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Abstract:
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states. The data reported in this study are a subset of the Montana data. The data focus specifically on
mother-in-law and daughter-in-law relationships within two-generation farm or ranch families. Sources
of conflict and strategies the two generations of women use to cope with this conflict were identified.
The study also explored whether living and working in close proximity increased stress of and between
these two women. Data were collected from 44 mothers-in-law, and 55 daughters-in-law from
two-generation farm or ranch families. The study revealed that for most mothers-in-law and
daughters-in-law their relationships did not constitute a problem. However, about 40% of the
daughters-in-law were having some problems. The study also revealed that proximity in living and
working arrangements actually appears to have little effect on the stress levels of the two generations of
women. Even though the majority of women reported that their relationships were not problematic, it is
important for professionals to be aware that some families are having difficulties. Knowledge about
sources of conflict and successful conflict resolution strategies should be helpful to counselors, the
clergy, physicians, mental health personnel, and extension agents as they prescribe treatment and plan
programs to alleviate stress in rural families.
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ABSTRACT

This study was part of a Regional Agricultural
Experimental Station project involving nine western states.
The data reported in this study are 'a subset of the Montana
data. The data focus specifically on mother-in-law and
daughter-in-law relationships within two-generation farm or
ranch families. Sources of conflict and strategies the two
generations of women use to cope with this conflict were
identified. The study also explored whether living and
working in close proximity increased stress of and between
these two women. Data were collected from 44 mothers-
in-law, and 55 daughters-in-law from two-generation farm or
ranch families. The study revealed that for most mothers-
in-law and daughters-in-law their relationships did not
constitute a problem, However, about 40% of the daughters-
in-law were having some problems. The study also revealed
that proximity in living and working arrangements actually
appears to have little effect on the stress levels of -the
two generations of women. Even though the majority of
women reported that their relationships were not
problematic, it is important for professionals to be aware
that some families are having difficulties. Knowledge
about sources of conflict and successful conflict
resolution strategies should be helpful to counselors, the
clergy, physicians, mental health personnel, and extension
agents as they prescribe treatment and plan programs to
alleviate stress in rural families.




INTRODUCTION

Over:90% of American busiﬁésses are family owned
(Rosenblatt, 1985) and most'parents want to pass them on.
to their children (Bratton and Berkowitz, 1976; Hedluhd
and Bérkowitz, 1979). Farm and ranch parents are no
exception. The 5ctual number of Montana farm/ranch
operatioﬁs that have been passed from generation. to
‘generatibn is not knowﬁ, but maﬁy parents probably pass
land, buildings, and machinery on in.some fashion---as
gifts, arranging purchases with low interest and/or lenient
terms, etc. Reasoné for éuch paiental arrangements include
keeping the farm in the familf, keeping their adult
children near them, and heipiné the adult children enter
farﬁing since the high entry cost makes it difficult for
most young adult farm/ranch children to purchase théir own
operation. .

Little"is'known about multi-generational farm/ranéh.
operations, but there is a high probability thét these
families have close kinship'netwofks; It~is likely that in
a typical two—genération'farm family the father and son
work together in some:capacity/ aﬁd the two familiés'live
in close prqximify. fhis‘physical proximity, while
contfibﬁting tb the efficiency of the farm/ranch operation,

may result in conflict and/or stress between father and_sbn




2
and between mother and déughter—in—law. The " success of
today's multi—generafiqn farm/ranch operation aepends upon,
more éhan the weather, commodity prices, and its debt/asset
ratio. It also depends upoﬁ good management practices
(Marten,'l9§5). How wéll the father and son Work togéther
affects their management.

The felationghip between the mother-in-law and her
daughter—inflaw probably also iﬁfluences the operation_
of the unit. The'daughter—in—law's feelings of accéptance;
her perception of how weil she, hér hﬁsband and her children
are treated; and hér enjoyment of farm/ranch life may
cﬁntribute,not only to the sméoth running of the operation,’
but also. to the eventual success Qf'aP intefgeneraﬁional
traﬁsfer of the operation. In contrast, her unhappiness
may cause her husband to move off the farm.

Although ve;y-little is known about conflict between
mothers-in-law and déughters—iﬁ—;aw, it is probable that a
number of factérs have potential for producing conflict
Setween them. For example, based on a review of the
literatpre, Trachta, Weigel, and Abbott (1984) hypothésize
that a major source of conflict arises out of the matter of
"who owns what". The what used here refers to possessions,
territory, time and children. ©Possessions are the material
objeqts around the home and farm such as the home itself,.
machinery, eté; Territory is épace and goes beyond the

strictly material aspect of possessions. . Territory may
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include land owned individﬁally by father or son, tﬂe land
where the separate family homes are located, or the space
each family considers necessary for its owﬁ weli—being.
Time is a resource that can be apportioned among work;

leisure,. and other pursuits (Trachta et al.,l9845.
-There.aré_three:ways these resources can be owned: .
yours (unavailable to me); mine (e%cluéively); and ours
.(shared) . Unless families inyolved in a farm/ranch
.operation establish rules for who owns what, what can
be borfowed, and what people would rather not share,
major confl;pts may arise (Traqhta‘et al., l984).l In
addition, if the mother-in-law and daughter—in-law ‘have
different philosophies of child-rearing, serioué conflict
may result if the mother-in-law forces her ideas upon
her daughter-in-law (Fischer, 1953).. | | |

Purpose of the Study

There has been lift;e research on conflict between
mothers-in-law éﬁd daughters-in-law in general and the
étress suqh conflict may produce. fhere is virtually"ﬁo'
such research on férm/ranch families. This researéh will
study the relationship between the mother-in-law and her
daﬁghter(s)—in—law, identifying sourées of conflict between
mofhers—in—law ‘and daughters-in-law and‘strategies used to

cope with this conflict. In addition, the paper will explore

whether or not living in close proximity increases conflict
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and stress between these two individuals and the two

generations in general.

Definition of Terms

The following is a definition of the terms that are

used speqifically in this paper.

1)

3)

4)

Intgrfe:ence——the acf of interposing in a way that
hinders or impedes (Websters Ninth New Collegiaté
Dictionary, 1983). In this study, interfefence will
be used to describe how mothers-in-law may hinder or
impeaeithe lives of their daughters-in-law.
Opefations——performéncé of a practical work or of
something ihvolviﬁg the practical appliéation of
principles or processes (Webstérs Ninth New Collegiate
Dictionary; 1983)." 1In £his research, operations means
the collective activities of farm/ranch families in
the production of agricultural products.
Perceived.stress-—the degree to which situations
iq one's life are éppraised as stressful (Cohen,
Kamarck, and Mermelsfein, 1983) . |

Proximity--refers to how close the two families

“live to each other.

Stress--tension resulting from the behavioral and/or
cognitive change required to adapt to stressors, ie.

events.
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Two generation stress--stress between two-generation

6)
fafm/rancﬁ families (mother and father and son and
daughter-in-laW).

Assumptions
Based on Duvall's (1954) model, it caﬁ-be assumed
that the.dauéhter—in—law is a ﬁewcomer into aﬁ
already intact farm/ranch operation. It is she
‘who will make adjustments in order to get aloné
within the already established family system.

Limitations. | .

1) In this study only intact two generation farm/ranch
families will be included. Daughters-in-law and
mothers—iﬁ-law in families where the father was
deceased or'for some reason no longer living with the
family will nbt be considered. This'limits the
generalizability of the data. |

2) The proximity measure has unequal intervals'which
limits. the kinds of statistical analysis.one can use,

- The data are nominal and thus oﬁly noh-parametric'
statistics can be used,.eliminatihg the\more pdwerful
parametric statistics.

Need for the Study.

Although in-law relationship problems are as old as

human kind, there are very few empirical studies of these

relationships. studies that involve mother-in-law and

daughtéréin-law-conflicts are especially rare, and studies
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of mothers-in-law and'daughters-in;law within an
intergenerational farm family are not found in the research
liteféture.'

Préblems which are specific to th generation‘fa;m/
ranch families that reside and work in close proximity are
likely to be exacerbated in families in which the son's
role within the operation is not clearly defined and where
the mother-in-law interferes. -These-factors may affect
maritél satisfaction of the.son and daughter-in-law,'stress
1e§els between mothér-in—law and daughter-in-law, and
conflict between the generations. These problems may also
affect marital satisfaction of the son and daughter-ih—
law, stress levels between‘mother and daughter-in-law and
conflict between the generations. Suéh-stress is likely to
in£erfere with good randh‘management which in turn affects
fafrm/ranch income. |

fhe‘findings will enable farm/ranch families to learn
more aboqt theméelves and the inherent problems of
intergenerétional farm/ranch operations. The research
may also aid familj'life eéucators and therapists to
better understand the interactions between fgrm/ranch
motheré and dagghters—in—iaw. Such information may be
useful as théy.plan appropriate educational progfams and

treatment for farm/fanch families.




REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Mother-in-law/daughter-in-law‘conflict is. discussed
in the popular litera%ure,_but very few empirical studies
have appeared 1in research’journgls5 No-studies of
intergenerational fapm families focusing on the problems
arising f;om close living, shared labor, and constant
interaction between families. were locafed. Only a few
in-law studies were identifiedf Thus, the following
review'draws heavily upon these few fesea;éh articles and
'oné extension publication. :

Several topic areas within the literature are relevant
to this study. These are in—léw rélationships in general;
mother-in-law/daughter—in-iéw relatiénships.specifically,
ana conflicts that may arise within the in—lawifamily
‘structure. |

In-Law Relationships

In-law problems inclﬁde.not only probléms the couple
has with their in-laws, but also the couple's conflicts
between themselves over in-laws. Accordingito Kieren,
Hénton, and Marotz's (1975) review of the literature, 1in
‘most cases of marital conflict both husbands and wiveé
believe that the husband's kin are more frequently invélved

in the conflict than are the wife's kin. . This is_probably

even more likely in father/son farm operations where
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paternal family members interact with each other on a
daily basis.
In North Amerlca women seem to feel stronger emotlonal
bonds with kin than men, and thus are usually the ones who

assume responsibility for keeping in touch with relatives{

Komarovsky (1964) describes women as kinkeepers in charée

‘of keeptng and maintaining ties with the relations on both
sides. Thus, daughters-in-law probably plaf'a key role in
weaving the social network fabric of farm communities since
it appears that more sons than .daughters are farming with
their parentsf The daughter-in-law may extend her
husbahd'shsocial support network by incorporating her own,
especially if her family lives in the'same community. If
she is not froq a farming background and‘does-not-like
farh/ranch-life, or.her relatives lihe in distant élaces,
or if she is unhappy with her in;law relationships, she may
urge her husband to find other employment.

Duvall': (i954) research indicates that everf married
couple belongs to three dlfferent famllles. fhe first
affiliation is with the new family that the couple begins
togethet,'the family of procreation. At the same time, the
Acouple also.belongs to both his family of‘origin and to
hers. Duvall suggests that any married couple bases its
living arrangehents on an.elemental triangle and unless a
beginning family'can form a cohesive family qnit that is

stroﬁger than the one which ties either of the couple to
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their parental fgmily, the new family will feel threatened.
In order to establish a strong family uni£, a newly married
coupie must realign their loyaities such that our family
comes before either yours-or mine. The figures on the
following page illqstrate‘Duvall's elementél triangle
graphically. (See Figure 1, 2, and 3 taken from Duvall,
1954, p. 279). |
' In Figure 1, "fOU“ have in-law trouble because "MY"
famiiy is too close. Whate&er the reasons may be{ the .
forces puliing me toward loyaity to "My" home_ére too
strong, and the development of "OUR" common sense of
identity is delayed or weakened.

In Figure 2, "YOUR" family is too closé, and so
R havé in—law.trouble. Because "YOU" are bound so
tightly to "YOUR" family, I am pulled away from mine
and ours, and we make littlé progress in eétablishing
"QURS".

In Figure 3 we are most loyal to "OUR" family because
we are not threatened by the ties that bind us to "YOUR"
familj nor by the bonds uniting us to "MY" family. The
new couple is able to build a commoﬁ identification that
pulls ﬁhem away together into a unit of their own. When
£his type of autonomy is establisﬁed, a married couple can
become a member of'béth the husband's and tHe wife's family

without the stress of in-law problems (Duvall, 1954).
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Figure 1. Family Closeness: my family too close.

"MY" family too close
MINE

OURS

YOURS

~"YOU" have in-law trouble

Figure 2. Family Closeness: your family too close.

"YOUR" family too close

MINE

OURS

YOURS

"I" have in-law trouble

Figure 3. Family Closeness: our family comes first.

"OUR" family comes first

MINE

-OURS

YOURS

No in-law trouble
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Any intrusion or threat from either'family may be
considered.an in-law probiem. The autonomy of the married
pair is imperative'for cohesion to develop and‘any
conflicting force emanating from either parental home  that
imperils the independence of the new pair may'be consgrued
as in—laﬁ difficulty. Duvall's model suggests that’the
greatér tﬁe autonomy of the married adult children énd
the fewer the conflicts between the parents and thé adult
children, £he ﬁore cohesive the marfiage of the adult
children.

" The establishment of aufonoﬁy by a young couple may be
threatened if any relative by marriage or by blood
interferes (Duvall,_l954). According tb Duvall's research
oniy,a.few_men refort.in—law difficulty. in general, more.
women than men report difficulty with in-laws and more-
female'than male in—laws'are found troublesomé both aﬁong
~distant and close relatives (Du&all, 1954; kirkpatrick,
1963; Komafovsky, 1564; Léslie, 1976) .

Adult children criticize meﬁber's of the parent's
generation mofé often than the young peoplé are crificiied.
| by the older generation (Duvall, 1954). Perhaps this is
| due to the urgency.éf the establishment of aﬁtonoﬁy amgﬁg
young adults (Duvall, 1954). Establishing autonomy may be
especially hard for young adults who live and work near the
older generation as is often the case for children of

farmers/ranchers.
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In Duvgll's (1954) study.the major criticisms of
in-laws were meddlesomeness,.ihteriereﬁce and domination.
Twenty percent of,ail éomplaints were of these types.
Mother-in-law.énd sister-in-law were mentioned most often
as.béiﬁg thé most difficult relative.

-Adult children also indicated that becoming accepted
as a member of the spouse's family is sometimes‘a problem
(Duvall, 1954). This data may be of importance ‘for farm/
ranch families.: If families are to live and work in close
proximity, they also interact closely. With this kind of
closeness, parental acceptance of a son's wife wouid seém
to be a necessity if the family is to get along together.

Children-in-law often criticize their parent's-in-
law as being old-fashioned, disagreeing on t;aditions;
resisting.change, and being uncongenial'(Duvall, 1954).
This may.be due in part to the struégle for aﬁtonomy_by thé

young adults. They are ‘struggling to establish their own

way of life and may feel the only way to accomplish this is

to reéudiate the old ways to which their parents and
parents-in-law cling (Duvall, 1954). Parents, on the

other hand, do not seem to complain that their children are

too modern, but seem to wish their adult children would

accept them as they are without negatively labeling theﬁ

(Duvall, 1954).

In summary, in-law relationships seem to-be

problematic and a young .couple just entering the marital
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relationship may have its new relationgﬁip'thréatened if
the couple iives near their in-laws. According to Duvall,
the establishment of éutonomy is éssential if the new
couple is tp.build-a étable family reiétionship'of its own.

Interference from any relative may threaten this autonomy.

It is'probable.that any young couple living and working-in

close proximity to in-laws, as is often the case in two

generation farm/ranch families, will experieﬁbe some 1in-
law interference thch may cause conflict between the
generations. If this conflict is not resolVéd, stress wiil
result; . ’
Mo£her—in41aw/Daughter-in—law Relationships

‘Duvall (1954) found that -mothers-in-law were the

most difficult in-law by a wide margin. Forty nine and
a half percent of the fespondenté in Duvall's étudy
mentioned mother-in-law as the most difficult relative.
Twenty eight per cent specifically complained of
meddlesomeness. Duvali says, "It is quité possible that,
given an opportunity to react negatively to their relatives
by marriagé:as the people in this-phase of the study were--

most persons will name the mother-in-law as most difficult

because it is she in our society who.may be criticized .

~without censure, in fact even with a certain expectation"
(Duvall, 1954, p. 190).
The intimate bond that mothers-in-law and daughters-

in-law share with the son/husband is often the only tie
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between them. Fiseher's (1983) research indicates that
when a child is born te'the-daﬁghter-in-law the
relationship strain between mother and daughter-in-law
increases. . The daughter-in-law rends to turn towards her

own mother for help after the birth of a child rather. than

toward her mother-in-law who méy see herself as the

maternal figure in her‘daughter- in-law's 1life. Because
the:daughter differentiates between_her own mother and her
"mother-in-law, greater ambiguity in the interpersonal
boundaries of mother-in-law and dauéhter-in-law may result
(Fischer, 1983). |

Fischer's research examines how'three dimensions
of role relationships;(relational strain,'interpersoﬂal
boundariés, aﬁd interactive involvement) are affected

at the birth of a child to the son and daughter-in—law.

Fischer refers to relational strain as the extent to which.

two people in a relationship do not relate smoothly to one-

another., Interpersonal boundaries describe the intimacy/
formality dimension ofla relationship. '~ Interactive
involvement describes what individuals may do with end for
each other.

Fischer concluded from her study that the birth of

a child and  the orientation‘of‘both(generations around

that child brings more strain to the relationship of the

mother—in—law and daughter-in-law, causes .interpersonal

boundaries between the mother-in-law and daughter-in-law to
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become more ambiguous, and makes the in-law relationship

more problematic.as the daughter's interactive involvement
with her mother—in—law increases.

Fischer.founa that daughters-in-law are irritated
more often at the behavior of their méthefs—ianaw than
are mothers-in-law with_the behavior of their daughters-
in-law. The greatest source of irritation with mothers-
in-law is a result of friction over issues'involving
children. If a mother-in-law complains about the manner
in which her daughter-in-law is raising her child (too
" much spanking, -and too much time spent away from child;en
is a common complaint of ﬁothers—in—law,about daughters-
in-law) ‘the mother-in-law may be seen as interfering with
the daughter-in-law's right to manage her own child. These
complaints may be seen by the daughters-in-law as attempts

to subvert child management practices (Fischer, 1983).

In summary, the literature review supports the

~conclusion that mothers-in-law and daughters-in-law have-

conflicts and that conflicts may escalate when a child is
born to the daughter-in-law. The mother-in-law's
interference in her daughter-in-law's life at this time may
result in a strain in the relationship between. the two. It
seems likely that mothers-in-law and daughters-in-law who
live and work in close proximity will experience more
conflict than those who live apart and the conflict will

increase as children are born to the younger generation.
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Family Conflict

Webster's 9th New Collégiate Dictionary (1983) first
définition of qonfiicf is.as'a_competitive or opposiné
action.of incompatiBles: antagonistic state or action (aé
of aivergent ideas, interests, or persons). E'The seéond‘
definition is "mental"'struggle resulting from.ihcompatible
or opposing needs, drives, wishes'or external or internal
demands.' Trachta, Weigél, and Abbott (1984) define
éonflict in a two generational farm family as a struggle
over values and claims to scarce status, power or
resources. When two people have different values or needs,‘
and it appears that.satisfying one pefson‘s needs will

interfere "with the needs of the other, conflict may arise

" (Trachta et al., 1984).

Beavers Kl977f~afgues that different values or needs
of faﬁily members are inevitable sources of conflict.
Beavers argues ‘that all living systems occupy geogfaphical
space; and fhere are_confliéting.demands within the system
for such space. - This 1is an ‘inde:ator that
intergenerational farm/ranéh families who a}e living
near each other may'éxperience more conflict than those
who live some distance apart} | | |

Power or coﬁtrol iésués may cause conflicts in two
generation farm families (Trachta et al{,l984). According
to Trachta et al., (1984) , the older generation may retain

authority or refuse to relinquish'authofity to the son.
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The son may then find himself in a situation of being a
hired hand instead of a trusted partner. Based on her
review of the literature, Marotz-Baden (1985) suggests
that if thé son 1is young, the father may fear that he is
too inexperienced to make important decisions alone. A
sén under such rigid control may'deéide to.leave the

farm/ranch éperation. |
Trachta et al., (1984) suggest that decision making
is the major component of powér or control. Who makes the
décision regarding financial investments and the selling
of crops and livestock can creaée_éénflict because one
generatién may be more conservative than ‘the othér
generation. Marotz-Baden (1985) suggests that another
exampie of control occurs when the person'who has the
needed information to make decisions doesn't havé the
power to make the deqisions, but is subsequently blamed if.
the decisions someone élse has made turn out to be wrong. -
‘Another source of conflict may be the transfer of
property. The understandihg.each famiiy member has of
the transfer arranéements and of the fairnesé of the
transaction may contribute to conflict or feelingé of
hostility (Marotz-Baden, 1985). .The division of farm/ranch
income is a primafy transfer issue. Unless this issue is
‘resolved so .that gaéh.family member feeié that he/she is
getting;a‘fair sﬁare, céﬁflict will probably result (Marotz-

Baden, 1985).

-
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Conflicts are not always negative. They may have a
positive effect on the family. Conflicts may increase
motivation to do well; they mdy lead to positive-changes;
~and disagreement may cause a decision to be tﬁought through
more carefully (Trachta et al;, 19845. An impbrtant thing
to remember about conflict is that it can érovide new
directions and opportunities (Trachta et al.,1984).

It is probable that each person in 'a family will
behave différently when dealiﬁg with conflict aﬁd may
even behave differently with each. person with whom they
are in conflict (Trachta et al., 1984). Problem solving is
an effective way of séiving conflict in two generation
farm/ranch families (Marotz—Baden, 1985) . Using this
method,  parties in- the bonflict_collabéréte in solving
conflict (Tréchta et al., 1984). Collaboration .or wofking
jointly with othe;s helps promote an understanding of
everyéne's perspective, enhances.communicatién,
cooperation, and interdependence, and‘instills a feeling of
integrity, trust, and mutual support (Trachta et al.,
l984f.- In order to become'proficient at collaborating, a
family needs practice. An underlying feeling-bf respect,
caring, forgivéness, and goodﬁill ié'necessary (Trachta et
'al.,1984).

Thus many factors contributé to conflict experienced
'by the élder and youngér geﬁerationé in intergenerational

farm/ranch families. Among these conflicts are different
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values and needs, power or control issues, decision making,
and transfer of property. These conflicts can have
positive or negative effects on family members and a person
may behave differently with.each person with whom s/he is
in conflict. The most effective ways of solving conflict
. seems to be. the use of problem solving and collaboration
(Trachta et al., 1984)

Summary and Hypotheses

Today's economy forces farmers/ranchersvand their
adult children to become educated managers in order to
survive on the land (Palmer, ed., 1984).‘ Since
intergeﬁeratiénal farﬁ/ranch families ofteﬁ live and
work in close proximity, cooperation and sharing are
key components of good management.

Mothers~in-law and daughters-in-law are integral
parts of multi-generational farm/ranch families. Based
on Duvall's (1954) findingé it can be argued that the
stability of their relationship with each other affects
the farm/ranch operation. . If the daughter-in-law's
perception of the relafionship with her mother-in-law
is positive, she will probably encourage her husband to
stay on the land. 1If the relationship is negative, she
may encourage her husband to find employment away from the
farm/ranch.
| This study will provide descriptive and cofrelational

data regarding the sources of conflict and stress between
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mo;hers—in—law and deughters—in—law in two geﬁeratienal
farm/ranch families and will attempt to identify the
strategies they use to resolve conflict and reduce stress.
The descriptive‘portion:of this research is important
because there has been so little researqh on muiti—
generation farm/ranéh families.

Duvall's (1954).reSearqh sﬁggests that interference
by the mother-in-law will negatively affect the marital
relations oﬁ the daughter—in-law end her husband. It also
seems plausible that certain kinds of ihterferenee would
affect theAdaughter—in—law's perception of conflict between
the two generations and her own stress level. The
following hypoehesee were.fermulated to test these
assumptions; |

1. The closer tegether.the two families Llive,
“the greater the stress between the younger and the
older generations of women;

2. The closer together the.twb families live, the
higher the mothers—in—la&land‘the daughters-
in—laﬁ perceived stress leeels. |

3. The’more disturbing the differences in child

_rearing praetiees between the two generations are
to the daughter-in-law, the greater the daughter-
in-law's stress level. -.

é. The lees the daughter-in-law's perceptien.of

interference from the mother-in-law in her and
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her husband's life( the gréatér the daughter-
in—iaw's marital satisfaction.
The less the daughter-in-law's perception of
interference from the mother-in-law. in her and
her husband's liVes, the 1less her.pércepﬁion of

stress between the older and younger generations.




METHOD

Sample Selection

This study is part of a Regional Agriculture:

Experimental Station project involving nine western states
(Californié, Aiizona, Utah, Montapa, Colorado, Wyoming,
Oregon, Nevada, Washington). The Montana project 1is
investigating how rural kinship systems are mitigating the

effect of economic stressors on farm/ranch families

specificélly as these families transfer assets across

. generations; the stressors inherent in intergenerational

transfer of farm léna; and the strategies Montana farmers

and ranchers are utiliziﬁg to'combat these stressors
(Marotz-Baden, 1983). The data reported in this study are
a subsét of the Montana data. They focus specifically on
mother—in—iaw and daughter-in—law interaction ih two
generation farm/ranch families.

' The Montana Agriculture Soil and Conservation Service
provided a 10% réndom sampie of Montana farm ané ranch

:,oberationé that their records showed as being multi-family

operations that farmed/ranched more than 200 acres. These

400 operations were 'sent letters in December of 1984
explaining the study and requesting the names. and addresses
of the mother and father and at least one married son and

his wife. After a January 1985 follow-up letter, a total
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of 253 families had responded. Of these 253 families, only
2.8% were unwilling té participate. - However, 175 of the
families (70.8%) were not eligible because they did not
meet the criterioﬂ of having an intact older generation and
an intact youngér generation with sons rather than
daughters who were involved in the farm/ranch operation. A
total of 68 two-generation families remained in the study.
Individual questionnaires were sent separately to each
adult member of these 68 families. One hundred. and seventy
five people respondéd (64.3%) after two follow-up letters.
Of tHe 175 people responding 44 were mothers-in-law and 55
were daughters-in-law,

Instrument

Questionnaires for the Montana project Wefe devgloped
for each member of the family; fafher, mother, son,
daughter-in-law. Some of the measures were selected
by the Regional W-167 planning committee for the regional
project. Others were selected 6r designed specifically to
measure the independent and dependent variables that were
bepuliar to the Montéﬂa project. The measures for thg
independent and dependent variables of each of the
hypotheses of this thesis will be discussed in detail below.

Ten two;generation farm/ranch families from a
neighboring céunfy pretested the quesfionhéiré. After
a revision, the questionnaires were retested again with

members of another two-generation farm family and were then




24
slightly revised. Questionnaires designed for mothers-
in-law and daughters-in-law were used in this research.

Independent Variables

The independent variables in the study were physical
proximity of intergenerational farm/ranch families,
differencés in child rearing practices between the
generations and the daughter-in-law's perceptions of her
mothef—ih—law's interference.with her, hér husband{s, ahd
her family's 1lives. ‘

Pfoximity. This variable was measured in terms of

miles or fractions of miles between the dwellings of the two

families and was determined by the following forced choice

question with forced choice answers:

How close do you iive to the nearest son and daughter-
in-law with whom you farm/ranch (See'Appendix B page 7,
question 27 of the mother-in-law's questionnaire; page
four, question 10 of the daughter-in-law's questionnaire).

Differences in Child Rearing Practices. Differences

in child rearing practices between the generations was
measured by a question about the occurrence of differences

in the last two years and how disturbing it was.

Interference. Mother-in-law's interference in the
lives of her adult children was measured.by nine questions
with forced choice answers. Whether or not there were

serious arguments, Jjealousy, resentment, bossihess,

husband's/son'é loyalty to his mother rather than to his.
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wife, whether or not the mother-in-law tried to run her
~daughter-in-law's life, if she respected the daughter-in-
law's privacy, and if the mother-in-law often saw things
differently than the daughtér—in—law were the queStions
asked. fhe forcéd choice answers included never, sometimes,
often, all the time (See Appendix B).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were two-generation stress,

perceived stress and marital satisfaction.

Two Generation Stress, The measure for twp—generation:
stress, Farm Family Stress, (Weigel, Blumdell & Weigel,
1984) is based on objective events emanating from situations
spe;ifically arisiﬂg from several families farming togéther.
The measure was incorporatéd in each individual
questionnaire and asks how often each of 22 situatioﬂs maj
have occurred iﬁ'the last two yeéfs and how disturbing this
situation is. ;t has a reliability of 92.7. vVvalidity has
not been established.

Because a variety of stressors appeared,to‘be
represented by the 22 items, a factor analysis was done
using all 175 respondénts kfather, mother, son, and
daughter-in-law for the ent;re Montana farm/ranch data set)
to better understand to what deéree underlying dimensions
were represented. See Marotz-Baden (1986) for an

explanation of this pfocedure and greatér detail regarding

these factors for the entire data set.
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Five factors winh eigen values greater chan one
emerged. The first factor accounted for 34.1% of the
total variance amonc variables and is labeled Lack of
Eqnal Status. It reflects a lack of equality between
the two cenerations and among family members'generally.
The second factor is Family versns'Farm explaining 9.3% of
the variance., It reflects the demands of the farm that are
in conflict with the tine demands of the famiiy. Money
worries are reflected in the.third factor labeled Financial
Concerns'(S.O% of the veriance)n -The fourth factor,
Independence - Dependence, (6.6% of the variance) taps
desire - for more independence. The final factor,‘Extended
Family Ccnflict, explaining 4.9% of the variance, reflects
concern over time'spent together and‘the concerns the
families mayihave over differing child rearing_practices.

Perceived Stress. The Perceived Stress Scale devised

by Cohen, Kamarck, and Mermelstein (1983) was also a part
- of each individual questionnaire and measures the degree to
which'eiruations in one's life are eppraised.as stressful.
This'scale is a more general measure than the'Farn family
Scale and meesures ekperienced level of stress as. a
function.of objective etressful events, coping processes,
personaliry factors, etc. (Cohen et al., 1983; p. 386).
Cohen et al. (1983) correlated this l4-item scale with
severel self-repcrt and behavioral criteria. In three.

samples of college students coefficient eipha reliability
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for the Perceived Stress Scale were .84, .85, and .86 but.
sharpiy decline after 4 to 6 wgeks suggesting £hat stress
levels méy vary as significant'events and coping mechanisms
change. Thusf the authorsAsuggest that'the Perceived
Stfess_Scalg is a.reliable measure of current sfress level.

Marital Satisfaction. The Locke-Wallace Short Marital-

'Adjustment and Prediction Test (1959) was included4in.each
individual questionnaire and measures marital‘adjustment
(accommpdation of a husband and wife to each other at a
given time) and marital prediction (forecasting the
likelihood ofvmarital adjustment at a future fime). In a
sample of 236 subjects 48 were known to be maladjusted in
marriage and another 48 were .exceptionally well-adjusted.
In the testing 135.9 was the mean score for the Qell-
adjusted group. The mean score of.the maladjusted Qroﬁp
was only 71.7. The difference was a very significant one'.
-in that the critical ratio was 17.5. Of the maladjusted
group only 17% achieved adjusted scores of one hundred or
"higher. Of,the well-adjusted éroup.96% achieved scores of
one hundred or more. -

Thus the short marital-adjustment ﬁeasure clearly
differentiates Between persons who ére well-adjusted and
those who are'maladjusted in marriage. It is evident,
therefore, that the test has validity since it seems to
measure what it purpdrts to measure--specificially marital

adjustment (Locke-Wailace, 1959, p. 255).
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The split-half technique corrected by the Spearman-
Brown formula was used by Locke-Wallace (1959) to gompﬁte
the reliability coefficient of the adjustment test and was
found to be .90. Thus it would seem that the short
adjustment test has high reliability. The reliability
coefficiént for the marital prediction portion ofléhe fest
as computed by the split-half technique and corrected by
the Spearman-Brown formula is .84.

Description of the Sample

The mother-in-law's mean age was 60.1 year and the
daughter-in-law's mean age was 31.6.' The mothers-in-law-
had been married for an average of 35.8 years and-had an
average of 4.1 children. The daughter's-in-law had been
married an average of 10.5 years gnd had an averagé of 2.5
children. (See Tab;e ).

Fifty nine percent of the mothers-in-law had a high
school eduéation or less compared with 34% of the daughters-
in-law. While approximately the same proportions (29%) had
some college, more daughters-in-law had a college degree
(20.8% vs. 2.6%) . |

An average of 97.5% of mothers-in-law owned their own
homes in comparison'to 81.5% of déughters-in-law. Before
tax incomes iﬁ 1984 for both mothers-in-law and daughters-
in-law ranged from below $5,000 to over $80,000. The mean .
income for mothers-in-law wés $30,000~-$39,000. for

daughtefs—in-law the average income was $20,000-29,000.
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Table 1. Description of the. Sample -

Mean income

Oor more

Mothers- Daughters-
Demographic variables in-law " in-law
(n=44) - (n=55)
Mean age S 60.13 31.63
Mean years married - 35.80 10.48
Mean number of children 4.15 . 2.49
Education . _ : -
High school or less . 59.0% ' 34.0%
Trade school 5.1% 9.5%
Some college ' 28.2% . 30.2%
College degree - 2.6% 20.8%
Graduate work _ 5.2% L. 57%
Income
Under $5,000 - 9,999 18.8% 14.6%
$10,000 - $19,999 - 28.2% - 27.1%
$20,000 - $29,999 12.5% 33.4%.
$30,000 - $39,999 6.3% 8:3%
. $40,000 - $49,999 0 2.1%
$50,000 - $59,999 12.5% 0 .
$60,000 - $69,999 0 0
$70,000 - $79,999 4.9% 2.1%
$80,000 12.2% 12.2%

$20,000 -.$29,999
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The data describing the kinds of problems and

strategies for dealing with them are presented followed by a
discussion of the tests of the hypotheses.

Conflict and Conflict Resolution Strategies

Because there has been no research on conflict between
mothers-in-law and daughters-in-law in two. generation

farm/ranch ﬁamilies, mothers—iﬁ—law and daughters-in-

law were asked about sources of conflict, the strategies

they used to cope with’this conflict and their sources of
advice and sﬁpport. These questioné were openfended and
the number of responses varied with each respondénf.
Conflict | |

The largest source of probleﬁs for both mothers-
in-law (18%) and daughteré—in—law (42%).was differences in
values and opinions'as shown in Table 2. Mothers-in-
law (18%) also qomplained about lack of communication, the
daughter—in—law's neglect of the farm-(ll%5,‘énd outside
stressogs (8%) causing problems. The second most
‘frequently mentioned source of conflict for daughters—
in-law was lack of family time (8%); Mother-in-law's
critical remarks (7%) and outéide stressoré (7%) were tied

for the third source of conflict. Lack of communication

with mother-in-law, mother-in-law's tiredness, impatience,
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Table 2. Problems in Getting Along Together for
Mothers-In-Law and Daughters-In-Law.*

Mothers-in- ‘ Daughters-in-

Types of problems law perception law perception
(n=44) ~ (m=55)
percentage percentage
Perceived no problems . 34.2 16.7
Lack of communication 18.5 5.0
Differences in values, etc. 18.5 41.7
Neglects farm, etc. 10.5 1.7
Outside stressors 7.9 6.7
Tired and impatient 2.6 5.0
No family time 2.6 8.3
Age difference 2.6 0
Power struggles 2.6 3.3
Religion 0 1.7
Critical remarks 0 6.7
In-laws : "0 1.7
Adapting to change 0 1.7

* Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

and léck‘of timé to spénd Qith‘the-faﬁily were also séu?ces
of conflict for daughters-in-law (5% each).

’ .Of'note is the high proportion of daughters-in-law
and especially mothers-in-law who said they had'no
problems. Almost.twice as many mothers-in-law (34%) as
daughters-in-law (17%) responded that fhere were no problems
between the two generations of women. The lack of

_.complaints by mothers-in-law is consistent with Fisher's

(1983) findings. The sources of conflict, however, are.

somewhat different (see Rewiew of the Literature page 15-16

of this text for more details).
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Table 3. Behavioral Strategies Utilized by Mothers In-Law
and Daughters-In-Law to Get Along.*¥

. _ For mothers- For daughters-

Strategies to get along in-law in-law

(n=44) (n=55)

percentage percentage

Communication ' ’ 30.0 16.4
Perceive no problem . 26.7 13.1
Ignore the problem 13.3 . 29.5
Stand my ground 10.0 0
Time out 10.0 ’ 23.0
Compromise , . 6.7 ' 1.6
Agree with her 3.3 6.6
Be patient ' 0 4.9
Keep a work log 0 1.6
Don't exaggerate 0 3.3

* Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

Strategies

Both mothers—iﬁ—law and daughters—ih;léw'were asked -
what strategies théy used in getting along with each bther,
(See Table 3). The strategy most frequently used by
ﬁéthers—in-law (30%) was cqmmunicétion‘compared with"
16% of the daughters-in-law who used thié strategy.
Ignoring the problém was the most ‘commonly used strategy of
daugﬁters—in—law (30%) . This was the second mosﬁ
fréquéntly.used'strategy of mothers-in-law (13%). 'The
second most frequehtlY'meﬁtionéd strétegy by daughter's-
in-law (23%) was time out. Only tén percent of ;he mothers-
in-law stated that,théy used this strategy for conflict

‘reduction. - - .
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_Table 4. Réasons Mothers-In-Law and Daughters-In-Law
Get Along Well Together,.* :

Reasons for getting .Mdthers-in— Daughters-in

along well law perception law perception
: (n=44) "~ (n=55)
percentage percentage

Treat each other ' . : ‘

with respect 23.3 ) 26.5
Same values and goals . 14.0 : 17.6-
Perceive no problem ‘ l4.0 . 14.7
Work/live apart 14.0 - 7.3
Noninterference 11.6 10.3
Good communication 4.7 7.4
Same religion ‘ 4.7 4.4
Work well together 4.7 4.4
Outside support 4.7 0
Agree on childrearing 2.3 2.9
Task takes priority .

over relationship 2.3 0
I do as she wants 0 2.9
Rested/relaxed 0 1.5

* Percentages.may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

There were. a numbe; of mothers-in-law (27%) and

daughtérs—in—law'(13%f who didn't list any strategies
bécause they said they had no problems.

Getting Along Together

"Respect" and "be fair" were'given‘mosf frequently by

both mothers-in-law (23% and daughters—in-ldw (26%) when

stating the reasons for gétting along well tpgétﬁer.
(See Tablé 4) . The second most freguent reason fér both
mothers-in-law (14%) and daughters;in—léw (18%) was having
the samé values and goals. Fourteen percent of the mothers-

in-law noted that-working and living apart .contributed to
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Table 5. Source of Advice for Mothers-In-Law
and Daughters-In-Law.¥*

) For mothers-
Source of advice : " in-law
(n=44)

For daughters-
in-law
(n=55)

percentage

No one ° 25.0
Husband . 25.0
No answer '
Daughter

God

Daughter-in-law

~Son

Friends

Sister

Aunt

Neighbors

In-laws . -
Father

. Mother

Brother

=
[8,]
.

wWwwoto W
e o o o o o
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percentage
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= w
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.
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\

* Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

their getting along together. Only se€en percent. of the

daughters-in-law mentioned this strategy. Non-interference

was the fourth most frequently stated reason with 12% of

" mothers-in-law and 10% of daughters-in-law stafing this =

response.

Again, a number of.these womén (15% of the daughters;‘

in-law and 14% of the mothers-in-law) stated they had

no problems.

Advice

In answer to the question, "To whom do you turn for-

advice when you have prdbléms getting along with your
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" Table 6. Sources of support for Mdthers—In—ﬁaw

and Daughters-In-Law.*

: For mothers- For daughters-
Sources of support - in-law in-law

: (n=44) ~ (n=55)"

percentages percentages

Husband 31.3 39.5
No answer 21.9 6.6
Perceive no problems 18.8 10.5
Daughter-in-law 9.4 1.3
Son 3.1 1.3
Self 3.1 0
Friends 3.1 10.5
Other family members 3.1 0
Neighbor 3.1 4.0 -
Brother 3.1 4.0
Mother 0 13.2
Sister-in-law 0 4.0
Father 0 1.3
Sister 0 2.6
Aunt-in-law 0 1.3

* Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

mother-in-law/daughter-in-law?" husbands were the most

frequently 1listed person by daughters-in-law (34%) and

mothers-in-law (25%) . Another 25% of mothers, however, .

~said they had ho one to whom they turned compared with

only 9% of the-daughters—in—law; The second most frequently
listed person daughters-in-law turned to was their an,
mothers.(lS%) with friends a close third'(l4%)..
(See Table 5). |

Sixteen percent of the ﬁofhe;s—inrlaw and ten percent

of the daughters-in-law did not answer the question.
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Support
About one third of thé daughters-in-law (39%) and one
third of the motheré-in—lgw (31%) stated they turned to
their husbands for sﬁpport. Friends were the second most

)

frequent source of support for daughters-in—law‘(ll%). For
'mothers it was daughters-in-law (9%5, perhaps one with whom
they were not in conflict.

Interestingly, almost one quarter (22%) Qf the mothers-
in-law compared to seven percent of the daughters-in-
law said they did not seek support from anyone. These data
and the high percentage (25%) of mothers-in-law who said
they had no one_fo turn to for advice may mean that mothers-
in;law are less willing to talk about such conflict and/or
their social network is smaller than that of their
daughters-in-law (See Table 5).

Nineteen percent of mo;hers-in-law stated that they
had no problems with daughters-in-law. Only 11% of
daughters—-in-law, howevef, said they had no problems with

their mothers-in-law.

Hypotheses Testing the Effects of Proximity

. Research by Duvall (1954) suggests that interference
of the mother-in-law wiii affect the marital satisfaction
of the daughter—in;law and her husband negatively. She
further states that it is probable that certain kinds of
interference will affect the daughters-in-law's perception

of conflict between the two generations and her own stress
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level. A newly married couple,,according to Duvall, must
realign its loyalties so that its new family comes before
either his family of origin or hers. Thus.it appears that
any married couple bases its living arrangements on an
elemental triangle (ours, yours, mine). A beginning family
needs to form a cohesive family unit of its own that is
stronger than the'ties.to the individual'’s family of origin
or the new family will feel threatened.

Two hypotheses were developed to-test the effects of
proximity on the stress betwéen the two generations of
females and on the perceived streés of mothers-in-law and
daughters~in-law. Hypothesis one states that the closer
the two families live, the greater the stress between the
younger andlthe older generations of women. Hypothesis two
states that the closer together the two families live, thé
higher the mothers-in-law and daughters-in-law perceived
stress level.

As can be seen in Table 7, 26% of both mothers-in-
law and daughters-in-law -lived in separate dwellings within
one eiéhth mile of each other. Fourteen percenf of mothers-
in-law and 11% of daughters-in-law lived in separate

dwellings one fourth to one mile away. Fourteen percent of

mothers-in-law and 17% of daughters-in-law lived in

separate dwellings between one and five miles away .

Nineteen percent of mothers-in-law and 15% of daughters-—

in-law lived in separate dwellings from five to ten miles
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Table 7. Proximity of Two Generation Households.*

Mothers-~in- Daughterg-in-

Distance between
households law report law report
(n=44) (n=55)
f % ' f %
1/8 mile apart 11 26 14 26
‘1/4 mile apart 16 14 ' 6 11
1 -5 miles‘apart ' 6 14 9 17
5 -~ 10 miles apért 8 19 : 8 15
10 - 50 miles apart 7 16 ‘  ' 11 21"
Over 50 miles" 5 12 5 9

* Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding error.

away and another 16% of mothers-in-law and 21% of daughters-

in—law'iived 10 to 50 miles from each other; Twelve

percent of‘motheré—in—law and 9% of daughters-in-law

reported that their children/parents in-law lived in other

states or in nearby towns.

Thus residing in close

proximity was the norm for many of these women. .
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TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

Pearson product-moment correlations were run for

daughters-in-law and mothers-in-law between proximity and

the five factors and the Eotal‘score of the‘Family'Farm
Stress scale and the Peréeived Stress Scale. As can be
seen in Tablg 8, there were no signifiéant correlations for
mothers-in-law or déughters-in-law between préximity_and
the five factors and the total score of the "Family Farm

Stress Scale" which measured stress between the two

generations. Thus hypothesis one was not supported for

either mothers-in-law or daughters-in-law.

Hypothesis two states that the closer together the

two families live, the higher the mother-in-law's and

daughter-in-law's perceived stress level. Pearson product-
moment correlations were run between proximity and the
.Perceivéd‘Stress Scale for mothers-in-law and daughters-
in-law. The correlation for mothers-in-law was low (r=.15)
and not significant. 'Thé correlafion for daughters-in-law,
while'lowi(r=.27), was significant (p;;OS) and pésitiver

Thus, as distance from her mother-in-law increaéed, the

daughter-in-law's stress level went up. This finding is-

the opposite of that predicted by the hypothesis. It
should be pointed out, however, that prdximity accounts for

only .07 of the variance of the daughter-in-law's overall
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Table 8. Pearson Correlations Between Proximity and Scores
on the Family Farm Stress (FFS) and the Perceived
Stress (PSS) Scales for Mothers-in-law and
Daughters-in-law - '

Family farm stress Total scores
factors
.1 2 3 4 5 ’ FFS PSS
Mothers-in-law .17 .13 .03 .05 .17 .15 .15
Daughters-in-law. .20 .17 .18 .06 .03 .06  .27*

* p=.05

‘perceived stress. Thus - these data suggest ‘that proximity
has little effect on the stress levels of these farm/ranch

women.

The third hypothesis states the more disturbing the

differences in_chiid rearing practices between the .two
generations are to the daughter—iﬁ—law, the greater the

daughter-in-law's stress level. One;way analyses of

variance were run on both the occurrence of differences in

child rearing practices between the generations and how

disturbing these differences were to the daughter-in-law

and her Perceived Stress Scale score. .Tables 15, 16,

and 17 in Appendix A show that thgrg were no significant
rela;ionships between differences in child rearing
practidés’and stress levels for daughters;in?law at the ;05
level. It appears, then, that differences in child rearing
did not contribute to the daughter-in-law's stress level as

meésured by the Perceived Stress Scale. -
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Becéuse these results did not coincide with those of
Fischer (1983), descriptive statistics were run on the
occurrences of perceived'diffefences_in child fearing and
their 1levels of disturbance. “As shown in Table 8, the
majority of the mothers-in-law (67%) and the daughters-
in-law (54%). stated that differences in child rearing
practices‘seldom oécurred. About a third, 33% of the
mothers-in-law aﬁd 32% of the daughters—in;law said that
differences occurred sometimes. Only 14% of the daughters-
in—lah, however, said they were frequent. |

. Only a few mothers-in-law (6%) and a relatively
small proportion (16%) of the daughters-in-law rated

these differences as quite or extremely disturbing.

Almost half (46%) of the mothers-in-law and 41% of.the"

daughters-in-law Said they were not disturbing and 48% of

‘tﬁe mothers;in—law énd 44% of the aaughter—in-law said
they were either élightly or moderately disturbind.
Clearly, daughters-in-law are upset by child-rearing
differences. The data suggest, however,'fhat although
these differences exist between the generétions théy are
not'véry prevalent nor very disturbiﬁg for .most.
(See Table 9)..

Duvall's 1954 research seemedjto indicate thgt
interférence by the mofher—in—law would cause marital
problems for her .son and his wifé. puvall also infers

that the less interference the déughter-in—law_perceives




42
.from her mother-in-law, then the less likely the daughter-
in-law will perceive that there is stress befween her and
her mother-in-law. Hyéotheses four and five were designed
to test these assuﬁptions.

"Hypothesis four states that the leés the daughter-
in-law's perception of interference in her and her
husband's life, the greater the daughter-in-law's marital
satisfaction. When asked how well they got along together,
-most of the mothers-in-law and daughters-in-law said they -
got along well. In fact, 34% of mothers-in-law and 17% of
daughters-in-law said there were no problems (Refer to
Table 2). 1In addition, approximately 60% oflthe daughters-
in-law said that their mothers-in-law did noé try to run
their lives (Refer to Table 10). ]

A one-way analysis of variance was run for eéch
questiop that-measured some aspect of -the daughter-in-
law's perception of her mothef—in—law's interference
in the lives of her and her husband and the Locke-Wallace
Short Marital Adjustment and Predictibn Test. There were
no significanf differences between perceptions of
interference and maritai satisfactipn at the .05 level,
Thus this hypothesis was not supported. - These data are
depicfed in Tables 15-18 in Appendix A.

Hypothesis five states the less the daughter's
perception of interfeﬁence from the mother-in-law in her

and her husband's lives, the 1less her perception of étress
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Mother-in-law Interference

Daughter-in- law perceptlon

of types of mother-in- law Frequency . Percentage
interference (n-55)
Jealousy of mother-in- law
' Never’ : 32 60
Sometimes 20 © 38
Often 1 2
All the time 0 0
- Resentment of mother in- law
Never 15 28
Sometimes 32 60
Often 6 11
All the time 0 0
Mother-in-law runs
daughter-in-law's 1life
Never - 32 60
Sometimes 15 28
Often -5 9
All‘the time 1 2
Mother-in-law 1s bossy
very 15 25
Seldom 18 34
Never 22 41
Mother-in-law respects privacy
Very satisfied 38 72 °
Somewhat satisfied '
and dissatisfied 14 26
Very dissatisfied 1 2
Husband more loyal .to mother
than to wife
Never 35 66
Sometimes: 14 26
Often - 3 6
All the time 1 2
Mother-in-law sees things differently ,
Never 0 0
Sometimes 37 70
Often 15 28
All the time 1 - 2
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between the older and younger generation of women. A one-
way analyses of vafiance was run for each questioﬁ that
measured some aspect of. interference and each of the five
factors and the total score of~the Family Farm Stress
measure.. (See Appenaix A, Tables 17-21.) There were no
significant differences.

In view of the fact that hfpotheses four and five were
not supported, the freqdency tables of the séven items
meaéuring the daughter-in-law's perception of her mother-
in-law's interference in her and her family's life were
examined. As can_be seen in Table 9, most daughters-
in-law did not report ﬁuch interference.from their mothers-
in—léw. Sixty percent, for example,>said their moﬁhers-
in—law'néver tried to run their lives. About a third,

however, reported that their mothers-in-law -interfered in

their lives at least some oO0f the time. The data suggest

that the mothefAin—law's-interference does not
significantly affect the daughters-in-law's maritai
sa;iéfﬁction or the stress level pétweep the two
genera£ions. It appears, then, that most mothers-in-law

and daughters-in-law get along well together 1in

intergenerational farm families even though they may live

and work in close proximity.

Inferpretation

It appeared from the small amount of reséarch_available

that there might be major conflicts between mothers-in-
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law and daughters-in-law of inhergenerational farm/ranch
families espe01ally 1f they lived in close proximity and
the daughter- in-law had children. It also seemed probable
that this conflict could affect the stress'levels and
marital satisfaction of the daughter-in-law. This research

- on farm/ranch women did not suppert this contention.

The majority of mothers-in-law and daughters-in-

law in this study seemed to have good relationehips with

each other, although more deughters-in—law (83%) reported -

problems than mothers-in-law (66%) (Refer to Table 2).

This research shows that 34% of mothers-in-law stated they

had no problems getting along with their daughter-in-

law compared with 17% of the daughters-in-law. The fact

‘that daughters-in-law perceived more problems was not’

unexpected. It was the daughte;—in-law who was expected te
do the most_adjusting-to farm/rahch life since she was the
mest recent addition to the operation.

Less than one third of "daughters-in-law reported that
they had serious arguments with their mothers-ih-law,
that they were jealous or resentful of the 01der woman,

that the mother-in-law tried to run their lives or that

their husband was more loyal to his mother than to his .

wife (see Table 8). Furthermore, 69% of the daughtersfin-
law were satisfied with their mother-in-law's respect of

"their privacy. Only about one fourth of aaughtersfin-law
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stated that theif mothers-in-law saw things differently

than they did.

Responses to another question in the study reaffirmed .

these findings. Sixty two percent of daughters-in-law

reported that they got aiong well most of the time with

their mothers-in-law. Thirty percent said they had some

‘problems getting along. Only 8% said they got along poorly.

Communication played a critical role in mother-
in-law/daughter-in-law ielationships. "Thirty percent of
mothers-in-law said thét communication was theii most
effective stratégy in resolving conflict wiih their

daughters-in-law. Lack of communication was the second

~most frequently cited reason mothers-in-law gave for not

getting along with their daughters-in-law.

Although the focus of this research was to identify

common sources of conflict between mothers-in-law and

daughters-in-law in two generation farm/ranch families,
the fact that the hypotheses were not supported does not
mean that no problems existed.

A significant minority of the two generations of
ﬁomen (approximately'one third) are having problems and
for these women things are not running smoothly. They are
having éioblems not only with relatioﬁshipsAbetween the
two_generations but witb their marriages. These problems

were reported in a section of the questionnaire where
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respondents were asked to make additioﬁél comments about
_ fafming or ranching with in-laws.

One of the strikiné,findings—-striking because of
_its cdnsistency~—was a 60j40 split on most of the fqrced'
choice questions; with approximately.GO% of the daughters-
in-law repofting few, if'any problems, and 40% reporfing
being somewhat to very upset by relationships with their
mothers-in-law. About two thirds of mothers-in-law and
daughters-in-law are effectively workiﬁg out their
problems. The remaihing one third, hbwever,’are
experiencing problems the? have yet to resolve. Aﬁout 10%
of the daughters-in-law have ‘serious probléms with their
mothérs-in}law. . Fewer mothers-in-law pérceived seriéus

| problems.
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The purposé of this exploratory research on-mothér-
in-law and daughter-in-law relationships in two generafion
farm and ranch families was to identify sources of donflict
between these two genergtions of women, determine the
impact of such conflict on stress 1ev¢ls_and marital
satisfaction,.and to identify the strategies these women
used to cope with théir conflict.

As can be seen in Table 2, the most common sources of
conflict were differences in values and opinions, and lack -
of-communicatioﬁ{ The most frequently‘usea strategies for
reducing conflict were communication and ignoriﬁg the
problem (see Table 3).‘- Thus good communication éna
similarity of values and goais appear to lessen the
-conflict of these women. Passage of time also facilitates
their good relationships.

The t@o hyﬁotheses developed to test—the effects of
proximity on stress and marital .satisfaction were not
supported.for mothérs—in-law. The corrglation befween
proximity éﬁd the'Perqeived Stress Scale for daughters-
injlaw was low but.significant and positive. As distance
from her mother-in—law inéreased, the dauéﬁter-in-law's
stress 1e§el went up. This finding was the opposite of

that predicted by the hypothesis. Since proximity accounts
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for only .07 of the daughter-in-law's overall perceived
stress, however, these data suggested that p:oximity had
little effect on stress levéls of either geﬁerations of
women.

To the extent that Duvall's theory is correct in that
young families must be able to form a cohesive unit that is
stronger than the one which ties either of the couple to
“their pareﬁtal family, a large proportion of the families
in this étudy‘appear to have managed to develop their own
identities. This is not, however, the case for ail the
families. Although these data are only suggestive, it 1is
possible that these families who are having problems
haven't made the separation from their families of origin.

Although proximity does not appear to influence a
couple's identity formation, there may be a time dimension.
Ong would expect, for instance, that the longei the couples
had been married the more likely they would be té establish
a cohesive family unit separate from both sets of in-laws.
Unfortunately couples were not asked how long they had been
working with his parents bn'the farm/ranch since their
' marriage. Thus the length Qf'time it takes a YOung couple
to form a cohesive unit sufficiently separate from its
families of origin is an issue for further research.

The relationships between the 55 mothers-iﬂ-law and 44
daughters-in;law in £his sampie were not as problematic as

expected. The majority of mothers-in-law and daughters-in-
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law feported they got along well togdether. One third of
the women, however, were having_problems; These data were
consistent with other research. .Tension and strain betwéen
_family members,. for example, was the second largest source
of stressors reported in a 1981 study 6f Montana farm/rénch
families (Marotz-Baden, 1985). In that stuay 29% of the
couples'surveyed reported increased conflict with in-laws
or relatives over the course of the last twelvé months.

These data have important.implications for counselors,

the clergy, physicians; mental health personnel, and

extension agents. It is important for these professionals’

to be aware that a significant minority (approximately one
thifd) of farm/ranéh families are éxpérienciné problems
with their in-laws and other relatiQes. Such information
should be useful as they prescribe treatmenf and plan
programs to alleviate stress in rural faﬁilies.

Some Baseline information for fufther research is also
‘provided by this research. Why do. some multi-generation
families get along so Well and others éo poorly? How
important to good relatiénships }s the time dimension? If
in-law conflict and pfoximity are not strongly‘rélated'to
stress and.marital.satisfaction, what factors in two-
generatioﬁ families are? These are but ‘a few of the

questions to be answered in further research.
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Table .10. Analysis of Variance for Proximity and
Lack of Equal Status for paughter-in-law.

Source of variance Ss .MS . DF F P
Between groups 60.94 2.90 21 .94 .55
Within groups 95.77 3.09 31
Total 156.72 52
Table 11. 'Analysis of variance for Proximity and
Lack of Equal Status for Mother-in-law.
Source of variance ss - MS DF F . P
Between groups 50.91 3.64 14 1.35 «25
Within groups 70.21 2.70 26
Total : 121.12 40
Table 12. Analysis of Variance for Proximity and
Family vs. Farm for Daughter-in-law.
source of variance ss MS DF F P
Between groups 11.97 1.20 10 - .35 «96
Within groups 144.74 3.40 42
Total _ 156.72 52

Farm for Mother-in-law.

Table 13. Analysis of variance for Proximity and Family vs.

Source of variance Ss MS DF F
Between gfoups 30.99. 4.42 7 l1.62
Within groups 61.53 1.98 31

Total 121.12 - ’ 40

-16
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Table 14. Analy51s of variance for Proximity ‘and Financial
Concerns for Daughter-in-law.

Source of wvariance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 47.40 2.96 16 .98 .50
Within groups 109.32 3.04 36
Total 156.72 52

Table 15. Analysis of vVariance for Proximity and Financial
Concerns for Mother-in-law.

lSource of variance Ss MS " DF F p
Between groups - 59.59 6.62 9 3.33 .006
Within groups 61.53 1.98 31 ‘

Total 121.12 ' 40

Table 16. Analysis of Variance for Proximity and
Independence vs. Dependence for Daughter-in-law.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 10.39 2.08 5 .67 65
Within groups . 146.33 3.11 47
Total 156.72 52

Table 17. Analysis of variance for Proximity and ‘ i
Independence vs. Dependence for Mother-in-law.

Source of variance 'SS MS DF F p
Between groups 10.79 1.80 6 .58 .74
Within groups 105.65 3.11 34 ’

Total 116.44 40
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Table 18. Analysis of variance for Proximity and Exﬁended
Family Conflict for Daughter-in-law.

Source of variance Ss MS DF F P
Between groups 22.03 2.75 8 .90 .52
Within groups 131.42 3.06 43
Total 153.45 51

Table 19. Analysis of variance for Proximity and Extended
Family Conflict for Mother-in-law.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 25.48 5.10 5 1.87 ~ .13
Within groups 95.64 2.73 35

TotalA 121.12 40

Table 20. Analysis of variance for Proximity by Perceived
Stress Scale for Daughter-in-law. :

Source of variance SSs- MS DF F P
Between groups 93.37 4.91 19 2.48 .01
Within groups 63.30 1.98 32

Total ' 156.67 51

Table 21. Analysis of variance for Proximity by Perceived
Stress Scale for Mother-in-law.

Source of variance SSs MS DF F P

Between groups 62.16  3.45 18 1.32 .27
Within groups 49.55 2.61 19

Total 117.71 37
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Table 22. Analysis of variance for Proximity by the
Family Farm Stress for Daughter-in-law.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 114.55 2.94 39 .91 .62
Within groups 42.17 3.24 13
Total 156.72 52

Table 23. Analysis of vVariance for Proximity by the
' Family Farm Stress for Mother-in-law.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P

Between groups 74.27 3.54 21 1.51 .19
Within groups 42.13 2.34 39
Total 116.40 60

Table 24. Analysis of variance for Mother-in-law for How
Disturbing Childrearing Practices by Perceived
Stress Scale. :

Source of variance ~ 8Ss MS DF F P
Between groups . 13.28 .78 17 .93 +56
Within groups 10.92 .84 13
Total 24.20 ' 30

Table 25. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
- How Disturbing Childrearing Practices by
Perceived Stress Scale.

Source of variance ss Ms DF F P
Between groups 25.42 1.34 19~ 71 .78
Within groups 56.28 1.89 30

Total : 82.00 49
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Table 26. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
Arguing With Mother-in-law by Lack of Equal

Status.

Source of variance SS Ms DF F - P
Between groups 1.66 .09 19 .39 .98
Within groups 6.97 .22 31
Total 8.63 50

Table 27. Analysis of Vvariance for Daughter-in-law for What
. Do You Argue About by Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance . SS MS DF F P
Between groups 122.89 5.85 21 .76 .75
Within groups .255.54 7.74 33
Total 378.43 54

Table 28. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
Jealousy of Mother-in-law by Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 6.43 .32 20 .79 . .71
Within groups 13.05 .41 32
Total : ©19.48 52

Table 29. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
Resentment of Mother-in-law by Lack of Equal

Status.
Source of variance SS Ms’ DF F - P
-Between groups 6.43 .32 20 .79 .71
Within groups 13.05 41 32

Total 19.47 | 52
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Table 30. Analysis of variance for Daughter in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law Trying to Run Her
Life by Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance SS
Between groups 11.40
Within groups 17.81
Total 29.21

MS

«57
+56

DF

20
32
52

Table 31. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Bossiness by

Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance | SS
Between groups 9.98
Within groups 23.49
Total 33.47

MS

.50
«73

DF

20
32
52

.68

82

Table 32. Analysis of Vvariance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of How Well Her Mother-in-law Respects

Her Privacy by Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance Ss
Between groups 5.19
Within groups 7.98
Total . 13.17

‘MS

«26
«25

DF

20
32
52

Table 33. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Husband's Loyalty to His Mother

by Lack of Equal Status.

Source of " variance Ss
Between groups 16.75
Within groups 8.26

Total . 25.01

MS

DF

20
32
52
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Table 34. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's of How
Her Mother-in-law Sees Things Differently by
Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance - 8S MS DF F P
Between groups 5.70 24 20 l.16 .34
Within groups 7.85 25 32
Total 13.55 , 52

Table 35. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Arguments Wlth Her Mother-in-law by
Lack of Equal Status.

Source of variance ss MS . DF F P
Between groups 1.22 .14 9 .75 66
Within groups 7.44 .18 41
Total 8.66 50

Table 36. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for What
Are Arguments About by Family vs. Farm.

~ Source of variance ss Ms DF F P
Between groups 114.29 11.43 10 1.90 < «07
Within groups 264.14 6.00 44

Total 378.43 54

Table 37. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
Jealousy of Mother-in-law by Family vs. Farm.

Source of variance ' SS | MS DF F P
Between groups 1.78 +13 9 W41 .92
Within groups 13.69 .32 43

Total 14.47 52
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Table 38. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law for
Resentment of Mother-in-law by Family vs. Farm.
Source of variance ss MS DF 'F P
Between groups 3.28 .36 9 97 .48
Within groups 16.19 38 43
" Total 19.47 52
Table 39. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

Perception of Her Mother-in-law Running Her Life

by Family vs. Farm.

Source of variance Ss MS DF F P
Between groups 5.59 62 9 1.13 .36
Within groups 23.62 «55 43
"Total 29.21 52
Table 40. Analysis of vVariance for Daughter-in-law's

Perception of Mother-in-law's Bossiness by Family

vs. Farm.

Source of variance - 88 MS -

DF F p
Between groups '8.91 .99 9 1.73 - .11
Within groups 24 .56 .57 43
Total 33.47 52
Table 41. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

Perception of Mother-in-law's Respect of Her

Privacy by Family vs. Farm.

Source 6f variance SS MS
Between groups 2.62 .29
Within groups 10.55 .25
Total 13.17

DF F' P
9 1.19 .33
43

52
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Table 42. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Husband's Loyalty to His Mother
by Family vs. Farm.

Source of variance Ss Ms DF F P
Between groups - 7.53 °© .84 9 2.06 .06
Within groups 17.53 .41 43
Total 25.02 52

Table 43. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Whether Her Mother-in-law Sees
Things Differently by Family vs. Farm.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 5.70 024 20 1.16 .34
Within groups 7.85 .25 32
Total 13.55 52

Table 44. Analysis of vVariance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Arguments With Her Mother-in-law by
Financial Concerns.

Source of variance Ss MS DF F P
Between groups 3.57 .24 15 1.65 .11
Within groups 5.05 .14 35 :

- Total 3.62 50

Table 45. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of What Arguments Are About by
Financial Concerns.

Source of variance . 8S ' Ms DF F P
Between groups 3.57 .24 15 1.65 .11
Within groups 5.05 .14 35

Total 3.62 50
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Table 46. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Jealousy of Her Mother-in-law by Financial

Concerns.

Source of variance Ss
Between groups 3.67
Within groups 11.19
Total . 14.86

MS

.24
.30

DF

15
37
52

.81 .66

Table 47. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Resentment of Her Mother-in-law by Financial

Concerns.

Source of variance Ss
Between groups 11.73
Within groups 7.74
Total 19.47

MS

.78
.21

DF

15
37
52

3.74 .0005

Table 48. Analysis of vVariance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception that Her Mother-in-law Runs Her Life by

Financial Concerns.

Source of variance SS
Between groups 13.32
Within groups 15.88
Total 29.20

MS

.89
.43

DF

15
37
52

Table 49. Analysis of Vvariance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Bossiness by .

Financial Concerns.

" . Source of variance Ss

Between gfoups 10.62
Within groups . 22.85
Total 13.47

MS

.47

.62

DF

15

37
52

2.79 .006




66

Table 50. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Efforts to Run

Her Life by Financial Concerns.

Source of variance SS
Between groﬁps. 6.99
Within groups 6.17
Total . 13.16

MS

.47
17

DF

15
37
52

2.79 .006

Table 51; Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Respect For

Privacy by Financial Concerns.

Source of variance SS
Between,groups 6.99
Within groups 6.17
Total 13.16

MS

47
.17

DF

15
37
52

2.79 .0056

Table 52. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Husband's Loyalty to His Mother

by Financial Concerns.

Source of variance ss
Between groups 7.19
Within groups . 17.82
Total 25.01

MS

.48
.48

DF

15
37
52

«99 «43

Table 53. Analysis of Vériance for .Daughter-in-law's
Perception That Her Mother-in-law Sees Things
Differently by Financial Concerns.

Source of variance ss
Between groups 5.01
Within groups 8.53

Total 13.54

MS

«33
«23

DF

15
37
52
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Table 54. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Arguments With Her Mother-in- law by
Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of variance ss MS DF F P
Between groups .83 .10 8 «55 .80
Within groups 7.74 .18 41 :
Total 8.58 " 49
Table 55. Analysis of Vvariance for Daughter-in-law for What

Arguments Are About by Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of variance Ss MsS DF F P
Between groups 24.24  3.03 8 .38 .92
Within groups 352.59 45
Total 376.83 52 .
Table 56. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

Jealousy of
Dependence.

Her Mother-in-law by Independence vs.

Source of variance 8S MS DF F P
Between groups 1.06 .13 8 .42 .90
Within groups 13.62 .31 43
Total 14.68 51
Table 57. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

" Resentment of Mother -in-law by Independence vs.

Dependence,

Source of variance

Between groups
Within groups
Total

SS

4.38

15.05

19.43

MS

.54
«35

DF F

8  1.56
43

51

.16
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Table 58. Analysis of variance for Daughter;in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law Running Her Life
by Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of variance _ ] MS DF F P
Between groups 2.58 32 8 52 .83
Within groups 26.40 .61 43
Total 28.97 ) 51

Table 59. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception’ of Heér Mother-in-law's Bossiness by
Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of variance 8Ss . Ms DF F P
Between groups 6.11 76 8 1.26 .28
Within groups . 25.96 - .60 43

~Total . 32.07 51

Table 60. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Respect For
Privacy by Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups .62 .08 8 +28 .96
Within groups 12.04 .28 - 43

Total , 12.66 , 51

Table 61.  Analysis of vVariance for baughter-in-law's
A Perception of Her Husbands Loyalty to His Mother
by Independence vs. Dependence.

Source of'variance Ss MS . DF F P
Between groups 1 2.12 .26 8 . ;50 «85
Within groups 22.70 .52 43

Total 24.82 51
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Table 62. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Arguments With Her Mother-in- law by
Extended Family Conflicts.

Source of variance ss MS DF F P
Between groups 1.04 .21 5 1.24 .30
Within groups 7.58 .17 45 ‘

Total 8.62 50

Table 63. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's |
Perception of What Arguments Are About by Extended
Family Conflict.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P .
Between groups 57.15 11.43 5 1.74 .14
Within groups 321.29 6.56 49

Total 378.44 54

" Table 64. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Jealousy of Her Mother-in-law by Extended Family

Conflict.
Source of variance SS MS . DF F P
Between groups .49 .10 5 .32 .90
Within groups 14.38 .31 47 ‘ :

Total 14.87 52

Table 65. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Seeing Things
Differently by Extended Family Conflict.

Source of variance sS MS DF F P
Between groups .64 .08 8 .28 97
Within groups 12.43 .29 43

Total 13.07 . 51
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Table 66. Analysis of variance for Daughter in-law's
Resentment of Her Mother-in-law by Extended Family

Conflict.

Source of variance Ss MS - DF F P
Between groups. 2.28 .46 5 1.25 «30
Within groups 0 17.19 .37 47
Total - 19.47 52

Table 67. Analysis of variance for Daughter in-law's

Perception of Her Mother-in-law's Running Her Llfe
by Extended Family Conflict.

Source of variance ss - MS DF ‘ F P
Between groups 2.51 °~ .50 5 ".88 .50
Within groups 26.70 .57 47
Total 29.21 52

Table 68. Analysis of Variance for Daughter in-law's
Perception of Her Mother-in-law's B0551ness by
Extended Family Conflict.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 2.19 44 5 “«66 .66
Within groups 31.28 .67 47
Total ' '23.47 52

Table 69. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Mother-in-law's Respéct For Her
Privacy by Extended Family Conflict.

Source of variance ss  Ms DF F P
Between groups 1.05 21 5 .81 «55
Within groups 12.12 .26 47

Total 13.17 52
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Table 70. Analysis of variance for Daughtef-in-law's
Perception of Her Husband's Loyalty to His Mother
by Extended Family Conflict.

Source of variance Sss MsS DF F P
Between groups .83 .17 5 .32 . .90
Within groups 24.19 .51 47
Total ' 25.02 52

Table 71. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's
. Perception of Mother-in-law Seeing Things
Differently by Extended Family Conflict.

- Source of variance SS MS DF F P

' Between groups .74 .15 5 .54 .74
Within groups 12.81 .27 47

Total 13.55 52

Table 72. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Arguments With Mother-in- law by
Locke-Wallace Total.

Source of variance Ss MS DF . F P
Between groups 5.79 .17 35 .88 .64
Within groups 2.83 .19 5
Total 8.62 40

Table 73. Analysis of Vvariance for Daughter-in-law's
: Perception of What Arguments Are About by Locke-
Wallace Total.

Source of variance SsS MS DF F P
Between groups 257.92 7.16 36 1.02 .50
Within groups 118.927 7.00 - 17

Total 376.84 53
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Table 74. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Jealousy of Her Mother-in-law by Locke-Wallace

Total.
Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between 'groups 10.28 .29 35 - 1.09 .44
Within groups 4.58 .27 17

Total 114.86 52

Table 75. Analysis of variance for Daughter- in-law's
Resentment of Her Mother-in-law by Locke-Wallace

total.

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 11.64 «52 35 72 .70
Within groups 7.83 .46 © 17 :

Total 19.47 52

Table 76. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Mother-in-law Running Her Life by
Locke-Wallace Total

Source of variance SS MS DF F P
Between groups 18.29 «52 35 .81 .71
Within groups 10.92 .64 17
Total 29.21 52

Table 77. Analysis of variance for Daﬁghter in-law's
Perception of Mother-in-law's Bossiness by
Locke-Wallace Total.

Source of variaﬁce ' SS MS "DF F P
Between groups 20.89 .60 35 - .81 .71
Within groups 12.58 .74 17

Total 33.47 . 52




73

Table 78. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Mother-in-law's Respect of Her
Privacy by Locke-Wallace Total.

Source of variance - SS MS DF F
Between groups - 9.59 27 35 1.30
Within groups 3.58 .21 17 .
Total 13.17 52

.29

Table 79. Analysis of variance for Daughter-in-law's

Perception of Her Husband's Loyalty to His Mother

by Locke-Wallace Total.

Source of variance Ss MS DF F P
Between groups 21.44 = .61 35 S 2.91 .01
Within groups 3.58. .21 17
Total 25.02 52
Table 80. Analysis of Variance for Daughter-in-law's
Perception of Mother-in-law Seeing Things
Differently by Locke-Wallace Total.
Source of va;iénce Ss MS DF F P
Between groups 8.55 24 35 .83 .69
Within groups 5.00 .29 17

Total ' 13.55 , 52
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRES
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