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Abstract:
Gallatin County farm/ranch couples were surveyed to determine differences between wives' and
husbands' perceptions of hours of farm/ranch task participation by the wives by use of paired t tests of
means for each of nine categories of farm/ranch work. Differences between wives' and husbands'
perceptions of importance of the tasks performed by the wives were tested by use of the sign test.
Further, analysis of variance tests were employed for each of the nine task categories to determine if
there was a difference between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as
classified by these variables: age and number of their children; the education levels, ages and hours of
employment of both spouses; the wives' prior farm/ranch experience and task preference; presence of
wives' names on land documents; and size of the farm/ranch operation.

There was no statistically significant difference between the means of the wives' and husbands'
perceptions of hours of the wives' farm/ranch task participation for any of the nine task categories. In 6
of the 9 categories, of those couples in which both persons reported time spent by the wife at task
performance, the number of men reporting a higher importance rating for those tasks than did their
wives was significantly greater than the number of women who reported a higher rating than did their
husbands. No significant differences were found among the mean number of hours spent by women at
farm/ranch work as classified by the age and number of their children, wives' employment, and
presence of wives' names on land documents. Some categories of farm tasks did appear to be affected
by education, age, husbands' employment, wives' prior farm/ranch experience, wives' task preference,
or size of the operation.

In this study, wives and husbands appeared to have similar perceptions about the amount of time
women spend at farm/ranch work. Men reported higher importance ratings for that work than did their
wives more often than women reported higher ratings than did their husbands. Of the nine task
categories, record keeping was the only one in which the mean number of hours spent by the wives was
not significantly affected by any of the variables. Task preference significantly affected the mean
number of hours spent at more of the 9 categories than did any other variable. 
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ABSTRACT

Gallatin County farm/ranch couples were surveyed to 
determine differences between wives' and husbands' 
perceptions of hours of farm/ranch task participation by 
the wives by use of paired t tests of means for each of 
nine categories of farm/ranch work. Differences between 
wives' and husbands' perceptions of importance of the 
tasks performed by the wives were tested by use of the 
sign test. Further, analysis of variance tests were 
employed for each of the nine task categories to 
determine if there was a difference between the mean 
number of hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by these variables: age and number of their 
children; the education levels, ages and hours of employment of both spouses; the wives' prior farm/ranch 
experience and task preference; presence of wives' names 
on land documents; and size of the farm/ranch operation.

There was no statistically significant difference 
between the means of the wives' and husbands' percep
tions of hours of the wives' farm/ranch task partici
pation for any of the nine task categories. In 6 of the 
9 categories, of those couples in which both persons 
reported time spent by the wife at task performance, the 
number of men reporting a higher importance rating for 
those tasks than did their wives was significantly 
greater than the number of women who reported a higher 
rating than did their husbands. No significant differ
ences were found among the mean number of hours spent by 
women at farm/ranch work as classified by the age and 
number of their children, wives' employment, and 
presence of wives' names on land documents. Some 
categories of farm tasks did appear to be affected by 
education, age, husbands' employment, wives' prior 
farm/ranch experience, wives' task preference, or size 
of the operation.In this study, wives and husbands appeared to have 
similar perceptions about the amount of time women spend 
at farm/ranch work. Men reported higher importance 
ratings for that work than did their wives more often 
than women reported higher ratings than did their 
husbands. Of the nine task categories, record keeping 
was the only one in which the mean number of hours spent 
by the wives was not significantly affected by any of 
the variables. Task preference significantly affected 
the mean number of hours spent at more of the 9 
categories than did any other variable.
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INTRODUCTION

The American ' farmer: the vision, in the mind's eye 
is likely a man in a.pair of overalls, with a weathered 
face shaded from the sun by a hat, a symbol of strength 
and independence. It is quite likely that the vision 
did not include a woman; the.term farmer does not often 
connote woman.

However, according to census data, there are about 
half a million women engaged in farm work (Pearson, 
1980) , and there are many more women not classified by 
census requirements as employed in agriculture. These 
women fill roles from manual farm laborer to farm 
partner to owner/operator. In spite of sizable numbers 
and tremendous contributions, women are, as Hill (1981) 
notes, the invisible farmers of America. A number of 
factors, which will be discussed later, contribute to 
this invisibility.

According to the research literature, these 
invisible farm/ranch women fill a variety of roles and 
perform a variety of tasks. They are homemakers, 
mothers, community volunteers, members in organizations, 
wage-earners in the labor market, and farm workers.
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If farm women's work is so unrecognized in society, 
in spite of an apparent extensive workload, is the same 
true within their individual families? Do the spouses 
of farm women recognize the extent of their wives1 
participation in the farm/ranch operation? There is a 
limited amount of research which suggests that farm 
husbands may slightly underestimate their wives' 
contributions (Boulding, 1980; International Harvester
Farm Forum cited in Boulding, 1980; Jones and Rosenfeld, 
1981). It can be argued that a farm/ranch woman's 
contribution to the family and farm, and the perception 
by the family members of. that contribution, affects the 
interactions within the family. Underestimating the 
contribution of a member may lead to the undervaluing of 
that member. Given the magnitude of the range of tasks 
farm/ranch women perform and the time required to 
perform them, bringing attention to these women's, 
contributions can be important for their legal, psychic, 
emotional, and economic benefit.

Farm/ranch women are very often unpaid for their 
farm/ranch work. They are responsible for household 
work and child care for which they also, in the majority 
of cases, receive no wage. Rosenfeld (1984) points out

Research indicates that their work week may be as high
as 99-113 hours (Boulding, 1980).
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that women in our society contribute a disproportionate 
amount of unpaid labor.

This unpaid female labor force, including farm and 
non-farm women, is often at a serious financial disad
vantage. Credit may be difficult for them to obtain. 
They may have no personal social security coverage and, 
until recently, limited access to individual retirement 
plans. Scholl (1983b) gives an excellent summary of 
unemployment and disability coverage. As of 1976, 
unemployment coverage was extended to most agricultural 
workers, but few states cover all agricultural workers. 
Persons working for relatives are generally ineligible 
for unemployment coverage. In.Montana, coverage was not 
available for family farm workers as of that year.

Farm/ranch women may also have no disability 
coverage (Scholl, 1983b) . They may face the loss of 
jointly accumulated assets on divorce or death of a 
spouse. On January I, 1982, the unlimited marital 
deduction became effective which allows the estate of 
one spouse to go to the surviving spouse without 
taxation. But in certain states, those spouses may 
still have to prove ownership and involvement in the 
farming operation in order to avoid state estate taxes 
(Scholl, 1983b).

Not only are farm/ranch women affected by these 
financial circumstances, but their families may be as
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well. How would a farm/ranch woman's family replace her 
service were she to become disabled without disability 
insurance? Certainly any children would be affected by 
her financial circumstances in the case of her divorce 
or widowhood.

It is apparent that farm/ranch women, and thus 
their families, arfe very often in financially tenuous 
positions due in large part to the fact that their 
significant contributions to their families and farms or 
ranches go unacknowledged and especially monetarily 
unacknowledged. As Boulding (1980) points out, the 
legal and economic status and social recognition of the 
contributions that farm/ranch women make are nowhere 
near what these contributions warrant. Further study to 
document their work and delineate factors affecting that 
work is in order.

Statement of Purpose

There are many roles and tasks that deserve 
attention in addressing the issue of the "invisible" 
(Hill, 1981) women farmers. The purpose of this study 
was to examine the husbands' and wives' perceptions of 
women's time spent at farm/ranch tasks, and to determine 
if there was a difference in their perceptions. As 
noted in the literature ' review, Jones and Rosenfeld 
(1981) found that there was a tendency for men to
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slightly underestimate their wives' farm/ranch task 
participation.

This study also sought to examine husbands' and 
wives' perceptions of the importance, of the wives' 
farm/ranch tasks to the success of the farm business, 
and to determine if there was a difference in those 
perceptions. Hill (1981) believes that time and task 
inventories are not sufficient measures of the extent of 
farm/ranch women's contributions. To get at the extent 
of these contributions, she recommended obtaining 
information about the importance of these tasks to the 
farm/ranch operation. Information from this study 
demonstrated not only how much work these women did, but 
also gave some indication of how critical their con
tribution was to the successful operation of their 
family farm businesses.

Finally, the study sought to determine if there was 
a relationship between the women's, farm/ranch task 
participation (defined by the wives' estimates of their 
time spent at those tasks) and a variety of other 
variables including age and number of children, age of 
both spouses, education level of both spouses, off-farm 
employment of both spouses, the wife's prior farm/ranch 
experience, her preference for farm/ranch work, the 
presence of the wife's name on land documents, and the 
size of the operation. Other studies, which will be
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discussed in the literature review, have suggested that 
these factors influence wives' participation in farm/ 
ranch tasks. Time estimates for a variety of tasks were 
used as measures of participation because, regardless of 
the number of tasks a woman performs, there is the same 
finite number of hours each day available for that 
participation. Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) note the 
logic of assuming that the more farm/ranch • tasks a 
person does, the more time he or she will be likely to 
spend at farm work. They recommended that work involve
ment measures contain a time dimension as well as the 
diversity dimension used in their study.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were tested by this study.
1. Wives and husbands will have different perceptions 

of the extent of the wives' farm/ranch task 
participation, with the wives' perceptions being, 
higher.

2. Wives' and husbands' perceptions of the importance 
of the wives' farm/ranch task contributions are 
independent of gender.

3. There is no difference among the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by the age of their children: no
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children, children 12 years and younger, children 
13 years and older, and children in both groups.

4. There is no difference among the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by the number of their children: 0
children living at home, I child, 2 children, 3 
children, or 4 children.

5. a. There is no difference between the mean number
of hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by their level of education: having
completed grade school through having completed 
high school, and having some college through having 
a graduate degree.
b. There is no difference between the mean number 
of hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by their husbands', level of education: 
having completed grade school through having 
completed high school, and having some college 
through having a graduate degree.

6. a. There is no difference among the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by their age group: 18-35 years, 36-50
years, 51-65 years, and over 65 years.
b. There is no difference among the mean number of 
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as
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classified by their husbands', age group: 18-3 5
years, 36-50 years, 51-65 years, and over 65 years..

7. a. There is no difference among the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by . women as 
classified by their weekly hours of off-farm' 
employment: 0 hours, 1-15 hours, 16-39 hours, and
40 or more hours.
b. There is no difference among the mean number of 
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by their husbands' weekly hours of off- 
farm employment: 0 hours, 1-15 hours, 16-39 hours, 
and 40 or more hours.

8. There is no difference between the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as
classified by prior farm/ranch experience: having 
lived on a farm or ranch while growing up or not 
having lived on a farm or ranch while growing up.

9. There is no difference among the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as
classified by their task preference: preference for 
household work including child care, preference 
for farm/ranch work, or equal preference for both. 
There is no difference between the mean number of
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as
classified by the presence or absence.of the

10.
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woman's name on land documents (including documents 
for leased land).

11. There is no difference among the mean number of 
hours of farm/ranch work performed by women as 
classified by the size of their farm/ranch 
operations: 20-160 acres, 161-320 acres, 321-640
acres, 641-1280 acres, 1281-2560 acres, 2561-3840 
acres, and over 3840 acres.
For hypotheses 3-11, the women's estimates of their 

time spent at task performance defined their farm/ranch 
task participation. A person performing a particular 
task is probably more aware of the time it takes to do 
it than one who may or may not be around to see it done 
and possibly has never performed the tasks in question. 
Following this logic, since women were the ones actually 
performing the tasks in question, their estimates were 
probably a closer reflection of reality than were their 
husbands' estimates.

Specific Objectives

In order to obtain information to test the hypothe
ses and fulfill the purpose of the study, the specific 
objectives were:
I. To obtain estimates, from both wives and husbands, 
of the wife's participation in farm/ranch tasks.
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2. To compare the estimates of the wives' farm/ranch 
task participation that have been obtained from the 
couples.
3. To obtain perceptions from both wives and husbands, 
of the importance of the wife1s farm/ranch tasks to the 
success of the family farm business.
4. To compare the wives' and husbands' perceptions of 
the importance of the wife's farm/ranch tasks.
5. To determine if the wives' farm/ranch task par
ticipation is affected ' by these variables: age of 
children, number of children, age of both spouses, 
education level of both spouses, off-farm employment of 
both spouses, the wife's prior farm/ranch experience, 
her preference for farm/ranch work, the presence of the 
wife's name on land documents, and the size of the 
operation.

Need for the Study

There are a number of studies on what farm/ranch 
women do in the various roles they fill. From these, 
one can derive a number of areas on farm women's 
farm/ranch work that need further research.

First, very little has been done on men's percep
tions of women's contributions to farm/ranch labor and 
on what factors affect those perceptions. Two recent 
studies (International Harvester Farm Forum, 1975, cited
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in Boulding, 1980; Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981) provide 
some evidence that men slightly underestimate women's 
contribution. Since the evidence is not conclusive, 
more study is in order.

Second, a number of studies address the importance 
of including the context in which farm women work in 
studies of these women. Farm families are very often 
closely intertwined with the farm business (Elbert, 
1981; Hill, 1981), so that each functions in and.around 
the other. Rosenfeld (1984) and Hedlund and Berkowitz 
(1978) also note that there is not a distinct line 
between farm work and family. Colman (1981) and Hill 
(1981) agree that the most appropriate analysis of 
family and farm would consider the two separate systems, 
the family and the farm, acknowledging that they are 
integrated in different ways and to varying degrees in 
different situations. Though Flora (1981) also dis
cusses the importance of considering the degree to which 
the production unit and the household unit "inter
penetrate", she suggests a different perspective. She 
notes that farm women are not necessarily part of the 
family farm. Therefore, the household and how it fits 
into the farm business should be the unit of analysis.

Often, extended family members such as parents, 
siblings, and in-laws are involved in the farm business. 
This kinship network plays a large part in the lives of
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some farm women and in the business arrangements (Hill, 
1981) and the operation of the farm (Colman, 1981).

This inseparable interaction of many farm women 
with their families, kinship structures, and the 
agricultural production unit complicates research on 
farm women's work. One solution to this problem is the 
use of a theoretical perspective for analysis which 
would accommodate inclusion of these interactions. 
After a review of a variety of family theories. Social 
Choice Theory emerged as one which would allow com
prehensive consideration of the variety of factors 
involved in farm women's farm/ranch work and the context 
within which they work. This theory will be discussed 
later in the paper.

Finally, though there are a number of articles on 
farm women, research on the farm/ranch work of Montana 
women is scarce. The American Farm Women Survey (Jones 
and Rosenfeld, 1981) was a national survey and would 
have included, but not been specific to, Montana farm 
and ranch families. Only one study has been done 
specifically on Montana farm/ranch Women's work 
(Goetting,.Fogel, and Howland, 1982). This study had a 
non-random sample of only five women. Though the study 
provided a fairly complete listing of tasks that women 
perform, it was not designed to provide documentation of 
women's task performance. Since Montana has a large
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agricultural base, more information on the work.of farm 
families would be useful. The information in this 
study, though specific to Gallatin County, contributes 
to a slowly increasing body of knowledge on an important 
shrinking population, farm families and farm women 
specifically.

Definitions

I.. Farm/ranch operation - In order to exclude hobby 
farms and include families who consider the. family farm 
lifestyle as a primary goal, but who need off-farm 
employment for cash flow (and/or desire self-actuali
zation) , the definition of farm/ranch operation will 
include the following conditions:
a. . The family farm will conform to the definition 
outlined by the Montana Women Involved in Farm Economics 
organization; i.e. it is a "form of commercial enter
prise in which the management . decisions are made by a 
family engaged in the production of food or fiber for 
profit, which is intended to provide the major source of 
income and capital for investment." This definition 
does not specify which members of the family make the 
decision nor the process in which they make them. Thus, 
it allows for the variety of nuclear and extended family 
arrangements that may exist in farm/ranch families.
b. The operator(s) primarily identify themselves as 
farmers, or the family as a farm family, although they
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may have another occupation to provide cash for the 
farming operation and/or family, or to provide self- 
actualization.
c. The family lives in the rural area on some part of 
the farm or ranch.
2. Farm/ranch task - Any work done related to the 
production of agricultural goods on the farm/ranch 
operation. There may be some overlap of production for 
commercial use and production for family use.
3. Farm/ranch woman - Any rural woman living on a farm 
or ranch operation, qualified by Definition I. Here
after farm/ranch woman may be shortened to farm woman 
for the sake of brevity.

Limitations

1. Time estimates of various tasks are limited by the 
accuracy of the person's recall of previous events.
2. Surveys were completed during the spring. Because 
of the immediacy of the tasks pressing in the spring, 
women may have been predisposed to more accurate recall 
of tasks that occur in the spring than tasks that occur 
during the other seasons.
3. There is a possibility that women may have inadver
tently neglected to record some tasks. Boulding (1980.) 
notes that some tasks seem so basic to farm women that 
they may forget to mention them in their reports of the
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tasks that they perform. Consequently, the time spent 
and the tasks performed may be underestimated by the 
women.

Assumptions

1. It is assumed that a person who actually performs a 
task has more knowledge about the magnitude of the task 
and about his or her own personal involvement in the 
task than an observer would have. Therefore, because 
farm/ranch women are performing the.tasks being inven
toried, it is assumed that their self-reports will more 
nearly reflect reality than the reports of their 
spouses, who may or may not observe their wives at farm 
work.
2. Social Choice theory includes some basic assump
tions about human behavior which have been synthesized 
by F. Ivan Nye (1982) from the initial work on this 
theory; those pertinent to this study are summarized 
below.

a. Human beings and their behaviors are rational, 
though the information and predictions upon which 
behavior is based are not always accurate.

b. Individuals and groups make choices that will 
minimize costs and maximize rewards (i.e. yield the 
greatest profit.)
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c. In order to obtain rewards, people must 

undergo costs. People - realize that their choices of 
costs and rewards affect others who are members of 
groups to which they belong and may alter choices in 
order to alter affects of those choices on other group 
members.

d. Humans initiate action as well as react to 
circumstances.

e. The norm of reciprocity applies to behavior 
between individuals and to behavior between individuals 
and groups. (This notion is commonly known as the 
Golden Rule.)

f. Behavior will not be repeated unless it has 
been rewarded, unless not repeating that behavior will 
be too costly to the individual.

g. Getting what one feels one deserves results in 
satisfaction, getting less than what one feels one 
deserves results in anger and getting more than one 
feels one deserves results in guilt.

h. Individuals feel rewarded when they inflict 
costs on someone they perceive as having hurt them, 
although the "costs of receiving punishment usually are 
greater than the rewards of inflicting it" (Nye, 1982, 
p. 23) .

i. Though generally most people in a particular 
society will agree whether a specific thing is
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considered a cost or a reward, individuals will assign 
different worth to relationships, objects, experiences, 
etc.

j. The more someone has of a particular thing, 
"the less additional units of it are worth" (Nye, 1982, 
p. 23).

The previous pages have provided a basis for some 
understanding of the background of this project. It 
would be useful for the reader to have information about 
other studies that deal with the work of farm/ranch 
women. Following is a review of the literature provid
ing such information about the roles, responsibilities 
and work of farm/ranch women.
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research Issues

Several authors (Colman, 1981; Elbert, 1981; 
Flora, 1981; Hill, 1981) have addressed the challenge of 
doing research on farm women. From them, one learns of 
the paucity of research: there is an array of topics 
dealing with farm women that needs to be addressed. 
They offer a variety of philosophical perspectives 
within which to view these topics and they discuss the 
lack of satisfactory research techniques. The following 
paragraphs review their comments in more detail.

Hill (1981) reviews several areas in which 
research on farm women is needed, and addresses some 
research methodology problems. According to her, it is 
important to consider the context within which farm 
women work. They• are often bound up within family and 
kinship structures and those structures are enmeshed 
with the family farm business. Also at issue is the 
"politics" of defining and valuing of women's work. 
Hill notes that some tasks performed by farm women are 
not defined as "real work" by some agricultural econo
mists, who have historically acknowledged only men's 
labor; women's work has been dismissed as unimportant.
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The question arises: How much work must women do to be 
counted as farmers? There are limits in methodology in 
both time-use studies and survey research. Hill 
suggests assessing the importance of a . task as well as 
the time spent, to get a more accurate idea of the 
extent of a woman's contribution.

Hill's work evoked a variety of responses from 
other authors. Colman's (1981) commentary on Hill's 
(1981) article concurs with Hill's idea that the farm 
and the farm family are two separate systems that are 
integrated in various ways and to varying degrees, 
depending on the situation. He suggests that these two 
systems, the farm and the farm family, are an appro
priate context for evaluating the effects of off-farm 
wdrk on family and farm and task participation.

Elbert (1981) and Hill (1981) seem to agree on the 
complexity of the context in which farm women work, 
though there is a philosophical difference in values 
underlying their comments. Elbert sees Hill's stance 
as making liberation of women's rights the issue; 
freedom from kinship restraints would mean liberation. 
He argues that this model of liberation based on 
autonomy is not applicable to farm women in their lives 
of integrated family and farm systems, for they have 
family ties which link them to the production unit.
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(One of those ties is intergenerational transfer of that 
production unit.)

Flora (1981) suggests that the issue of rights for 
women which Hill (1981) addresses may be a class issue, 
and that the household should be the unit of analysis. 
Women have a vested interest in maintaining their class 
status and will adapt to defend it. Flora's belief is 
that researchers should study how changes in farm 
women's work are related to changes in structures in 
agriculture, which she also sees as a class issue, as 
well as how work changes are related to family life 
cycle issues.

Each of the authors mentioned thus far has dis
cussed limitations of and directions for research on 
farm/ranch women. This thesis project, though limited 
in size and scope, attempts to include some suggestions 
of the aforementioned authors.

This thesis project is unable to collect any long
term data on changes in farm women's work on the farm, 
or how kinship or outside structures have affected these 
changes. However, it does address the issue of the 
extent of women's involvement in farm work by assessing 
the importance of the tasks performed by the women, as 
perceived by both men and women. It also attempts to 
partially address the issue of family context by 
documenting spouses' perceptions of wives' farm/ranch
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task participation, perceptions, of importance of those 
tasks, comparing husbands' and wives' perceptions, and 
placing those perceptions within a viable theoretical 
framework which can explain family interactions.

The theoretical perspective of Social Choice theory 
allows interpretation of the social nature of the family 
structures within which farm women live and work. It 
provides the theoretical focus for the interpretation of 
the results of this research.

Theoretical Perspective

The concepts of costs, rewards, outcomes and 
alternatives are the basis for a variety of social 
behavior theories including Learning theory. Behavior 
Modification, Behaviorism, Exchange theory, Cost-Benefit 
Analysis, Rational Choice theory, and Equity theory, 
among others (Nye, 1982). Social Choice expands and 
incorporates ideas in these theories. It has its basis 
in the ideas that "...humans avoid costly behavior and 
seek rewarding statuses, relationships, interaction, and 
feeling states to the end that their profits are 
maximized" (Nye, 1982, p. 14). People will incur some 
costs in obtaining rewards and will have to forego some 
rewards to avoid some costs.

Rewards are satisfactions, experiences, and social 
interactions one enjoys. Costs are statuses, feelings
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and interactions one dislikes. They include punish
ments, which are things one dislikes, and rewards 
foregone. Sources of costs and rewards include social 
approval, autonomy, ambiguity, security, money, value, 
opinion and agreement, and equality. A profit is a 
situation where rewards outweigh the costs.

People have individual standards they set for 
evaluating their costs and rewards which are called 
comparison levels. They evaluate their present situa
tion in light of alternatives presently available to 
them (level of alternatives). The theory assumes a norm 
of reciprocity, meaning that people help people who help 
them, and that they do not injure those who help them.

Nye (1982) offers a set of basic theoretical 
propositions. Briefly, individuals choose the alterna
tive offering the most profit. If costs are equal, they 
will choose the alternative with the greatest reward. 
If the rewards are equal, they choose the alternative 
with the fewest costs. If the immediate outcomes are 
equal, they choose the alternative with the best long
term outcome. And if the long-term outcomes are equal, 
they will choose the alternative with the best immediate 
outcome. If other costs and rewards are equal, they 
will choose the alternative which provides the most 
social approval, autonomy, security, and value and 
opinion agreement. They choose relationships with
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persons they consider equals, and alternatives offering 
the least ambiguity in terms of future outcomes and 
events. They will also choose alternatives that have 
the least monetary expense and the most financial 
reward.

These propositions are not limited to two-person 
interactions. They are generalized to primary groups, 
such as the family, and to society in general as well. 
Individuals perceive their rewards and costs as affect
ing and being affected by the group and will choose 
alternatives which consider this interaction. Important 
for this study is the idea of rewards from family, 
members. Levinger (in Nye, 1982) notes that the list of 
reward categories compiled by Foa and Foa (1974) are 
money, goods, information, status, services, and love.

Social Choice theory is flexible and general. 
Because it is useful in explaining behavior in groups, 
it is useful in interpreting the data from this thesis 
within the context of the farm family and more specific
ally, the farm couple.
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The Invisible Women Farmers

Hill (1981) says that farm women want to be recog
nized, respected, and remunerated. Goetting et al 
(1982) and Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) also found this 
desire for recognition for their work in the farm women 
that they interviewed. Joyce and Leadley (cited in 
Nickols, 1980) found that from a conference as early as 
1926, as well as another in 1976, there emerged a desire 
for recognition of themselves as capable people who 
contribute to their families and their communities. 
Recognition and respect are forms of social approval. 
Remuneration is a monetary reward. It is logical to 
assume that if women farmers are invisible, as Hill 
(1981) says, then they will not receive rewards for 
their efforts. Farm women's expression of their desires 
for recognition, respect and remuneration indicates that 
they dp feel they are being insufficiently rewarded.

A number of articles which will be discussed in 
this chapter indicate that women do perform many tasks 
and fulfill many roles in their families and their 
family farm businesses. If this is true, a question 
arises as to the factors which contribute to farm and 
ranch women's continued invisibility. An examination of 
the research literature suggests a number of those
factors.
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Even though, women are often totally involved in 

their farm businesses, they may choose not to claim the 
title of farmer for themselves. The American Farm Women 
national survey (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981) found that 
on tax returns, less than 3% of their sample listed 
themselves as farmers, and 5% called themselves farm 
wives. Nickols (1980) and Boulding (1980) both found 
that their samples did not claim the title of farmer. 
Several explanations are plausible. Boulding (1980) 
found that the women in her sample did not want to be 
called farmers. Some felt like it was being called a 
man. Others felt that they didn't "deserve" to be 
called a farmer.

Tax structure may also affect how farm/ranch women 
label themselves. Scholl (1983b) gives an excellent 
explanation of the economic effects of farm women 
changing their reported occupational status to reflect 
farm employment. Those effects depend largely upon the 
status of the farm business, that is, whether it is a 
corporation, partnership, or a sole proprietorship. In 
each case, the woman's occupation can have direct impact 
on the FICA and state and federal tax obligations of the 
farm unit, and in some states, unemployment and dis
ability obligations. For example, in some cases, women 
may avoid calling themselves employees of the operation 
or operators to avoid mandatory FICA withdrawals (Jones
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and Rosenfeld, 1981). Since the farm woman's well-being 
is so integrated with the well-being of the farm 
business, it may be of immediate benefit to herself, her 
family, and the farm business to list herself in the 
occupational category that would be least expense for 
the farm business. Also, if a woman is employed at paid 
off-farm labor, she may feel legally obliged to report 
the off-farm employment as her occupation (Jones and 
Rosenfeld, 1981); tax forms do not usually allow space 
for reporting more than one occupation.

Hill (1981) addresses a subtle political issue 
which is another factor contributing to farm/ranch 
women's invisibility. Men who live on farms are assumed 
to be farmers. Women must prove their labor contribu
tions before they call themselves farmers. She claims 
that agricultural economists do not count women's work 
as "real" work. In the context of changing gender roles 
and possible accompanying shifts in the balance of power 
within families, this political perspective is worth 
noting.

Finally, government data collection methods often 
fail to accurately account for farm/ranch women's labor 
contributions. The Bureau of Census requires 15 hours 
or more of unpaid farm work within the week the Census 
is taken (Boulding, 1980; Huffman, 1976; Scholl, 1983b). 
Farm work requirements vary from week to week so that
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hours worked during the week the data is collected may 
be below the required 15 hours (Scholl, 1983b). This 
notion seems to be supported by Huffman (1976), Who 
notes that the mid-March Census falls at a slack time on 
most farms. Therefore, the Census data may not be an 
accurate reflection of how many women really would 
qualify as unpaid family labor. Further, if a worker 
works less than 15 hours, (s)he is classified as not 
being in the labor force (Scholl, 1983b) . Both the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Bureau of Census 
classify workers by the occupation in which the most 
hours are.worked. Consequently, farm women who may work 
both on and off the farm are often counted only for 
their off-farm labor.

The Bureau of Census also collects data for the 
Census of Agriculture for the purpose of obtaining 
information about farm units (Scholl, 1983b). Data is 
collected on only the one person who does most of the 
managing for the operation (Kalbacher, 1983; Scholl,
1983b). This is usually the husband (Kalbacher, 1983). 
Persons sharing equally are not identified (Kalbacher, 
1983; Scholl, 1983b). Thus, women's contributions go
unrecognized in government reports. The previous
paragraphs note some specific factors which influence 
the underestimation of women's farm/ranch labor. The 
next section will identify the roles and responsibilit
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ies of farm women in their work that have been reported 
by other research.

Farm Women's Roles and Responsibilities

Literature on farm women examines the work respon
sibilities of farm women. Those responsibilities can be 
segregated into 4 basic roles. This section will 
discuss those 4 basic roles and the various tasks which 
are a part.of each.

The first role is that of farm women within the 
family household (Bentley and Sachs, 1984; Boulding, 
1980; Gasson, 1981; Hill, 1981; Nickols, 1980; Pearson, 
1980; Scholl, 1982). It is generally agreed that most 
farm women are responsible for maintenance of their 
families' households. They raise, purchase, prepare and 
preserve food for their families; bear and raise 
children; clean; wash; and manage households. Boulding 
(1980) adapts figures from the May 1979 Farm Wife News 
to indicate that farm women average 58 hours per week at 
domestic tasks.

A second role these women fill is that of off-farm 
or non-farm wage earner (Bentley and Sachs, 1984; 
Bokemire et al, cited in Ross, 1982; Boulding, 1980; 
Fassinger and Schwarzweller cited in Ross, 1982; Hill, 
1981; Jones and Rosenfeld, 19.81;Maret and COpp, 1982; 
Nickols, 1980; Scholl, 1983a; Sweet (1972) cited in
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Ross, 1982) . According to Hill (1981) , 60% of farm 
families get at least half of their income from off-farm 
sources. Farms need a cash flow to operate; often off- 
farm employment provides that cash flow. As Hill (1981) 
notes, that income may be necessary for protecting the 
net worth of the operation. The Bureau of the Census 
(in Boulding, 1980) classifies about 40% of farm women 
as being active in the labor force. Of that 4 0%, 
roughly one-third are counted as employed in agricul
ture. The remainder are employed in non-agricultural 
work. Though not all rural women are farm women, these 
figures can provide some sense of how many women in 
rural areas and on farms are employed off-farm. Two 
factors Boulding (1980) notes that affect a farm wife's 
off-farm employment are the farm's cash needs and the 
availability of work.

Farm women also bring in cash from enterprises that 
are not part of the main agricultural production but may 
be done on the farm. It might be selling garden 
vegetables or eggs. In.any case, these enterprises are 
the sources of the "egg and butter money" that farm 
women very often earn (Boulding, 1980).

A third role that farm/ranch women fill is what 
Boulding (1980) describes as participation in social and 
civic activities (Gasson, 1981; Hill, 1981; Jones and 
Rosenfeld, 1980). They are active in .voluntary com
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munity organizations and activities, as well as agricul
tural organizations, and work for churches, schools, and 
youth and women's groups. They participate in activ
ities with friends and extended family members. 
Boulding (1980) says that the farm wife in these 
families is the chief organizer for these social 
affairs.

A fourth role many farm women fill is that of farm 
worker. They perform a variety of tasks, from support 
activities like cooking for hired help, to field work to 
management tasks (Boulding, 1980; Elbert, 1981; Gasson , 
1981; Goetting et al, 1982; Hill, 1981; Jones and 
Rosenfeld, 1981; Nickols, 1980; Pearson, 1979, 1980; 
Sawer, 1973). Not all farm/ranch women participate in 
farm/ranch tasks, and those who do, do not necessarily 
participate in all of them. For example, the Jones and 
Rosenfeld (1981) study found that only 5% of their 
sample did all the tasks they had listed, and 2% did 
none. Seventeen percent of the women did at least 8 0% 
of the tasks listed.

From this review of the literature on farm/ranch 
women as farm workers, a logical categorization of the 
farm/ranch tasks that women perform emerges. Following 
is an inventory of those general categories synthesized 
from the literature.



31
1. ) Record-keeping
2. ) Running errands
3. ) Fieldwork
4 .). Animal care
5. ) Building and equipment care and maintenance
6. ) Decision-making
7. ) Marketing
8. ) Making major purchases
9. ) Supervision, coordination and management
10. ) Cooking for farm workers
11. ) Obtaining information regarding farming and

business
12. ) Intergenerational transfer, including

reproduction of children, teaching skills 
and passing on the farm unit.

Several researchers have found that farm women 
spend considerable time at farm work. Scholl (1982) 
discusses 2 studies. One in 1926 in Oregon showed that 
about 18% of the homemaker's time was spent at farmwork. 
A second study in 1936 in New York stated that 11% of a 
homemaker's time was spent at farm work. 1964 census 
data (cited in Huffman, 1976) indicates that "farm wives 
who do farm work average 19.9 hours per week, with a 
range of 17 hours in January and March to 22.3 hours in 
July. Gasson (1981) cites a 1976 study which indicates 
that farmers on full-time holdings received assistance
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from their wives averaging 17 hours per week. Boulding 
(1980) says that the 1964 census data is too low, and 
claims that women average 41 hours per week at farm 
work. In summer, the workday may be 18-2 0 hours. 
Nickols (1980) says that 16 to 17 hour workdays, which 
include farm work, are not unusual.

In describing the roles of farm women, one must 
keep in mind the concept of degree of involvement. 
Though most farm women are responsible for the domestic 
sphere, each one is involved to a different degree in 
the other 3 roles. Degree of involvement extends across 
a continuum from being uninvolved to total involvement.

Women seem to identify or label themselves on the 
basis of their degree of involvement in their various 
roles. Often it is the balance between the domestic 
sphere and their farm/ranch task participation which 
decides their self-definition. Reseachers also attempt 
to find labels for groups of farm women based on their 
role involvement (Boulding, 1980; Gasson, 1981; Jones 
and Rosenfeld, 1981; Nickols, 1980; Pearson, 1979, 
1980).

From the literature one finds four basic labels 
based on role participation. A farm housewife (Bould- 
ing, 1980; Gasson, 1981) or farm homemaker (Pearson, 
1979) is responsible for the household but not involved 
with the farm business. A farm wife (Boulding, 198 0;
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Gasson7 1981; Nickols. 1980), or agricultural helper 
(Pearson, 1979) , sees herself as involved in the farm 
business with her spouse as well as being responsible 
for the household. Farm partners (Nickols7 1980), or 
agricultural partners (Pearson, 1979), consider them
selves to be very involved, often equally with their 
spouses. They feel that they and their spouses are 
running the farm business as equal team members. 
Finally, there is a group of women farmers (Boulding, 
1980), or independent producers (Pearson, 1979), who run 
the agricultural operation themselves. It may be due to 
being single or widowed or because the husband works off 
the farm (Boulding, 1980). It seems reasonable to 
assume that it could also be due to personal choice.

Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) suggest that placing 
qualitative labels, such as those listed above, is 
inappropriate. They say it is too cut-and-dried and 
creates a false impression of reality. . Farm operator- 
ship involves varying degrees of task participation and 
may be a family function.

This study was concerned with the degree of women's 
farm/ranch task involvement. A variety of factors 
affect each farm woman's participation in various roles. 
The following section will discuss some of the factors 
affecting farm women's role as farm workers.
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Factors Affecting Women's Participation in Farm Work

Children may affect women's farm work participa
tion. Women may tend to do more farm work when their 
children are young (Jones and.Rosenfeld, 1981, cited in 
School, 1982). Several explanations are plausible. As 
children get older they may tend to take over farm tasks 
that were previously done by the wife. A woman's labor 
on the farm may be needed more in the early stages of 
the farm business, which is also likely to be the time 
when children are young.

In the Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) study, a larger 
number of children decreased the range of farm tasks a 
woman did. A number of children under age 6 decreased 
her participation in. fieldwork without, machinery, 
marketing and purchasing.

Age also affects women's participation in farm work 
(Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981). As their age increases, 
women's participation decreases. This may be due to 
decreased physical strength, because children have 
matured and taken over some of the farm work, or because 
the woman's labor input is needed in early stages of 
economic development of the family and family farm 
(Scholl, 1982).

Off-farm employment also affects women's partici
pation. If a husband is employed, Jones and Rosenfeld 
(1981) found that the wife is more likely to be involved
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in decision-making. If a husband is employed, the wife 
does more tasks (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981; Scholl, 
1982) . If the wife is employed, she may be involved 
less in farm tasks. (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981).

Education is another factor affecting women's farm 
work. Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) found that a woman 
with less than a high school education was less likely 
to participate in farm tasks than women with more than a 
high school education. This finding was based on 
percentage of tasks done at least occasionally.

Many farm women have spent much of their lives on 
farms. In the Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) study, women 
had spent an average of two-thirds of their lives on 
farms. The greater the proportion of time spent on a 
farm, the wider was the range of tasks those women 
performed. Nickols (1980) also reports that most of the 
women in her sample had grown up on farms, and had 
acquired many of their farm skills with that experience.

Task preference may play a role in women's partici
pation in farm/ranch tasks. Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) 
and Nickols (1980) suggest that some women prefer farm 
work and that preference may affect their participation 
in such tasks. Pearson (1979, 1980) found that prefer
ence for farm work seems to be associated with a woman's 
self-image and her idea of appropriate role behavior. 
Women who disliked farm work held more traditional ideas
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about roles and were frustrated that they sometimes had 
to be involved in what they considered, masculine (farm) 
work. On the other hand, women who liked farm work had 
less traditional attitudes about appropriate role 
behavior and shared more values with their male counter
parts.

Legal relationship to the land may affect farm task 
participation. Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) found that 
women who have legal involvement with the land, espec
ially those who owned land, are more likely to par
ticipate in farm work.

Finally, the size of the operation also plays a 
role in women's farm/ranch task participation (including 
decision-making). Women are less likely to be involved 
in farm work on larger operations (Bentley and Sachs, 
1984; Gasson, 1981; Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981.)

Farm Men's Perceptions of Women's Task Participation

As mentioned earlier, there is some evidence 
suggesting that men tend to underestimate the extent of 
their wives' involvement in farm/ranch task, performance. 
Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) found that men said that 
their wives did 3% fewer tasks regularly (26%) than the 
wives' self-reports indicated (29%). The spouses showed 
agreement in tasks done occasionally; 51% was reported 
by men compared to 50% reported by women. Sixteen
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to 25% of the wives said that they did more than what 
the husbands reported, but 10% to 2 0% of the husbands 
said that their wives did more than what their wives1 
self-reports indicated. Of the couples, in the sample, 
60% to 70% agreed on the wife's task involvement. 
Hence, this study provides little evidence that men 
underestimate women's work. The measure of involvement 
used in the survey was the number of tasks performed and 
whether the tasks were performed regularly, occasionally 
or never. It included no direct time measure.

Several authors discuss the 1975 International 
Harvester Survey (International Harvester Farm Forum, 
1975, cited in Boulding, 1980; Nickols, 1980; Pearson, 
1980) . In that survey, when asked if the women could 
manage the farm alone or with help, 57% of the men 
responded affirmatively, compared to an 81% affirmative 
response by the women. Women rated their own contribu
tions, responsibility, and involvement outside the 
traditional (domestic) sphere higher than did men. 
Seventy percent of the men, compared to 86% of the 
women, felt that farmwife involvement had increased from 
a generation ago. Fifteen percent of the men, compared 
to 38% of the women, said that farm tasks took half or 
more of the woman's time. Twenty-seven percent of the 
women, compared to 43% of the men, reported that farm 
tasks took less than 10% of the women's time.
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The evidence that husbands underestimate the 

involvement of their wives in farm work is slight and 
inconclusive. This study shed further light on the 
topic.
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METHODOLOGY 

The Sample

For the purpose of this study to identify women's 
farm/ranch task participation as perceived by both women 
and their husbands, a systematic random sample of 
farm/ranch families was drawn from a state Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) list of 
farm operators in Gallatin County. Telephone numbers 
were located in the telephone books of the area and from 
the information operator. Those agricultural production 
unit operators for whom a telephone number could not be 
located were eliminated from the sample. Each family in 
the sample was called and the study was explained to 
them, including the confidentiality and anonymity of 
their survey responses. They were asked if they were 
willing to participate in the study and then were asked 
questions to determine if they fit the definition of 
farm family that was used for the study. Families were 
contacted until 200 couples had agreed to participate.

The Survey

A survey instrument was sent separately to each 
spouse in each farm couple (see Appendices A and B.)
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The instrument was designed to elicit from both wives 
and husbands demographic information,■ opinions, estim
ates of the wife's farm/ranch task participation, and 
perceptions of the importance of the tasks performed. 
An inventory" of tasks synthesized from the literature 
was listed along with an importance scale for each task. 
Participants were also asked to respond to questions
about certain factors that a literature review had
revealed to influence women ' S participation in
farm/ranch work: number and age of children, age, off-
farm employment, education, farm/ranch experience, task 
preference, legal relationship to the land, and size of 
the operation. Women's surveys were slightly longer 
than the men's, as women were asked about time spent at 
household and civic activities. Though the survey 
instrument is original, it incorporates ideas from the 
instruments of Goetting et al (1982) and Jones and 
Rosenfeld (1981). The instrument was pretested on farm 
couples in Montana. Suggested changes on format and 
content were made to refine it. Efforts to create a 
valid instrument included use of ideas of other authors 
in the field, pretesting the instrument on farm couples, 
and assistance during design of the instrument by a 
researcher on farm families.

A cover letter explaining the survey and giving 
directions for completing it was also included (see
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Appendix C). The reverse side of the cover letter con
tained a consent form indicating that respondents were 
willing to be involved in the study and understood its 
intent (see Appendix D) . They were requested to sign 
the form and return it with the completed instrument in 
the self-addressed stamped envelope they had also 
received.

Instruments were sent out between April 13, 1985 
and May 14, 1985 as the contacts were made with the 
families. If people had not responded within approxi
mately 10 days to 2 weeks of the mailing date of their 
surveys, follow-up cards were sent, asking if .they 
needed another copy and reminding them to return their 
completed surveys. If they still had not responded 
within approximately 2 weeks of the follow-up card, they 
were telephoned to ask if they were still willing to 
participate, and told that the surveys needed to.be in 
by the first week of June. Surveys were returned 
between April 16, 1985 and June 7, 1985. Three hundred 
and thirty-seven surveys (84.25%) were returned, from 
160 couples and 17 individuals. Of those, there were 
125 useable completed pairs (paired by couple) of 
surveys, or a 62.5% (useable) return rate.

Descriptive Information
An analysis of the descriptive information about 

the sample of Gallatin County farm and ranch couples
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revealed the following information. The women's age 
ranged from 22 to 72 years of age, with a mean of 43.9 
years. For men the range was 24 to 75 years of age, 
with a mean of 47.16 years. Thirty-five women reported 
having no children. Twenty families had I child living 
at home, 36 had 2 children living at home, 18 had 3, and 
9 had 4. Seven women did not respond to the question.

Education levels for both genders varied from 
having completed grade school through having a graduate 
degree. Employment status also varied. Sixty-six women 
(52.8%) and 77 men (61.6%) did not work at paid employ
ment off the farm/ranch operation. Twenty-two women 
(17.6%) and 9 men (7.2%) worked off the farm for 1-15 
hours per week, while 9 women (7.2%) and 2 men (1.6%) 
worked 1-15 hours per week at a home business that was 
not the primary agricultural business. Nine women 
(7.2%) and 7 men (5.6%) worked 16-39 hours per week off 
the farm, and 7 women (5.6%) and 13 men (10.4%) spent 40 
hours or more per week at off-farm employment. Of those 
working in a home business that was not the primary 
agricultural business, 3 women (2.4%) and 5 men (4%) 
spent 16-39 hours per week, while 2 men (1.6%) (and no 
women) spent 40 or more hours per week. Nine women 
(7.2%) and 10 men (8%) did not report employment status. 
A total of 50 women (40%) and 38 men (30.4%) worked at 
least part-time at either off-farm employment or at a
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home business that was not the primary agricultural 
business. The primary reason for paid employment for 
both genders was needing money for family expenses. 
Other reasons included needing money for farm expenses, 
enjoyment of the social aspect of work, self- 
fulfillment, and other. Enjoyment of the social aspect 
of work and self-fulfillment were reported by women more 
often than by men. Twenty-five women, compared to 12 
men, reported enjoyment of the social aspect of work as 
a reason for employment. Twenty-seven women, compared 
to 13 men, reported self-fulfillment as a reason for 
employment.

Of the 125 women, 71 (56.8%) reported that they had 
lived on a farm or ranch while growing up. The length 
of time that those women reported they had lived on a 
farm or ranch ranged from 2 years to 72 years, with a 
median of 35 years and mean of 37.169 years.

Nineteen women (15.2%) expressed a preference for 
farm or ranch work. Forty-five women (36%) preferred 
housework including child care; and 58 women (46.4%) 
preferred both equally. Three women (2.4%) did not 
respond to the question.

Eighty-seven of the women (69.6%) reported the 
presence of their names on the ownership documents for 
their farms or ranches, while 34 (27.2%) reported that
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their names were not on those documents. Four women 
(3.2%) did not respond to the question.

Men's and women's reports of the size of their 
operations were not always consistent within couples. 
According to women, size of the farm/ranch operations 
ranged from 20 to 160 acres through over 3840 acres, 
with almost half of the operations (62 cases or 49.6%) 
being from 321-1280 acres. Men reported the same size 
range, with 66 cases (52.8%) being from 321-1280 acres.

In the majority of couples, both the women and the 
men reported that the wife held, the main responsibility 
for running the household (HO or 88% and 108 or 86.4% 
respectively) and also for child care (69 or 55.2% of 
both women and men). However, 3 women (2.4%) and 4 men 
(3.2%) said that the husband was mainly responsible for 
running the household, while 14 women (11.2%) and 17 men 
(13.6%) reported that both.shared equally. In no case 
was the husband reported to be mainly responsible for 
child care, but 14 women (11.2%) and 17 men (13.6%) 
reported that both shared equally. Fourteen women 
(11.2%) and 9 men (7.2%) reported an "other" response to 
child care responsibility.

Women were asked to estimate the number of hours 
per week and weeks per year they spent at housework 
(including child care). These estimates were multiplied 
to give a total number of hours per year. These totals
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varied greatly. The range of hours per week was from I 
to 168 (which is the total number of hours per week) , 
with a mean of 44.75 hours. The totals ranged from 52 
hours per year to 8736 hours per year, with a mean of 
2305 hours. This mean includes 6 women's reports of 
8736 hours per year, which is the total number of hours 
in a year. These latter estimates probably included 24- 
hour-a-day child care.

One hundred and four men (83.2%) and 104 women 
(83.2%) reported that the husband was mainly responsible 
for running the farm or ranch, while one man (.8%) said 
the wife was. Fourteen men (11.2%) and 17 women (13.6%) 
said that both husband and wife shared the respon
sibility equally, while 4 men (3.2%) and 3 women (2.4%) 
reported an "other" response. Two men (1.6%) and I 
woman (.8%) did not respond. One hundred and eighteen 
men (94.4%) and only 40 women (32%) considered them
selves to be the main operator or one of the main 
operators of the farm or ranch. One hundred and fifteen 
men (92%) and 71 women (56.8%) believed that they could 
run their operations alone (using hired help if neces
sary) if something happened to their spouses.

Of the 125 women, 100 (80%) participated in 
volunteer, civic, school, church, social or agricultural 
organizations. They spent from I to 20 hours per week 
at from I to over 10 activities.
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The Analyses

The intent of the survey was to gather data to test 
the hypotheses listed in Chapter I. In the design of 
the survey instrument, tasks were categorized into these 
groups: field work, animal chores, equipment, building 
and property maintenance, errands, record keeping, 
coordination and management, cooking for hired help, and 
other. Examination of the results revealed that many 
specific tasks within these categories had too small a 
sample on which to run statistical analyses. Therefore, 
responses were grouped by total number of hours per task 
category, i.e. total hours of field work, total.hours of 
animal chores, etc. before completing the statistical 
analyses. The importance ratings were averaged for the 
tasks reported for each category, and statistics were 
run using the average importance ratings, i.e. using the 
average importance rating for field work, for animal 
chores, etc.

Hypothesis I states that wives and husbands will 
have different perceptions of the extent ot the wives' 
farm/ranch task participation, with the wives' percep
tions being higher. The independent, variable was 
gender. The dependent variable, perception of the 
wives' farm/ranch task participation, was measured by 
time estimates rather than number of tasks performed 
because, regardless of the number of tasks a woman
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performs, there is still the same finite number of hours 
each day available for that participation. A paired t 
test (one-tailed) was used on the couples' estimates of 
the wife's time spent at each specific group of 
farm/ranch tasks to determine any significant differ
ences between mean scores.

Hypothesis 2 states that wives' and husbands' 
perceptions of the importance of the wives' farm/ranch 
task contribution are independent of gender. The 
independent variable was gender. The dependent variable 
was the perception of the importance of the tasks 
performed by the wives. The sign test was used to 
determine significance in the differences in wives' and 
husbands' perceptions of importance for each of the 
specific categories of tasks. Because of small sample 
size for specific tasks, the importance scores were 
averaged for each task category, and those averages were 
used in the statistical analysis. It is important to 
note that participants were asked for an importance 
rating only for tasks for which they had reported hours 
of participation by the wife.

Hypothesis 3 through Hypothesis 11 tested the 
effect of specific factors which the literature sug
gested impact the participation of farm women in farm 
work. Those factors included age, age and number of 
children, off-farm employment, education, farm/ranch
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experience, task preference, legal relationship to the 
land, and the size of the operation.

These hypotheses were tested using one-way analysis 
of variance. If the F ratio was significant (p<.05), 
the Scheffe test was used to determine which groups had 
significantly different means. The dependent variable 
in each case was the number of hours spent by women at 
task performance in each of the 9 categories of tasks. 
The women's reports of their time, as opposed to the 
men's reports of the women's time, were used as the 
measure of hours. The assumption was made that a person 
performing a particular task is probably more aware of 
the time it takes to do it than one who may or may not 
be around to see that task done and possibly has never 
performed the task in question.

Hypothesis 3 .states that there is no difference
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the age of their, 
children: no children, children 12 years and younger,
children 13 years and older, and children in both 
groups. The independent variable was the age of the 
children.

Hypothesis 4 states that there is no difference 
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the number of their 
children: 0 children living at home, I child, 2



49
children, 3 children or 4 children. The independent 
variable was the number of children.

Hypothesis 5a states that there is no difference 
between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their level of 
education: having completed grade school through having 
completed high school, and having some college through 
having a graduate degree. The independent variable was 
wives1 education. Hypothesis 5b states that there is no 
difference between the mean number of hours of 
farm/ranch work performed by women as classified by 
their husbands' level of education: having completed 
grade school through having completed high school, and 
having some college through having a graduate degree. 
The independent variable was husbands' education.

Hypothesis 6a states that there is no difference 
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their age group: 18- 
35 years, 36-50 years, 51-65 years, and over 65 years. 
The independent variable was the woman's age. 
Hypothesis 6b states that there is no difference among 
the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work performed by 
women as classified by their husbands' age group: 18-35 
years, 36-50 years, 51-65 years and over 65 years. The 
independent variable was husband's age.
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Hypothesis 7a states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their weekly hours 
of off-farm employment: 0 hours, 1-15 hours, 16-39 
hours, and 40 or more hours. The independent variable 
was the. woman's hours at off-farm employment. 
Hypothesis 7b states that there is no difference among 
the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work performed by 
women as classified by their husbands' weekly hours of 
off-farm employment: 0 hours, 1-15 hours, 16-39 hours, 
and 40 or more hours. The independent variable was the 
husband's hours at off-farm employment.

Hypothesis 8 states that there is no difference 
between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by prior farm/ranch 
experience: having lived on a farm or ranch while 
growing up or not having lived on a farm or ranch while 
growing up. The independent variable was prior 
farm/ranch experience.

Hypothesis 9 states that there is no difference 
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their task prefer
ence: preference for household work including child 
care, preference for farm/ranch work, or equal prefer
ence for both. The independent variable was task 
preference.
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Hypothesis 10 states that there is no difference 

between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the presence or 
absence of the woman's name on land documents (including 
documents for leased land). The independent variable 
was the presence or absence of the woman's name on land 
documents.

Hypothesis 11 states that there is no difference 
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the size of their 
farm/ranch operations: 20-160 acres, 161-320 acres, 321- 
640 acres, 641-1280 acres, 1281-2560 acres, 2561-3840 
acres and over 384 0 acres. The independent variable was 
the size of the operation.

The results of the statistical analyses are 
reported in the following chapter.
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RESULTS

Questionnaires were sent to participating farm 
couples in Gallatin County between April 13, 1985 and 
May 14, 1985. The respondents returned their surveys 
between April 16, 1985 and June 7, 1985, with most 
arriving in late April and throughout May. Three 
hundred and thirty-seven surveys were returned, from 160 
couples and 17 individuals. Of those, there were 125 
useable completed paired (by couple) surveys.

Paired t-test Results for Hypothesis I

Paired t tests (one-tailed) were used to test 
Hypothesis I that reads as follows: Wives and husbands 
will have different perceptions of the extent of the 
wives' farm/ranch task participation, with the wives' 
perceptions being higher. A separate t test was run for 
each separate farm task category: field work, animal 
chores, equipment, building and property maintenance, 
errands, record keeping, coordination and management, 
cooking for hired help, and other. Because the paired t 
test is a test of difference between means, all 12 5 
cases (including those in which neither spouse reported 
time spent by the woman at the particular task) were 
used. Those cases in which neither spouse reported any
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hours spent at the task by the woman would have a 
difference of .0 hours, indicating agreement in. the 
perceptions of the woman and her husband. In order to 
understand the direction of the signs, one should note 
that women's hours were subtracted from men's hours in 
the analysis. The accepted level of significance was 
set at p<.05. The results for each test follow.

Field Work
The mean time spent at field work reported by women 

was 77.608 hours per year, with a standard deviation of 
142.514. The mean time spent by women as reported by 
men was 93.616 hours per year, with a standard deviation 
of 188.388. The mean difference in hours reported by 
women and their husbands was 16.008 hours. The t value 
was 1.15, and p=.126, indicating that there was no 
statistically significant difference in the perceived 
number of hours women spent at field work as reported by 
women and their spouses (see Table I).

In 89 of the 125 couples, at least one of the 
partners reported that the woman spent time at field 
work. In those cases, 41 men reported a higher number 
of hours than did their wives, 4 men reported the same
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Table I. Paired t-test results for perceived number of

hours spent at field work tasks reported by-
women and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. of hours SD SE

Mean
Difference t P

Female 77.608 142.514 12.75
16.008 1.15 . 126

Male 93.616 188.388 16.85
Note. N = 125.
*p<.05. one-tailed.

number of hours as did their wives, and 44 women 
reported a higher number of hours than did their 
husbands. In 36 of the couples neither spouse reported 
any hours spent by the woman at field work.

Animal Chores
The mean time spent in animal chores reported by 

women was 285.896 hours per year, with a standard 
deviation of 591.534. The mean time spent by women as 
reported by their husbands was 250.192 hours, with a 
standard deviation of 492.747. The mean difference in 
hours reported by women and their husbands was -35.704. 
The t value was -.87, and p=.1945, indicating that there 
was no statistically significant difference in the 
perceived number of hours women spent at animal chores 
as reported by women and their spouses (see Table 2).

In 92 of the 125 couples, at least one of the 
partners reported that the woman spent time at animal
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Table 2. Paired t-test results for perceived number of

hours spent at animal chores reported by women
and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours SD SE

Mean
Difference t E

Female
Male

285.896
250.192

591.534
492.747

52.91 
44.07

-35.704 COI . 195

Note. N = 125.
*P<.05, one-tailed.

chores. In those cases, 45 men reported a higher number 
of hours than did their wives, 2 men reported the same 
number of hours as did their wives, and 4 5 women 
reported a higher number of hours than did their 
husbands. In 33 of the couples, neither spouse reported 
any hours spent by the woman at animal chores.

Equipment
Women reported spending a mean time of 25.056 hours 

per year performing tasks dealing with equipment. The 
standard deviation in this, case was ,56.459. Men 
reported that women spent a mean of 29.544 hours per 
year performing equipment tasks, with a standard 
deviation of 55.2. The mean difference in hours 
reported was 4.488. The t value was .75, and p=. 226. 
This indicates that there was no statistically sig
nificant difference in the perceived number of hours 
women spent at equipment tasks as reported by women and 
their spouses (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Paired t-test results for perceived number of

hours spent at equipment tasks reported by-
women and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours SD SE

Mean
Difference t E

Female 25.056 56.459 5.05
4.488 .75 .226Male 29.544 55.2 4.94

Note. N = 125.
*p<.05. one-tailed.

In 96 of the 125 couples, at least one of the 
partners reported that the woman spent time at equipment 
tasks. In those cases, 52 men reported a higher number 
of hours than did their wives. Five men reported the 
same number of hours that their wives reported, and 39 
women reported a higher number of hours than did their 
husbands. In 29 couples neither of the partners 
reported any hours spent by the woman at equipment 
tasks.

Building and Property 
. Maintenance

Women reported spending a mean of 170.04 hours per 
year at maintenance of farm buildings and property, with 
a standard deviation of 179.81. Men reported a mean of 
142.48 hour per year spent by women at maintenance work, 
with a standard deviation of 158.98. The mean dif
ference was in hours reported by women and their 
husbands was -27.56. The t value was -1.53, and p=.064. 
Again, there was no statistically significant difference
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in the perceived number of hours spent at task perfor
mance as reported by women and their spouses (see Table 
4).

Table 4. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 
hours spent at building and property main
tenance tasks reported by women and their 
husbands.

Gender
Mean no. of hours SD .

MeanSE Difference t p
Female 170.04 179.81 16.08
Male 142.48 158.98

-27.56
14.22

-1.53 .064

Note. 
*p<.05,

N = 125. 
one-tailed.

In. 123 of the 125 couples, at least one of the
partners reported that the woman spent time at main
tenance of farm building and property. In 50 of those 
cases, men reported a higher number of hours spent by 
their wives than their wives reported for themselves. 
Four men reported the same number of hours as did their 
wives, and 69 women reported a higher number of hours 
than their husbands reported for them. In 2 couples 
neither spouse reported any hours spent at maintenance 
by the woman.

Errands
Women reported, spending a mean of 99.712 hours per 

year doing errands, with a standard deviation of 
140.123. Men reported that women spent a mean of 99.608
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hours per year doing errands, with a standard deviation 
of 214.555. The mean difference, in hours reported by 
women and their husbands was -.104. The t value was 
-.01, and p=. 498. There was no statistically sig
nificant difference in the perceived number of hours 
reported by women and their husbands (see Table 5).

Table 5. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 
hours spent at errands reported by women and 
their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours SD

MeanSE Difference t ■ E
Female 99.712 140.123 12.53
Male 99.608 214.555

-.104
19.19

-.01 .498

Note. 
*p<.05,

N = 125. 
one-tailed.

In 118 of the 125 couples, at least one of the
partners reported that the woman spent time doing 
errands. In those cases, 52 men reported a higher 
number of hours spent by their wives than the wives 
reported for themselves. Eight men reported the same 
number of hours as did their wives, and. 58 women 
reported a higher number of hours than their husbands 
reported for them. In 7 couples neither spouse reported 
that the wife spent time doing errands.

Record Keeping
Women reported spending a mean of 116.5 hours per 

year at record keeping, with a ' standard deviation of
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171.346. Men reported that women spent a mean of 
126.872 hours per year at record keeping, with a 
standard deviation of 182.437. The mean difference in 
the number of hours reported by women and their husbands 
was 10.272. The t value was .64, and p=.261, indicating 
no statistically significant difference in the perceived 
number of. hours women spent at record keeping as 
reported by women and their spouses (see Table 6).

Table 6. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 
hours spent at record keeping reported by 
women and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours SD

Mean
SE Difference hi-PI

Female
Male

116.600
126.872

171.346
182.437

15.33 10.272
16.32

.64 .261

Note. 
*p<.05,

N = 125. one-tailed.

In. 106 of the 125 couples, at least one of the
partners reported that the wife ■ spent time at record 
keeping. In those cases, 53 men reported that their 
wives spent more hours than the wives reported for 
themselves. Three men reported the same number of hours 
as did their wives, and 50 women reported more hours 
than their husbands reported for them. In 19 couples 
neither partner reported that the wife spent time at 
record keeping.
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Coordination and Management

Women reported spending a mean of 252.648 hours per 
year doing coordination and management tasks. The 
standard deviation was 353.776. Men reported that women 
spent a mean of 250.816 hours per year at these tasks, 
with a standard deviation of 3 60.488* The mean dif
ference in hours reported by women and their husbands 
was -1.832. The t value was -.06, and p=. 477. Thus, 
there was no statistically significant difference in the 
perceived number of hours women spent at coordination 
and management tasks as reported by women and their 
spouses (see Table 7).

Table 7. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 
hours spent at coordination and management 
reported by women and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours. SD SE

Mean
Difference t ' E

Female 252.648 353.776 31.64 •
-1.832 — .06 . 477

Male 250.816 360.488 32.24
Note. N = 125.
*B<.05, one-tailed.

In 120 of the 125 couples, at least one partner 
reported that the wife spent time at coordination and 
management tasks. In 55 of these couples, the men 
reported that their wives spent a higher number of hours 
than the wives, reported for themselves. Six men 
reported the same number of hours as did their wives,
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and 59 women reported spending more.hours performing the 
tasks than their husbands reported for them. In 5 
couples neither partner reported that the wife spent 
time at coordination and management tasks.

Cooking for Hired Help
Women reported spending a mean of 155.912 hours per 

year cooking for hired help, with a standard deviation 
of 339.184. Men reported that women spent a mean of 
138.528 hours per year cooking for hired help, with a. 
standard deviation of 334.412. The mean difference in 
hours reported by women and their husbands was -17.384. 
The t value was -.64, and p=. 2615. There was no 
statistically significant difference in the perceived 
number of hours women spent cooking for- hired help as 
reported by women and their spouses (see Table 8).

Table 8. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 
■ hours spent at cooking for hired help reported 
by women and their husbands.

Gender
Mean no. 
of hours SD

Mean
SE Difference t E

Female 155.912 339.184 30.34
Male 138.528 334.412

-17.384
29.91

-.64 .262

Note. 
*p<.05,

N = 125. 
one-tailed.

In 77 of the 125 couples, at least one of the
partners reported that the wife spent time cooking for 
hired help. In 36 of those cases, the men reported that
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the women spent more hours than the women reported for 
themselves. In one case, both partners reported the 
same number. Forty women reported spending a higher 
number of hours than their spouses reported for them. 
In 48 cases neither spouse reported that the wife spent 
time cooking for hired help.

Other
Women reported spending a mean of 6.848 hours per 

year doing tasks other than those that had been listed 
on the survey. The standard deviation was 35.204. Men 
reported that women spent a mean of 15.088 hours per 
year doing tasks other than those that had been listed 
on the survey. The standard deviation was 91.978 in 
this case. The mean difference in the number of hours 
reported by women and their spouses was 8.24. The t 
value was .93, and p=.1775, indicating that there was no 
statistically significant difference in the perceived 
number of hours spent at tasks other than those listed 
on the survey as reported by women and their husbands 
(see Table 9).

In only 21 of the 125 couples did at least one of 
the partners report that the wife performed tasks in the 
category. In those cases, 9 men reported a higher 
number of hours than their wives had reported. In one 
case both spouses reported the same number of hours. 
Eleven women reported a higher number of hours than
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Table 9. Paired t-test results for perceived number of 

hours spent at "other” tasks reported by women 
and their husbands.

Gender Mean no. 
hours of SD SE

MeanDifference t E
Female 6.848 35.204 3.15

8.24 .93 . 178Male 15.088 91.978 8.23
Note. N = 125.
*p<.05. one-tailed.

their spouses reported for them. In 104 couples neither 
partner reported that the woman spent time performing 
tasks.

Summary of Paired t-test 
Results

Results of the paired t tests indicate that there 
was no statistically significant difference between the 
perceptions of women and their husbands of the number of 
hours spent by women at any of. the categories of farm 
tasks. Hypothesis I has been supported by the data.

Sion Test Results for Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2, that wives' and husbands' perceptions 
of the importance of the wives' farm/ranch task con
tributions are independent of gender, was tested using a 
sign test on the importance reported by men and women 
for each of the nine categories of tasks. Importance 
was rated on a scale from I to 4, with I being the most 
important and 4 being the least important. Therefore, a
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score that was numerically reported as greater indicated 
a perception of lesser importance. As previously noted, 
due to small sample sizes for each task, scores, were 
averaged for each task category. Thus the scores used 
in the analysis were task category averages.

Only couples in which both persons reported 
importance were included in the sign test analyses. 
Only those persons who reported time spent by the wife 
at a particular task were requested to report importance 
for that task. Those persons who did not report 
importance were therefore not included, as they were hot 
offered the chance to respond and one cannot assume that 
a no response implied no importance.

The sign test uses the positive and negative 
differences between scores, i.e. the sign or direction 
of the differences. Those couples in which only one 
person responded to importance were not included since 
no difference could be computed between, a score and a' no 
response. Thus the n for each task category varies.

In two of the 9 categories of farm/ranch work, no 
significant differences (p<.05) - were found between 
women's and men's perceptions of importance. Those 
categories were equipment tasks and record keeping. 
Equipment tasks yielded 31 negative differences (men 
reported a lower score than women), 19 positive dif
ferences (men reported a higher score than women) , and
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16 ties; the z. score was 1.5556 and £=.1198. Record 
keeping tasks yielded 38 negative differences (men 
having lower scores than women), 29 positive differences 
(men having higher scores than women) and 16 ties; the z. 
score was .9774 and p=. 3284 (see Table 10). (Recall 
that because a lower importance score indicated a higher 
importance rating, a negative difference indicated that 
men reported a higher importance rating than women and a 
positive difference indicated that men reported a lower 
importance rating than women.)

Table 10. Sign test results for female and male 
perceptions of importance of tasks with non
significant results*.

Task n (- difference) (+ difference) Ties z P
Equipment 66 31 19 16 1.556 .1198
Record
Keeping 83 38 29 16 .977 .3284
*p<.05.

In 6 of the 9 task categories, a significant 
difference (£<.05) was found between the men's and 
women1 perceptions of importance. Those categories were 
field work, animal chores, building and property 
maintenance, errands, coordination and management, and 
cooking (see Table 11).
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Table 11. Sign test results for female and male 

perceptions of importance of tasks with significant results*.
Task n (- difference) (+ difference) Ties I P

Field Work 63 36 19 8 2.157 .0310
Animal
Chores 76 42 23 11 2.233 .0256
Building and
Property
Maintenance 101 60 . 21 20 4.222 .0000
Errands 93 53 21 19 3.604 .0003
Coordination
and
Management 95 61 27 7 3.518 .0004
Cooking 46 29 5 12 3.945 .0001
* pc.05.

Field work tasks yielded 36 negative differences, 
19 positive differences and 8 ties. The z score was 
2.1574 and p=.031; i.e. men rated tasks women performed 
as more important than the women themselves rated those 
tasks.

The category for animal chores yielded 42 negative 
differences, 23 positive differences and 11 ties. The z 
score was 2.2326 and p=. 0256. Men rated tasks women 
performed as more important than the women themselves 
rated those tasks.

Building and property maintenance yielded 60 
negative differences, 21 positive differences and 20 
ties. The z score was 4.2222 and p=.0000. Again, men
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more frequently rated tasks women performed as more 
important than the women themselves rated those tasks.

The errands category yielded 53 negative differ
ences, 21 positive differences and 19 ties. The z score 
was 3.6037 and g=.0003; i.e. again, men more frequently 
reported greater importance to women's tasks.

Coordination and management tasks yielded 61 
negative differences, 27 positive differences and 7 
ties. The z score was 3.5178 and p=. 0004. Men more 
frequently rated tasks women performed as more important 
than the women themselves rated those tasks.

Cooking tasks yielded 29 negative differences, 5 
positive differences, and 12 ties. The Zl score was 
3.9445 and p=.0001. In this case as in the other five, 
men more frequently reported a greater importance for 
women's tasks than the women reported for themselves.

The importance ratings for the "other" category had 
only 3 in the sample consisting of 0 negative differ
ences, I positive difference and 2 ties. No sign test 
could be run on this small sample.

Hypothesis 2, that wives' and husbands' perceptions 
of the importance of the wives' farm/ranch task contri
butions are independent of gender, was supported for the 
equipment and record keeping task categories and can be 
retained in these cases. ■ The hypothesis is not sup
ported for field work, animal chores, building and
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property maintenance, errands, coordination and manage
ment, and cooking, and must be rejected in these cases. 
It was unable to be tested for the "other" task category 
due to small sample size.

Analysis of Variance Results

In Hypotheses 3-11, a number of variables were 
tested using analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine 
if those variables affected the amount of time spent by 
women at farm work. A one-way ANOVA was run on each 
task category for each of the variables. The sample 
size varies slightly in these tests because of a 
different response rate to the questions which addressed 
each hypothesis, i.e. some participants did not respond 
to all questions.

Results for Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the age of their 
children: no children (Group I) , children 12 and under 
(Group 2), children 13 and older (Group 3), and children 
in both age groups (Group 4) . Age of children was the 
independent variable. See Table 12 for the results of 
each of the separate ANOVAs.

The nine separate analysis of variance tests for 
each of the task categories yielded no statistically
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significant results. Hypothesis 3, that there is no 
difference in the mean number of hours of farm/ranch 
work performed by women as classified by the age of 
their children, was supported for all task categories.

Table 12. Results of analysis of variance tests for age 
of children and women’s farm/ranch task participation.

Mean
Task . Groupa Hours SD SD F
Field work I 92.46 147.02 24.85 .5222

2 • 66.37 112.57 20.55
3 82.85 167.00 28.64
4 47.47 78.44 17.99

..

Animal chores I 260.51 714.11 120.71 .8691
2 241.27 316.64 57.81
3 429.47 756.88 129.80
4 189.63 375.36 86.10

Equipment I 27.11 50.06 8.46 1.2587
2 29.27 68.33 12.47
3 19.36 31.59 5.42
4 4.68 7.43 1.70

Building and
Property I 170.86 196.26 ' 33.17 1.3875

2 195.53 214.67 39.19
3 170.06 121.04 20.76
4 97.21 68.52 15.72

Errands I 108.71 131.09 22.16 .5568
2 96.73 101.43 18.52
3 72.00 80.86 13.87
4 88.26 176.50 40.49

Record keeping I 129.91 179.03 30.26 .2646
2 102.87 165.78 30.27
3 98.79 107.65 18.46
4 117.95 190.11 43.61

P
6679

4594

2920

2502

6446

.8508
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Table 12 continued 
Coordination
and management I 164.06 177.96 30.08 2.5026 .06292 367.47 461.73 84.303 299.44 434.29 74.484 154.53 182.60 41.89
Cooking I 96.86 172.62 29.18 1.2539 .29372 85.27 170.85 31.193 197.21 395.95 67.904 209.37 459.70 105.46
Other I 2.40 9.45 1.60 .4885 .69102 6.47 20.69 3.783 3.68 13.03 2.234 2.74 11.93 2.74
Note. Total n=118. Of the 125 couples, 118 responded to the question on this variable.
Ĝroup I n=35. Group 2 n=30. Group 3 n=34, and Group 4 n=19.
*p<.05. accepted significance level.

Results for Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the number of their 
children: no children (Group 0) , I child (Group I) , 2 
children (Group 2), 3 children (Group 3), and 4 children 
(Group 4) . (Four children was the maximum number of 
children for any respondent.) The number . of children 
was the independent variable. See Table 13 for the 
results.of each of the separate ANOVAs.

The 9 separate analysis of variance tests yielded 
no statistically significant (p<.05) results. Thus 
Hypothesis 4 may be retained for all task categories.
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Table 13. Results of analysis of variance tests for

number of children and women1s farm/ranch
task participation.

MeanTask Groupa Hours SD SE
Field work 0 92.46 147.02 24.85I 79.85 147.61 33.002 85.08 155.38 25.903 37.50 73.00 17.214 41.67 59.43 19.81
Animal chores 0 260.51 714.11 120.71

I 390.15 716.30 160.17
2 345.31 597.20 99.53
3 198.33 332.59 78.39
4 182.11 272.36 90.79

Equipment 0 27.11 50.06 8.46
I 40.55 70.98 15.87
2 13.69 29.66 4.94
3 14.28 46.69 11.00
4 . 7.11 10.14 3.38

Building and
Property 0 170.86 196.26 33.17

I 158.75 142.30 31.82
2 164.56 171.48 28.58
3 192.33 177.74 41.89
4 103.78 51.95 17.32

Errands 0 108.71 131.09 22.16
I 109.90 76.19 17.04
2 67.67 100.78 16.80
3 . ■ 75.94 62.96 14.84
4 114.00 254.83 84.94

Record keeping 0 129.91 179.03 30.26
I 99.75 105.12 23.51
2 104.89 156.43 26.07
3 125.67 206.82 48.75
4 72.56 54.04 18.01

Coordination
and management 0 164.06 177.96 30.08

I 335.55 347.59 77.72
2 271.56 399.81 66.64
3 330.28 545.51 128.58
4 189.89 228.15 76.05

_Z______P_
.6690 .6148

.4006 .8079

1.5104 .2039

.4232 .7916

.8024 .5261

.3248 .8609

1.1128 .3541
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Table 13 continued 
Cooking 0 96.86 172.62 29.18 .3849 .8190

I 166.15 351.83 78.672 176.36 335.02 55.84
3 152.61 447.13 . 105.384 91.33 .209.80 69.93

Other 0 2.40 ' 9.45 1.60 . .6484 .6292I 2.55 11.40 2.552 3.50 12.79 2.133 5.67 16.50 ' 3.894 10.22 30.67 10.22
Note. Total rt=118. Of the 125 couples, .118 responded to the 
question on this variable.
^Group O D= 35, Group I n=20. Group 2 n=36. Group 3 n=18, and Group 
4 n=9.
*P<.05, accepted significance level.

Result for Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5a states there is no difference between 

the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work performed by 
women as classified by their level of education: 
completed grade school through completed high school 
(Group I) and completed some college through a graduate 
degree (Group 2). The independent variable was level of 
education. See Table 14 for the results of the separate 
ANOVAs.

Seven of the 9 separate ANOVAs revealed no statis
tical significance. Those 7 were field work, animal 
chores, equipment tasks, building and property mainte
nance, errands, record keeping, and other. Hypthesis 5 
was supported for these categories of farm work.
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Table 14. Results of analysis of variance tests for

wife's education and women's farm/ranch task
participation.

Task Groupa Mean
Hours SD SE F E

Field work I 91.80 165.67 22.54 .8968 .3455
2 67; 10 123.55 •14.87

Animal chores I 234.19 521.10 70.91 .6792 .4115
2 323.43 648.48 78.07

Equipment I 13.61 27.44 3.73 3.4467 .0658
2 31.96 68.38 8.23

Building and
Property I 137.54 116.64 15.87 2.7113 .1022

2 .190.43 212.19 25.55
Errands . I 94.28 . 141.52 19.26 .0305 . 8616

2 98.58 130.64 15.73
Record keeping I 102.61 154.62 21.04 .7541 .3869

2 129.84 185.39 22.32
Coordination
and management I 177.57 228.78 31.13 4.5532 .0349*

2 313.77 422.84 50.90
Cooking I 224.72 449.77 61.21 4.5528 .0349*

2 95.77 198.02 23.84
Other I 4.59 17.08 2.32 .4263 .5150

2 . . 8.81 44.98 5.41
Note. Total n=123. Of the 125 couples, 123 responded to the
question on this variable.
^Group I n=54 and Group 2 n=69. 
*p<.05, accepted significance level.

Two of the 9 tests yielded statistically signifi
cant results. The coordination and management tasks 
category ANOVA resulted in an F score of 4.5532 and 
P=.0349. Examination of the results revealed that Group 
2, with some college education through a graduate
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.degree, had a significantly higher mean hours of 
participation than did Group I, with a high school 
education or less. Thus the hypothesis is not supported 
by the data and can be rejected in . this case. The 
cooking for hired help task category resulted in an F 
score of 4.5528 and p=. 0 3 4 9. Group I., with a high 
school education or less, had a significantly higher 
mean hours of participation than did Group 2, with some 
college education through a graduate degree. Thus, the 
hypothesis in this case was not supported.

Hypothesis 5b states that there is no difference 
between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their husbands' 
level of education: completed grade school through
completed high school (Group I) and some college through 
a graduate degree (Group 2). The husbands', level of 
education was the independent variable. See Table 15 
for results of the separate ANOVAs.

Seven of the 9 task categories did not yield sta
tistically significant results. Those categories are 
animal chores, equipment chores, building and property 
maintenance, record keeping, coordination and manage
ment, cooking for hired hands, and other. Hypothesis 5b 
may be retained for these seven cases.
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Table 15. Results of analysis of variance tests for

husband's education and women's farm/ranch
task participation.

Task Groupa
MeanHours SD SE F P

Field work I . 105.59 173.41 22.77 4.1186 .0446*
2 54.02 105.10 12.94

Animal chores I 270.66 676.39 88.81 . 0760 .7832
2 300.24 515.61 63.47 -

Equipment I • 18.10 32.04 4.21 1.6995 .1948
2 31.36 71.38 8.79

Building and
Property I 155.98 124.09 16.29 .7859 .3771

2 184.73 217.75 26.80
Errands I 127.71 173.89 22.83 4.1931 .0427*

2 76.62 97.71 12.03
Record keeping I 115.28 148.85 19.54 .0157 .9005

2 119.17 190.89 23.50
Coordination
and management I ' 215.71 257.95 33.87 1.3068 .2552

2 288.58 420.81 51.80
Cooking I 211.71 403.66 53.00 ■ 2.8413 .0944

2 109.24 266.87 32.85
Other I .97 7.35 .97 3.1292 .0794.

2 12.12 47.51 5.85
Note. Total n=124. Of the 125 couples, 124 responded to the
question on this variable.
^Group I n=58 and Group 2 rr=66. 
*p<.05, accepted significance level.

Two of the 9 categories yielded statistically 
significant results. The ANOVA for the field work tasks 
yielded an F score of 4.1186 and £=.0446. Women whose 
husbands were in Group I, having completed grade school 
through having completed high school, had a signifi
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cantly higher mean hours of participation than did women 
whose husbands were in Group 2, having some college 
through a graduate degree. Hypothesis 5b may be 
rejected in this case. The errands task category ANOVA 
yielded an F score of 4.1931 and p=.0427. Women whose 
husbands were in Group I had a significantly higher mean 
hours of participation than did women whose husbands 
were in Group 2. Again Hypothesis 5b may be rejected.

Results for Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6a states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours • of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their age: 18-35 
years (Group I) , 36-50 years (Group 2) , 51-65 years 
(Group 3), and over 65 years (Group 4). The independent 
variable is women's age. See Table 16 for results of 
the separate ANOVAs.

One category yielded statistically significant 
results. The field work category ANOVA resulted in an F 
score of 3.0126 and p=. 0328. Although the F ratio was 
significant, the conservative Scheffe test did not 
reveal any significant difference (p<.05) in the mean 
hours of participation between any of the age groups. 
Thus the hypothesis can be rejected, but it is unclear 
exactly where husbands' age affects participation. An 
examination of the means (see Table 16) revealed that 
participation appeared to be cyclical, starting lower.
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increasing, then decreasing and finally increasing 
again, although again, no significant differences were 
revealed.

The other 8 task categories yielded no statis
tically significant results. Thus the hypothesis may be 
retained in these cases.

Table 16. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
wife's age and women's farm/ranch task 
participation.

Mean
Task Groupa Hours SD SE F P
Field work I 86.23 139.90 22.12 3.0126 .0328*

2 105.02 178.15 27.82
3 29.75 60.26 9.53
4 189.00 237.26 118.63

Animal chores I 249.10 370.12 58.52 1.2897 .2811
2 353.22 615.94 96.19
3 207.36 624.62 98.76
4 • 749.00 1450.40 725.20

Equipment I 30.23 59.93 9.48 1.0374 .3786
2 29.61 71.20 11.12
3 12.93 25.86 4.09
4 48.00 73.97 36.99

Building and
Property I 162.53 178.57 28.23 .4563 .7133

2 192.73 221.35 34.57
3 161.05 135.77 21.47
4 102.50 118.43 59.21

Errands I 107.45 110.81 17.52 .1622 .9216
2 104.80 167.09 26.10
3 87.28 141.63 22.39
4 94.50 125.01 62.51

Record keeping I 115.23 160.88 25.44 .0729 .9744
2 123.49 . 190.77 29.79
3 114.20 . 170.36 26.94
4 83.75 110.84 55.42
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Table 16 continued
Coordination
and management I 324.50 413.46 65.37 1.3994 .24632 266.20 416.23 65.003 184.13 187.53 29.65' 4 80.50 101.22 50.61
Cooking I 131.23 333.07 52.66 1.3107 .2741

2 115.78 250.12 39.063 237.13 423.29 66.934 2.00 4.00 2.00
Other I 5.13 15.57 2.46 .8152 .4879

2 13.66 58.66 9.163 2.28 . 9.47 1.504 .00 .00 .00
Note. Total N=125. Of the 125 couples, all responded to the
question on this variable.
^Group I n=40. Group 2 n=41. Group 3 n=40, and Group 4 n=4.*p<.05, accepted significance level.

Hypothesis 6b states' that there is no difference 
among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their husbands' age 
group: 18-35 years (Group I), 36-50 years (Group 2), 51- 
65 years (Group 3) , and over 65 years (Group 4) . The 
independent-variable was the husbands' age. See Table 
17 for results of the separate ANOVAs.

One category yielded statistically significant 
results. The cooking for hired help task category ANOVA 
resulted in an F score of 4.2781 and p=. 0066. The 
Scheffe revealed that there was a statistically signifi
cant difference between the mean hours of participation 
between Group 2 (36-50 years) and Group 3 (51-65 years).
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Group 3 had a significantly higher mean than Group 2. 
Though significance between means occurs only in one 
case, the means of the 4 groups appeared to be cyclical, 
beginning higher, decreasing, increasing significantly, 
then decreasing again. The hypothesis may be rejected 
for cooking for.hired help.

Table 17. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
husband's age and women's farm/ranch task 
participation.

Mean
Task Groupa Hours SD SE .F P
Field work I ' 87.28 160.89 32.18 .5892 .6232

2 55.72 83.10 .32.18
3 94.24 180.15 28.13
4 84.00 • 144.93 40.20

Animal chores I 99.96 150.78 . 30.16 1.0668 ■.3659
2 321.13 449.19 66.23
3 329.39 786.48 ■ 122.83
4 381.62 811.55 225.08

Equipment I 33.56 65.34 13.07 .6706 .5717
2 17.61 44.90 6.62
3 30.71 65.86 10.29
4 17.23 42.94 11.91

Building and
Property I 163.76 207.15 41.43 .2980 .8268

.2 162.20 172.62 25.45
3 190.63 185.71 29.00
4 144.92 138.28 38.35

Errands I 125.12 123.21 24.64 1.4147 .2418
2 75.24 127.63 18.82
3 123.00 169.44 26.46
4 64.00 94.19 26.12

Record keeping I 66.92 112.69 22.54 1.2683 .2884
2 116.67 146.36 21.58
3 . 150.61 218.67 34.15
4 104.62 170.35 47.25
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Table 17 continued 
Coordination
and management I 288.04 292.66 58.53 .9991 .39582 291.65 476.31 70.233 231.80 250.89 39.184 112.31 173.62 48.15
Cooking I 120.24 197.60 39.52 4.2781 .0066*2 79.09 295.12 43.513 302.07 446.13 69.674. 35.38 81.70 22.66
Other I 2.08 10.40 2.08 .4506 .7174

2 6.37 18.63 2.753 11.56 57.55 8.994 2.85 10.26 2.85
Note. Total N=125. Of the 125 couples, all responded to the
question on this variable.
^Group I n=25, Group 2 n=46. Group 3 n=41r and Group 4 n=13. 
*p<.OS. accepted significance level. 1

The other 8 task categories yielded no statis
tically significant results and the hypothesis may be 
retained in those cases.

Results for Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 7a states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their weekly hours 
of off-farm employment: not employed at off-farm 
employment, employed 1-15 hours per week, employed 16-39 
hours per week, or employed 40 or more hours per week. 
The independent variable was the women's off-farm 
employment. See Table 18 for results of the analysis of 
variance test for the 9 separate task categories. The 
results of the analysis of variance tests yielded no



statistically significant differences (£<.05) between 
the means. Thus the hypothesis may be retained for all 
task categories.
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Table 18. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
wife's employment and women's farm/ranch task participation.

MeanTask Group3 Hours SD SE F P
Field work I 70.41 139.41 17.16 1.5357 .20922 82.00 130.28 23.403 166.50 224.88 64.924 60.71 86.44 32.67
Animal chores I 367.65 698.90 86.03 1.3679 .25632 140.42 197.84 35.533 399.33 844.84 243.884 96.00 112.22 '42.41
Equipment I 28.29 62.88 7.74 .5751 .63262 18.35 34.95 6.283 22.83 30.08 8.68' 4 48.86 116.18 43.91
Building and
Property I 192.44 193.39 23.80 .9026 .4424

2 142.81 123.49 22.18
3 122.00 147.77 42.66
4 200.86 312.46 118.10

Errands I 107.08 156.68 19.29 .0191 .9964
2 101.16 127.27 22.86
3 111.83 130.50 37.67
4 105.57 128.63 48.62 .

Record keeping I 131.56 187.61 23.09 .6543 .5819
2 121.26 183.53 32.96
3 67.58 111.30 32.13
4 67.43 79.52 30.06

Coordination
and management I' 300.97 418.31 51.49 .8541 .4673

2 196.03 201.05 36.11
3 169.50 364.03 105.09
4 268.14 322.18 121.77
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Table 18 continued
Cooking I 166.92 329.69 40.58 .4620 .7094

2 123.06 278.28 49.98
3 230.25 547.54 158.06
4 70.57 153.27 57.93

Other I 10.42 47.21 5.81 .4534 .7154
2 3.65 13.37 2.40
3 1.50 5.20 1.50
4 .00 .00 .00

Note. Total n=116. Of the 125 couples, 116 responded to the 
question on this variable.
^Group I n=66. Group 2 n=31. Group 3 n=12, and Group 4 n=7.
*p<.05. accepted significance level.

Hypothesis 7b states that there is no difference 
among the mean . number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their husbands' 
weekly hours of off-farm employment: not employed at
off-farm employment, employed 1-15 hours per week,

Xemployed 16-39 hours per week, and employed 40 or more 
hours per week. The independent variable was the 
husbands' off-farm employment. See Table 19 for results 
of the separate analysis of variance tests for the 9 
task categories.

Two of the 9 analysis of variance tests yielded 
statistically significant results. The F ratio for 
field work was 3.1328 and p=.0285. However, the 
conservative Scheffe test revealed that there was no 
statistically significant difference (p<.05) between any 
two groups. On this basis, the hypothesis, can be
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retained, although it is not clear which employment
groups affect participation.

Table 19. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
husband's, employment and women's farm/ranch 
task participation.

MeanTask Groupa Hours SD SE F P
Field work I . 55.81 94.94 10.82 3.1328 .0285*2 57.91 86.24 26.00

3 143.00 204.17 58.944 149.13 235.58 60.83
Animal chores I 296.65 708.00 80.68 .6095 .6102

2 204.27 297.67 89.75
3 193.50 268.67 77.56
4 473.07 371.31 95.87

Equipment I 21.19 42.89 4.89 .9131 .4372
. 2 47.73 93.97 28.33
3 25.25 52.99 15.30
4 38.67 92.73 23.94

Building and
Property I 148.06 151.68 17.29 4.0819 .0086*

2 112.64 110.54 33.33
3 324.42 253.61 73.21
4 181.00 221.78 57.26

Errands I 97.60 142.61 16.25 1.3444 .2637
2 59.09 49.09 14.80
3 165.08 169.59 48.96
4 73.20 149.42 38.58

Record keeping I 119.53 166.94 19.02 1.2628 .2907
. 2 52.36 65.23 19.67
3 65.25 61.01 17.61

. 4 155.40 218.59 56.44
Coordination
and management I 245.70 338.94 38.63 .7340 .5339

2 234.64 258.32 77.89
3 256.33 319.76 92.31
4 ' 395.40 556.56 143.70
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Table 19 continued
Cooking I. 201.68 402.73 45.89 1.2926 .28062 91.09 167.44 50.493 151.25 285.42 82.394 21.67 56.44 14.57
Other I 4.78 15.95 1.82 1.5220 .21282 .00 .00 .003 8.83 20.67 5.974 25.47 93.77 24.21
Note. Total n=115. Of the 125 couples, 115 responded to the question on this variable.
^Group I np=77. Group 2 n=ll, Group 3 n=12, and Group 4 n=15.*p<.05, accepted significance level.

The F ratio for building and property maintenance 
is 4.0819 and p=.0086. The Scheffe test revealed that 
Group 3, employed 16-39 hours per week, had a signifi
cantly (p<.05) higher mean number of hours of partic
ipation than Group I, not employed at off-farm employ
ment. Group 3, employed 16-39 hours per week, had a 
significantly (jd<. 05) higher mean number of hours than 
Group 2, employed 1-15 hours per week. Though signifi
cant difference exists in only two cases, examination of 
the means revealed that participation started higher, 
decreased, increased significantly then decreased again. 
The hypothesis can be rejected in.this case.

The analysis of variance tests for the remaining 7 
task categories yielded no statistically significant 
results. The hypothesis may be retained in these cases.
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Results for Hypothesis 8

Hypothesis 8 states that there is no difference 
between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by prior farm/fanch 
experience: not having lived on a farm or ranch while 
growing up (Group I) or having lived on a farm or ranch 
while growing up (Group 2) . The independent variable 
was prior farm/ranch experience.

Results of analysis of variance tests for 8 of the 
9 task categories yielded no statistical significance. 
Those categories were field work, animal chores, 
building and property maintenance, errands, record 
keeping, coordination and management, cooking, and 
other. The hypothesis in these cases may be retained.

Table 20. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
farm/ranch experience prior to marriage and 
women's farm/ranch task participation.

Task Groupa
Mean
Hours SD SE I P

Field work I 58.50 113.04 15.68 1.3324 .2507
2 87.76 154.57 18.47

Animal chores I 183.40 303.78 42.13 2.1908 .1415
2 331.06 669.45 80.01

Equipment I 36.37 75.38 10.45 4.5007 .0359*
2 14.99 32.71 3.91

Building and
Property I 168.10 175.52 24.34 .0261 .8718

2 173.49 186.74 22.32
Errands I 106.69 127.46 17.68 .2184 .6411

2 94.63 150.21 17.95
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Table 20 continued
Record keeping I 136.542 105.24
Coordination
and management I 282.602 236.77
cooking I 181.852 143.00
Other I 12.982 2.59

203.69
146.13 28.25

17.47 .9769 .3249

374.83
344.81 51.98

41.21 .4892 .4856

378.53314.98 52.49
37.65

.3817 .5378

52.88
10.55

7.33
1.26 2.5700 .1113

Note. Total n=122. Of the 125 couples, 122 responded to the question on this variable.
^Group I n=52 and Group 2 n=70.
*£<.05, accepted significance level.

The ANOVA for the equipment tasks yielded a statis
tically significant result. The F ratio was 4.5007 and 
P=.0359. Group I, those who had not lived on a farm or 
ranch while growing up, had a significantly higher mean 
hours of participation than did Group 2. The hypothesis 
may be rejected in this case.

Results for Hypothesis 9
Hypothesis 9 states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by their task prefer^ 
ence: preference for farm/ranch work (Group I), prefer
ence for household work, including child care (Group 2), 
or preference for both equally (Group 3). The indepen
dent variable was task preference. See Table 21 for 
ANOVA results for each task category.
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Table 21. Results of analysis of variance tests for
task preference and women's farm/ranch task
participation.

Task Groupa Mean
Hours SD SE F P .

Field work I 179.42 235.79 54.09 9.4922 .0001*
2 22.44 48.37 7.21
3 91.07 135.87 17.84

Animal chores I 503.05 658.13 150.99 6.4002 .0023*
2 53.76 168.05 25.05
3 408.83 724.67 95.15

Equipment I 47.21 85.78 19.68 3.4202 .0360*
2 9.98 ■ 21.35 3.18
3 30.74 . 62.07 8.15

Building and
Property I ■ 204.95 270.40 62.03 1.8619 .1599

2 128.44 120.84 . 18.01
3 186.43 175.22 23.01

Errands I 92.21 138.54 31.78 .7725 .4642
2 83.11 133.13 19.85
3 117.17 148.95 19.56

Record keeping I 155.47 195.69 44.90 1.0649 .3480 ’
2 90.04 190.84 28.45
3 120.90 140.53 18.45

Coordination
and management I 239.95 218.64 50.16 3.4988 .0334* ■

2 151.71 209.53 31.24
3 335.02 454.00 59.61

cooking I 38.05 80.73 18.52 1.6520 .1960
2 150.91 309.58 46.15
3 201.19 407.96 53.57

Other I 26.68 83.55 19.17 3.9467 .0219*
2 .82 5.52 .82
3 4.48 16.29 2.14

Note. Total n=122. Of the 125 couples, 122 responded to the
question on this variable.
^Group I n=19, Group 2 n=45, and Group 3 n=58. 
*p<.05. accepted significance level.
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Analysis of variance tests for 4 of the 9 task 

categories (building and property maintenance, errands, 
record keeping, and cooking) yielded no statistically 
significant results. Thus the . hypothesis may be 
retained in these cases.

Analysis of variance tests for 5 of the 9 task 
categories (field work, animal chores, equipment tasks, 
coordination and management, and other) yielded statis
tically significant results. For field work, the F 
ratio was 9.4922 and p=.0001. A Scheffe test revealed 
that Group I, who preferred farm or ranch work had a 
significantly (p<.05) higher mean number of hours of 
participation than did Group 2, who preferred household 
work, and than did Group 3, who preferred both the same. 
Group 3, who preferred both types of tasks the same, had 
a significantly (p<.05) higher mean number of hours of 
participation than did Group 2, who preferred household 
work. The hypothesis may be rejected in this case.

The F ratio for the animal chores category was 
6.4002 and p=.0023. The Scheffe test revealed that 
significant differences (p<.05) existed between the 
means of Group I, who preferred farm or ranch work, and 
Group 2, who preferred household work, and between the 
means of Group 2, who preferred household work and Group 
3, who preferred both the same. ; Women who prefer farm 
or ranch work or who prefer farm/ranch work and house
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hold work the same, have a significantly (g<. OS) higher 
mean number of hours of participation than women who 
prefer household work. Thus the hypothesis may be 
rejected.

The F ratio for the equipment, category was 3.4202 
and p=.036. However, the Scheffe test revealed that 
there was no significant difference (p<.05) between any 
two specific groups. Therefore, hypothesis may be 
rejected, but it is unclear for which groups task 
preference affects the difference in the mean number of 
hours of equipment participation.

The F ratio for the coordination and management 
category was 3.4988 and p=.0334. The Scheffe test 
revealed that Group 3, who preferred both household work 
and farm/ranch work the same, had a significantly 
(p<.05) higher mean than Group 2, who preferred house
hold work. The mean of Group I, who preferred farm or 
ranch work, was higher than the mean for Group 2, but 
not significantly according to the Scheffe. The 
hypothesis may be rejected in this case.

The F ratio for the . "other" task category was 
3.9467 and p=.0219. The Scheffe test revealed that 
those women who preferred farm or ranch work (Group I) 
had a significantly (p<.05) higher mean number of hours



90
of participation than did women who preferred household 
work (Group 2). The hypothesis may be rejected in this 
case.

Results for Hypothesis 10
Hypothesis 10 states that there is no difference 

between the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the presence or 
absence of the women's name on land documents (including 
documents for leased land). The independent variable 
was the presence or absence of the woman's name on land 
ownership documents. See Table 22 for results of the 
separate ANOVAs.

Analysis of variance tests for each of the 9 task 
categories revealed no significant differences. Thus 
the hypothesis may be retained in all 9 cases.

Table 22. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
, wife's name on ownership documents and 
women's farm/ranch task participation.

Task Grorpa
Mean
Hours SD SE F P

Field work I 74.53 141.36 15.16 .2125 .6456
2 88.03 153.38 26.30

Animal chores I 249.39 490.25 52.56 .1881 .6653
2 293.65 540.10 92.63

Equipment I 22.89 54.50 5.84 .0077 .9301
2 23.79 41.12 7.05

Building and
Property I 183.72 183.02 19.62 .9334 .3360

2 148.26 177.37 30.42
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Table 22 continued
Errands I 103.47 152.72 16.37 .1233 .72612 93.35 111.49 19.12
Record keeping I 126.82 179.02 19.19 .7498 .38832 96.35 159.94 27.43
Coordination
and management I 235.72 303.01 32.49 .7330 .39362 297.50 468.70 80.38
Cooking I 149.41 334.30 35.84 .0723 .78852 168.18 371.42 63.70
Other I 7.85 40.66 4.36 .1448 .7042

2 ' 5.09 18.33 3.14
Note. Total n =121. Of the 125 couples, 121 responded to the
question on this variable.
Ĝroup I n=87 and Group 2 n=34.
*p<.05. accepted significance level.

Results for Hypothesis 11
Hypothesis 11 states that there is no difference 

among the mean number of hours of farm/ranch work 
performed by women as classified by the size of their 
farm/ranch operations: 20-160 acres, 161-320 acres, 321- 
640 acres, 641-1280 acres, 1281-2560 acres, 2561-3840 
acres, and over 3840 acres. The independent variable 
was the size of the operation. See Table 23 for results 
of the separate analysis of variance tests.

One task category yielded a significant F ratio. 
The F ratio for cooking for hired help was 2.1378 and 
P=.0541. The conservative Scheffe test revealed that 
although the F ratio was significant, there was no 
significant difference.(p<.05) between any 2 groups. In
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this case, it is unclear between which groups the mean 
number of hours of participation differs based on size 
of the operation.

Table 23. Results of analysis of variance tests for 
size of operation and women's farm/ranch task 
participation.

Task
MeanGroupa Hours SD SE F p

Field work

Animal chores

Equipment

Building and 
Property

I 75.00 180.12
2 90.00 117.89
3 116.33 190.98
4 . 61.07 98.86
5 50.13 86.69
6 69.00 185.35
7 17.29 23.16
I 410.36 432.41
2 253.18 439.43
3 352.27 833.28
4 275.28 470.31
5 308.88 741.46
6 207.90 . 291.57
7 28.86 51.54
I 5.64 8.15
2 8.24 14.43
3 37.48 73.52
4 34.93 74.14
5 23.13 51.55
6 13.00 16.52
7 25.71 20.11

I 100.55 88.47
2 200.06 143.57
3 168.03 217.58
4 167.76 186.50
5 123.81 152.99
6 241.50 159.24
7 254.57 223.56

54.31 . .7885 .5807
28.59 
33.24
18.36 
21.67 
58.61 
8.75

130.38 .3954 .8807
106.58 
145.05 
87.33
185.36 
92.20 
19.48
2.46 .9461 .4651
3.50 
12.80 
13.77 .
12.89 
. 5.22 
7.60

26.67 1.0431 .4012
34.82
37.88
34.63
38.25 -
50.36
84.50
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Table 23 continued
Errands

Record keeping

Coordination 
and management

Cooking

Other

I 14.09 24.49 7.38
2 56.06 79.76 19.35
3 103.39 147.73 25.72
4 131.34 200.18 37.17
5 121.25 125.95 31.49
6 154.50 79.36 25.10
7 92.86 44.06 16.65
I 83.27 81.80 24.66
2 . . 111.12 193.08 46.83
3 93.12 163.89" 28.53
4 131.52 181.80 33.76
5 152.38 232.72 58.18
6 181.50 156.22 49.40
7 74.57 75.50 28.54

I 140.27 123.42 37.21
2 333.29 563.41 136.65
3 204.64 238.49 41.52
4 264.90 217.38 40.37
5 356.56 607.47 151.87
6 259.80 292.84 92.60
7 230.00 189.31 71.55
I 3.82 7.29 2.20
2 101.18 303.32 73.56
3 . 91.24 177.99 . 30.98
4 234.10 489.00 90.80
5 150.44 312.21 78.05
6 201.40 317.15 100.29
7 488.86 459.96 173.85
I 7.73 13.91 4.20
2 6.00 16.94 4.11
3 14.00 - 64.84 11.29
4 ■ 1.76 9.47 . 1.76
5 .00 .00 .00
6 10.80 22.79 7.21
7 6.86 18.14 6.86

1.5569.

.6172

.6553

2.1378

.4331

Note. Total n=123. Of the 125 couples, 123 responded 
question on this variable.^Group I nF=ll, Group 2 n=17, Group 3 n=33, Group 4 n=29, 
n=16, Group 6 n=10, and Group 7 n=7.
*g<.05, accepted significance level.

.1660

.7161

.6865

.0541* *

.8555 '

to the 
Group 5



94
The analysis of variance tests for the other 8 

tasks categories revealed no statistically significant 
differences (n<.05) between the means. Thus Hypothesis 
11 may be retained in these cases.

The preceding information deals solely with the 
statistical information derived from the data. In order 
to attempt to understand what this means in terms of 
humkn beings and their lives, the following chapter 
offers a discussion of these results.
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DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 

The Sample

This discussion of the sample examines the roles 
and responsibilities of the Gallatin County farm/ranch 
women in terms of the information about other farm/ranch 
women discussed in the literature review. Demographic 
information was provided in the Methods chapter.

The women of the sample occupied the first role 
discussed in the literature review, that within the 
family household. Of the 124 women who responded to the 
question, H O  reported that they were primarily respon
sible for the household, and 69 reported that they were 
primarily responsible for child care. For the 114 women 
who reported hours, the mean number of hours per year 
that they spent doing household and child care tasks was 
2305.38 hours.

The second role of farm/ranch women is that of off- 
farm or non-farm wage earner. Fifty of the 116 women 
who responded to the question worked at some paid em
ployment either off the farm or at a home business that 
was not the primary agricultural business.

Most of the women in this sample fill the third 
role, that of participant in social and civic activi
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ties. One hundred of the 123 women who responded to the 
question indicated that they did indeed participate in 
volunteer, civic, school, church, social or agricultural 
organizations. A few participants were involved in 7 or 
more activities, but the majority were involved with 
from I to 3. Time spent ranged from I to 2 0 hours per 
week with a mean of 3.4 hours.

Finally, this study has documented the role of 
these Gallatin County women as farm workers. Women are 
involved to varying degrees in the nine categories of 
farm tasks.

Another point meriting " discussion is that this 
study's sample was .similar to the women in other studies 
discussed in the literature review in the variation of 
degree of involvement in the four roles just mentioned. 
The degree of involvement in the roles lead to four 
classifications of farm women: farm homemaker, farm 
wife, farm partner, and woman farmer. (The 4th role, 
woman farmer, is irrelevant in this study because these 
women were basically selected out of the study because 
of the nature of the sample, i.e. use of couples, and 
also because no women in the couples were mainly respon
sible for the couple's operation.) Some women were 
minimally involved with the farm/ranch operation, some 
by preference and some despite a preference for more 
involvement. Other women were somewhat involved and
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contributed considerable work, but did not feel like a 
main operator of the business. Still others considered 
themselves to be a real partner with their spouses in 
the farm business. Forty of the 122 women who responded 
to the question considered themselves to be one of the 
main operators of their farm dr ranch business. Seven
teen of the 124 women who answered the. question about 
who was mainly responsible for running their farm/ranch 
business considered that they and their husbands shared 
the responsibility equally.

It is important to remember the context within 
which these women work (Colman, 1981; Elbert, 1981; 
Flora, 1981; Hill, 1981). The farm family and the farm 
enterprise are separate but intertwined systems. Very 
often, the woman and her family are involved in extended 
kinship networks. Women are a very integral part of the 
network and fulfill an important function in inter- 
generational transfer of the farm; i.e. they produce and 
train the next generation to whom the farm will be 
passed (Elbert, 1981). Thus, women have a strong inter
est in the well-being of the farm family unit (group) to 
which they belong. This extreme interest in the group 
must be considered in examining costs and rewards in 
terms of the Social Choice Theory which this study uses 
as its theoretical perspective. Further, Hill (1981) 
states that the women in her study reported feelings of
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guilt when attempting to stand up for their own in
dividual rights within their families and kinship net
works, feeling as though they were somehow failing 
people that they loved and their own responsibilities of 
nurturance and maintenance of the kinship system. This 
possibility of guilt feelings. must be considered when 
examining the costs a woman is willing to incur for the 
benefit of her family group versus her own personal 
benefit.

Finally, many respondents in this sample volun
teered useful information about themselves, their fami
lies and their work patterns. Women mentioned the 
changes.in their work between years due to having ba
bies, retiring, illness, and other human realities. Men 
and women spoke of their marital relationships, about 
equality and division of labor, about having their work 
acknowledged or not acknowledged, about the involvement 
of their extended families and the complications those 
relationships entailed. They spoke of the problems 
engendered by the economic hard times currently being 
experienced by many families. This voluntary informa
tion was very useful in understanding the context within 
which these individuals live and in speculating about 
the results of the statistical tests.
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Discussion of Hypothesis I

The results of the t-tests for all categories- of 
farm/ranch work indicated that there was not a signif
icant difference between the means of the hours spent by 
women at farm/ranch work as reported by women and men. 
One must conclude that in this sample, both wives and 
their husands had similar perceptions about the time the 
women spent at farm tasks.

It is interesting to note however, that in 6 of the 
9 categories (as indicated for each in the previous 
chapter), women more often than men reported a higher 
number of hours of task performance. Although no sign 
test was run to conclude whether the number of differ
ences in that direction was significant, one can note 
the direction of the majority of differences to lend 
direction to future research and to compare this study 
to existing research.

One such comparison can be made to the finding of 
Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) that men tended to under
estimate their wives1 task participation when reporting 
which tasks their wives did regularly; the • difference 
was small but statistically significant. The t tests 
for mean differences in hours reported did not support 
the notion that men underestimated women1s contribu
tions. However, though it was beyond the scope of this 
thesis, it would be of value to determine if the number
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of cases of women estimating more hours of work than 
their spouses estimated for them was significant. If 
that were the case, it would be in line with the Jones 
and Rosenfeld (1981) finding. It may be useful for 
future research to focus on the possibility of this 
discrepancy, document its existence or non-existence 
and examine possible causes as well as effects.

Although the t-test results can be examined and 
provide the basis for rejection of the hypothesis, there 
are individual cases in the raw data deserving notice 
that a test of means necessarily obscures. There were a 
number of cases where the estimates of the couple were 
close, and a few cases where the estimates were exactly 
the same. There were also cases at the extremes where 
the estimates were radically dissimilar. In some of 
those cases, the women reported spending few or no hours 
at a task, while their spouses reported numerous, even 
hundreds, of hours. Other cases were just the opposite. 
The women reported doing hundreds of hours and their 
husbands reported minimal or no hours. Though the 
sample results were not significant, the individual 
couples at the extremes may engage in interesting 
marital "exchanges".

The theoretical perspective this study uses to 
attempt to interpret the results in terms of human
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relationships is Social Choice Theory (see the Intro
duction and Literature Review). This theory views time, 
energy, effort, skill and work as resources. In this 
light, the time, energy, effort, skill and work involved 
in women1s performance of farm/ranch tasks can be viewed 
from different perspectives regarding costs and rewards. 
In some cases, the couple may agree that a prescribed 
role for the wife precludes her from doing farm work. 
In these cases, performance of farm work is seen as a 
cost. In other cases, the couple may agree that it is 
desirable for her to perform farm tasks, so farm task 
performance is a reward. If, however, there is dis
agreement about whether the woman's task performance is 
a cost or a reward, conflict may result as the partners 
attempt to maximize their own rewards and profits and 
minimize their own costs within the marital relation
ship. However, since both partners are members of a 
family group which is so intertwined with the farming 
business as a livelihood and probably as a lifestyle as 
well, they may also forego some rewards or incur some 
costs personally to benefit the group. That is, they 
may compromise about the woman's participation in 
farm/ranch tasks for the benefit of the family group. 
These differing perceptions of costs and rewards may 
contribute to differing perceptions within couples of 
time spent by the wife at specific tasks.
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The results of the t-tests indicate that perception 

of the hours spent is similar between the women and men 
in the sample; i.e. both perceive the amount of the 
resources of time and work contributed by the woman 
similarly. This does not comment on the valuing of the 
resource by. the individuals in the couples. Just be
cause a woman spends time at task performance, she is 
not necessarily seen as providing rewards. It is also 
possible that she perceives spending time at farm work 
as a cost in the relationship. Thus, in interpreting 
these results the only conclusion possible is that the 
amount of the contribution of time and work resources is 
perceived similarly by both partners in these couples. 
It. is not possible to draw conclusions about whethef or 
not individuals consider the performance of that work by 
the woman as desirable.

The individual cases mentioned previously in which 
partners' reports of women's contributions showed great 
discrepancy leave room for interesting speculation. In 
those instances where the men reported far greater hours 
than the women reported for themselves, the women may 
have greater resources to use in the exchange in the 
marital relationship than they are aware of, providing 
the resources are valued by both partners. Though they 
may not actually do as much as their husbands perceive 
them to do, the husbands' perceptions actually become a
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resource in that those perceptions likely make the women 
more valuable in the relationship because the husbands 
perceive those women as providing numerous rewards. 
Just the opposite is likely true in the cases where the 
women report far greater hours than do the husbands. 
Those women likely perceive that they provide far more 
rewards in the relationship than the husbands perceive; 
consequently those women are credited with less 
"currency" for use in the exchange and may be under
valued in the relationships. In the situations in which 
both partners had similar or identical perceptions of 
time spent, one can assume that both partners have 
similar ideas about the amount of resources the women 
bring to the marital exchange, at least in terms of 
farm/ranch work.

Finally, a question on women's perception of their 
own time must be addressed. Boulding (1980) found a 
tendency in her research on women's farm work for women 
to underestimate their contribution. Buttell and 
Gillespie (1984) also assume underreporting of women's 
labor contribution in their study. Further compounding 
the question is the problem of data based on recall, 
with the impractical solution of actual time diaries 
requiring effort and interruption of work that partici
pants may be understandably loathe to keep. Thus, there 
is a possibility that women's estimates of their own
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work contributions fall short of reality, as may men's 
estimates. This problem does not lend itself to prac
tical solution. A valuable contribution to research

■

would be methods and instruments that are both practical 
to research participants as well as capable of 
collecting valid and reliable data.

Discussion of Hypothesis 2 -

Participants were asked to rate the importance of 
tasks done by the woman to the success of the farm/ranch 
operation. In all 8 categories of farm/ranch tasks for 
which sign tests were run, the men reported greater 
importance ratings than the women reported for them
selves more often than women reported greater importance 
ratings than the men reported. (The last task category 
was omitted because n=3.) In 6 of those 8 cases, the 
number of men reporting greater importance ratings was 
significantly higher (pc.05).

It is possible that the importance ratings may 
actually reflect two separate perceptions: the actual 
perceived importance of the task and the perception of 
importance of performance of that task in relation to 
the other task responsibilities of the woman. Women may 
consider that the household sphere is their primary 
responsibility. Therefore, in the cases in which men 
reported a greater importance rating, women may consider



105
that their performance of farm tasks is only "helping 
out" and therefore of secondary importance. Extending 
this reasoning further, they may have reported not the 
importance of the task but the importance they perceived 
of their performance of the task. Or they may actually 
perceive the task as being less important since they 
were the ones to do it. On the other hand, the men1 s 
primary responsibility is usually the farm business. 
Therefore, men probably know how critical it is that 
tasks be completed and rate the tasks on that basis, 
regardless of who performs them. This discussion 
assumes that the perception of importance of a woman's 
work is somehow communicated, either in words or in more 
subtle behavioral cues, and therefore is known by the 
partners at some level. In a Social Choice perspective, 
these men perceive the women as providing more valued 
rewards than the women perceive themselves as providing. 
Perhaps these rewards engender in the men more love, 
respect, admiration, valuing and/or status of equality 
than the women are aware of. Perhaps women are aware of 
those reciprocal rewards provided by the men, and one 
can speculate that such an exchange would provide a 
great deal of stability to the marriage. In addition, 
the woman may feel rewarded that her contribution en
hances the well-being of her family group. The norm of 
reciprocity is demonstrated in this situation.
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Perhaps the reward of task performance of critical 

tasks does not engender those return rewards in men 
(love, respect, admiration, etc.) (One can assume that 
a woman would want these feeling responses from her 
spouse as a result of her efforts.) In these cases one 
would predict less marital stability because the norm of 
reciprocity is not at work, unless in another sphere of 
their lives. (This circumstance is commonly known as 
feeling taken for granted.) One must also consider that 
task performance contributes to the well-being of the 
family group, and though feeling taken for granted by 
one's spouse can be a cost in the relationship, a woman 
may be willing to incur that cost because she is bene
fiting the family group.

In those cases where the women rated their work as 
being more important than did their spouses, it is 
likely that these women feel that they are providing 
more rewards in the relationship than they are credited 
for in the marital exchange, unless those women are 
finding some reciprocal rewards elsewhere. This also 
assumes that, they are aware of their husbands1 lesser 
valuing of the rewards the women provide. Again though, 
one must consider the value of the family group well
being to the woman and the fact that she may be willing 
to incur the cost of being undervalued by her spouse as 
long as she is benefiting her family. If the women are

;
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unaware at any level (which is unlikely) of the discrep
ancy in perceived importance there may be no effect on 
the marital exchange. ;

It is interesting to note that the sign tests were 
not significant for record keeping and equipment chores 
even though the greater number of differences was in the 
same direction in all categories. It is possible that, 
more than for other tasks, more women perceive record 
keeping to be a primary responsibility and also as being 
of greater importance to the success of the operation. 
It may be that the husband does minimal if any record 
keeping, and consequently this critical task would not 
be done if she does not do it. Therefore, its impor
tance may be more obvious. It may be the case that 
equipment chores are primarily the husband's domain, as 
mechanical things most often are. it may be that more 
men do not perceive their wives1 participation as being 
quite as important as for other tasks.

A difficulty for this study existed in the fact 
that the importance ratings were averaged for each 
participant in each task category and the sign tests 
were run on these averages. Consequently, the partners 
in the couple may not have reported importance for the 
same specific tasks. The problem lies in getting impor
tance measures of the same items from both partners 
while getting perceptions of performance that are in
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dependent of each other. This will be a challenge to 
future researchers. Despite this problem, this data 
does provide an indication of perceptions of importance 
based on . type of work as delineated by the nine 
categories.

Discussion of Hypotheses 3 Through 11

Hypotheses 3 through 11 were all tested using 
analysis of variance. Each one tests a variable which 
may affect the amount of time women spend at farm tasks. 
Some of these variables may be perceived as costs or 
rewards, depending on the perspectives of the partici
pants .

Discussion of Hypotheses 3 and 4
The analysis of variance tests revealed that for 

the Gallatin County sample, there is no statistically 
significant (p<_. 05) evidence that time spent at 
farm/ranch work by women was affected by the age and 
number of their children. This is unlike the finding of 
Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) and also unlike the studies 
reported by Scholl (1982) in which women tended to spend 
more time at some types of farm work early in the family 
life cycle when there were young children present, and. 
decreased task participation as children grew and became 
able to take over some of those tasks. It is also unlike 
the finding of Jones, and Rosenfeld (1981) that a larger
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number of children decreased the range of tasks a woman 
performed and a number of children under age 6 decreased 
participation in field work without machinery and mar
keting and purchasing. It is worth noting, however, 
that the coordination task category had a p=.0629 for 
age of children, and marketing and purchasing would fall 
within this category. The trend in this case was in the 
direction indicated by Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) where 
women with children 12 and under had the highest mean 
(367.5 hours), women with children 13 and older had a 
mean of 299.4 hours, and women with children in both 
groups had a mean of 154.5 hours. Women with young 
children had the highest mean hours of task performance, 
though the difference between these means was not sig
nificant (p<.05). However, since the mean hours tended 
in the same direction as the earlier study, future 
research may be able to further examine the variables of 
number and age of children to more accurately determine 
their effects.

This study was conducted in the year 1984 during 
financial crisis days for agriculture businesses in 
general and particularly hard times for farm families 
and their farm businesses. More than one woman 
mentioned that their business was financially unable to 
hire help and her work on the farm was essential. One 
can speculate from this that perhaps women were doing



H O
farm tasks in cases where they ordinarily would not, 
regardless of the age and number of their children. It 
is also possible that there is some reason particular to 
the families in Gallatin county undiscernable by this 
study which accounts for the difference between the 
findings of this study and those reported in the litera
ture review.

Discussion of Hypothesis 5
The two task categories that showed significant 

differences in means based on women's education level 
were coordination and management and cooking for hired 
help. The analysis of variance for the coordination and 
management tasks did not support the hypothesis: i.e. 
women with greater than a high school education spent 
significantly more hours performing these tasks. It is 
possible that advanced education improves women's abil
ities to coordinate and manage and thereby increases the 
likelihood of them doing those tasks. This survey 
measured just time and not capability. However, presum
ing that ability to perform the tasks is valued and that 
the women are capable, this ability is a reward that the 
women bring to their relationships and to the farm 
business. This may be a reward that more educated women 
are better able to provide than women with less educa
tion.
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In the cooking for hired help category, women with 

a high school education or less spent significantly more 
time than did women with more than a high school educa
tion. Cooking is a task that does not require advanced 
education. It is also a task which falls within the 
women1s sphere of .household production and management. 
It is possible that women with more than a high school 
education prefer to use their time at employment or 
other household or farm tasks. Examination of the 
resources women develop and rewards they provide (in 
this case higher education levels and time at employ
ment, household work or farm tasks) and how these vari
ables interact would be a fitting topic for future 
research.

The other categories, field work, animal chores, 
equipment, building and property maintenance, errands, 
record keeping and other did not show significant dif
ferences in the mean hours spent by women at those tasks 
based on wives' education. It is possible that ability 
to perform those tasks is not affected by education. It 
is also possible that there is an interaction between 
education and other variables affecting the results..

In two task categories, the mean hours between the 
groups were significantly different based on husband's 
education. Women whose husbands had a high school 
education or less spent significantly more hours at
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field work and at errands than did women whose husbands 
had more education. In both cases, the hypothesis. was 
rejected. Since little research has been done on men's 
education level and women's farm/ranch work, this find
ing may serve as a basis for future study. Duplication 
of this finding would be useful, as would reasons for 
its existence and information about interactions between 
this variable and others such as employment of both 
spouses and wife's education.

Discussion of Hypothesis 6
Only two of the analysis of variance tests revealed 

significant differences between mean based on age: field 
work for wives' age and cooking for hired help for 
husbands' age. The conservative Scheffe test did not 
reveal the significant (p<.05) differences between, 
women's age groups for field work. Examination of the 
means revealed a cyclical nature over the age groups 
which deserves attention. Women 35-50 years of age and 
over 65 years of age had the highest means. Women 18-35 
years of age and 51-65 years of age had the lowest 
means, with the latter group being extremely low. This 
suggests that women who are bearing children or who have 
young children perform some field work, but that perfor
mance may be expected to increase when those children 
age and need less attention. When women are age 51-65 
years of age, it is likely that their children are
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adolescents and young adults and may be performing the 
field work tasks, so as Boulding (1980) suggests, women 
may spend less time at this stage than any other. When 
women are over 65, it is likely that their children have 
left home and women may again have to perform this work 
if the couple has not retired from the farm/ranch busi
ness. Since the n in this last group is so small, the 
mean may have been greatly affected by a single person; 
speculation must be cautious. It is also necessary to 
note that despite the speculation here about the effects 
of the life cycle, the analysis for age of children did 
not support the .notion that age of children affects 
women's time spent at. farm work. It is possible that 
the economic circumstances postulated in the discussion 
of Hypotheses 3 and 4 are acting here; women may be 
performing tasks which they may not have needed to 
perform previously. There also may be some other inter
acting variable which this study did not reveal, but 
which would be useful to know in understanding women's 
farm task participation.

The other significant result was for cooking for 
hired help and men's age. There was a significant 
increase in mean hours spent by women whose husbands 
were 51-65 over women whose husbands were 35-51. It is 
interesting to note that the means were cyclical, i.e. 
they started high in the 18-35 group, decreased for the
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35-50 group, made a significant increase for the 51-65 
group, then decreased again for the over 65 group.

More information is needed about what factors may 
be interacting with age to produce results in this study 
which indicate a cyclical nature in some of the tasks. 
It is possible that future research which tests the 
interaction between age and other variables would 
reveal that these interactions affect the other 
categories of farm work as well. Additional research
would also be useful in determining possible causes of
results if women were to tell how their present 
participation is different from previous years at dif
ferent ages.

Discussion of Hypothesis 7
Other studies have provided information about the

effects of employment. If a husband is employed off- 
farm, the wife is more likely to be involved in 
decision-making (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981) and do more 
tasks (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981; Scholl, 1982). If a 
wife works off-farm she does less on the farm (Jones and 
Rosenfeld, 1981). Boulding (1980) however, says that 
off-farm employment is work performed beyond women's 
farm work.

This study found two instances where employment 
influenced time spent by the wife. Women's field work 
was significantly affected by their husband's
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employment. The Scheffe test did not reveal significant 
differences between any two groups (p<.05), but an 
examination of the means indicated that as hours of 
employment by the husband increased, the woman's time 
spent at field work increased. The mean jumped from 58 
hours when men were employed 1-15 hours to 143 hours 
when they were employed 16-39 hours. It appears that 
half-time employment or more increased a woman's field 
work, though this was not conclusive. Further study is 
warranted to validate this finding.

Women's .work at building and property maintenance 
also varied significantly with their husband's 
employment. There was a significant increase over women 
whose husbands did not work off-farm or who worked 1-15 
hours by women whose husbands worked 16-39 hours. 
Though women whose husbands worked 40 or more hours per 
week had a higher mean, it was not significantly higher. 
This finding supports the statements of Jones and 
Rosenfeld (1981) and Scholl (1982).

Information was not available from this study about 
why performance of other, tasks was not significantly 
affected by men's off-farm employment. Such information 
would be useful.

No significant differences were found in group 
means based on women's off-farm employment. This study 
did not support the finding of Jones and Rosenfeld
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(1981) that women do fewer tasks when they are employed 
off-farm nor does it support the studies reported by 
Scholl (1982) in which women decreased farm chores and 
field work but not record keeping. It is more likely 
that women's off-farm employment is an addition to their 
other responsibilities, as Boulding (1980) claims. This 
is the case for urban as well as. rural women; women are 
expected to maintain the traditional household and. 
childcare responsibilities along with their employment. 
For farm women, the work load includes farm work.

In terms . of Social Choice Theory, off-farm 
employment can be seen as a resource with which one can 
provide rewards to a spouse or a group. Some farm 
families need a spouse's employment for cash flow for 
the family or the farm business. Fifty of the women who 
responded to the question indicated that they were 
employed. Thirty-three indicated that a reason that 
they worked was that they needed the money for family 
expenses, and for 21 of those 33, it was the primary 
reason. Eight of the fifty indicated that they needed 
the money for farm expenses. Thirty-eight of the 115
men responding to the question indicated that they were

'

employed at non-farm employment. Of those, 26 said that 
they needed the money for family expenses, and for 23 of 
them it was the primary reason. Twenty-two indicated 
that they needed the money for farm expenses, and for 8
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of them it was the primary reason. . For these families, 
employment is a reward brought to the spouse and the 
family. Boulding (1980) reports that some women in her 
sample had quit jobs in order to spend more time at farm 
work. In those cases the rewards of the income were 
outweighed by the rewards of maintaining the family farm 
business.

Discussion of Hypothesis 8
This study found no evidence to support the notion 

that women who grew up on farms participate in farm 
tasks more than women who did not grow up on farms. The 
only significant difference in means was for equipment 
tasks, in which case women who did not grow up on farms 
spent significantly more hours than did women who did 
grow up on farms. Boulding (1980) found that tasks 
women disliked included heavy lifting. It is possible 
that equipment tasks were ones that women did not like, 
and based on their experience, women who grew up on 
farms decided not to do those tasks. It is also pos
sible that women who grew up on farms did not partici
pate in equipment tasks which were probably performed 
mainly by their fathers or brothers; they may conse
quently have gone into marriage with a set repertoire of 
task performance which did not include equipment chores. 
Women who did not grow up on farms may have gone into 
their marriages with no habit of performance of specific
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tasks and subsequently assumed performance of this type 
of work. It is also possible that future research will 
reveal other causes for such a finding if it is dupli
cated.

In this survey, only women who had grown up on a 
farm were asked to report the total number of years that 
they had spent on a farm. It would be useful to know 
the years of experience of all participants. Should 
this survey instrument be used for other studies, the 
researcher would do well to modify the questions dealing 
with experience.

Discussion of Hypothesis 9
Of all the variables tested in this study, task 

preference demonstrated the most evidence of affecting 
the mean number of hours of task performance. Five of 
the 9 task categories showed significant differences 
between group means based on task preference: field 
work, animal chores, equipment tasks, coordination and 
management, and other. In all cases, women who 
preferred farm or ranch work, or who preferred 
farm/ranch work and household work the same, spent more 
hours at farm work than women who preferred household 
work, though significance between group differences was 
not the same for each category. (See the Results 
chapter.) Each of these categories involved manual farm 
labor or in the case of coordination and management,
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required greater involvement with farm decisions and/or 
the farm business. Three of the remaining four 
categories (errands, record keeping and cooking) were 
more likely to fall within the domain of household work 
dr work that may be traditionally done by women. Thus 
women may not have had such strong feelings of 
preference for these tasks.

This finding lends itself ■ to interesting 
speculation in terms of Social Choice Theory. 
Preference is based on degrees of like or dislike of an 
activity. The differences in time spent at tasks 
suggest that performance of specific tasks are strongly 
perceived as costs by some women and as rewards by 
others. These perceptions are enough to outweigh many 
other considerations in influencing whether or not a 
woman will spend time at certain kinds of work. If a 
woman perceives performance of a certain task as very 
costly, it appears that she may be unwilling to incur 
that cost. In what circumstances would she be willing 
to incur that cost? Would those circumstances be for 
her own personal benefit or for the benefit of the 
family group? Information about what other variables 
interact with task preference is unavailable in this 
study, but would be interesting and useful.
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Discussion of Hypothesis 10

Though Jones and Rosenfeld (1981) found that women 
who had legal involvement with the land did more farm 
work, the women in this study did not follow that 
pattern. No significant differences were found between 
the mean number of hours of task performance by women 
who had their names on ownership documents and those who 
did not. Of the 121 women responding to the question, 
87 women reported that their names were on land 
ownership documents, while only 34 reported that their 
names were not on those documents. It may be that 
because women, their families, and their farm businesses 
are so intertwined that ownership does not seem like 
that great a reward since they are already so 
integrated. Because any work that women do benefits 
themselves by benefiting the farm and the family, legal 
ownership may just not seem important. It is also 
possible that there is an interaction between task 
performance, ownership and some other variable such as 
the presence of extended family ownership; perhaps 
future research will address this idea.

Discussion of Hypothesis 11
Other studies have indicated that size of the 

operation affects women's farm work. According to some 
studies (Bentley and Sachs, 1984; Gasson, 1981; Jones 
and Rosenfeld, 1981), women are less likely to be
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involved in farm work on larger operations. This was 
not supported by the data, in this study. The analysis 
of variance test yielded only one task, cooking for 
hired help, with any significant differences between 
means. In this case, the data indicated that the women 
spent more time cooking for hired help on larger opera
tions. Though the Scheffe test failed to reveal any 
significant (p<.05) differences between group means, 
examination of the means shows that there was a tendency 
for the mean hours spent at cooking for hired help to be 
higher for women whose farm operations are over 640 
acres (I section). However, this is speculation which 
was not borne out by the conservative Schef fe, and 
should be treated as such. Perhaps a less conservative 
test would reveal where significant differences may 
exist.

It is worth noting that cooking for hired help was 
classified as a farm task, but is in the domain of 
household work. This may explain why this one category 
was different than the other categories. it is probable 
that there are more farm workers on larger operations, 
and therefore more time must be spent cooking for them. 
One can assume that the ability to cook is a valued 
reward that a woman brings to her spouse and the family 
farm.
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Some Comments on the Study

Several valuable contributions to the •body of 
information on farm women's work have come from this 
study. One item of value is the survey instrument. The 
list of tasks is comprehensive and needs only- minor 
-revisions, such as adding roguing potatoes and any 
others that may have been neglected. As was mentioned 
earlier, the measure of farm/ranch experience needs to 
be expanded. The importance scale was easily used by 
participants and added a qualitative dimension to the 
data which has been missing in previous research. 
However, it would be useful if the importance rating as 
it was used by women was examined to determine if women 
rated the task itself or the fact that they performed 
the task. This may be a complex challenge. If this 
instrument is used again, it is recommended that the 
suggested - refinements be made and that the instrument 
then be tested for reliability and validity. There will 
be further comment on this in discussion . of 
recommendations.

Another valuable contribution of this study is 
documentation of the work done by farm women. The task 
list prepared for response by the women was more com
prehensive than any available in the literature 
reviewed. Consequently, this study may provide more 
detailed reports of work than has previous research.



The list of variables that were examined that may 
affect the time women spend at farm work was more exten
sive than any other single study in the literature 
reviewed. . Though more research is necessary, this data 
is a valuable contribution to the data base available at 
present on women's farm/ranch work.

The results of the first hypothesis provide not 
only documentation of women's work (though subject to 
the inaccuracies of recall) but a comparison of 
perceptions of marital partners. The results of the 
second hypothesis yielded interesting information about 
how women and men perceive the importance of the tasks 
performed by women. This data responds to the call of 
Hill (1981) and Colman (1981) to include the context 
within which women work in research on those women.

Another contribution made by this study is the use 
of the Social Choice Theory to attempt to explain 
results in terms of human relationships. This theory is 
applicable to individuals and families and has been 
developed by theorists to the point where it can be used 
to interpret a wide range of human social exchanges.

Finally, this study focuses on Montana women.
■ v ■

Though Montana women have been included in a national 
survey (Jones and Rosenfeld, 1981), very little has been 
done on them specifically. This information is valuable 
as a part of a data base that includes studies on the

123
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work of farm and ranch women in various other states. 
It is also valuable to those in Montana who. work with 
farm and ranch families: teachers, lawyers, policy
makers, legislators, personnel in Extension and 
agricultural organizations and others.

Recommendations

One notable deficit in research on farm women 
evident in reviewing the literature is the availability 
of instruments which have been tested for reliability 
and validity. None of the studies reviewed indicated 
that the measures used had been tested for reliability 
or validity. This study required a comprehensive 
instrument which would elicit responses to answer the 
hypotheses. Since there were no adequate instruments 
available, one was developed. It is comprehensive and 
has been pretested for ease of use by participants. 
However, it is recommended that if it is used again it 
first be tested for reliability and validity. At such a 
point, this instrument would be a valuable addition to 
the tools available to farm family researchers.

Social Choice Theory has been used in this study to 
explain the variables in terms of costs and rewards 
brought to the relationship and to the family farm 
business. Research on women's farm/ranch work 
contributions and marital satisfaction could produce
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information that may explain perceptions of resources, 
costs and rewards even further.

There are two other sources of labor on the farm 
that this study did not deal with: children's labor and 
and hired help. More research on these two labor 
sources would provide more accurate information on the 
division of labor in farm families and would also yield 
more details about women's work cycles.

Methodology is a problem in collecting information 
about work. Recall, though practical and sometimes the 
only means possible, is subject to inaccuracy. Time 
logs are interruptive and impractical and may bias 
samples by selecting only those willing to take the time 
to keep those logs. Observation is impractical 
especially for large samples. A valuable contribution 
to methodology would be a . comparison of self-reports 
based on recall and researcher observation to give an 
indication about tendencies of women to over-estimate or 
under-estimate their actual contributions.

Finally, it is recommended that information ■ about 
the extensive workloads of farm women be publicized. In 
addition to the "superwoman" load of urban women, farm 
women have the additional workload of farm work almost 
without exception. These women deserve to be recognized 
for their amazing capabilities and accomplishments. 
Agricultural organizations should gear more of their
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services and information to women and the work they do. 
Farm women should be allowed to establish IRA's based on 
their unpaid farm labor. They should be accorded legal 
rights in divorce settlements even though their 
contributions to the farm business have not necessarily 
been monetary. Schools in rural areas should gear some 
of their courses to educating young rural women for the 
tasks they are likely to have to perform: time 
management, coordination and management of a farm busi
ness, decision-making skills, record keeping and 
accounting and many others. ■ It is recommended that 
researchers disseminate their information to assist farm 
and ranch women in being recognized for the amazing 
roles they fill.
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APPENDIX A

Women's Survey. Instrument
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In T 9^ nsver th* followln^ questions, based on your situation

I. Who is mainly responsible for running the household? Please 
circle the number of the appropriate response.
I WIPE
2 HUSBAND
3 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
4 OTHER (Please explain.)

2. Who is mainly resnonRihl* for 
I NO CHILDREN

child care? Circle one number.

2 WIFE
3 HUSBAND
4 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
5 OTHER (Please explain.)

3. Who is mainly responsible for 
business? Circle one number.

running the farm or ranch

I WIPE
2 HUSBAND
3 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
4 OTHER (Please explain.)

4, Do you consider yourself to be the main operator or one of 
the main operators of yomr farm or ranch? Circle one number.
1 YES
2 NO

5- Could you run the farm or ranch if something haopened to your 
spouse (using hired help if necessary)? Circle'one number.
1 YES
2 NO

I



This next section has 2 parts to complete. First, you are asked to estimate. to the best 
of your memory, how many hours you spent in 1984 at each of the listed tasks. You'll estimate 
the number of hours per week in the first column, and the number of weeks per year in the 
second column. Next, you are to indicate how important each task you perform is to the success 
of your farm or ranch. Make a check in the column of the number that best describes the task's 
importance,

1 means absolutely essential, extremely important. (Most important)
2 means very important,
3 means somewhat important.
4 means unimportant. (Least important)

Here's an example to make sure it's clear. Let's say you spent 15 hours one week planting 
and 20 hours a week for 2 weeks raking hay. You also spent 8 hours a week for 3 weeks driving 
tractor for a task that is not listed. Write that task into the blank provided, then record 
your hours and weeks as shown. In this example, planting was absolutely essential to the 
success of your farm or ranch, so place a check in the column under number I. Raking hay was 
somewhat important, so place a check in the column under number 3. The task you listed your
self was very Important to the success of your farm or ranch, so place a check in the column 
under number 2. Here's what the information would look like properly recorded.

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of your farm or

Ik to the success
-anch

I (most) 2 _j__ 4 (least)

Drive tractor toi 
prepare ground 
plant seed 
rake hay 
bale hay 
haul baled hay
apply herbicides, insec
ticides, or fertilizers
other Y  '

/S /
Ao a.

S 3
Even though it probably won't be exact, please estimate a specific number of hours and 

weeks. For example, say 6 hours or 8 hours, not 6-8 hours. Fill in the importance columns 
only for tasks performed.
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Now. based on your situation in lg.84. 
example. Remember, you only need to fill 
blank soaces for tasks not performed.

please complete this section as explained in the 
in importance columns for tasks performed. Leave

RTELD WORK
NUMBER OF

Importance of task to the success 
of vour farm or ranch

HOURS PER WEEK WEEKS PER YEAR I (most) 2 rJ __ 4 (least)

Drive tractor to i 
prepare ground 
plant seed 
rake hay 
bale hay 
haul baled hay 
apply herbicides, Insec
ticides, or fertilizers
other nr

Drive combine
Drive truck toi

haul seed, supplies 
haul harvested crocs 
haul irrigation equipment

Irrigate
Other

----------------

3
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ANIVAL CHORSS

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OP 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

sk to the success 
ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Peed livestock, poultry, 

fish, hogs
Assist with births 
Sort animals 
Brand animals 
Vaccinate animals 
Move animals 
Weigh animals 
Shear animals 
Castrate animals 
Pregnancy test animals 
Artificially inseminate
Milk 

by hand 
by machine

Check animals 
Butcher animals 
Cather eggs 
Clean chicken house 
Clean barn 
Other
Other
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EQUIPMENT

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

sk to the success 
ranch

I (most) 2
Assist with repair 
fuel equipment 
Clean equipment 
Pick up parts 
Other
Other I
BUILDINl AND PROPERTY MAINTENANCE (FARM BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY)

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importanc
of your fe of task to the success arm or ranch
I (most) 2 I

Paint
Clean buildings 
Build, repair buildings
Supervise employees cleanine 

or maintaining buildings
Build or repair fence 
Spray weeds
Clean hired help housing
Do farmstead, yard, or 

garden work
Other
Other

___________

5
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ERRANDS

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of task to the success 
of vour farm or ranch
I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

Act as a "B.o-fer" 
Transferring equipment
Transferring farm workers 

(including family)
Haul meals and snacks 

to field
Other
Other

RECORD KEEPING

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importanc 
of vour f

e of task to the success 
arm or ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Pay bills
Keep general records
Keep livestock records
Keep crop records
Keep employee records
Do the banking
Take care of legal affairs
Other
Oth
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COORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of your farm or

sk to the success 
ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Diecusa decisions
Purchase livestock
Make production decisions
Attend, organize farm 

business meetings
Take messages
Hire employees
Supervise employees
Read farm journals for 

farm information
Pile information for 

future use
Supervise children at 

farm chores
Teach children farm skills
Other
Other

7
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COOKING FOR HIRED HELP

NUMBER OP NUMBER
Importance of task to the success 
of your farm or ranch

TASK HOURS PER WEEK WEEKS PER YEAR I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

Other
Other

OTHER (ANY OTHER PAJW OR RANCH TASK NOT YET LISTED)

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

Bk to the success 
-anch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

8
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Now, In this final section, I'd like you to provide some basic 
information. Please use your situation in 1984 as the basis for 
your answers.

1. Your age in l'984i __________ YEARS

2. Your spouse's age in 1984, __________ YEARS

I. How many children of each age lived with you and your spouse 
in 1984?
__________  NO CHILDREN
__________  NEWBORN TO 6 YEARS OLD
__________  7 TO 12 YEARS OLD
__________  13 TO 18 YEARS OLD
__________  OVER 18 YEARS OLD

4. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
1 NO FORMAL EDUCATION
2 SOME GRADE SCHOOL
I COMPLETED GRADE SCHOOL
4 SOME HIGH SCHOOL
5 COMPLETED HIGH school 
4 SOME COLLEGE
7 COMPLETED COLLEGE
8 SOME GRADUATE WORK
9 A GRADUATE DEGREE

5. This question deals with off-farm employment in 1984. In 
1984, were you, (Circle number)

NOT EMPLOYED AT PAID EMPLOYMENT? (GO TO QUESTION 8.)
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 1-15 HOURS PER 'WEEK?
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK?
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM FULL TIME (40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK)? 
EMPLOYED 1-15 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 
THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
EMPLOYED 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 
THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
EMPLOYED 40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS 
NOT THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?

6. Why did you work at paid employment? (If there is more than
one reason, please rank the reasons that apply to you from most 
important (#1) to least important (through f5).
__________  NEED MONEY FOR FAMILY EXPENSES
-_________  need MONEY FOR FARM EXPENSES
__________  ENJOY THE SOCIAL ASPECT OF WORK
__________  SELF-FULFILLMENT
___________ OTHER (Please explain.) _______________

7. This question deals with your spouse’s off-farm employment in 
1984. In 1984, was your spouse, (Circle number)

NOT EMPLOYED AT PAID EMPLOYMENT?
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 1-15 HOURS PER WEEK?
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK?
EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM FULL TIME (40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK)? 
EMPLOYED 1-15 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 
THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
EMPLOYED 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 
THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
EMPLOYED 40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS 
NOT THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?

9
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8. Did you live on a farm or ranch while growing up? 
number)

NO

(Circle

1
2 ,YES
SkIf yes, as of 1984, how many years had you lived or worked on 
a farm or ranch?
__________  YEARS

9. Which of these tasks do you like to do best? (Circle number)
1 FARM OR RANCH WORK
2 HOUSEHOLD WORK (INCLUDING CHILD CARE)
J LIKE BOTH THE SAME

10. Was your name on the title of ownership for any pf your farm 
or ranch land in 1984? (Circle number)
1 YES
2 NO

11. Including leased land, what size was your farm or ranch oper
ation in 1984? (Circle number)
1 2 0 - 1 6 0  ACRES
2 161 - 320 ACRES
3 321 - 640 ACRES
4 641 - 1280 ACRES
5 1281 - 2560 ACRES
6 2561 - 3840 ACRES
7 OVER 3840 ACRES

12. What type of agricultural sale goods did your operation pro
duce in 1984? (Circle the number of all responses that apply.)
I BEEF CATTLE
2 DAIRY CATTLE AND OR PRODUCTS
3 SHEEP/WOOL
4 HOGS
5 HORSES
6 RODEO STOCK
7 POULTRY
8 FISH OR OTHER AQUACULTURE
9 HAY

10 GRAIN
11 FRUIT
12 VEGETABLES
13 OTHER (PLEASE IDENTIFY)

13.

14.

How many hours per week year around do you estimate you spend 
on household work (including child care)?

HOURS PER WEEK, WEEKS PER YEAR

In 1984, were you involved with any volunteer, 
church, social or agricultural organizations?
1 NO
2 ,YES
Mlf yes,

civic, school, 
(Circle number)

how many? (Circle number)
1 1-3
2 4-6
3 7-10
4 MORE THAN 10

15. If your answer to Question I4 was yes, about how many hours 
per week did you average doing these volunteer activities?

HOURS
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COMMENTSi

Thank you very much for your participation:

11
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Please answer the following questions, based on your situation 
in 1254.

I. Who is mainly responsible for running the household? Please 
circle the number of the appropriate response.
I WIPE
2 HUSBAND
3 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
4 OTHER (Please explain.)

2. Who is mainly responsible for child care? Circle one number.
I NO CHILDREN
I WIFE
3 HUSBAND
4 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
5 OTHER (Please explain.)

3. Who is mainly responsible for running the 
business? Circle one number.

farm or ranch

I WIPE
2 HUSBAND
3 BOTH SHARE EQUALLY
4 OTHER (Please explain.)

4. Do you consider yourself to be the main operator or one of 
the main operators of yoar farm or ranch? Circle one number.
1 YES
2 NO

5. Could you run the farm or ranch if something happened to your 
spouse (using hired help if necessary). Circle one number.
1 YES
2 NO

I



This next section has 2 parts to complete. First, you are asked to estimate. to the best 
of your memory, how many hours your wife spent in 1984 at each of the listed tasks. You'll es
timate the number of hours per week in the first column, and the number of weeks per year in 
the second column. Next, you are to indicate how important each task that your wife performs 
is to the success of your farm or ranch. Make a check in the column of the number that best 
describes the task's Importance.

1 means absolutely essential, extremely important. (Most important)
2 means very important.
3 means somewhat important.
4 means unimportant. (Least important)

Here's an example to make sure it's clear. Let's say she spent 15 hours one week planting 
and 20 hours a week for 2 weeks raking hay. She also spent 8 hours a week for 3 weeks driving 
tractor for a task that is not listed. Write that task into the blank provided, then record 
her hours and weeks as shown. In this example, planting was absolutely essential to the suc
cess of your farm or ranch, so place a check in the column under number I. Raking hay was 
somewhat important, so place a check in the column under number 3. The task you listed your
self was very Important to the success of your farm or ranch, so place a check in the column 
under number 2. Here's what the information would look like properly recorded.

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importanc 
of vour f

e of task to the success 
arm or ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Drive tractor toi 

prepare ground 
plant seed 
rake hay 
bale hay 
haul baled hay
apply herbicides, lnsec- 
tlcides^ or fertilizers
other'-/,?AV / a u A' J

/
J . 0

S x3
Even though it probably won’t be exact, please estimate a specific number of hours and 

weeks. For example, say 6 hours or 8 hours, not 6-8 hours. Fill in the importance columns 
only for tasks performed.
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Now, based on your situation in 1984, please complete this section as explained in the 
example. Remember, you only need to fill in Importance columns for tasks performed. Leave 
blank soaces for tasks not performed.

TASK
NUY3ER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR

I Importance of task to the success 
I of vour farm or ranch
I I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

Drive tractor to i 
prepare ground 
plant seed 
rake hay 
bale hay 
haul baled hay
apply herbicides, insec
ticides, or fertilizers
other

_______

Drive combine
Drive truck toi

haul seed, supplies 
haul harvested crops 
haul irrigation equipment

Irrigate
Other ZZL 3
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ANIVAL CHORSS

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

sk to the success 
ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Peed livestock, poultry, 

fish, hogs
Assist with births 
Sort animals 
Brand animals 
Vaccinate animals 
Move animals 
Weigh animals 
Shear animals 
Castrate animals 
Pregnancy test animals 
Artificially Inseminate
Milk

by hand 
by machine

Check animals 
Butcher animals 
lather eggs 
Clean chicken house 
Clean barn 
Other
Other

4
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EQUIPMENT

>

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

sk to the success
I (most) 2 I 4 f I e a R t.)

Assist with repair 
Euel equipment 
Clean equipment 
Pick up parts 
Other
Other

BUILDINU AND PROPERTY MAINTENANCE (FARM BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY)

TASK NUMBER OF 
HOURS PER WEEK

NUMBER
WEEKS PER YEAR

Importanc 
of vour f

e of task to the success 
arm or ranch

I (most) 2 3
Paint
Clean buildings 
Build, repair buildings
Supervise employees cleaning 

or maintaining buildings
Build or repair fence 
Spray weeds
Clean hired help housing
Do farmstead, yard, or 

garden work
Other
Other

5
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ERRANDS

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importanc 
of vour f

e of task to the success 
arm or ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

Act as a "%o-fer" 
Transferrin*; equipment
Transferring farm workers 

(including family)
Haul meals and snacks 

to field
Other
Other

RECORD KBEPINS

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importanc 
of vour f

e of task to the success 
arm or ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Pay bills
Keep general records
Keep livestock records
Keep crop records
Keep employee records
Do the banking
Take care of legal affairs
Other

-

Othei

6
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COORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT

TASK
NUMBER OP 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER OF 

WEEKS PER YEAR
Importance of ta 
of vour farm or

sk to the success 
ranch

I (most) 2 3 4 (least)
Discuss decisions
Purchase livestock
Make production decisions
Attend, organize farm 

business meetings
Take messages
Hire employees
Supervise employees
Read farm journals for 

farm information
Pile information for 

future use
Supervise children at 

farm chores
Teach children farm skills
Other
Other

7
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COOKING ?OR HIRED HELP

TASK
NUMBER OF 

HOURS PER WEEK
NUMBER

WEEKS PER YEAR

Importance of task to the success 
of your farm or ranch
I (most) 2 3 4 (least)

Cook for hired workers 
Can for hired workers 
Other

------- —

Other I ■

OTHER

TASK

(ANY OTHER PARK OR RANCH TASK NOT YET LISTED)

NUMBER OF 
HOURS PER WEEK

NUMBER OF 
WEEKS PER YEAR

Importance of task to the success
of your farm or
I (most)

inch
4 (least)

8

154



155

Now, in this iinal section, I'd like you to orovide some basic 
information. Please use your situation in 1964 as the basis for 
your answers.

1. Your age in 1984: __________  YEARS

2. What is the highest level of education you have comcleted? 
(Circle number)
1 NO FORNAX EDUCATION
2 SOME GRADE SCHOOL
3 COMPLETED GRADE SCHOOL
4 SOME HIGH SCHOOL
5 COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL
6 SOME COLLEGE
7 COMPLETED COLLETE
8 SOME GRADUATE WORK
9 A GRADUATE DEGREE

3. This question deals with off-farm employment in 1984, In 
1984, were youi (Circle number)
1 NOT EMPLOYED AT PAID EMPLOYMENT? (GO TO QUESTION 5.)
2 EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 1-15 HOURS PER WEEK?
3 EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK?
4 EMPLOYED OFF THE FARM FULL TIME (40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK)?
5 EMPLOYED 1-15 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 

THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
6 EMPLOYED 16-39 HOURS PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS NOT 

THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
7 EMPLOYED 40 HOURS OR MORE PER WEEK AT A HOME BUSINESS THAT IS 

NOT THE PRIMARY AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS?
4. Why did you work at paid employment? (If there is more than

one reason, please rank the reasons that apply to you from most 
important (#1) to least important (through #5].
__________  NEED MONEY FOR FAMILY EXPENSES
__________  NEED MONEY FOR FARM EXPENSES
__________  ENJOY THE SOCIAL ASPECT OF WORK
__________  SELF-FULFILLMENT
__________  OTHER (please explain.) ____________________

5. Including leased land, what size was your farm or ranch oper
ation in 1984? (Circle number)
1 2 0 - 1 6 0  ACRES
2 161 - 320 ACRES
3 321- 6 4 0 ACRES
4 641 - 1280 ACRES
5 1281 - 2560 ACRES
6 2561 - 3840 ACRES
7 OVER 3840 ACRES

6, What type of agricultural sale goods did your operation pro
duce in 1984? (Circle the number of all responses that apply.)
I BEEF CATTLE
2 DAIRY CATTLE AND OR PRODUCTS
3 SHEEP/WOOL
4 HOGS
5 HORSES
6 RODEO STOCK
7 POULTRY
8 FISH OR OTHER AQUACULTURE
9 HAY

10 GRAIN
11 FRUIT
12 VEGETABLES
13 OTHER (PLEASE IDENTIFY)
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COMMENTS I

Thank you very much for your participation:

IO
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APPENDIX C 

Cover Letter
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April 10, 1985

Dear

This is the survey about which I recently spoke to you or 
your spouse. It deals with the farm and ranch work of women on 
family farms, and what things might affect that work. Women's 
and men's perceptions will be compared. The results of the 
study should give some insights into the role of women on their 
family farms or ranches.

Farm and ranch couples are really the best sources of in
formation about women's farm work. You are among a limited 
number of couples randomly chosen from a list of Gallatin County 
farm operators to participate. Therefore, the return of both 
your and your spouse's survey is very important.

Your responses are eonfidential. Each survey is numbered 
so I can check your name off when you return it. Although your 
name will be on the consent form you will sign and return, it 
will not appear on the survey unless you put it there yourself. 
Only group statistics from the survey will be reported.

These group statistios will be included in a thesis for 
graduate degree requirements. A copy will be available at the 
Montana State University library. If you're interested, you can 
receive a summary of the results by writing "copy of results 
requested" at the bottom of your consent form.

There is a consent form on the back side of this letter. It 
is critical that you sign and return this along with your survey 
in the return envelope enclosed. Please do not consult your 
spouse until after you've finished, since both persons' percep
tions" are important.

I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. 
Please write, or call 586-7463 in Bozeman.

Thank you very much for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

Cecilia Gallagher
Graduate student
MSU Home Economics Dept.

OVER
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APPENDIX D

Consent Form
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MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Cotmnittee on Human Subjects In Research

CONSENT FORM

Title of Project:

Name of Researcher:

Name of Person Briefing Subject:

1I ______________________________ _______am a willing participant in this project and
(please print name of participant) 

have been informed of the following items:

I. I have been informed of the general description of the project, its 
purpose and benefits;

II. I have been given an explanation as to why I have been asked to participate;

III. I have been given an explanation of my specific involvement and potential 
risks, if any;

IV. I understand as a participant that I may withdraw from the experiment at 
any time that I desire;

V. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the experiment 
from the principal investigator and these questions have been answered 
to my satisfaction.

Signature
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