool children
at home, or if these feelings change as children 1increase
the family's involvement 4in community activifies‘ and

organizations, The underlying consequence of presehce\kpf

'children in the home 1is the potential reﬁtrictions it

. N w . 4
'places on a woman's time for, and freedom to be with her

own friends., Whether these restrictions translate into
fkelings of social isolation will be determined by this
1nqu1ry:

* As women age, they become less involved in ’farm tasks
(Fassinger & Schwafzwellér, 1982; Jones & Rogenfeld, 1981,
Scholl, 1982), and they ” have fewer child care

responsibilities. McGhee (1984) suggests that young farm

27
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men and women feel éoc;ally isolated because of the heaQy
time commitments required‘ to get the farm entérprise
established. Kivett's research (1978) highlights  the
negative 1lmpact of loss of work demands on the older farm
woman: they feel more lonely. Kohl (1976) suggests thatﬁ
older women are freer to pursue socilal activities of thelir
own choosing. It is actually the consequenceé of age then
that influence feelings of isblation frqm friends. The}

consequences of youth are heavy work and child care demands

that restrict time . to Dbe “with friends; and Lthé

conégquences of aging are restriction or 1loss of activity

due to infirmity, or increased activity 'because of more
free time. It 1is not known whether age can reliably
predict feelings of isolation because of the underlying
consequences, \Age of farm women wlllb be‘ examined as a
potential predictor of soclal isolation in this study.

| Several authors suggest that women who»grew up on farmsb
have a greafer commitment to the farming lifestyle because -
they understand what it involves (Ireland, 1983; Pears%n,
1980; Sachs, 1983). Wilkenigg~ (1981) reportsbrthat faré
women tend to see farming more as a»way_of l1ife than as a
profit-making businéss. Farming background in childhood
describes a vsocialization‘”procesé/ that - includes the
learning and valuing of social relationship patterns; . The
relationship studied here is that between the results of

this socialization proéess and its influence on the woman's

current feelings of social isolation. It is not ‘knowna it
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women with a farming background perceive thelr ‘social
situation differently frém those who do not have a fagmin;
background., - Farming background in childhood 15 included in
this analysis as a potential predictor of f?ellngs of
isolation of Alberta farm women. &‘ «

Brlm (1974) suggests that what a person belleves about
her.soclal network is 11keiy to be an lmportanf determinant
of her psychological' state, regardless of the actual
condition of the soclal network, Tolsdorf (1976)
demoﬁstrates that a sense Qf mastefy in one's 1life greatly
‘affects the development of satisfyling and supportive
friendships and one's perception of the usefulness and
enjoymeht of personal relationships. Existihg researEh
dbes not\examine the relationship between one's feélings of
“maétery %nd feelings of isolation. ;However, if a sense of
mastery 1nfluences one%g perdgption of ‘personal
relationships, it may "also be a rellable .predictor of

percelved 1isolation, as measured by a ‘deprivation in

quality of some personal relationships. This study will

include the examination of mastery as a reliable ﬁredlctor‘

of feelings of soclal isolation.

-
—

The direction of causation between saclal network
‘characteristics, such as frequency of contact with friends

and qualify of rélationships, and psychological well-being

has become of increasing interest to researchers (Brim,
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1974;~Td¢sdorf, 1976). 1t has been shown that people who -

héve diffiéulty\'copihg with stress also have some

l.,



difficulty with f?&endehip relationships, but the question

‘as to which comes first has never been  answered (Brim,

1974;. Brim, Witcoff & Metzel, 1982; Finlayson, 1976;

@ ~
Lowenthal & Haven, 1968; Tolsdorf, 1976). In this study,

the question arises whether women who arer feeling symptoms

.of stress‘ will percelve their‘ contact with friends

differently than those who are not‘affected'by stress. It
is recognized that : the experience of stress 1is neariy

universal, but that individuals differ in thelr abillity to

.- ‘ { , :
deal with stressful' events. Individuals also differ ‘in

their abillty to share their problems with friends .or  to

* deal with friendship tensions._; It 1is--.the ~relationship

betweeé these two abilities that underiiesfihe examination
ef reported‘feelings of stress‘as a predxctof .0f feelings
of 1sola£ion. |

‘" McGhee (1984) claims in a sfhdy ofJOniario farm women
that there is airelationsth;between feelings of isolation
and the'limiteavavaiiability of off-farm employment. Yet

Scholl (1982) writes thaf women with -advanced education who

- ' , .
- seek outside)employment report decreased satisfaction with

farm 1life, partly becausegef decreased.involvement in farm
work. Which aspect of farm‘11fe is affected, or whether it
is a feeling abouf' the (11festy1e in general is not
explained. The‘question»remains whethef‘outside.empleyment
increeses the freguency aﬁd quality of social conteete for
farm women.‘ The second parﬁ!oi‘this question 1s whether

the number of hours of invélvement in off—;arm employment
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makés a difference, or whether it is'qust involvement per
se.. The symbolic interaction perspective on this question
would beythat identificatién with a fole, and its sallience
would increase with increasing co%mitment to 1it. ‘Wgether
the time devoted to the role 1s a feflect;on of ?ommitmént
is also debatable. f However, the num?gr of hours of
involyémen%\ in off-farm employment, because . of the

increased opportunity‘for soclial contact they provide, will

be examined as a predictor of feellings of soclal isolation

for farm women.

Other lifestylé factors inclu:“ ‘in this study are the
Qoman's feported satisfactions ‘'with hef‘ marital
relafionship and with he{ work roles. Her assessment of
the importance ofﬁvher two ﬁork\ roles, farm work and
fvolunfeer, are also part of fhis group of factors. Welss
(1973) identifies the-1one11ness associated with - isolation
as;‘précludingA an "amorphous‘ unfocuséd dissatisfaction"
(p.148). Dissatisfaction nay not onlyk be a result oﬁ
1solétion,_it could be a predictor. Ki;ett‘ (1978) uses

life satisfaction as _one measure of her construct of

emotional isolation (p.391). Steuve and Gerson °(1977) and,

Millef and Ingham (1976) argue that degree of soclal

iation predicts satisfaction. The important.question to
consider in this study is the extent to which feelings of
" satisfaction relaté to feelings of isolation in a

reciprocal rather than linear f;shionj is satisfaction a
L . , o .

A

condition for social contact or 'does 1isolation predict
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satisfaction?-
lRecoénizing this possibility, this‘researcher will test
fhe effect of satisfaction measures as predictors of soclal
isolation. The use of self—report§ of satisfaction s
' consistgnt with the éymbolic 1nterac£ion perspective
employed in this research. »The theqreticél assumption
underlyihg the presumed relationship between reporté -of
satisfaction in work roles and in the marital - relétionship
also comes from symbolic interactionism. The belief \is
that dissatisfaction experienced in ongvfole considered to
be impSrtant in life affects perceivéd satisfaction with
other valued roles. . ., Farm women will \identify
dissatisfaction with the friendship role 4if the marital
rdle or ja work role 1s a source of conflict and
dissatisfaction. This trend may 6ccur‘even if generai_life
satisfaction is repofteq. The‘research literature provides
some supﬁort for the 1ﬁfiﬁence of safisfactions resulting
fra;‘pafticipation ip\work and marital roles on feelings of
isolation. This'literature is’¥eviewed here. |
Satisfabtioﬁxﬁith the marital relafionship'tq any woman
who views her ébousal role as.‘an integral. part of her
identity. Farm women in Ireland's study ,(1983) identify
their spouses ag their most important sources of eﬁotional
. 4 . .
supp%gg;. TasaQZ (5978) reports a study by .Bloode and-wOlfe
that descrig%s 10Qer marital satisfaction scores on a
number of dimensions for farm wives than for urban wives.

J

Tasaka (1978) also quotes findings from an early study

B .
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(McVoy & Nelson, i940) that report "less satisfaction in
uarital and pefsonal,relations in farm families as compared
to nonfarm familles" (p.22).  The consequences of
dissatisfactioh“ﬁith the magitai/,relationship are',mofe
critical than tpe"éuidenéé4 of marital dissatisfaction.
. .
Because of the.importance of this primary 'relationship,
both to quality of life and to the functioning of the farm

\
enterprise, it is surprising so little has ~been studied

about the cbnsequences of 1low marriage satisfaction for

farming couples.‘ The theoretical approach of this research
is that dissatisfaction with marital relations will
1nf1uence the perception of other soclal relationships.
Marital dissatisfaction will colour the woman's view of her

1

'role competenoe7in other roles she performs. The type of

33

marital interaction she experiences will alver her social

identity as she defines it. Therefore level of marital

satisfaction wi’e analyze'd -as 'a predictor of soclal
isolation ae mea ed by participation in the friendship -
role.»'(,'ﬁ," )

A paft;cular issue is identified in the literature that
relates to marital satisfactiou. It is a farm woman's
satisfaction with the support she gets froh her husband for
her farm work., Woﬁen in the Concerned Farm Women etudy
(irelahd, 1983) reported that the .most rewardiﬁg thing

about farming was the . work they performed with thelr

husbauds and family (p;39). Farm labour involves a high

deé}eelof family interaction and opportunities for joint



decision-making. Wilkening and Bharadwa] (1967) found that

a - farm wife's involvement in farm work significantly

increéses her décision—making role in farm business

decisions. Yet support for women's "participation ‘Is not

always forthcoming. Some womeﬂ are frustrated by exclusion

from participation in the work of the farm "enterprise.

(Berkowifz & Perkins, 1984; Pearson, ;980; Sachs,. 1983).
Disagreement about a woﬁan's roié with respect to farm work
has been a source of stress er “many farm families
(BerkoWitz'& Hedlund, 1979; Berkowitz & Perkins, 1984;
Sachs, 1983). Part of a husband's support for é_ wsgan's
involvement in farm  work .is recognitipn~ of her
contribution., Symes ana harsden (1983) report that there
is too often a "casualisation" of the wife's contribution

to the family firm (p.239). Bescher-Donnelly and Smith

.(1981) also see lack of recognition for the roles they

perform as a mdjor issue for farm woﬁen. Hﬁsband's support
of his~wiie'§ farm work 1s one expression of the quality of
" the marital relationship. It is also a speéial type of
interaction where lack of recognition ar experiences of
cohflict would infiuence the woman'é definition of herself
and her rdle competence. These interaction dealing -with
woman's involvement in farm work must héve SOme effect on

the ‘woman's parti@ipation “in satisfying friendships.

Husband's support of his wife's farm work will be examined

as a predictor of feelings of social isolation in this

study. -
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Strqngly 1ihkéd to the conéept of hangpd's support for
her invoivemgnt in farm work, 1is the fa;m woman's own
lvaluing of farm Awﬁrk. One measure canhnot be studled
without thé other. Scholl ‘(1982) claims that numerous
studies have been done on the labour of farm women but few
have asked how they feel about farm work = and " the fewards
and importance it holds for them. Some women do not feel
" farm work is an important part of their lives, and prefér
not to do 1it. ‘Peafson (1980) claims her interviews of farm
women ''consistently suggest that a womah's self-image plays
arkey role in determining hefﬁattitude toward farm work"
(p.184). * Pearson's (1980) analysis is that differences . in
éttitudes tdwafd farm work mayjbé "linked directly  to -the
.sex role definitions with which iwomen most closely
identify" (p.176). Pearson (1980) adds\ that women who
value farm work do not "agonize over the limftations farm
\work‘imposes on thei; performance in more traditional
‘spheres of activityi ﬁdme, church, school éhd community"
(p.176), hence they are 1less 1likely to .feel sociélly
isolated. Because of ité relationship to .megsﬁrements' of
satisfactlon wi{h thé spousal relationship and 4also 1its
potential,direcfvimpact on feelings of social isplation,F
.the concept 'importance of farm.work' will be analyZed as a
predictor variable in this study. ‘ M
Studies on farm women have one common theme: most farm

women éarry a heavy work load. Current research highlights

the triad of work roles performed by mafy farm wives: in



the home, on the farm and in off-farm employment (Huffman,

1976; Ireland, 1983; Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981; Koski, 1982;

Light, 1984; Maret & Chenoweth, 1979; McGhee,.1984; Scholl, .

1982; Scholl, 1983b; The Council on Rural Development,
1979; Wilkening, 1981). One significant work role is often
overlooked. Many farm women contributé many hours each
year to volunteér-se?vice in the community. For many,
their participétion in organized soclal groups, “"many of
which are serviceuoriented,‘bécomes the mdst common way to
develop and maintain friendship ties (Kohl, 1978, p.42).

Koski (1982) reports in ‘the National Farmers Union
Study_thaf farm womén ranked highest on satisfaction scales
the farm tasks they performed. Farm womeh in Ontario
(Ireland, 1983) considered their éontribdtlogs to the farm
the“ ork they were doing" (p.49). Coughenaur and Swanson
(1983) also report that "farming is considered a desireable
and pleasureable dctivity by those who practice 1it" (p.%S).
Scholl (1982) reports thaﬁ wohenl who x seek outside
employment decrease their farm work invblveménf and lfeport
decreased satisfaction witﬁ farm life. She did not meésure
their satisfaction with their bffAIarm emplo&ment.

Women's identification of the importanée of household
work to the farm enterprise and the personal satisfactiéns
this work brings is well documented (Coward & Smith, 1981;
Ireland, 1983; Jevre, 1984; Jones & Rosenfeld, 1981;

McGhee, 1984; Scholl, 1982; Scholl,’ 1983b). This

1
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1mpg;tant and stated they "derived great satlsfaction from |
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»

pheqomepon 1s consistent with the satisfactions reported by

urban women about their household work and childcare duties

(Baruch et al., 1983). Farm women studigd also rate their

volunteer work as important in Qheir lives (Ireiénd” -1983;
. o

'McGhee, 1984). Whether it is important becausefof the work

itself or the social 1ntera6tion it provides has not been

determined. Accounts of pioneer women's work roles relate

that ®* some farm women found thelr responsibilities as

"useful buffers between themselves and the 1loneliness of

the frontier, while others appreciated the freedom and

opportunitf resulting from their work" (Fairbanks &
Sundberg, 1983, p.86). Farm women in ‘Alberta have been
active Iin soclal reform activities throughout the century
beéause of the opportunities for social interaction and
involvement that this tybe of volunteer work éntails
(Robinson, 1979; .Tasaka, 1978). |

* The modern image of farm women shared by the géﬁeral
population ié that of hoﬁsewife who decides to work off the
farm when economics démand it 6rw when she gets 1onely.
This study recognizes the farq woman's four wprk ‘roles:
household work, farm work, vblunteer work and off-férm
- employment. Two of the roles wusually obser®ed in the
modern farm woman 1magé, that of farm’worker and community
volunteer have been included in this analysis in terms 6f
roler sallence and satisfaction with thé work of that role

as réported by the farm woman, The theoretical assumption

is that both the 1mpqrtance of ‘these roles and "the
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experiences of satisfactlion they bring are important to the
social identity of the farm woman. Théy also provide her
with special types of soclal 1interactions different from
. those occuring in household work and off-farm employment.
These interactions contribute to her feelings of role

competence, and to her perception of her social situation.

They therefore should predict her feelings ' of social

isolation,

Thes special feelings farm women have for thelir

household role may similarly have significant impact on
. thelr social-self definition and their partic;pation in
friendships.

Off-farm employment 1is seen as a new role for farm
women, when actually it has been a phenomenoh occuring
throughout farming history in Alberta (Robinson, 1984),
Never before however have so many farm women been 'emplbyed
either part-time or full-time off the farm (Light, 1984).
The increase in involvement in off—farm ‘labour may be a
direct consequence of economic é%nditions. vamay also be
an attémbt by <farm women .to deal with some of thelir
feelings of socilal 1solation. Satisfaction felt in
performing this work role will be analyzed.aé‘a prediéttor
of'feelings of social 1solation;

The final measure of 1life .satisfaction particularly
relevant to farm Qomen is an assessment of feelings about
farming as a way of life. Wilkening (1981) suggests that

farm women tend to see farming more as a way of 1life than
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as just a business. This feflects thelr heavy commitment
to thelr multiple work roles that keep the enterprise
operatlional (Scholl, 1983b). Farm life means work for most
farm women but it also means other things. The contact
with nature, the independence, family togetherness, open
spaces and privacy are all reasons clted %or satisfaction
with the farm lifestyle both historically and in nmodern
contexts (Binnie-Clark, 1979; Ireland, 1983; Jeﬁsen, 1981;
Jevne, 1984; McGhee, 1984; Meyers & Pitzer, 1984; Pégrson,
1980; Sachs, 1983; Wilkening, 1981). |

The modern farm family faées many econoﬁic stresses
that make farming a less than ideai'way to make a 1living
(Rosenblatt & Keller, 1983). Yet many families hang on to
thisvway‘of life and endure economic hardships to receive
other satisfaﬁtions. It is possible that these other
satisfactions associated with  the farming lifeStyle
contribute rewards to role enactment\that alter a farmer's
perception of her social situation and of herself,. The
- farming lifestyle may provide a symbolic environment in
"which the meaning and value of social contact and content
is different. 1In this inquiry, a farm woman's satisfaction

with farming as a way of 1life will be measured as a

predictor of three separate measures of social isolation,
\,
R
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Hypotheses

1. Soclal Isolation

1.1. Most farm women in the sample will not reporg feellings
of social isolation as medsured by percelived adequacy
of amount of contact with friends.

1.2, Most farm women in the sample will not report
satisfaction with their friendships: they feel
soclally isolated. ’

1.3. Most farm women Iin the sample will not report
satisfactlon with a measure of support .they recei?e

“from thelr friends: they feel soclally isolated.

2. Predictors of Social Isolation .

2.1, There are no lifestyle‘factorsf@hich predict feellngs
of soclal isolation in this sample of Alberta farﬁ
women as measured by percéived”adequacy of amount of
contact with friends. -

2,2. There are no }1festyie factors which predict feelings
of social isolation in this sample of Alberta farm
women as measured by reported satisfaction with
friendships. )

2.3. Thére are no lifestyle factors which pfedict feelings

| of social isolation in this sample of Alberta farm

women as measured by reported sati%iaétion with

friends' help to cope with tenslons. o
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Lifestyle Factors: -

age |

farm background

feelings of mastery

feellngs of -stress

parenting role

off-farm employment

satisfaction with off-fafm employment
marital satisfaction

importance of farm work

satisfaction with farm work
satisfaction with support from husband for farm work
satlisfaction with household work |
satisfaction with farming lifestyle
importance of volunteer work

satisfaction with volunteer work
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CHAPTER I1II
RESEARCH DESIGN

Population

This study 1s conducted as part of a larger research

projeét, A Study of Alberta Farmers, developed' by two
faculty members, Drs. Maryanne Dbherty and Norah Keatling,
i

of fhe Faculty of Home Economics, University of Alberta. 5‘

Study of Alberta Farmers is funded by the Agricultural

Research Council of Alberta through the Farming for the
Future research grant pregrem. The population identified
for the project was Alberta grain and oil seed farﬁersﬁ who
are bofh farm ownefs and operators. The farmers receive at
- least fifty:one percent of their farm income \from crop
sales and own a farm which is at least twenty acres in
size,

Sample -

Two stratified rendom samples of‘ fifteen hundred
households wefe drawn for the study from a population of
44,227 grain farm households by Statistice Canada. The
,_sample is ”stratified by region, following eight crop
regions designated by Alberta Agriculture. The sample
group was identified using(‘1981 census data. The
researchers are unaware of the identities of members of the
sample group: a maliled survey questionalre was sent
directly freg%the Statistics Canada regional office. - The
first sampleléroup received the survey in November 1984,

and the second'sample surveys were sent by mail iﬂ January,

42



1985.

The study presented in this thesis, Social Isolation of

Alberta Farm Women, uses a subsample of the larger study, A

S%udz,of Alberta Farmers. It is composed of adult females

in farm households who reside on the farm and,whd completed
a questionnaire. ' .

Survey Instrument

A Study of Alberta Farmers rééearchers developed three

questionnaires with a total of 142 1tems centering on the
areas of farm families' work, theilr <feelings about their
work and expériencés of stress. The quéstlonnaire was
developed after extensive study of literature. During the

e velopment of the instrument, the researchers compared
1 ‘ Q

<

estions to those ésked by researchers in similarﬂstudies.
,;?4Many of the measures used in Athis 1n;trument, while
based on concepts that have beén used preé@ously, have'
nevér been used in thelr present form. ' To establiq.t face
'v\alidity, drafts of the questionnaire wére shared awith
- knowledgeable people in the vfields of survey research,
rural sociologyband home economics., ~They provided advice
on f%fmat of the questidnnaires and the contént of
questions. ‘Drafts of the questionnaireé were also used lﬁ
pilot tests with three groups of farm men and . women. ° A
Aprinclpal researcher was‘in attendance to answer questions
and recelve feedback about the questionnaires. Both these

consultation steps 1increase the probability that the

questions measure what they are intended to measure and
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. . o
helped to establish face validity.

Since the 1nstrument is 1arge1y original in format and
content, no measures of reliability are gvailable for the

items included. Reliability tests for_'scales 'meaéuring

,épecific constructs, such as streés and mastery, ‘were not

e

B

carried out. Previous researchers w+had .established' both

reliability and validity for the mastery scale (Pearlin et
al, 1981).

The focl of A Study of Alberta Farmers are the

"workloads, both farm and off-farm, of both the farm

operator . and “th spouSe; the economic and personal

N . . - L - . (S
stresses resultijg from the démands of production.and from
- S *

fheirjlifeStyle; and .the roles that friends and spouse

have in supportiné that lifestyle.

The survey instrument consists of three parts: a.

questionnaireﬂfor the male head of the farm household; an

1dent1c&1 questionnaire for the female head of the

household°= and a questianaﬂre on farm “size, activity,

ownershlp, fin%Ccing and employees to be completed by the

\!"

farm owner. This provided four possible units_ ofr analysis

4 o w
-for the study: the farming couple,‘tne farm aner‘ (when

~different from members of the farming couple), the farm

man, and the farm ﬁg%en.

The package received by each farm household included

the survey instrﬁment, a letter of intreduction explalning

the study, an instruction sheet, a stamped self-addressed

~ " ’ .
envelope, and a postcard %or requesting study results%\%
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A reminder postcard was mailed to a%& recipients of

.surveys three weeks following *»the initial mailihg fQ

encourage more questionnaires 'to be returned.' The malled

survey method of distribution was selected to allow

researchers to draw a truly representative and largeKSample

from a geographically wide-spread population.

Measurement

Dependent Variables

. response patterns result.

The'concept of feelings of social isolation is measdreq

in three ways. This mul%iple measurement is :éuggested by'

45

the experience of previous researchers: the measure of

quality in soclial relationships, while bélng a more

rellable indigator of isolation, 1is aisg/;:;e complex., The

assumption here is that various measures of quality may
differ. So each of the three measures dis treated as a

separate dependent variable to see if similar or different
. . . ;ﬁ%.

|

The measures of social isolation are created using the
construct '""contact with friends"™, as explained 1in the

theoretical review. The specific gquestions which assess

quality aspects of contact with friends are:
551, Do you see your friends as often as you would like?

2. Overall how satisfied are you with your friendships?

3. Overall how satisfied are you with the way your friends

help you cope with your tensions?

o

Question one is desligned to measure percélved adequacy

of amount of contact with friends. It is a self-report
B . ’

& ‘
)
¢ ) - i
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dichotomous (yes/no) response that reflects a feeling about
frequency of contact, or perception of it, as opposed to a
measure ofkself—reported‘ frequency of contact, sucnﬁ as
number of visits or phone calls per week. As a measure of
perception, it reflects’ the ffamework of this study: that
the meaning of the situation, as defined by.the respondent,

is more important than meaning attached by - the researcher

———

B2

self-reported data freflect. a personal - attaghment of
meaning. This framework of symbolic interaction fecognizes
thesunique context within which each individual lives. A
woman's definition’of her situation is more appropriate a
measurement of feelings of isolation than a description of

the circumstances from which she develops her definition.

Questions two and three»measure the quality of- content,

/6Z/friendships as perceived by farm women, Thef constructSm;

tof feeling satisfied with friendships and perceived supp

(LTI,

from;friends, in this case specifically defined as helﬁ
cope with tensions, 'are developed in previous research

(Candy, Troll: & Le&% 1981; Davidson & Packard, 1981;
. : e .
Finlayson, 1976; Kivett, 1978; Tolsdorf, 1976). .. The

o

point Likert-type scale, ranging .from "very unsatisfied" to

"very satisfied". They will be analyzed as two separate

dependent variables.

to self—reported'quantifiable facts, recognizing that all.
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Independent Variables

The independent variables, or predictor varlables, have
been selected based on a review of existing research. Tﬁg§
include measures that describe a woman's personal
characteristics such as age, farm backgronndT;Aparenting
role and.ennleyment status. They include her seif—report
answefskon botn Ja saress scale and a mastery scale.
Satisfaction var%ables are self-reported feelings of
‘%atisfaction~abeut the marital relationsip, work roles and
‘,}farming as a way of 1ife. 'Tnis group of varianles includes
an item on the importance of farm wofk and one on the
impprtadce of volunteer work to the farm\woman.

The stress scale and the mastery scale are pre-tested
rellable scales that result in a feingle cumulative score
for these coﬁéepts. All other in{ ?ndent"nvariables .are
single question items on the queetieneire. Some,411ke age
of)respondent and whether she grew up on a bfarm, -are
responees Pofaimect questions, Others,.'such as everage
hours bf off—farm employmen% per month énggparenting role,
are calculeted nsing questionnaire data; | Parenting’ role

for example is determined by the age of the youngest child

still living .at honegffkll satisfaction variable. responses

and the . imporfance of farm work  and volunteer work

responses are recorded on Likert-type scales by the

respondent. ' s/
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"off-farm employment

Summary
Depeqdébt,variables:

1. perceived adequacy‘of amount of contact with friends
(Do you see your friends as often as Qeu would }ike?)

2. satisfaction with friendships | o |
(Overall how satiefied are you with your»friendships?)

3. satisfaction with sﬁppnrt from friends |
(Overell how satisfied are you with the way‘your friends

D,
help you cope with your tensions?)

Independent variables: , ‘ o ' -
age ‘ = (How o0ld are you?)
farm background - (Did you grdw up on a farm?)

feelings of nastery (7 question scale: see Appendix)

feelings of stress

(11 question scale: see Appendix)

parenting role - (Please complete the following
' information about your children:
sex, age, living at home?)

(Fbr each monthbgive the nunber of
hours in which you did paid off-farnm
work. )

’ et .
marital'satisfaction—V(Overallnﬁhow satisfied are
you with¥ your marriage?)

f

satisfaction with (How much personal

off-farm employment satisfaction did you

: - recelive from your off-farm
‘paid work?)

o

importance of farm (How important to you is

"work your farm work?)
satisfaction ~ (How much personal
with farm work satisfaction do you receive

from your farm work?)

satisfaction with (How satisfied are you with
farming lifestyle farming as a way of life?)
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satisfaction with - (How satisfied are you with

support from the amount of support or

husband for farm understanding your spouse

work gives you 1in regard to your
farm work?)

satisfaction with ~ (How much personal satisfaction

household work do you recelve from your

household work?)

importance of - (How important to you is

volunteer work your volunteer work?)
satisfaction with - (How much persqnal .
volunteer work satisfactiog do you receive

from your vdlunteer work?)

Data Analysis

Frequency.distributions for the three measures of the
'dependént variable, social isolation, will bve calculated to
.determine 1f Alberta farm women feel sociali& isolated.

The relationship between the dependént. varlables . and

the predictor or independent variables will bpe analyzed

using a sStepwise multiple regression technique. This

me thod 'will determine the relative importance of
independenf variables in predicting sqcial isolation. - 1t
will also detefmine- 1f the effects of ?wd or more
independent variables are additive ‘for this particular
sample, |
Multiple regression technique is a descriptive tool by
which the linear dependence of one ‘varyabie (satisfaction
wifh frigndships or satisfaction with §}equéncy of contact

with friends) on - others (11festyle factors and other

satisfactions) is summarized. It allows for degetion of

independent variables that do not contribute substantially
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to prediétion accuracy once certa;n independent variables

- are included. The main focus of this analysis is the

measurement of overall dépendence of a variable on a set of

other varlables and examination of the relafionshlp between
Q ‘

each depehdent variable and a particular 1n&ependent

-variable. The aim of this analysis is to develop a new

understahding-about the factors which gontribufe to farm

women's 1solation.

s
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CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS

This chapter reports the demographic characteristics of

the sample. Results are vpresented in answer to each
research question: frequency distributions to show 1if
Alberta farm women <feel .soclally 1isolated; ~ and some

correlational data and results of the multiple regression
analysls to determine predictors of lsoLgtiOn for the
sample group.

Sample Characteristics

The sample group was selected by Aincluding only the
adult females who responded to the questionnaire and who

also reported thaththey lived on the farm. The response

" rate for all farm women was 11%. This resulted in a final

samnple for this stud& of two hundred and eighty-eight (288)
women living on grain farms in Alberta. |

The mean size of farms for this sample based on “acres
’6Whed is 743.78 écres, and the avefage net farm income is
$22,272 ¢ |
| The mean age of the wphen in the sample group 1is 42
- years (Table I).. Ninety~five percent of the women are
married (Table II). Eighty-five percent of the sample have
senlor high school education or better (Table IIi).
Sixty—six percent of the respondents grew up onk farms
(Table 1IV). | |

Sixty-six percent of the sample report having children

age twenty-four gunder l.t;_vingwat home (Table V). Mean
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number of children per woman is 2.9 (Table VI).
Thirty-four percent df the respondents repdrt they do
off-farm pald work, and for those reporting income from
this work,“the mean gross lncome is $8,204.

Average hours per month devoted to each work role:

farm work, household work, off-farm paid work and volunteer

work, 1s found in Table VII. ‘ *
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Table I

Age of Farm Women

Age in Years Frequency Percent
20-30 49 17.0
31-40 92 32.0
41-50 ‘ 75 26.0
51-60 46 16.0
61-70 o s 23 “ 8.0
71-80 3 1.0
Total 788 700.0

mean age = 42 years

Table 1I

Marital Status ¢

Marital Status Frequency Percent
Maffieq 276 . 95.8
Commen Law ‘ 3 1.0
ﬁéver Married . 0 0.0
Widowed 7 2.;
éeparated' 1 0.4
Divorced ' 1 0.4

Total ' ' 288 100.0
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Table III

Education Level Achieved:

|
Level Achieved '~ Frequency Percent
Elementary 9 3.2
Junior High 32 11,2 Sy ,
,
Senior High 132 46.3 '
Technical/Vocational 74 26.0

University Degree

(undergraduate) 27 9.5
University Degree _;
(graduate) 11 3.8
Total ' 285 100.0

)

Table IV

Farming History

Frequency Percent

Grew up on a farm 190 ’ 66.0

Other background 98 34.0

Total 788 ' 100.0




Table V -~
Age of youngest child living
at home
Age of youngest child N % of respondents
0-5 64 - 33.9’ ,
6-12 "7 59 ‘ 31.2 °
13-18 54 28.6
19-24 12 ' 6.3
Total , 189 ‘ 100.0
Table VI

‘ Number of ¢ {ldren

Number Frequency
0 19
1 31
2 7T 26.7
3 72 25.0
4 56 19.4
5 13 4.5
6 9 3.1
7 2 0.7
8 3 1.1
9 3 1.7 .
10 2 0.7
11 0 0.0
12 1 0.3
Total - 288 100.0

mean number of children 2.9



Table VII

Time in Work Roles

Work type N % Average hours
of sample per month
",
W

-Farm Work 5&6 85.4 55,8
Household-Work 248 86.1 295.5
Off-farm paid work 97 33.7 66.9
Voluntdér work 173 60.1 12.6
Total 288 100.0
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Answers to Research Questions

1. Do Alberta farm women Teel soclally isolated?

Three hypotheses were formulated to addresé this
qﬁ%stion.
s
Hypothesis 1.1: lMfost farm women in the sample will not
report feelings of social _isolation as measured by
percéived adequacy of amount of contact with friends.
Resulté: In respdnse to the survey question:
Do yau see your friends as often as you would like?
56.3% of the respondents reported "no"
43i7% of the respondents reported "yes" (N=288)
The frequency distflbution shows £hat ;he ma jority
of the women do report social isolation as neasured
by perceived’adequacy of amount of contact with
friends.

Hypothesis 1.1 is rejected based on hese data.

¥

Hypothegis 1.2, | Most farm women in the sample will not
rg%ort satisfaction with théir friendships: they feel
soclally isolated. ‘

Results: Responses to the question "Overall how
satisfied are you with \your friendships?" showed

the distribution:



s

v

chaQé value Percent
Very unsatisfied = - 1 L2.7]
2 . 3.8 n=288
S;tisfied "_ 3 18.1 |
| A 39.6
Very satisfied 5 ‘ "~ 35.8

mean scale response=4.0

X

sglhe distribution ,of responses on the  scale
demonstrate that nmost farm women (93.5%) feel

, Satisfied to some ﬁegreéﬂ about their friendships;

. The level of reported o?erall satisfaction with

socially isolated.
Hypothesis 1.2 is rejected based oh these résults.

~

BN

Hypothesis 1.3: lost *farm women in vthe sample . will no®

~."reporf'satisfaction with a measure' of support they
receive from their. friends: 'théy feel -sdcially

isolated.

Results: Responses to the question '"Overall how

satisfied are You with the way your friends help you.

- cope with your tensions?" had the distribution:



\
Scale:value . Percenf
Not applicable 0 | 7.0
Very unsatisfied . 1 2.5 n=285
2 8.1
o
3 | 25. 3
4 32.6  «
-Very satisfied 5 24.6

]

.
mean scale response=3.,5

Most farm women (82.5%) report satisfaction With the

way thelr friends help them tb cope -with 'their
tensions. This report of satisfaction with -support
from friends shows tnese women do not feel soclally
visolated. - ‘i,*_ L . '
Hypothesisrl.Swis r%jected based on these data(

If the question on perceived adequacy of contact with

frlends was the only measure of social isolation, one might

conclude that 56.3% of the sample do in fact feel 1solated

59
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But the high level of overall satisfaction with friendships

and the degree of satisfaction reported for friends'

‘support far outweigh the\ concerns about adequacy of
/
contact., The answer to the research questiog "Do Alberta

farm women feel socially' isolated?" s that overall,:

"conslidering the responses to all three questions, this

-

group of Alberta farm - women does not feel soclally
isolated, although 56.5% of fhe group reported they do not

see- their ‘friends as often as they would like.

lx.'-,_
A .

L
L,
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2, Are there specific lifestyle factors or experiences that
: R

reliably predict feelings of isolation for Alberta farm

- 4 N -

1 ¥
women? :

e | (

Three hypotneses were deveIOped to address this question.

Hypothesis 2.1: There are no 1lifestyle factors which
predict feelings of social isolation in this sample of
Alberta farm women as measured by perceived adequacy’of
amount of contact with ‘friends.

G

‘Results: Results of the stepwise nmultiple

regression analysis showed no significant predictors

. of feelings of isolation as measured by perceivel@ﬁ's

&') ?

adequacy of amount of contact with friends.
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 Hypothesis 2,1 was not geJeCEed based on the results

-~

of this analysis.

Hypothesis 2.2: There are no lifestyle facforsi'which

predict feelings of social isolation in this sample of

Alberta farm women as measured by reported satisfaction

. b
with friendships. 3 ) )
nResults: Results ~of the stepwise multiplepf'

regression analysis showed one significant predictor

of feelings of 4solation as measured by reported-

satisfaction with friendships, This predictor is

marital Satisfaction. Results are presented ‘in
| T ’ ¥ o

Figureil.;

f

!



Figure .1 .

-
v

Step-wise Multiple'RegressionlAdaLysis:
overall satisfactlion with friendships
i as a dependent variable’

satisfaction with . 407

; Overall
marital relationship . satisfaction
' with L
friendships
%
* R* = .166

These results -use the beta weights: (normalized
regression coefficients) from multiple regression
equations in which satisfaction with friendships 1is
the dependent variable and all lifestyle factors and
satisfaction measures are independent variables.

The’ Values of the beta weights represent the

fraction of the change in standard deviations of the

dependent variables attributable to each of the
~~ independent variables 1listed when all other

independentsvariables are held constant.

R? is. the estimate of amount of variance shared by

the- variables. .

”

Hypothesis 2.2 is rejected based on these results.

Hypothesis 2.3: There are no lifestyle factors which

predict feelings of social isoiation An this sample of .

Alberta farm women as measured by reported satisfaction -

3

with friends' help to cope with ‘tensions.

RYEES
t

Results:‘ Stepwise“multiple 5regression anai&sis

<7

» revealed no significant predictors 'of-'feelingS' of

ani @@Cial isolation ~'as  measured by geborted

[N
3

“vtensions.

'ﬁ% 'satisfaction‘ with friends' help to eope”/ ﬁith'
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Hypothesis 2.3 is nét rejected on the basis of these
‘$1nd1ng§.

Thé‘answef‘to the research question '"Are there specific
lifésfylé factors or experiences that reliably predict
feelings of social isolation for Alberta farm women?" is
that there is one lifestyle factor, marital satisfaction,
which predicts .feelings of 1solation as -measured by
reported‘ovérall satisfaction with friendships.

Significant Correlations

The Pearson product  correlations between each
independent variable and-. dependent Vafiable ~show some
relationships between variables which did not appear in the
step-wise muitipie regression analysis. The correlations
with coefficients higher than r=.13 are presented in Table
VIIIvin,Appehdix B,.'§qtiéfact10n with farming as a way of
life in associatigh ”wafh overall | satisfactiop with
"friendships (r=.3258) was the'only significant cprrelatioﬁ

:which did not appear in multiple regreéssion analysis as a

predictor of social isolation. %G-Q

-

A . Test for Reciprocal éausation

, : )
A separate step-wise multiple regression analysis was

conducted to address the possibility that dependent and
indépendent variables measuring satisfaétion were locked
into a relationship of reciprocal causation.. It was felt
‘by the‘researcher that satisfaction with farming.as a way

of 1life may be a wuseful conglomerate measure of 1life

satisfactions to test as.a potential latent variable in the
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relationship  between 1life safisfaction measures - and
satisfaction with friendshlips. This assumption was basged
on the rationale that women on farms identify marital

relations and work roles as major componehts of their way
a0
of life. Thus satisfaction in one or more of 'these

s W

| e
components should predict satisfaction with farmin@"@é a
, , v

©

way of 1life. If the predictors that emerge fiﬁ “this

analysls are different than those that péedicta social
isolation as measured by satisfaction ﬁith friendshlips, the
conclusion can be made-that reciprocal causation, or the
possibility that independent variables and depéndent
variables Were‘ tapping the same general feelipgs, of
satisfaction, is not an issue in this study. 'Tﬁé reéults
presénted in Figures 2 and 3 (Appendix B) ‘show that
reciprocal ,causation 1is not necessarily occuring for

meaéures of'satisfactlon reported by this sample group.
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

CHAPTER V

The purpose of this study was to develop a definition C

~of social isolation; to determine if Alberta farm women

feel socially isolated; and to analyze the influence of

~various lifestyle factors on measurés of feelings of social -

isolation. This research was conducted from a symboiic
interaction perspective that views the individual's
perception and definitlon‘of the situation as nore'relevant
than an objective measore or outsidér's observation, JThe
resulté included characteristics of the sample group;\
distributions showing frequencies of reported -feelings of
isolation; and results of a multiple‘ regression analysis
to determine predictors of social isolation. This chapter
presents a dlscussloﬁ on the major findings' and some of
thelir 1mplications. It also suggests some directions for

future research.

Sample Characteristlcs ‘ . -

This study's sample represents a broad croso;oéction of
adult women 11v1ng'on grain farms in seve; reéions of'
Alberta. There ig a wide variance 15 oge! "and 1n‘ family
and work careers among the women in the sample group.
Whether they are truly reoresentative of the population the
research wa§ deshgned to.-study 'is influenced by severamﬁ;

11m1tat10ns§. One>is the use of a mailed self report survey

for data collection, whioh usually means only those people

ost motivated to reply completeu tg“"qu stionnaire., 7The

yyyyy

. ; s;?*:



low return rate may also be a result of” difficulties 1in
understanding and compieting the ques%iénnaire, or 1its
¥ngth. | The sample groug had a hlgher than average
education 1level compared to the geheral population,. Both
the education level of the women and the motivational
factors invoived in participating in the sfudy could 1lead
one to conclude that the group was on tﬁe whole{ above
average relative to the population from which it was drawn.
In a study of social isolation, however, this finding
strengthens'confidence in the results, particularly with

respect to ‘the. predictors of social isolation,

Angger§“to Research‘Questions
1. Feelings of Social Isblation

All three hypotheses aboﬁt fard women's feelings of
soclal isolation were rejected based on the findings of
this study. The majority (56.3%) of the sample group felt
that they do not see their friends as often as they would
like. Tﬁe two measures of satisfaction with friendships
were fairly high for the group (means of 4.0 and 3.5 on a
fi?e—boint Likert-type scale). Therefore most sample
members,dq ﬁbt feel isolated, . although most farm = women
wbuld like to see ‘their friends more often. The response
to the research question "Do Alberta farm women feel
soclally isolated" is that Alberta fafm women as a group do
not feel socially isolated'although some individuals do.

A definition of social isolation inéluded three

measures of quality to reflect the three important aspects
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of sharing a social relationship: percelved adequacy of
amount of contact, overall satisfadtion with the
relationship, and satisfaction with support received in the
relatipnship. The differences 'ln ~ the distribu€ioné of
responses to the three measures of isolation supports the
researcher's bellef that the three constructs measuring
perceived quality of relationships are separate measures oi
isolation which cannot ©be combined. ‘A; suggested py
previous research (Kivett, 1979) perceived adequacy of
amount of contact 1is an important measure of qpality df
relationships, but should not be the only measure. It
would be inferesting to determine the relationship between
percelived frequency of contact and actual frequency of
cdntact and to what exteht reports of -satisfactlon with
. friendships are functions of each frequency measﬁre.

The three different frequency patterns that the three
measuréi of isolation display were predictable. It is not
_surprising tﬁat most farm women, with their heavy work
loads and busy’family lives, wish they could see thelr
friends more often than they do. Most people who Dbalance
several work roles; as well ashmfamfly and community
respénsibilitles could - be expecg?d.“"“to3 wish for more
" opportunities or- time for contact with friends,

particularly because of the rewards that enactment of the

friendship role holds. %

The perceived of _contact with friends is

fais 7
different from other q%élity measures of friendships in one
e

\({{3 B

iy
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way: it is a shared property of the relationship, whereas
other quality measures are largely dependent on ﬁroperties
of individuals who make up the relationship. Therefore, a
woman who percelves herhfrequéncy of contact with a friend
as inadequate sees the relationship as inadequate, not the
~friend. It is an inadequacy she can herself assist to
-improve. But a woman who sees her friendship or the uhelp
‘she recelves from friends as unsatisfactory 1s concerned
" :
ébout the inadequacy of the person with whom she shares the
relationship, or with the coﬁtént of their %hteractions.
~The differences in the three quality measures of isolation
Lresult from thelr sources. Adequacy of contact 1s a
conseqLane of lifestyle choices and limitations, which can
be chanééd to some extent. . Satisfaction with friendships
and friends' gupport are content measures that are a
coﬁsequence of pers?nal qualities of the people involved in
‘the interaction.

The diffe;ences in patterns of responses to the
measures are not unusual, following this analysis.  The
measure of.overall satisfaction with friendships showed fhe
highest -average level of satisfaction. Most people choose
fof their friends people with qualities similar to thelir
own. ‘And symbolic interaction theory supports the view
that one's identity ris defined by the content of
interactions with ~others. In a . sense, ’ expressing
satisfaction - with ongis friends |is én» expression of

‘self-satisfaction,
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The fact that farm women report on laverage lower
satisfaction with friends' support to cope with tensions
than overall satiéfaction with friendships 1is also not
surprising. Women in Ireland's (1983) study report - their
husbands are their most important source of emotional
support. It is possible that tensions egﬁerienced by farm
women are best understood by thelir husbands, who share the
Same pressures of the family enterprise and of family 1ife.
"Farm women may see thelir friends' support role,“quite
differently: friends ére to share or exchange practical
support in the form of labour, goods or services, or to
support one in one's interests, hobbies and on speéial
occaslons. So responses to thié question may reflect two
trends: é tendency to be less satis?red with friend's help
to cope with tensions relative to the supporf recelved from
a spouse; and the perception that the kind ?6}( support

-~

appropriate to friendships may be quite different than the

type of support (to cope‘with tensions) proposed by the'

question., The other possibility is thqt farm @omen do not
feel they need help for the tensions they experience. This
in fact may be why twenty women indicated that the question
was '""not applicable" to‘theﬁ.

4’One of the types‘ of 1solation which cannot: be
identified by -using this study's ~definition of ‘social
isolation is geographic | isolation, The theoretical
approach of this study is ‘that the consequences of

geographic isolation as perdeived by the respondents are
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more impoftant than the fact of geographical 1isolation:
consequénces such as the abllity to see friends as often as
one wishes. ‘Requnses to all three measures of {isolation
that make bup the definition may be ‘'a consequence of
geographic 1isolation, or of other circumstances. The
deiinition of social isolation developed for this study
ceﬁfred on measurement of quality of contact and content of
friendships. In the absence”of any accepted definitions or

/

sfgnificant theoretical developments 1in social 1isolation
N

research, this concept of sbcihl isolation was created from

the theoretical perspective of symbolic interactionism.

The originality of the three part concept is a 1limitation

of this study because it has nof been’ tested before. A
strength of the concept 1is \its ~Qse of a universally
understood term "friends"; with which most people can
;deﬁtify. Another strength of the concept. as it was

developed is that it asks respondents to directly report

feelings, making it free of researcher bias in

interpretation.
2, Predictors of Social Isolation
In the multiple regression analysis, satisfaction with
the marital relatmonshlﬁ emerged as the predictor of
overall safisfaction with friendships«
These results can be 1nterpreted in several ways. Some
researchers suggest that a good marital relationship 1is a
p;ecursor to feelings of satisfaction with other

relationships in one's life (Fehr & Perlman, 1984). SéclaI

P
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network researchers have found’ that"hk
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attituge towards good relationshlﬁs abep $sistent in

ﬁ,"‘ y

associations with all network members;; béth 1ntimate and

-

companionate (Tolsdorf, 1976). Thereto] ﬁ%@gle wnqu aﬁ@

able to Aevelop satisfyiné: marr{géﬁs qb%ﬁ also able to
create satisfying friendships. A %§y@bolfg Inﬁeractionist
perspective would be that the two types of reiaiionship
"aativity might ‘hold the same symbolic meaning +to the
‘1ndividua1, or they are percelved the same way, whether or
not they truly are the same; Therefore a woman happy with
‘her marriage would view  all personal rélations - as
fulfilling and rewarding. An alternate explanation might

be the identification wzth role expectations: a farm woman

will report satisfied feelings about roles such as wife and

friend, because they are supposed to be satisfying roleéﬁ

Her positive identification with role expeCtations‘ is a’

critical part of her identity.
The absence of other predictors of social isolation .}s

-due. to low correlations between dependent and independent

variables. The only significant correlation that did not

appear in >é multiple regressiop eduation was  the

association between satisfaction with farming as a way of

~1life and satisfaction . with friendships.‘ Satisfying‘

friendships may be a significant contributor to
, ‘

satisfaction with way of 1life. Or a symbolic interaction

\pérspective might be that a woman who sees 'her general

lifestyle as enjoyable and satisfying would be nmnore
v

T0
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disposed to see WQF 1nteractions‘ﬁlth‘friends in the same
way. ' -

The"issue"of reciprocal, gausatlon in reported
experlehces of gatisfaction was éddressed by doing a
multiple regression analysis using satlsfaction with
farming as.a way of 1life as the dependent varjiable and all
other measﬁres of satisfgp&}on as predictors ;; independent
variables: This analysis was used to determ¥ne =~ the
possibility that Satisfaction wifh friendships/ actually
predicts dther satisfactions, because the satisfaction
measures are undifferent{ated, or tapping the Same feellng
of general life satisfaétién. The result; oflthis analysis
show that samble members did differentiate between\mjhe
satisfactions experienced in different aspects ofe thelir
lives. The results of this analysis (found in Figures 2
aﬁd 3 in Appendix B) are important'for they point to a new
dlreétion for social isolation fesearch; the relatiqnship
gbet;éen ipvdlvement in personal;y sati%fying Qork and
feelings of social isolation,. Ih_this'multlplé regression

‘equation, personal satisfaction wi&hﬂ; farm work - and

satisfactioﬂ with husband's support for off-farm'employment

were the predictors of-satisfaction with farming as a way
ot life. Several authors feel that a woman who describes
farm labour as rewarding and imprfEht, © and who

incorporates what is socilally ascribet as masculine

activity into her feminine identity is not $§® likely to-

feel isolated iiving on tge farm (Jenson, - 1981: PearSon,

!
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1980: Robinsan 1979: Sachs, 1983). The companionate

/naturefof farm work as opposed to household work and "the .

'particular rewards ahd $atisfaotions farm work “holds have =~ -~
‘\: t ’ ' ' .

been suggested as reasons for this observation.

A husband's‘supportzforha‘woman's oif—farm work may beb
LN .
an expression of marital‘relationship quality. But another

interpretation nay be that some of the satisfactions that

offﬁfarm work holds are the recognition and support offered

\

by the husbandofor the'wife's contribution to tAe family
. |

business: a type of reward no differen& than that found in
recognition reoined]frop'one s colleagues in the outside
work force. ‘Spousal support nay be also measured "by  the

.

lack, of conflict  or = disagreement présent '_ '1n",j the.

‘ $&
relationship about:the off- farm wqu the woman penforms or’
R
‘¢he role she has. in the family as, a wage—earner. Women *

feel .there is support for what they do because ‘their work

force participation is viewed as natural and normal. B

%

4

“\Satisiaction with farming asla way of 11fe correlates S

significantly with overall satis action with friendships in

}this stugy.‘ Ifathe predictors of satisfaction with the

»

‘ﬁarming 1ifesty1e are personal satisfaction with tarm work gj'h
fand satisfaction with husband's support of off farmmfwork, . .
'then a‘possible reiationship betweenf involvenent in farm\b
s%ork apd feelings of isolation, aq@ ‘betwe;n rconflict £re;

'participation in off farm work and feelings of isolation is i/ a.

S

supported by this study.: A conglusion can be made _that ~a .

.

woman who. is busy balancing four 'worg. roles doesl not'
’ 0 . s ‘ : o . SR

. -
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necessarily feel soclally isolated, as measured by contact

and content ofifriendships. But a woman who cannot do the

work she wants 'to do without experiencing conflict' or

_frustration will feel isolated P*rom her. t¥iends. In

-

summary, a ‘woman who enjoys farming as a way of 1life |is
. L% .

¥ o

1ess'1ikely to report feeiings of social i%olatibn, But
~the most’important‘aspects:of the farmfng life appear'to be

work—role issues: her inrolrement in‘farm worh and support

from her spoise for work she does off the farm. Work role
' salience and samisfactionsggndrsyoﬁsal support of her work=
'roles appear to be limponﬁ%ﬁt mediators' between a farm
woman's lifestyle circumstances. and her experiences of p ~

isolation, | | | |

3. Who"is-the isoiated farn‘woman7

A composite profile of a farm woman who does not feel'

‘socially isolated would be a woman who 1is very satisfied-
with her marital relationship and who 1is invoived in and
:é%%%doys f?rm w%nx It shZ-wonﬁs of?'the’farm, Mher husband
?Q"supports her to her satisfaction in this role. | BerkoWitz

anq/ Perkins' (1984) research has"a relateq‘ finding,;‘

£
énsidering role conflict and experfences of stress. Theyvr

/ . - ¢ ]

-found the presence of. a supportive«husband may mediate or
reduce the role conflicts and stress experienced by farm,

L
wom%n. What both this study and the Berkowitz and’ Perkins

research may be tapging is the issue of’ husband and wif 's

e

v-v

- agreement about and appreciation of the wifeﬁs work roles,

> both on the farm and »ofﬂ.‘;‘@ﬁeﬁ ability to_ work"out

&mg& : ‘ﬂ‘&
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o
- misunderstandings about work roles and to be sypportive to
each other is dependent on the quality oév the marital
relationshi%. Berkowitz and Perkins (1984) state that the
litefaturé on rple conflict po%nts to the‘possibility -that
thé social‘oriinteracﬁiogal cpntext in Wwhich roles are
performed is mgre }mportant\to the éxperience ,Of éon{}ict
than tpe éctual cdnteht of roles. It is 11ke1yp that the
marital reiationshlp‘-is a predictor of experiences of
isolation because of the‘underlyihg psychological, climate
_provided.by the pérriage in’which a farm woman's role;\?gﬁe
vaiued and performed. The non-isolated person is one//for
whom the role'éonflicts are for the most part Worked opt,
“with the help and understanding of a supportive épousé.

The composite picture of ,é fafm uWOm;p .prv feels

& , -
. isolated is one who does‘not feel her needs are met in her

"

* . N

marital relationship or 1n &er farm work role. She .is a

,'person who performs her multiple roles of  farmer,

.housekeeper, volunteer, and ‘'often employeé,"without a.

. t
' .feglidg of €%e1r~ihpoftanpe,:a feeling of satisfaction, or

a feeling of,support for her work from her “husband.  She

feels.she 1is. helping him. with his farm, rather than

_involved as anm equal partner in the famiiy enterpriée.
Lo

"This interpretation is\sfrongly supported by the ;viewé; ot

L

five farm women 1nterv1ewed following _the collectLon and

) A
Aanalysis of survey data (see Appendix C).

-

Implications of theke Findings PO "

_ ' Ry, .
If  feelings of isolation stem  from tbé;, marital
’ , ) 53 . ‘ . e ) . “’jm
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: -
relationship and work role conflicts, what can be done
to reduce a farm woman's isolation?

The 1nterdependeﬂty ‘and partnership aspects;&of » the

marital relationéhip and of the performance of work roles

need to be addressed. Whether in farm management courses
or-in maritél enrichment or c0unse111ng'pr6grams in which
‘they participate together, theifarming couple must clarify
" the farm wife's roles, their importance to the ’Qperation,‘
and to hér. ‘The mbst important sou}ce.of reéognitiOn and
.support for the farm woman appears to be gé&' husband.
»Unliké-most urban dwellers, for thm ﬁarticipation ih
public 1ife in the areas oﬁ‘ééfk and some soclal activity

. ‘ RS 7 J
" 1s separate from the household, the

L

farm is a' place where
» : ' :

y

.-the publfc and private lives of farm people blur together:

it is thelr place of business as well as their home. This

fact pléces speclial demands on.the farm couplefs marital

73

relationship. It becomesr a relationship where -neéQs more -
usually met by outsiders 1q fbe,public sphere, must in part
be met in their private lives. The most’overiooked source

AN

of identity for farm women is their own self-deﬁigition.

R
This definitién is formed by the 1qteré¢tions betwéén the ‘
woman and her husband’and family but aléo ’byv interactiéns)” -
with society as a whole. Soélety does not identify farm
women‘as'férmers, yef the farm work role is central \tb s

their 1lives. Farm women must, feel isolated by the

_incongruence of their TIdentities in  their private  amd"

Ry

public lives. Both thié‘laek of réCognltizn by the':§ﬁblic'§ ’

‘\
S
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for who they are and what‘they do, as well as the 1limited
time . .farm women have for participation in a 1life away from
family and work explain the strong relationships that. have

emerged 1in this research between narital and work

satisfactions and.feelings of social isolation. A farm

"woman's social self definition, as an isolated, or
~non-isolated person, is as much a product ,of‘vher' private

life as it is the life she shares with others outside the

©

family.
£ly .-

-Suggestions for Further Research

- The dgﬁzlopment and results .of this thesis 1lead to
several areas where further research is needed. ‘
1. Theoretical and Methodological Issues S e

. K1 } . ‘ .
More work is needed in a@veloping useful  definitions

.wéndeays'of)measnring soclal isolation, particularly for

&

the férm pobulation. In particular, the Jaluezyof _using

o

&
participation “in one 8@ moreﬁfocialmroles ai; measures of

'isolation requires further testing.."The% effectiveness of
’measuring. quality of relationshipsg as$ defined by the
respondent as opposed to construction Of"?ore obgective

measures , such as frequency of visits glth friends to

\4

define isolation also needs more study., We do' not know

R ‘ LT o

whether the perception of one's social situation - as.

; : {
identified in feelings of social isolation reflects the
creality of one's social life or of ‘one' s personality.

Y &

' Because there areafew studies,that measure"the effects

& . B : &

., 0of isolation on people, it is difficult ~to. identify

el
o !
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isolated persons living on farmswexcept by asking them, A
study of the effects of -‘isolation on people, its

”symptomologyi and of behavioural characteristics may assist

with definition- building, measurgppnt and amelioration of
isolation experiences. The circumstances and experiences
shared by urban and farm women shq%id}be compared to look
at. isolation in a new way,‘sas ‘a fphenomenon' not solely

determined by geographical location or by occupational

cholice.

communi ty services inciuding

vl'
By

.The rolekp;ft
marriage "ci
avaiiabilitx'éf' ¥ employment,should be included in
re studies of farm women and isolation. There :is'ino

&

re readily available and used more extensively whether
S .

'rpports of isolation would decrease, increase or remain

2 ‘ ,
constant, Use of these sefvices may play a role in

relievini feelihgs of isolation forrfarm women.,
2. I"‘Ie'w”?p;:theses ' " T ‘ ’\-. ’

: Se;efillnew hppotheses‘are spgge‘&ed'by‘the'resﬁits of
tﬁﬁs-reSearch.

- - ~

N -
One strong trend in this data  is the) relationship
. . . " : -

"%etween'_satisfaction with - work roles and feelings of

isolation. 'There ;s a tendency for Women who enjoy farm

work to be more satisfied with. farming as a lifestyle. And

gt present to determine Lf these 'opportunities were

and _ enrichment programs and -

’ those who rate farming as a way of life quite- highly report

satisfaction with friendships in two’ dimensions. 'QVerall*'

oo

e
R SRCH ¥
A7 4 7
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satisfaction, dﬁa satisfaction with friends' help"to cope

78

with tensions. Both personal satisfaction with farm  work

and the importance of fanm‘work to”ﬁhemreSpondent appear to -

¥

,influence reports of satisfaction with :amount of contact
with friends. The question remains whether involvement “in

farm work per se and the Satisfaction this involvement
brings alters a farm woman s peffeptions of her #solation
: .. ,‘~“ ¢
2 E . . P

or feelings of loneliness;;f ft;,‘ . T !

s ' iﬁ N \

\ 1 4

investigation Participation in the outside‘-labour ‘fgree

xS

by itself %a{.not be the factor affecting feelings of

’isolation.§ One author suggests that it may in fact

s

increaseb féeh}ngs of  dissatisfaction with the . social

°§"I‘he relationship between5 off- farm *employm%%}“ a@nd

: . ok
feelings ' of social isolation also requires'; further

Jﬁ~

aspegts of farm life (Scholl, 1982). 'The satusfaction a"
- . . o . )

(s

/

/

woman feels about ‘her work role is again the Variable that
. T - o \
requiré‘s' f.further,k,‘. reﬁch .to determine its impact “:yon

feelings of isolation. This also holds true for volunte T

\

work and household work , Most -farm women perform both

household and community Wunteer work, Rut 1t oy n% w

amount of wo§k but the ei%eriences of satisfaction, with
_that work that appear to influence‘feelings of isolatfon
o8

Future research should focus on both the salience &%ﬁﬁ work

roles and the ‘satisfactions they bring ‘inrare&‘lgon

. i P

feelings of sopial isolation.

. e . I B
A second major, trend in thi¥ research is the

association betweenfthe quality of the marital relationship

g s
’v'_)

\



and feelings of isolation., This phenomenon suggests a new

direction for isofation research: to determine 1f personal

‘abilities in relationship-building, or the skills and

attitudes one'has to creg&e satisfying social and intimate

relationshipg is the factor that differentiates . women who
\_.‘: : ’ . i

feel isolated from those who do not feel  1isolated,

. regardless of other lifestyle circumstances. Research that

. prevalent in the'literature"that ferm women as a group'

addresses this issue would help to clarify the perception

experlience isolation,

Women's 1ives are greatly affected by changes in family

\composition. The changing demandsﬂ of child‘rearing g%ef

. . . e iy
P “ oy LW
(g -y #
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. ."' ‘ . a@‘

the years “medns great vaniations in ‘amount ‘of' free time

,d.ailable for work roles and personal needs. Farm .women's

lives are characterized by a»secohd fluctuafion in demands
on their time dﬁe to the seasonal changes in work &h the
farm enterprise and subsequently in all thetr ‘work roles.
The examinatiec of isolation as changing phenomenon, Poth
seasonally, and in respcnse to stages of child-rearing
suggest new airections for research more sensftiye to the
circumstances of women 1iving on farcs.

, -Th%Fanea of personality character¥stics relating to
feelihgs‘of isolation has been suggested in terﬁs of one's

) LS :
ability to bulld satisfying relationships. Mastery and

- stress scales were included in this research to determine

~

associations between these‘ féelings and .feelings  of

‘ . : o "L N ’
isolation for farm women. Although very weak correlations
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resulted, further research may reveal stronger associations
between both the sources and experiences of feelings of
mastery and stress in women's lives and feelings of .
isolation. The relationship between work role
satisfaction, satisfaction with marital relationship, and
feelings of mastery and stress should be exgpored as ‘part

of the analysis.

Suggestions for Practice-

Practitioners-who provide assistance to farm ﬁamilies

i

must reassess their assumpg‘pns about social Mésolation

experiences and the solutions proposed to cope w}th them.

Social 1isolation  should not " be .viewed as;é?ﬁ‘ natural -
. f !

E

consequence of 1living and working on a farm several miles
< ) '

from the closest neighbour. Feelings of @soctfl -isolation
are often' experienced as a result oi diifieulties or
dissatisfaction in the marital relationship. ‘ It appears
then that one on one counselling or treatments directed at
only the farm woman expressing feelings of isolation or
their synptomology are inappropriate. The farm couple “and
even their children 1f feasible should be involved together
“in making changes that address a farm w0man s feelings of
isoldﬁion. R
Formal networking or involvement in ongenizations- is
often proposed as a' SOlution for feelings of social
bisolation. This appears to be a very limited remedy, oased‘
on the findings of this study. Histoyically this solution

& / -
‘may have been effeétive,vbut in modern farm 1life . these

<y



formal contacts are meaningful only if they spawn informal

rmore personal friendships that are supportive, spontaneous

L]
and help family menbers to cope with family tensiqns.

81
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APPENDIX A Questionnaire
A

The owner df the farm should answer this gection,
" ' : L.
A STUDY OF ALBERTA PARMERS
: We would 1like to know some general information about your farm.
Please answer the following questions. , ' . r

B v

l. How many acres are there in your farm? Pléaée f111 out the

chart bglow; 3, 7 .
Acres : Acres : Acres , Acres Total '
Acres . Hay and 'Pasture Cropped Summet¥fallow Other Acres.
" Owned

|

Rented by you,
Rented out to

other(s)

e ——————
————————
———

2. Which of the following best describes ‘your farm?"
Please check (v) only one. : '

one grain ‘or oilseed crop

more than one grain or oilseed crop

one grain or oilseed and livestock .

more than one grain or oilseed and livestock _

other (Please specify) . : -

2 ,
—~ /

———————
.
S ——————

UV B W N

3. How would you describe the legal ownership arrangement
of your farm? Please check (V) the most accurate one.

’ individual ownership (male) - ;

individual ownership (female) ' :

joint .ownership by husband and wife

individual and joint ownership

partnership with written agreement

partnership with unwritten agreement

family corporation ,

other corporation

BNOMEWN -

111111

92 B 2
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Do you live on your farm?

1l yes 2 no

What was your total gross value of agriculture products sold
from January 1 to December 31, 19837 : :

-

s ' -

v

What was your net farm income.from;Janu:fy 1 to December 31,

19837 i

' {if‘farﬁ'debt on December 31, 19832

'

How stressed do you feel by your farm debt? Please cffcle"your
response. ‘ - '

No ‘ - : A Great Deal
Stress ' . of Stress No Farm Debt

1 2 3 4 5 0

If you could not obtain operating financing to cope with your
debt, which of the following would you do? Please circle your
response for each item. '

)

Not

Applicable

Yes No 0 ‘
Consolidate loans 1 2 0

Remortg : 1 2 ‘ 0 .

Sell livestock 1 2 0
Sell machinery ’ 1 2 0
Sell land .. B 1 2 0
Lease or rent your land 1 2 0
, Take an off-~farm job (you or spouse) 1 % 0
e Other (please specify) 1 2 0
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2.'Do any of the following prevent you from doing farm work?

3,

©

4.

5.

6.

Lack
Poor
Lack
Lack
Lack
Lack

of physical strength ...ciceececercesosiosonccncsseoscnana
health L R I O R I R A e
Of cONfidencCe .cvecevsresecccsnsossoncsvosssaosasaneannssnas
of skill or knowledge .c..vvivercrrerosssonscsosscnnnaseans
Of interest oo-o'o-o---ooon.-o.--oo...-ao-no.-ocoocco.oaaa

Of tlne 00000O.‘OOIOt.-looc.oa.nvo.lo.oc.o...‘..“.oo.‘..l

Off f&fm p‘id vork 'l..l..'.ltl.....“c.l‘..C.0.0QQQ..IO...ICOO
Off flrﬂ u“p.id 'ork S8 0008500000080 00% 000NN CLENLOPINGEBIDLOEREDEGES
other (ple"e .pecify) '0.........0..0..0.0.-........l......'.l!

- *

Yes No

Ped ot b pd gt gk b et ok
NRNNNNODNNDNN

e

-

i

Do lny of the following prevent you trém doihg household work?

Lack
Poor
Lack
Lack
Lack
Lack

'hellth OGN0 000000 0SQEIRNPIB OO IICOEIIBOIONROIETITIES

Of phy'ic.l 'trehgth OO.Q-0-0..0...lo.oo.o.lz..o.'ll.c..oo
of confidence ..’...I..‘l.......Ql..ll...."’l.'.....‘....
of .kill ot knowledge ..........l..l'..'...'.l‘.l.......l‘

of 1nter2.t ‘?"l'......l‘.00......I'....l.....l'...“...'.

Of tiﬂe o.ooobco'ooooao.o;conot.ut.on-.oﬂcoooulooo-o:ooo-.

Off fam paid 'ork".l....Ol..l.....O-.O'...‘....0".....‘.'..'
off farm unpaid work ......Q.Q....Q...'..l.l..'Q.....O.........
Other (please lpecify) Peeescstesseccssstetoranannsnersnassnn es

-

&

Yes

et gt s gt et gt b
NRNRNNNNDNNN

We would like to know your apinions about your farm work.
" please circle the number that best describes how you feel.
invqlvgd in farm work, please go to question 7).

How

-

» /S
important to you is your farm work? :
1 2 3 4
Unimportant

A

For each question
(If you are NOT

5
Extremely
Important

How much personal satisfaction do you receive froam your farm work? .

1 2 3 4
Very Little -
Satisfaction

-

5
A Great Deal
of Satisfaction

If there‘were no economic necessity, would you still want to do farm work?

1 2
Yes No



) 98
V ' ' . ~ll.
We would also like to know your opinfons about your household work. For each

question please circle the number that best describes how you feel. (If you are NOT
involved 1in household work, please go to question 10). ‘

7. How important to you is your houleﬁold work?

1 2 3 4 3
" ‘ Extremely
Uni{mportant Importtgs '
8. How much personal satisfaction do you receive from your houséhold work?
1 - 2 3 4 S A
Very Little, _ A Great Dea
Satisfaction ’ of Satisfaction

9. If there wvere no ccbnonic necessity, would you still want to do household work?
1 © 2 : ’ '
Yes No

We would 1like to know about your paid off-farm work.

10. In 1983 did you do any paid off-farm work? (If you had NO paid off-farm work iQ“}983

please go to question 21).
-1 2

Yes No " .
ol

ill, For each month in 1983 give the number of hours in which you did paid off-farm work.
Jan - Feb Mar ~Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

hrs

hrs I,

l hrs hrs.| hrs hrs | hrs.| hrs | hrs -hrs hrs hrs

12. What were your jobsé‘ Please 1ist the job title, eg., bus driver, cnrﬁiﬁiet\ﬂ,\\‘

'

13. What was your total gross income from off-farm work in 19832

. $ I - 4
" 14. Please estimate the percentage of your off-farm income that went toward the
following in 1983. :

fafm operation 4 -
household operation Z '
other Z

L

15. For how many years have you had off-farm work? _ years



Ay

» Now we would like to know your opinions about your off-farm work. Please circle
the number that' best describes how you. feel. , - ‘ ot

e

. ; 99 .
16. -How i rtant to you was your off farm paid work’
, 1 . 2. . 3 4 \ -
: 4 ‘ - o : mely
Unimportant ' ‘ \ Important
17. How much personal sa%isfaction did &oL recelve from your off-farm paid work?
—— 1 A 4 5 .
Very Little ) A Great Deal

. Satisfaction ' o S of Satisfaction
18. If there were no economic necessity, “would you still‘vant to, be involved in your"
off- farm work? - e oo v ! ' '
1 2 S o
Yes ) No » : ‘ S
L

19, How important do you think your contribution of off-farm incoge was to the farm

operation’ r o - ' 5 S .
. , 2 : 3 . & 5 o ,
Extremely : . -‘7)j
Unimportant o ' o Importent -

.20, How inbortant do you think your contribution of off ~farm income was to the

opkration of the household? . .
. 1 . : o 2. 3 S A s
" N ‘ , Extremely -
'-Unfmpor tant ; C L , ‘ ‘ Impoxztanta

“ ) \ v i

The folloving queisions are about the unpaid wdik you do off>the farn
ﬁl ’s
21. Tn 1983 did you do. any unpaid work such as volunteer activities in community, church
political, or farm-related organizations. (If you had NO volunteer activitiea in 1983
‘ please 80 to question 24). , . ,
1 . 2 .
Yes . No

22. For each month in 1983, give the number of hours 1n wvhich you did aid/volunteer

work.
Jan Feb  Mar  Apr  May June July . Aug  Sépt” Oct - Nov  Dec -
’ hrs | hra'l"hrs' “hrs hrs hrs hrs‘ hrs | “hrs hra_l hrcv, hrs ,

23. Please 1list the organizations and the work that you did in each.

«

1 - — - . - ) N




24, In 1983 did you do any other unpaid work for other people? Examples would{£'100
(If NO, please go to question 27).

helping a neighbour with farm work or child care.

»

1. ;,2
Yes. * . No

u/‘

/

25. For each month in 1983, give the number afyhours for which you did unﬁéid work
for others. _ ,

A Jan

Feb

i

/
S
f

Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept  Oct Nov Dec
, “hrs hrs | hrs hrs I hrs l hrs I “rs | “hrs | Thrs hrs hrs hrs l"
,26. Please list what you did. /
//[[
. \ ‘/‘
P \\ /
- / .
Now we would like to know your opinions about your uhpaid off- farm work. Please
circle the number that best describes how you feel. Fi
27. How 1mportant to you is your volunteer work? s
1 2 3 4 L4 5 .
. Extremely
Unimportant - Important s
: . ‘ P
28. How much personal satisfaction do you receiVe from yOur volunteer work?
1 _ 2 3 4 5 '
Very Little 5 _ , N A Great Deal
Satﬁgf&ction %‘_ 7 of Satisfaction
s
/ )
/. .
. / .
The following questions ask how you feel about your various activities. -
29 How often are you troubled about the following? oo :
/ Always Never ~ Not
v Troubled Troubled | Applicable
‘ g 1 2 3 4 5 <0 '
Neglecting:. / . fl
farm dutfes L ’ 1 2 3 4 5 0
household duties 1 2 3 4 5 0
off-farm paid work 1 2 '3 4 5 LY
- volunteer work. - 1 2 3. 4 LY 0
.\\ Wanting to give. more time toﬁ' @h'
farm 1 2 3 4 5 0
"home. 1 2 3 4 5 0
off-farm paid work 1 2 3 4 5 L0
volunteer work 1 2 3 4 5 0
N Not fulfilling expectations E :
yyourself " 1 2. 3 4 5- -0
[ others 1 2 3 4 S 0



\ / V ) R N 7
Thewestions that\follow‘are'nbout your health. Please circle the number that best
describes how often you have had each of the following expig;ences during the past year.

ry ‘
"Often Sometimes Never
s 1 2 3 4 5
’30 Have you been taking_prescription or nonprescription . :
- medication? 1 2 3 & "5
31. Have illness’ or accidents kept you from doing things !
you need or want to do? . 1 2 3. 4 5
32. How frequently have you visited the doctor? L 1. 2 3 4 5
33. Have you any trouble getting to sleep or staying ‘ : T /
asleep? 1 2 3. & 5
34. Have you been bothered by shortness of breath when
you were not exercising or working hard? ' : 1 2 3 4 5
35., Have you had fainting spelln? _ 1 2 3 4 5
36J'Have you been bothered by nervousness (irritable, :
fidgety, tense)? S | 2 3 4 5
37. Have you been so restless that you cannot sit still ) - '
for long? ‘ 1 2 '3 T4 5
38: Have you sometimes felt that people are against you';‘ '
for no good reason? -1 ~2 3 4 5
- 39. Have you had worries that géf you down physically? 1 2 3 & 5
3 4 5

40. Have you been worried by loneliness? : 1 2

.

For each of the following questions please circle the answer that best describes
your feelings. e O .

Strongly . , Strongly
Agree - o © . .Disagree

. 41. I have little contr 1 over the things that happen

to me. 1 2 3 4
42. There is really no way I can solve some of the . : .

problens I have. - : 12 3 T4 . 5
43. There 1s little I can do to change man! f the ;.

important things in my life. ‘ ' . 1 2 3 4 5
44, I’often feel helpless in dealing with problems R :

of life. _ . 1 ' 2 -3 - &4 5
45. Sometimes I feel that I'n'being pushed around in. life. 1 2 3 § 5.
4 . Q ' . h b

46. What happens to me in the future ngstly depends on me. 1 2 3 & 5

by

47 I can do Just about anything I set my mind to. P 12 3 4 5



In this section are questions about your msrriage. (If you are NOT married please

go to question 53.)

48,

49,

50,

’ 51.

" 52,

53.

'S4,

. 55.

102

8

Overall, how satisfied are you vith the wsy‘four spouse helps'you cope with your

tensions? - _ _ ,
' - Very _ L . Very
Unsatisfied - . S _ Satisfied
. 1 27 .3 b4 S 5
Overall how satisfied are you with your msrrisge? S
- Very o A “Very
Unsatisfied ‘ ' Satisfied

1,_> 2 3 4 5'

And these questions ask about your friends.

|
|

Not
Applicable

0

| ot
FAp’plicable

0

o‘

Not

Do you see your friends as often as you would like? o
1 T e 2 e )
Yes No -
Overall, how sstisfied are you with your friendships?
Nery v 5 ' _ Very
Unsatisfied ) . Satisfied
1 : 2 3 ' 4 ' © 5
Overall how satisfied are you with the way your friends help you cope with your
tensions? . , '
‘- Very : _ : - Very
Unsatisfied Satisfied

1 2 I & s

2

Applicable
-0

o

Not .
Applicable

]

= d . Very . Very Not
B Unsatisfied Satisfied |Applicable
T : . 1 2 3 4 5 . 0
How satisfied are you with the amount .
- of support or understanding your \
spouse gives you in regard to your , /i‘ , -
£ArM WOTK 4euevovcoeecenesosncnsensonse 1. 2 ‘i 4 5 0
household work eecoeiveecercieceserenees 1 2 4 5 0
off-farm paid Work .sesceeeccesnsecsencs 1 2 3 4 5 0
volunteer work R L X TP PP | 2 3 4 - 0
If your spouse objected strongly, would _ Not
you still want) to be involved in your ° Yes No Applicable
,farm;”wo-r“‘eo. ”0'.0'!00.00...O.‘oll.o-.o- 1 2 K 0
houSehal@ kak teseessecsesnsentecissnss 1. 2 . 0
off-farm paid,work teceerirrteeieesnese 112 0
volunteer work R EET TR R PP PPN P | 2 0
Overall, how satisfied are you with _ — v
the amount of work your spouse Very : Very Not
contributes to ' , Unsatisfied - Satisfied|Applicable
. the farm L E TR TR PP PP PRPIPPPPI B 2 3 4 5 o -
the household S R LR R TR PPN ¢ 2 3 4 5 0

N



5

The following questions are about farming in general.

Y

‘ , |
56. Did you grow up on a farm? '
o Yes _
No . N . 3 .

\

. N ' \
If no, at what age did you begin farmlng? years of age.
o, o / N ' "
57. How satisfied are yqu with.farming as a way of life?

Very ‘ _ Verj
Unsatisfied ) - , Satisfied
1 2 3. 4 5 ‘
58. How satisfied are you with farming as a way to make a 1iving?
o Very M : , - Very
Unsatisfied ' ‘ © Satisfied
I 2 - 3 . & 5

Finally, we~wqg}d,like'some‘@nformatibn‘dbout you.
‘ ¥ v, 5 \\\\ .

N

59;'How old are you? - years -
v S ——— . LoF

60. What 1s the highest level of education you have coﬁﬁleggd?
. L ‘\\

elementary - - » ' »‘\\\\\

junior high L : NG

1]

univergity degree (graduate)

6l. What 1s your current marital status?

‘warried o ' o 2
never married ' ' '
‘common law #
widowed
separated
divorced

L

‘senior high ' . N . . _
technical/vocational training : '\\\\\\\\\\>
university degree (undergraduate) o : . o
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'

62. How may children do you have? Please 1nc1ude chtldren from eecond and’ subsequent

marriages 1if appllcable.
children

. . ) m .
63 Please complete the followi?ﬁ 1nformat£on about yed& children.

»

- Sex . . _ 'Living at Home
Child o Male-Female Age ~Yes = - No
’ , M .F ' - N
1 M F : ‘ Y N
2 M F Y. W
3. M F , Y N
5 M F I Y. N
‘ 6 M F R 'Y N .
7 M F Y N
8 M F . Y N :
9 M F Y N e ‘
10 M F. _ 4 N

64. Including yourself how nany people are living in your home? people
e.65. Aside from your spouse and children, does nnyone else live 1n Ybur hone?

Yes B  No

66. If yes, please list the people and- their Jrelationship to you (eg. nothet-iﬁ-lau,
brother, hired helper)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE AND COOP!RA!KON!

(Please use this apace for additional commenta) . %;mﬁpﬁf ;ﬁ;7

a

10.



APPENDIX B

. ~Table VIII

. Pearstn Product Correlations

3 \
. .
- .

s

covary.

dependent vardiable and independent

105 , y

Dependent Independent Cgrrelation Cases
Variable Variable Coefficient .
. \ ' Cok
1. Do you see your Mastery scale 1576 283 K ¢ ,
Iriends as often. : b : v
as”you would Satisfaction with , 1984 101 K
like. off-farm employment I . } N
Age of children . 1980 177 , 1'
. P . " ) .. o
o , - Age of respondent . 1351 285
-Importance of farm . 1747 236
work to respondent v
Personal- satisfaction .1302 236
, . with farm work '
\ g8 * 3
2, Overall how. ‘Satisfaction with .4076 276
‘satisfied are -marital relationship 0
you with your T -
friendships? Satisfaction with « 3258 284
» : farming as a way of
11£e :
‘ Satisfaction with 1607 237
. support from husband -
for farm work
Importance of . 1327 211
volunteer work to
individual k4
3. Overall how Satisfaction with .1482 281
satisfied are farming as a way
you with the way of life '
your friends ¢ ‘
help you cope 4
with your ' &
tensions?’ i : ]
The correlation coefficient (r) is a measure of the extent
to which the variable
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Figure 2

Reciprocal Causation: A separate analysis

- In order to test the hypothesis/ that a reciprocal effect
/ma§ be occuring between depehdent variablquand independent
variables meaguring satisfaction, a = second ™ multiple
regression analysis was devised. The analysis and results

are presented here.

marital satisfaction
satisfaction with off.farm

. ’ employment ,

N -

: 3 importance of farm work —— 5 satisfaction
satisfaction 4 satisfaction with farm work __, with farming
variables 5 satisfaction with households as . a way |

work ' z > of 1life
6 satisfaction with volunteer
' work —_——

7 satisfaction with suppbrt )
from husband for farm work ——> -
.8 importance of volunteer work ——>

‘ LA

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysls;
satisfaction with farming as a way valhggﬂ

Toew
Chomiy, gy
1
.

personal satisfaction

with farm work = . . 625 . : "

A | : ' ’ ™ Satisfaction
satisfaction with - ; o with farming.
husband's support for ' ' as a way :
off-farm paid work i : +363 _, 0f life .

' : R?* = ,538

These results useNthe be4a weights (normalized regression
coefficients) from*multipie regression equations in which
satisfaction with farming as a way of life i{s the dependent
variable and all other satisfaction measures are
-independent varidbles. . C '

The values of the beta weights represent the fraction of
the change 1in standard ' deviations of ‘the  dependent
variables listed when all other independent variables are
held constant, . .-

R2 is the estimate of amount of variance shared by the
variables, ‘ S '
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“Table IX ,

Mastefy Scale

Have you Dbeen taking prescriptson or nonprescription
medication?

Have illness or acclidents kept you from ‘doing things vyou
need or want to do? -

How frequently have you visited the doctor?

Have you any trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep?

Have you been bothered by shortness of breath when you were
not exercising or working hard? ‘

Have you had fainting spells?

Have you been bothered by nervousness (irritable, fidgety,
tense)? ;

‘Have you sometimes felt that people are agalnst you for no
good reason?

Have you had worries that get you down physically?

Have you been worried by loneliness?

¢

Table X

g Stress Scale

I have little control over the things that happen to me.

There %£s really no way I can solve some of the problems I
have,

There is little I can do to change many of the important
things in my life, ' »

I often feel helpless invdealing with problems of 1life,

Sometimes I feel that I'm being pushed around in 1life.

What happens to me in the future mostly depends on me.

I can do just about anything I set my mind to.



APPENDIX C

.
s Five Farm Women Speak

On August 19 and 20, 1985, I spent two days . visiting

five farms near Red Deer and"'Drumheller, Alberta. My
f /

purpose was to share the sacial ~ isolation survey results

. ' S '
"with women who 1liYed. on these farms and solicit thelr

’ 5 ¢

comments based‘onithelf ﬁ;fe experiences. This summary of
. A L 7 \

begins with a brief description of each

the five 1nferv1aﬂ
of the five far "fen T visited. A discussion of the main

pointé raised. in our conversations will

The first woman I met with was under thirty-five with

two school age‘children. She moved to the: fazg several
years after she married, having iived - in cities all ﬁer
1i1fe until she and her husband decided “to life and work
beside his Vpérents' on the ‘famlly farm, ‘She has a
unlverfity degree and’was’empldyed full—tiﬁe ﬁntil the move
to the farm. Her current lifestyle shows é hiéh degree of

involvement ip organized coymunit& activitles and a
signifiéant.ambunt ‘of‘ timeM devoted to home’ pfoduction
activities: gardening, canning, freezing, aéywell as farm

work and household maintenance.

-

~t
1, ‘)

a8

* my thanks to Jim Lougheed, of the Farm Laboratory in the
Department’  of Rural Economy, University of Alberta, who
encouraged me and assisted me to do these interviews . '

.
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The second woman I ,visited was yover.” fifty, and a

grandmotMer with two children living in the city. She was

which she 1lives, although

\\‘.

born and raised on the farm:

for a short perfod of time she and her husﬁaqd lived in

3 {
Calgary. She is very involved in community social 1ife.

109

Household work; vyard work,“' éqydeh&ng and houﬁehot;;

production activities take up ﬁost of her time at‘home.

The third interview was conducted with a'/yvman who . 1is
between thirty five and forty, with a school age daughter.
She was raised on an Alberta farm; although she and her

&

husband have been farming for just the last twelve years.,

w

She worked in Calgary for a few years prior tQJ and for

several years after her marriage before moving overseas to

live for a :period of time. She 1is’ involved in some

communigy activity, énd some household production wonk ih
addition to home maintenance. \ )
The fourfh ;omah I saw is between forfy. an& fifty
the mother of”two teenagers. She was a teacher and a city
dweller until marriage,‘which  was when her .new husband
decided to take over the’family farm, -‘She is active in
communfty activitieé, and does ‘hpmé production  and
household work. - |
The fifth farm woman I 1ntefv1ewed is under thirty-five
and mother of a school age son, She was raised on a  farm

and married quite young to a farmer in the same area. She

- is- very active 1in community activities,ﬂ; does home

¢

i
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prod;ction and household work and is very iqvolved in the
.work of the farm. She has a grade twelvefeduqafion.
Chyracteristics to Note_About the Five Women:
- <none,of the five women is employed off' the farm:
- three of the five women were employed fuli—time until
moving to the farm | |

- twe of the women are vefy involved in the work of the

farm enterpriee; one helps,occasionally; two never

-

do farm work o
~ the two women who are 1nvolved in farm work are . the
youngest (under 35) in the group of five

v

- all %Qve fWOmen .arg' wefl educated: the minimun
'ehucation level is grade twelve and two of the five
women have university degrees
- all five women live on f;rms that were passed down by
‘the previous generation, usually the husband's pgrents
except‘in one case it was the wife's parents. Also,
two of the women live right beside their“’in—lqws on
the same farm. ) |
- all five women eave small families, yith, one or tyq
children. Ohly in one case was an extended family
member, the woman's‘brother, alse a2 member of the

y

- household.
Mainxpeints Raised By‘Five Farm Women . ‘ . )
Those women without a farming background felt it might
have made a diffefence in their initial ad justment to _farm

-life as an'adult.‘ A farm background in chfldhood, several
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women felt, would have prepared them for the loneliness and
isolation they experienced in their first few years on the

farm.
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All flvg women expressed the belief that geographical'

. .
distance now has ltttle influence on farm* families'
activities. .People do not feel restricted by the time or
driving distance required to see friends or use services in

towns or larger urban centres.

Most farm people are involved 1in organized community
|

activities, both as 4individuals .and in &amily groups.

Sports, clubs, courses and lessons were xhek host commonly

named.’ Those activities show a seasonal pattern compatible

J

with farming: bgsy activity season is winter, "~ spring and

fall are ”hoderéte ' afid summer activity is very

child-oriented. Volunteer work is intertwined with

participation 1in . these activities:  in some communities .

" simply because if t&e_farm‘ people don't run them, they

don't happen at all. ‘Spécfal event social activity, such
as showers, weddings, funerals and . fundraisers are not

viewed as optional by most farm- people. It 1is expected

~that one takes part in these whoie heartedly  as they are

considered, a responsibility of every member - of the

i

community, not Just the family 1mmediaté1y involved.

- This sociaf responéibilltj theme 1is reflected . in

' numerous ways by farm women. Several suggested ‘that farm

people enjoy a closeness that sharing a similar odcupation

. i
and helping each other out creates, that in [fact farm folk

v



work harder at keeping thelr neighbours friends. The
continuity that this underlying feeling of social
responsibility brings is a speclal feature of farn soctal
life and is aimixed blessing. A farm woman can pick her
close friends, but not all her friends. She stil1l h’ ~to
see regularly and help out people of whom she may not be
very fond. SelJ&tion of a trpstworthy cohfldante is
important, for the continuity of social exchanges means you
have to be careful whom you talk to about personai matters,
The continuity of socialﬂlife, underlined by this feeling
of responsibility for One's neighbours, provides an
important sense of Security and belonging. Farm people
fee}-ca&ed about by other members of thgif Ccommunity, and
they always hgve help when it is needed,

All five women agréed that the age of their children

dictated to some degree the type of social and community

LN

activities and the type of people with which they Dbecame

involved. " Preschool age children usually meant more
home~centred viéiting, while school‘age children introduced
more organized'community activity and a wider circle of

aquaintances into the family social pattern. Sone ~women

112

also feel that because the investment in one's lifestyle is .

so heavy, family members have é special bonding-together
feeling. ,

The social expectationé and patterns of a farming

‘ community are quite clearly defined. These are two key

factors that appear to ameliorate any individual feelings

»
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of alienation or isolation for women trying to live within

the expectations and patterns. They are . the expression " of

uindependence “and freedom, and satisfaction with and
’ {

vlfeelings of competence about work roles. - The freedom to

113

choose what to do and when to do it is ,an enviable feature -

S E

'of a’. woman working for her own business.' The availability
of a second vehicle is essential to. make this possible,

AThe other impprtant paft . of freedom of choice is the

independence she asserts for herself and the independence

her husband encourages her to enjoy. .Several women felt
the dependence of farm men.on farm . women is a real curb to

women's independence, = A few also expressed the view that
t $ ‘ '

44

‘some farm women are deliberately curtailed_ by their.

: husbands in any independent interests or activities they
attempt ‘to pursue.. Most women felt that farm life offers
greater opportunities for contact with others because of
the control one has over work and social time patterns, and
the overlap of work with social interaqtionJ)in conducting
the business of farming. | ‘

" Out of the social expectations and patterns theme Fcame
also the 1issue of competence and of satisraction4 with ‘the
, role of farm wife, Both feeling competent'and being seen
as’ competent are"rery limportant to all the women 1
interviewed The definition of a "good farm wife" seems to

be formed by both the husband _and by the community of

peers. How a‘woman judges_herself against this standard .

appears to have a tremendous impact on her SOcial‘ identity

-
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and the quality of social interactions she enjoys within
“the social environment in which she lives. .

While a woman’ may develop competence in g particular
role, that of cook for eéxample, she’ may achieve 1little
‘wﬂ%s satisfaction from  it, Repeatedly,” the importance of
J?ﬁ involvement in satisfying work_'appeared ‘to influence a

woman s feelings of alienation and ig tionT‘"Seteral who
Qfenjoyeégtheir parenting role with Pres oolers never missed
their outside contacts. And those wvho were ;estricted to
rolé%' which provided 1little meanfhg‘(/ satisfaction
expressed a2 real sense of lonelinessvli;ing on the. farm, .
Those with many roles, some of which brought satisfaction
(nhile other did not, seemed to fing farming a rewarding
lifestyle and their soclal lives complete. In partf@ular,
those who added the farmer: role to those of}‘mother,
housekeeper, cook bookkeeper, etc._' expressed - great

satisfaction and enthusiasm for the type of lives they had

built for themselves and their families.



