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:;L VJ‘Z". Thls research explored the effect of parenthood '3'.

NN status On klnshlp relations., It was hypothesized that té;\*:-' C

"y . . ‘ A

one-parent famlly would haVe,more contact W1th consangulnal ?,u:

“ ) k1n than afflnal krn, inwirder to flll the p}ace that wgs ftfiﬁiTZ\
17 i _ vacated by the spouse.;'It was assumed that 1ncreased Hftfdi;/;;gh

ék‘i; ﬁf';i?i;f contact would be ecessary as the one-parent famlly would F Z;a' .

() RR R be 1n need of extral;upportFSystems.i.iltl“;ﬁfiff: Ml,kf‘ fh é: L

¢LZ”:;Jflfx:i;: A random sample of one-parent famllles and dual—

Loy

parent familles was chosen to asce ain ‘ho maintain?d the

was used and i‘5fu:fﬁf

*%f’ most contact w1th kln.‘ A mail q estronnal"”
O . o } o 4, ..\. -_“ R _". i . y‘ ".."‘_

- éﬂestlons were asked about the frequency of v151ting, »LQ T ff>‘

- ARSI telephonlq& letter wrrtlng, and th§9rece1v1ng of frnanclal e
i.hﬂ assxstance.' These questlons were asked in’ relatlon to ;Vf; 1rf.‘}.;'

! e

:" /"'.-} consangulnal kln and afflnal k1n. F fﬂT’;gb R f;::f‘°tf“',;'jif
3}{;;i{ﬂ'iv'”:.5 fﬁ:ﬂ; The data were analyzed by u51ng the t- test for o
*'51gn1f1cance.and the‘Pearson Erodnct_Moment_chrelatlon [

. . : .’ | oy : Y . ‘ U B
REAN coeff1c1ent as a measurengXaésociatlon., It was shown “nf.‘..f;

o j?g:“EEEEPgh the findlngs that parenthood status does indeed

affect krgshlp relations bBut the dlrectlon shovéd that the“<5f~g/3‘~:
ipu;u/' dual-parent famlly th'51gn1f1cantly more’ contact thh'kln'F/jff"w
"rej than the one—parent famlly..,i T:fﬁ; {ﬁf?}‘";f[Tff;*,frf_;

T . EEE I L I n‘.'

N Thezflndlngs of thlS research have ppened up many

4,
i

new areas of 1nvest1gatron surroundlng the dynamlcs df thea,uﬁ‘[. o

. - o
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one-parent famlly. The reasons why the one-parent famlly
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L Canad:Lan fam:l.ly has not been replaced with an alternet:.ve. -
form as much a? mOdQJ'ied in oertain aspects of it/s/ exis—"-'“':":'
trng gtructure (Veevers, 1977‘63). : V,eriant fanuly forms-- .L: RN
e /\‘~ : . AR
"_.;-'*'n such as’ ‘the’ single-—parent family and the traditlonal nuclear

famxly——may be seen largely as consequences of increased

SR o complexity and. differentiation in aocneties.' It 15 only
ERIP

v

/ reasonable é‘xat a. pluralrst “'. soc1ety, such as the Canadlan

——,

“ C l:.v:.ng arrangements thus providn.nq more opt:.ons fcr self— S
e . 4_.—/ \ Ch .

/and-group expreasion (Ishwaran, 19'?1 520) \ 4"

r_,
4[. i

s / ' The one-parent fam:Lly is one cf the variant fam:Lly

S L T .

"ﬁforms and J.t is an :anreas1ng phe,nomendh in Canad:.an soc:Lety.

."Not a new phenomenon, certa:.nly, the one-éﬂrent farru.ly has : - "",”-
. 3 o /,. ’

',been around in many d1ffe {: ;hapes and forms smcel the
: r’fr

o - .
N l

beg:.nnlng time. N In ea er tlmes when l:.fe eXpectancy

:~. .,

' .‘j_."‘.'was sh_rter than it 1s today, /rt wa,s a common experlence to

—

u..;lose ‘the mother, father or- both (Canad:.an Council on Soc:.al

-’

; "; e : Development, 1971 1) . ‘-"‘»A;f / / T”""’

.
l" N 'l_', N
-4;.' -

| o . The .Qe\enomenon of one person, -e;.thEr by L R REE
e choi or.default, " andertaking the ré1sing ST
L el T L ef .one’ or more: children ‘has becomem a focus L AT e

BN w o Y S

T of attentron of family l:l.fe special:.sts,




/ spc:.al worké*fs, sociologists.and other-v

pnofessionals (Veeve.r:s, 1977 34). e
- n- L 0’.'~ ';’;,,..,.ve.
Focus of Research . - * : e ) .
GTRRE A . e ‘ ‘ PR e ‘.
e One—parent famxlies are an .unport}nt group as they R
foz'm pft o:E the total pJ.cture of family 11fe in c{anada. m-;——-—“*"“
The one-parent famn.]fy”Ls a permanent and welh;de:;ined"' ._ e
= - n ,' °'n— \. .: T
eatu;:e of Canadian soclety (CCSD, 197,1). - A PRI
In 1966 one-parent fam:.lies comprlsed 8 2 percent L .
» ‘. i e : N?‘ 1, ,é:
of the ,total number of fa,ml:.es. Between/1966 and 1971‘ the G L5
- ' SRR L
number of one-pal;ent fam:l.lies grew at a- rate whlch was /' :
. almost t‘riple the rate of growth of two—pa/;:'ent famu.lies" ;}' .,'-’,"/l_" L
In that per:.od, th{e the tota,l" number of Canadian two- :‘ ; : |
parent famllles 1npreased by 10 '5 pe,rcent, th‘e number of :

one-parent families .surged ahead by 28 7 percent (Nat:.onal

Counc:.l on Welfare, 1976/4 5) . Th:l.s trend has ;ontinued RN
.. / B ’ .‘\:. S
betWeeﬁ 19'{1 and the. present, as 1976 stat:l:stics &hiow that Y

‘ v " uv.’-4‘ T

;" ..one parent famlh.es comprlse apprdximately“"10"percent of c T

' > - E a . - '\ "'r - .r B

the tf)tal number of fam:.llet 1n Canafda.- ‘.'-."f_ IR SEER PR

RV et '-“,a',, .°"v..$ ]
/" el In Newfoundland, one-parent f‘amilies compra.se 9. '5/ - R

percent of all fam111es whale J.n St.. John's they comprese "3\ o g }.'*

s 'a.' c . . j y '/

lA 1 percent °f all famllles (Table‘ ’1) What does this ,*‘. A
mean for Newfoundlanﬁ and for—JSt Jtahn s? Our family - . - 3t

structures are changJ.ng at/a rate that :L,s s:.m:.lar to the

‘ Ve

-1 rest of Canada. In relat:.on to this steady raté of change“

)J.t would appear that it 15/ now tlme to look atyur one- -

'4‘ * . ot -
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parent families so that w7 will be able to understand theﬁ’”p
different family forms 1n our provxnce.‘¢ _h f?l.:ﬂii'b-f-M;"yﬂu‘

i, .

R .,.'

"i s S°°la1 prob ems ot the °ne-parent family include BT
.,;{- the difficulties of estahlishing new relationships with ‘ ‘41

f:}&- other adults and the community._ Eighty percent of one—
4 parent families are headed by women. In 1973 the incidence\i.*'r ;Q:

of poverty for one—parqnt families Jas 53 percent while it ﬂ_ﬁfh(':

'fT,‘ was 12 7 percent for two-parent families.z The amount of 'fkﬁ
' acceptance of a szngle parent is related to the reason for ”[f'%j”
' 'fsingle parenthéod. The widowed tend to be treated more 5L‘f*;fﬁ“;:

Bympathetically; friends and relatives tend to blame\the R

e . o e - oL

'separated parent and feel that more effort or more accep-'”

i

ffjf*g Atance of reality would have made a successful marriage- the y”:’”\

divorced are often tﬂbbobject of outright disapproval and

Y aaa o

ﬁrg} rejecéion,‘the least accepted are the unmarried (Schlesinger,

~ s

e 1972) e Sl ..,g..‘y, ‘_: e Y
A The factors assqc1ated w;th the increase 1n the xi R

S T - B . e R
T Pmcidence and ac eptanCe of one—parent families are complexr':i/éf:
: TS : T I 2

and remain a: source of specuiation.; The past deCade has

made an increaSLng number of péople question th? prevlously ‘
taken—for-granted assumption that both a mother and a father fgil
were necessary for successful child-rearing._ The 1ncrease déﬁ' L

'H:1n one—parent families may be attrabuted to an 1ncreased -

bl

.

tolerance forxnonmarital sexual relaiions and the\reduction

’ . ERA

tf.of stigma assocxated w1th lllégl imate births in direct ;?":gd-fif;

S prcportion to the acceptance of remarital'sex.; When one .
B ) P, . . oy . h ‘ ) ', L ‘...-””.;; T, .0: ‘/' '~‘ T e L

. Cy ot .
. .
. 0 N e 4 1
. .
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; . e
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g el
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e

T~nﬁ as Canadlans, d01ng for one—parent fam111es7' Do we SO T

.e‘

S untouched and warrant 1nvest1gatlon at thls tlme.o

parent fam11y°‘ A consxderable amount of research has been Eigfj

the 51ngle parent,-and relatlonshlps wrth kln, are rélatlvely : ‘.ffﬁ

R o, .

’ {4 v ' 'Y:": l-- s . ] .,
looks at” the rapld escalatlon dE fam111es headed by SLngle

persons-—both men and women--one 15 forced to COnclude that .}I"

1ncreas;ngly slngle parenthood is vﬂewed as a v1able optlonv ‘“. .
N S Ty

compare wrth 1nduced abortlons or wrth “forCed“ and "shots ... .

gun“ weddlngs. Slmllarly, as publlc t’lerance 1ncreases

¢

regardlng the postmarltal sexual act1v1t1es of the formerly

r Y . hl-. v i ‘! h . 4." " .A .
marrled, the‘Mldowed and the leOrced may feel less pressure g>‘1g’ p
j to remarry Ln order to reestabllsh an actlve sex 11fe .{f ﬁ~“-gg‘“;; L

e

(Veevers, 1977.':'35 37 )

b

Wlth the 1ncrease 1n one-parent famllles, what are“if"sz 2
N / K AR :'.."'
really understand what 1t 1s llﬁe belng the head of arone%_};ﬁ, g

TN S

done on ;he oneeparent'famlly 1n reEent years. Most of '_f,¢¢~

- ! '--

thls research has focused qpon the economlc and soc1al- f: T

.

condltlons of the fam;%y and how they ‘are . farlng in com— -

parlson to the dual—parént famlly.: Whlle the above areas ‘fﬁ RO
are lmportant there 1s a lack of 1nformatlon in: Canada on f%vu V'§
the actual 1mp11catlons, beyond the flnanclal of llfe in” -i,/:; rfﬁj

the one-parent famllyﬂj Areas of research,,such as. chlldren s D R>hu
.' N . \ Lo Do 1.
adjustment 1n the one-parent famlly, the self-concept of %I; '

The one—parent famlly needs recognltlon, nnderstandlng
7 "

and support 1£ t ls to perform the functlons lnherent 1n

‘e

the famlly.‘ Its spec1al problems and characterlstlcs have '“ﬁ;?[fjﬁ

. ' v dnchely At AT




-

1 to.pe studled, it we, as soclal‘wgrkers are to work w1t e
' them effectlvely and help them with. the’many dlfﬁlculties e
they may be encounterlng as a resflt of’belng a: One-barent: ‘iﬁﬁiﬁe
'famlly.‘ f\*‘yjﬁi"ui.'lf;‘j'g:i ; .3' R ;;G-. if :;;J g f[?f?
2;;w;w:3f 'i:f In thls research, the one-narent fam 1y w1L1 be .

”

;fjdf - :Z,*f‘looked at and eompared w1th the dual—parent famlly to

fﬁiiascertaln lf 1ndeed the one-parentwfamlly has'\Pec;;lu;;gi

S el s

-?}charadterlstLCS and speclal problems.; HowAtheyy.

'hfﬂother% may be dlrectly related to thelr parenthood status.ﬂf:

\ ’ -

‘=551ngle parenthood may cause certaln thlngs to\happen and

S

‘fifsome of Canada s soc1a1 problems may be a result of one-'qf“

d;jpa7ent famllles.ti“

. . ,‘ N 1' . B
% ¢ )

//As stated earller, 51ngle parenthood may brlng along ‘

h  \5\\w1th 1t spec1al problems and 1t lS p0551ble that the one—~
" parent famlly ma; need extra support systems to carry out '
1ts role effectlvely and efflcmently.: One such‘support 'if:f
T ;3' system would be kln and lt lS the 1ntent of thls research :
| ‘to show thatqthejone—parent famlly becomes.qioser to k1n sor;jnf;ff
, . 3 SO e

as to flll the place/that\was vacated by the marrlage

T LT pax1nler.- '.AﬁL ‘fri'/g, s Ff'vu' LI jn oo u'., T e

;{;,rglti”i". we all have ba51c needs, whether they be 5001al j;af: o
‘ and/or emotlonal whlch are to be satlsfled lf we are to é?ﬂ
DRI ”1 become functlonlng mémbers of soc1ety.‘ We need to 1nteract

e : : e
w1th our kln to fulfrll these basxc needs. If we are ‘fu;lvj'

- -r\\




- '/" ._ 2

A5'qff' The kin network is one alternative system ﬁhich

S

familles -may use when under stressl or in t ouble. : In ’,f_,/‘” o

relatlo to kin, it would be 1ntelesting to'note whether :}[fgéi”a

i
L

one—parent famllles grﬁ closer to'kln than dual—parent

famllles and whether contact w1th kin increased when the

oy

'II\

:While thls chapter has put the research problem 1n

‘s Y “

- . / .-‘, 'i'
focus and has made cne aware of the phenomenon of the one~g;

' "4 ‘Q -,

pareht'famlly, the next chapter wi l ZeV1ew the litera ure

Researc

related to the problem area,' will: be reviewed tof ;’“

ascertain what k1nd ofgresearch has been done 1n connection

wlth the one-parent fam11y~and 1nteractlon with kln.- .




B and 19505 (Parsons, 1943 1949' Llnton, 1949'

'i

W -x.\m_’\— Rt
iy 4

CHAPTER II ' . . . .. <. 70
REVTIENW orfx‘;rfmnmimau | -

i

L - e
. T

The famlly, llke other 1nst1tutlons 1n soclety,'v,_f

Ty

' -
has undergone»a number of major changes over the years, e

One of the most evident and perhaps fundamental changes

that has taken place 1n Canadlan famlly llfe %s the'

o

emergence of wth may be called the urban family.

dlfferent ln m

is characteristlcally rural (Cavan, 1960 53-57)

When the famlly started/to move from rural areas ﬁ"
to urban areas, the 1solated nuclear famlly emerged (Parsons,

1944).‘ The modern 1ndustr1a1 socrety, in- theory, lsolated

It -1s

the nuclear famlly from 1ts kln.

~

r

’n‘

Thus 1t has been assumed

PR

that kln would no longer play an 1mportant role ln the,'

kS

nuclear fammlxg they W@re rendered less 1mportant to the gﬂ

L

functlonlng of modern 5001ety ‘jf;;fﬂl"fﬁ”-f,.v_';”d.lffy§4Q.f”

i
v

et al ), kln

[

yf were con51dered to be relatlvely unlmportant ,ue to the

llzatlon.;-lsr

change 1n/the famlly as a result of 1ndustr1

1

Industrlallzatlon w1th ltseconcomltant\Enbanizatlon gave

way to/a number!of generallzatlons about th"famlly, but 'ifl'

o
1n splte of the 1nf1uence of urban ways,\

N .
» o

has been able to adapt to urban, lndustrlaf

Jrem

klnshlp system:;}<7 ,

soc1ety (Adams,_fff'

- & :

ny. ways from the tradltlonal famlly Wthh ﬁ:{,,

»,‘

;} In the V1ews perVad1n7 the llterature of the 19405 “—"{:{T”H

\.’wl‘ L‘{f -

L

T v.g\i)
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‘Urbanization has also become a part of ;{* e
.. Canadian.life, so much so that it is now "
+ ., » taken for. grahted Slnce 301ning Canada / -

©oince 1949, Newfoundland ha experlenced a ' T
.'faster rate of. urbaniza 2ion] than any other «;g W
. ‘area of. the country., Nearly .60 percent .of . .

. 'the population now live.in urban areas.. The

‘Urush towards urbanlzation has been brOught

.. "abont’ through ‘the: direct. encouragement and’ -
. involvemént of the Government’ o; Newfoundland

- and’ the Government of Canada. “Both-have.

,fsponsored programs of community relocatlon

. designed to shift the ‘populatidn fromi'small. e

"rural communities to large 1ndustr1al cent es jf" S
(Matthews, 1976.x—xi) ST ey u4iffwr”‘“:“ -

o

Thus the generallzations regardlng urban ways can

e

also be applled to Newfoundland as our soclety 1s quickly

.

be1ng dominated by the nuclear fam;ly as 0pposed to the

: ‘.,u..u‘ .

o~

tradltlonal éﬁ!ended famlly.

[

L1y

F N

PN

w111 adjust to—the changlng soc1a1 structure and develop

. not obscﬁre the fact that 1n all soc1et1es, famlly structures ,¢,,H

‘ along w1th value systems are changlng over tlme.?
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Kin are a dlﬁension of the famlly s envaronment

RN o

that lS of partlcuiﬁk emotlonal and/soclal 1mportance

Famlly and klnshlp 1at1ons w111 tend

S

(Le;tcher/ 1957)

to remaln relatlvely stable and 1mportant 51nce famllles

'

\\ e
mechanlsms such as famlly r1tua1 to support the surV1val

of family kinship systems under societal change (Sussman, :”

.
'. N - RPN v f ‘_*l . ' ".;/4
1970) A T e T e s

.%n The perva51veness of a v1able kln network should

/ . e . e

°Thenmost

sallent factor 1n produc1ng dlfferentiatlon 1n/fam11y forms




‘v

1s the increased opportunities for women to be employed— ;f 'ii;ﬁj'

outSide the home 1n urbanized areas ”their 1ncr ased .

PR ' N - RS

. &

1nc1dence of participation in the educational systems of ‘

v /" . : Canadian soc1ety,~and concomitant autonomy, privacy and

}" G f‘:’:xzpower (Ishwaranw 1971 520) 'Tnﬁiﬁgf-qulikfﬁ; :h‘ﬁ?/y‘é& . flfF
:iﬁ.ylh;l:;::f ,gﬂ.}f;: Investigation into the one-parent familywand hin.f}) z

. ’ L Eux{iiscé;helatively untouched area and information s scarce.'Tf‘ff

“é ‘ ' “. » ‘ InformatiOn availabie showed, 1nconc1usive1y, that parent-?tEt““

iﬂ ";'.“. lh;?; hood status may haye‘an effect on kinship relations;v ‘

I / s (Bohanon, 1971 SPJ.cer % Hampe, 1975 Anspach, ‘ 1976) ol 3 : |

: _ : L Despite the regular occurrence of marital disrupfgﬁﬁ
R D S s
]j.~ 52"=51="h' tion, as 15 shown by statistics on divorced heads of families,

The e St

little is known about the impact oﬁxdivorce~on the structure flﬁ;':

i{Edjﬁ“‘nff:ff:' of kinship (ﬁnspach 1976) It has been suggested that ;
,g‘{;: :.mffﬁﬁ: whrle’divorce does not alter the\relations of the kinship -
é'iii‘ R system, it necessarily has an- affect on the way they are ;ézi&ifgflt
J3¥____gﬁ”w_““_‘ggrriedmgut_jsohanon,71971).» Anotherwginding_1nd1cated that '

‘@i' o A dgvorce does entaiﬁ/major alterations in thg_use oflsoc1al xF_f

oY <o K

‘f* ﬂf',u-j‘ ' and other resources of the/kin network (Anspacﬁ 197&-329)

; - .:;.:'fit'ﬂ>éifffx There lS a consensus in the kinshi 1iterature that e
‘J. R 71'1 says that while relationships w1th blood,réiatlves and- 1n-“

¢ : N laWs rests uponbdlfferent ba51s, consanguinai'and/affinal -
1, St . kin are equally llkely o be seen as long as one s marriacew ‘
if*:“:if;ffz- :t remains intact (Schneider, 1970 'Farber, 1973)., Relat‘on-“ th"
ffiulﬁﬁgitfji:‘ ships w1th kin depend on marital status 1n someUSLtuaéions-‘P!f |

J;'?Jifﬁff%%%;@‘ whilst the intensity of interaction w th kin w111 vary :ﬁ\'}Q:?:




e depending on the marital relationshipp as marital/partneis-flal "

. o .
-'_ h are said to prov;de thel prOtal connecting . ;.N..¢; ‘;
ﬁ/_ "f{i ‘ ",f*f; 'In; drecent study done on kinship 1ntera6tion and
divorce,/it was.shown that 1nteract1on with consanguinai
:;,,: ;kin]remalne th% samejor 1ncreased after divorce.,.It was
:f‘ ‘vgmﬁfalslwshow”ﬂthat being female and/or having custody of the .
L E ch:.ldren had’u&he effect of :mcreasihg o'Lf maintaining:"" high
- ..""“m' Wt
PRERRR : , | Rt
: ; - Shlp network decleases (Splcer & Hampe, 1975) - 'f
LT S .’f B S P IR R T U -
: k‘:.;?ﬂ, : . ‘Our tech ology,'our moves from. the rural areas—to :_‘1‘
‘ ‘ the urban areas and our 1ncreased ind&pendence have had a - &;g'~
. tremendous 1mpact on family Tife.? Re:.\atlonshlps with kin v
. ; larevimportant to the functlonlng of sOc1ety.f:They are i 55.“.i:
: . addltions in some fam111es wﬁllstv they ‘may.. fill gaps 1n* e
' | o other famllJ.es. The one-—parent family carries ou’t‘:'the w ‘
* & R | functionS/ necessary in main-taining a’ family as, does the | \—L:I .
tlz;;:ijyii.:“‘d'nuclear family.”WThe one-parent family may have more dlf- ‘ ‘"?' '¥}&E
5' ‘ ﬂ? ::“’ ‘- ficulty d01ng.it alone but support from.other systems w111 ‘h"”f"%ﬂ
Z‘?iﬁr?icﬁﬁ ' help flll the—place‘vacated by the other parent.",f“ :;ﬂ ’f-kf!”fAjég
i h";:f;iigfﬁﬂ ;?ingé With these facts 1n mind the next chapter w111 ,T‘/%if “f”%-
: _f; -’-t.au d%fcuss the theory underlying the research and formulate/". ' '; /;"i‘
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/ upon such membershlp (Nye & Berardo, 1966 18) ‘;,-j.,“

oL

R

toes

v

" CHAPTER III .
Rl o :

Y THEORY ASD‘HyPOTHESES' .

] [ - . Lo

Theoretlcal Ratlonale SRR I

NN

The famlly lS the most slgnlflcant soc1a1 unlt

;—:_4

to whlch 1ndiV1duals belong, and the majorrty of one

1ndlv1dual's roles and relatlonshlps are heav11y dependentﬁ“*A

- The nuclear famllpg con31st1ng of mother, father

o

and offsprlng, 1&—the type of famlly structure whieh

domlnates our 5001ety todzy (Nlmkoff, 1965) The nuclear

famlly 1s a unlversal 80C 1 grouplng, elther as the sole R

prevaallng form of famlly or: as the. ba51c unlt from Whlch

more complex famlllal_forms are compounded\ it -exists as '«'
, : N .

a dlStlnCt and strongly functlonal group in- every known_‘

5001ety (Bell & Vogel 1968 38)
. . S -
. The famlly is- a ba31c ﬂéstlt lon in our 50c1ety e

v " . /- ) .
and 11ke—all 1nst1tutlons it has certaln-fun7tlons.to

- 1
. [

perform if. soc1ety 1s %o surv1ve.; The effecthemess'ofrthe
i ~ SRR

famlly 1n the performanoe of 1ts functiéns depends 1arge1y

on 1ts posseSSlon of certaln characterlstlcs. :Among the B
e

b .

roles and functlons of the famlly are ‘to. produoe and carel
for the young, feed house and clothe famlly members, gulde”
the personallty development of the chlldren, teach and” \

/
,1nterpret cultural eXpectatrons to the famlly, establlsh

¢ . . . "
. oo

R L LI o . : TN




. B R e AL N S I A S I AL A (TR T L L SO T e s
Y-Y‘-& ' : ~ S . l“' ot . R ‘\/ i ' - e ’ "’lt' "..‘:"/:-' )
. _".- ..(‘__. M . .' . .s'. _.". . - \ . b ot B :"\ /, . - L
T e I A B
/ ~values and goaIs'for'the home; maintain. social cohtroi;

P L _-,ahle to meet these°respon51b111t1es and needs 1s a measure /

and-interact wrth other familles and 1nst1tutlons 1n soclety

o (Sch1e51nger, 1972 4) . The degree to whlch the famlly 1s

__,m.-—

ah1ly functlohing.. Some famlly functlons\are essentlally

v

-
loohen e
s, I\

A e e 1ns umental 1n character,serv1ng to malntaln the 'aslc

iiflf.f:<ﬁf“: ‘\‘phégfgai and soc1a1 1ntegrity of the famlly unlt. Other ‘.2“:.-
%ﬁﬁi;fflafﬁbi functlou;'are more‘expressrye.1nbcharacter, desrghea\to b I;'
;{i'ﬂ"' ' ‘; :“ malntaln and enhanCe the soc1o-emot10nal relatlonshrps and 3
*'5241f5{I {.A‘ feellngs among family members.: These funotlons are hlghby.:
;JifQP.:-.ui.'i' 1nterrelated ane therr effectlve executloe/depends.not, _f ' :

h — A only on the structure of the famrl% but also on’ the ’ 'f.,“/

: . structure of soé&éty ané}the place of the famlly w1th1n .';
:?f" - . . that SOClé& structure {Bllllngsley, 1968 79). ‘ -

¢?f; | "\;  ' , {f: ' Nurturant'soclallzatlon and adult personallty ‘f"ez“?;f
;;‘,*f‘“ L stablllzatlon have»been ldentlflee as the famlly s—major ;-
i?fV o - 44 functlons (Relss, 1972).: It has been suggested that only

?"“ 5': - -a small klnshlp structured unlt, the famlly, can adequatek&
—;t/;'1f i/'A : carry out these functmons and thus the unlversaiity of the
V‘m;iJ ;Jv‘, | nuclear famrlyﬂfparsons‘& Bales, 1959).‘ -  ﬂ" .
# o | . ': .ﬁf When studylng famllles, one must remember that the - t-{l
;fj; . famlly does nOt EXlSt un 1solat10n, it sustalus re‘htlon—'; i}fg_
Q:i;. - shlpSAWlth other systems w1th1n the seeial structure/ R
E;éz ik;}'ﬁ\:":' Usualiy the fmnlly has 1ts\QWn support\systems and can help.
a?% “nﬁﬁglgr"',i the members functlon a%eéuately.J If the famlly'ls unable »

'{ﬁj}' G to offer these support systems, then substitutes must be'f




—

. R
NP

S SN

D 7:ﬁf té’be fo and/or supports brought 1n to complement the
S ; RIS fon A T I R
f"uﬁf_5*~3 remalning structu;e.‘, 'ﬁ Y -**‘: R SRR P
SR T - - RN S BRI
e T ERR The necessary functlons can/he maintalned in the
W‘ S o _— S .~.

L ﬂf and obllgations, most loyaltles/end sentlments turned (Fox,

-f: . '

structure may be 1ncomp1ete, the functxons, esPeci lly

’soczalizatloh/of new members of society remaln and haqe to

.

_“ 1

..VTherefore it is necessary for substitutes

be carrled out

SR one-parent famlly by/substltutlng k1n.~ K1n have always
Aplayed an,lmportant roie'ih relﬁtlon to the famlly and they
Q-‘ are con51dered to be a dlmen31on of - the famlly s env1ron-
ment that 1s of partlcular emotlonal and soc1al 1mportance
. (Leltcher, 1967 6—7).1 In many socletzes, both primitive
@ and sophxsticated, relationshipS'to ancestors/and kln have

been- the key réiat;onsh;ps 1n the soc1a1‘stfucture, they

have been the plvotson whlch most 1nteractxon, most clalms

-

N .

.

In comparlson to the dé%l-parent famlly,!thé'one-

parent famlly will rely .on k1n for the extra support that

‘; lS usually taﬁen for granted 1n the dual-parent famlly.

‘V'Onefparent famllles may tend to 1nvolve k1n 1n famlly

t1v1t

that extra suppcrt 1.~ ;,f.'.-,;.

'S:qf; 3;" Conslderlng the 1mportance of kin and the 51gnrf- ' \ 1
. C o Y &
PR lcance of thelr relationshlps thh the famlly, they are R <

~es more than the dual—parent famllles just to have ‘ .
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T e YT

HagE

L e,

‘-»

‘ukin (blood relatives) and affinal kin (relatives through

v

‘necessary roies and functions in the family. COnsequently,

the one-parenc family Qill have more contact Wlthukln'than

a

"'} of our 3001ety. The degree tq which the family COntéibutes

ot

”tdllts kin network and Nice Versa may depend, in a large rﬁ;ﬂ‘"“

- TS R RIST S :ow" . /" .
. part, on family s}ructure. ] ;;_';;gm<<aiﬂ‘*;':4,.:.~

f. ‘ :" e p-n

In vxew of what has been said in the preceding

'Tchapters about the following points~‘ tl) the family and

Iits necessary functions (3) the 1ncrease‘in one—parent fy,*f@‘n%f'a

< a L Y PR

families and some of the problemsﬁthat have rekulted, and

- i -

Pl

(3) kin and the influence of urban w7ys, the followrng

prop051tion is put forth- Parenthood tatus has a. sxgnifiw

cant effect on kinship relations._um/*,u.;w g'g“ IR

o .
f

N N

OSltlon directiy, a numher of hypotheses w1ll be put“.

.forward to measure the degree of contact w1th consanguinalfief“.

- AP _,

F ),)

'lrmarriager. Thehdegree qr frequency of contact will be 'f' ‘

L_EaCE .
fmeasured bn four levels VlSltlng, telephoning, letter-ff“

9'wrn.ting and receivxng financial assistanceq ‘A, com arison

w1ll be made on ﬁrequenoy of contact between pne-parent ?tfﬁ

! : ..v-\,:-t..,,)
W jn o yr.,/q ey

; ;f'f. SinceA t is not possible to test the above prog;:‘{ﬁ:::'







y ,ﬁhyPothesis;VIIi'm'One—parent famll;es W1ll be more
o S Lo likely 'to receive financial a551s- s
SnT e s T T D T rtance Jfrom. thelr ‘tonganguinal Kin'. © o0 o
B . ' than w1ll dual ~parent’ famllles. : ‘ T
N "’v~ o ?:AZ _ 'v‘i?zg'»,' R R L
- . “‘vl"- B -‘ I— B s -~ R -" . ;_‘ -“"‘ ‘:\.-"‘_ :‘ m, .::‘\: ) .:. "'-‘:‘ ‘3"1_ ' ’ N ' '. : . "'v ." “-.:‘(:'.. \

‘ ) - ' : . . . ) g ‘ ‘i‘ - N ‘ . . ;::‘
A mooe . . . . . L - Bt

" Hypothesis III: ' One-parent familiés are llkely to. . ) B
. phone their consanguinal kin more ' ‘ al

- than dual-parent families phone : ¥

i 7 their consangulnal 'kin, . / : , i

_Hypothesis iV:' Onerparent famllles are llke;y to
‘ .. - phone their affinal- kin less -than
o ‘dual*phrent famllles phone thelr

. - o _‘afflnal kln.gr' , ‘ 7
R "‘ﬁﬂei"j}L '?fﬁL:,L;f'fhxé' F RN P ) e ":'lif‘{fg:t:
S .. “Hypothesis V;LP';{One—parent famllles ‘are. llkely €0 .
Ceoen g T L o wedte letters to;‘their consanguinal
e ';;?t};;i“;uJZ;ﬁeffkln more than: dual—parent ‘families .
e e ’-“--ﬁi“f-'wrlte letters'to the1r~consangu1nal .T‘:'f
,fffl;* 'One—parent famllles are llkely to KIRPIR
TP 'k'gﬁ'y-‘l_.;wrlte letters ‘to thelr afflnal k1n ,~‘f"
LI R less” than dual—pa:ent famllles )
" e "wrlte letters ‘to thelr afflnal
o ‘ . ".,“: ’ ) . .' ) . I . l:. ‘4 E - . .....‘ . _

S ' ‘
No other 51ngle aspect of urban klnshlp has recelved

'f«»ong". mone/attentlon than has the mutual a1d whlch flows between

c

- re}atlves. The flow of ald between parents and thelr

el marrled chlldren 1s chlefly from the parents, and 1nc1udes B .

a varlety of tanglble ltems,'lntanglbles and serv1ces (Adams,uf.

. v

1968 51)._ -Onhe form of mutual ald 1s that'of flnanc1al

!\;1stance.'j‘ oL ‘/J'=~ .“.hj o L'_”:=".Z e

Ve . N S .o S . 3 LN -
' . i Lo, e . . A . o R :
c e - .. ’ B ,x I . PR . L
. . oo . o PR . ‘ 2




" Hypothesis VIII: , S
S ;‘f. . - Tilikely to.receive. ‘£inancial - assis-/- S
- tance from: ‘their. affinal kin than

~ ' .

VOne-parent families: will be léss . - . o

~,

. -‘w111 dual-parent familles.
L ) S / 5
Slnce thls study 13 belng conducted in St. John's,

:f

I

-4

; - an urban area, 1t can be assumed that the people 1n/St.‘
'; ’ 'John '8, w1ll relate to k1n as’ 1s characterlstlc of any other ;
“% \ furban area. Studies have showh that the urban kin network " -
fr . tié seldom 1ocalxzed 1nﬁIact, 1t is often scattered being;;. j;‘fl"
i '}5 “i L held together by the telephone, the malls and per10d1c~4fpﬁff;.?knh
S ” visits (Adams, 1968 7) e .-_'.,':‘ f‘:"' :,r":'=/; \ B
e 0% 'f} 5h'~l i ThlS chaJter has put forth the waze in’ which fre-d \
:f‘ .; “iquenoé of contact w1th k1n can be tested:; The te#tlng of o
'é ) . the . above hypotheses will g;ve ‘an 1nd1catlon of the )
% lldlfferences between the du%l;parent famlly and theJone-J_ |
o : «parent‘famlly and thelr relatlon to kln.:/The next chapter .
Ea f~;w111 outllne the methods/used to obtann a sample and’ the “»
,>itests that w1ll be carrzed out tp test thexdlfferences o '
between one—parent famllles and dual—parent famllles and o l
thelr relatlonshlps W1th kln. j‘”iiffj:;ﬁff' { 1:"; : jf;{.:"
ST M /\ T e -
s " l : - R ) Al
., ; o SRR ST —_ .
: R o
;'\\"\ : i L L ” !
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T"ls chapter will describe how the sample fcr the .

research p" ject was obtamed and the way in which the data RN

-

o o were collected. Op rattonal defrnitions of the key vari—-

- !ale]a wJ.ll be given and a descrlptlon w1ll be glven of the

1

.

..‘.. " “l

: R key dependent varlables.,. A br:.ef descript:.on wz.ll be g:.ven
}' o I '.~:' ~ o S -
| T {ﬁ o The. sample for th:.s /research was obtained from Tl
o o \/ o Polk B C:Lty Directory,lSTI. A random number was chosen ST
v and the p0pulaticn was sampled at a~ regular numer1ca1 ‘
- lnterval of s:l.xty.A Thls Selec;tlon p}:ocess gene-rated seven

; hundred and f:l.fty (750) names, addresses and phone/numbers.

C There are few complete 1lst1ngs of the ent:.re

LS

p0pulatn.on, although Polk s Clty DJ.rectory llStS the

R PR populat:.on as adequately as possible. . Some of ‘the 11m:|.tations
i | to us:.ng th:.s method are *that .'Lt is only publ:.shed once a
o year and the people who move :|.nto the c1ty , 1n between
X : : prlntlngs, have no opportunity of belng l:.stedr Therefore,
'! EREEIN 1% . not” everyone had the opportun:.ty of bemg :anluded in the
.3 T . I”"" -‘ ._~ . . 5 . . N R : e o |,.;.- . .
i R *StuﬂY-; T L I: T T T s C
; . ' . IR g Lk o . '
P \ . 'I ' . .~‘

~1;‘,y,‘{m \\""r [
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Data Collectlon . / o

;partlblpate J.n the study. The people contacted were also

‘.‘asked to na;ne one one-parent family and one/two-parent 5

'I.a per:.od of two months, a total of eIeven hundred and forty-— o

) ,'_seven (l 147) phone calls";‘Were made to obtaln a’ samp e of

”.one and two-parent fa.tnllles.:-n

and fourteen (314) qu1est10nna1re packafes were sent td( tw0— !

'.parent famlln.es whlle one hundred and seventy—seven (177)
: ‘thaln the max:Lmum return rate. ' Dlllman s me hod was
'nalre package, cons:.stlng of a- questlonna:.re, a stamped, i

ranonym::.ty of respondents’, was sent to those who agreed to
,,partlclpate J.n the study. Two weeks after f.he malllng of
-.!the g}éestlonnalre package a follow-—up pos,tcard was sent ";f.
-_encouragmg completlon of the questlonnalre. % If questlon~

nalre was: st:Lll not returned after two weeks, then another

“ s . v
ot d B RN T - Ca N C L B .

e e e
AR arca s W NS

s
. .. .
~—— v
3 .
4

21

The na{nes selected were then contac}:ed by telephone
By
in order to ascerta:.n whether they had dependent chlldren. '
Ji
If they dld- haVe~dependent ch:.ldren, they ‘'were asked to /
/ .

family who may also wrsh to partlcz.pate 1n~ the study Over

.A

| -

As a result of the above procedure, three hundred

<

- - .» P

;

Jere sent to one—parent fam\LJ.es. s T

mhe DJ.llman (1972) method was. used .in ‘an effort to
,(/

modlfled for thJ.s study -in the follow:.ng way Inltral

S

contact was made by phone, lnstead of by maJ.l.. A questi'on-'-"

se\lf-addressed retuﬁm envelope and a personallzed coverm\g

1

letter which explaa/lned\ the purpose of the study and assured

’

t »\-\

P

i, '.-'

.. . . ! .
o T e, v PR F




BT

SR cﬁ.. - As: a: result of thls method, two hundred and twenty

{f':xl_fﬂ;’tlf- by two-parent familiesf‘ One hundred and nine (109) or 61 6
O \ ,
|

./

phone call was made to ascertain whether the questionnaire

e I B

Ao

of returning/

N
had been mislaid or.. 1f the person

\

hId intentions
¢  the questionnaire.. If the question aire was lost or mis-'

placed a second questionnaire package was sent.

":ﬁ}3='. (220)«or 7U l percent of the questionnaires were returned

I4

percent of the questionnaires sent to one-parent families

t_' ,

“were returned This return rate gave an OVeral return rate

} of 67 percent tor all questionnaires.iiéiaifj , ; '7 l; —i 45
: " '.11 ‘ This method’of“selecting the sample gave two well— ?'ﬁ
;fs iifa‘iigﬁhh.matched groups. Table 2 shows the general demographic/kxfffaa"' : ’€
ﬁ' | iR ’harasteristics of age, religion, education and socioeccnomic ;lu %i
‘é 3,1;3";_:{: statusi .No maJor differences were demonstrated hetween the ' .ﬁ: g;
j‘ ‘ . one-parent familgxand the dual-parent family inft ese’ areas. ff. ‘h}
Jil_T}ﬁ ;‘ “{;1 _These distributions were tested‘statlstically, us;ng chief?}‘-if" ’;
{;-:‘;;,;jﬂiﬁ'f square and no' statistically 51gn1f1cant differences were;pf:p}.'? ;
‘ :f R found.. .;' . S gyiy'v ~;ﬂ¢f‘@}f-~‘a}»f?j*'" :
j; . ;Vz ( L Socioeconomic staius was‘dei \eated h \\ | e 5
Ftl Duncan Reese 1ndex.: Thisdindex is’ a standard wa§rof coding ﬁ
'{"f‘hﬁ?v”’ :. occupations to indicate;socioeconomic status._ The coding is;fa“‘ .
v .
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920 and . S

126'- 'to ‘ :330'-.

- o :'Demographlc Character:.stlcs of One and Two-Parent Fanu.lles* :'; .

i

Smgle : Dual.'

Rel:.gz.on "

Percentages

Smgle Dual

-

Percentages

Eﬂucat:l.on SJ.ngle Dual

. J "." e

Soc:.oecommc
Status (Duncan
Reese Irﬂex)

Fercantages

Single Dual

>
N .
[

1.0
:" 8.2

;zz 2[,

3L o’ 35~"' 25.5

?toth

41 to 50 .
Fase

: :.°i°.'.‘. :

132 |
~_'. 2609 |

3.023.6 |

: 7'5

»

4.1 . 1.4

I arade 8 -
©.or. less”

y . e

Scmefhgh 2

H:J.gh SChool
. Graduate

- "Trades

~

.s‘ P ‘__'.

Unlversz.ty
\ \

. ~Un1vers:.ty
- et

- 122 '_

61

1202
4~ po-39-
1. a0-a9
¥ oB0=59 .~
i 60-69 -

| ges

. ':._"36%89

.. »,‘00_09 . -

S
- v

11.6

‘31.4

5.8

9.3

’1?2' .
3.5

26.7

2.3

i~

(13:5

- 10.8

25
32
.27.6

3.2

23.8 -

14.1°

1.1

'100:° . 100

100‘ "10 b-'

- --10.0 S

1 o'(j__f;‘ ,

«. 100

- 1e0
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*No stata.stlcally s:.gm.f1cant dlfferemes were found between smgle and dual-parent groups.- : N
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i, the frequency of occurrence of home v:.g:tting, telephoning, -

'

3_, - mother w:Lth dependent children. - : ‘,,‘,': = '_,'

so that its frequency is often used as an 1ndex of intn.mate

' measured in various ways. .

‘o_ne dependent \child
‘on*e parent pr‘e’sen’t‘.
‘on a permanent baeis,‘ whether by virtue of death, desertion, o
separat:.on or divorce. Also inb/lude;l Jl.S the unmarrled

Kin will include the core of the kin s network

T \

.Measurement of Variables - '-,.:‘: o

The key dependent var:.ables used in’ this study to.
measure the effects of one—parent families or! kinship . oo

relations are different modes of contact Contact, as

premously defined in Chapter III is cons:.dered to. be a

fundamental attribute of the soc:ial relationship, E=Te) much

. ‘e . K \. _\-

v, ‘

. LN '
. .-;,,,\

personal mvolvement "

»

'l’his particular fariable was chosen as it can be

.

. For the purposes of thls study, \

home v:.s:.tmg, phonlng, letter-writing and recei\ring

Lo
f:.nancial adsn.stance were chosen to measure c0ntact with

-

consanguinal and affinal k.in.-. é: E "__' P

Lol . . . NS

'l"'j ‘l‘he questlonnaire used likert type 1tems to measure

- i




letter-writing and receivmg financ.ial assistance. S:Lx

2R

categories of responses were allowed- very often, o;;/ten, o

somet:l.mes, seldom, never and other. / o o

The,questionnaire was’ div1ded into two sections,

one sect:.on ,deart/( J.th the relationshlps yz.th consangulnal

kin. Questions were asked to ascertain how many tlmes

respondents Visited .relat:u)’es and how bften relat:wes v:.srted

them, how often they talked on the phone w:Lth their rela-‘

t:wes, how often they received letters from their relatives

: N -
and fJ.nally, hOW often they received finﬁnc:Lal assrstancex S

from relati.ves.~ . _' = oy e ".'5 j_:',vl o : e ;3

The second sect:Lon of the questlonnaire dealt w:,th o . '

contact with affinal kin and the ‘same questions were asked R AR
/ .

_ in the. same order. The naming of closest k:Ln preceded each 4

sect;.on with. quest:.ons being answered :.n view. of those ’
named ‘...1 \~, . s

‘

One f:l.nal quest:.on was asked about relationship A A
NG ’ : ;

Withxther kin, wrth exception %o those named J.n prev:.ous" -

sections ' to ascertain frequency of contact ~w:.th kin other
Yan those consrdered to be "intimate kin. . R . ‘, . ' "

The questlons :Ln both sect:.ons were dev:Lsed by the "_l‘ o - ﬂ
researcher with help be:.ng obta:.ned from the literature on '_ IR ,v.ijQ
“the methods used to measure rel/ationships w:l.th k:Ln (Adams, ' /\;,

o !

1968 An's pach 1976) N R P )




/ flndings

IR
»t

- relatxonshrp between the varlables and the family type wg.ll S

'(

RS .l . .

4 ta:.]'.ed probabz.llty w:.ll be used as it is a d:n.rectlonal .

rel.atlon

;test and

LY

/ g . . i . ' .
v’/” - ' / . i l N s

/

Tests Used for Analysis of Data.

e data Will be analyzed by us:mg a testf‘g\f

s:.gm.f:.cance, namely the t—test which tests the da.;ferences

between x{eans ro ascerta;m sugn:.f:.cance levels. . The one-

this research 1s 1nterested :m the d:.rection of

)

relationship\to parenthood status. The cor-

B k'«' ‘ 0 . e

coeffJ.c.tent w1llealso be used to g:Lve a meaSure ":‘/Af L

of aSSoc:Latlon hetween the &variables. 'I'he strength of the

e LT
, .3

be shown through‘ th:l.s statlstlc.- The results w111 be

'

further analyzed by usmg the square of the / correlatlon
coefflclent. '_I‘hese result-s 4111 be’ d:.scussed in the

s_ummary ‘of chapter V iri,'_rel,ation to the variance.,o_f the

results. . .
‘ Thl.S chapter outl:l.ned the methods used in, thls

™
researc;h pro;)ect. The next chapter wn.ll sét out the flnd-

a

J.ngs as- they are related to‘all the hypotheses, stated in

Chapter III-. R o

- vy
R
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o :.'alvn.smon is necessary to g:l.ve a clear picture of which kin

CHA PTER V ' /-
:/FINDINGS ' S L o

The find:.ngs of the resear h w:|.ll be dlscussed in. -

s e

th:..s chapter._ The /fa.ndmgs w111 be dlvxaed :Lnto two- sectlons RS

‘so that relat:.onshlps with consanguinal km w:.ll be dis—‘:i--'

r‘—:-cussed s parately from relationshlps with aff:l.mal kin.v ’I'his e

\are more 1mportant to the one-parent fam:.ly,. L R

. v . I

A summary t.,__ple of each sectlon 1s 1ncluded and will

Ny

. ' e .
be refe,rred to durlng the dlscussmn of fmdlngs. Graphs .
are also ulncluded*’J.n Appendlx D on, selected varlables to

help g:.ve an :.llustratl/on of the dlfferences between the =~ — S

I

(/ - N
one-parent fam:.ly and the dual—parent fam:.ly and thelr E / - /!j"

<, K . . . .
-

"relata.onsh:.p w1th kJ.n. o { N s

) o . ' pert

Relatlonshlps w:.th Cons 7gu:.nal K:Ln e o : ' ’

- B The dlfferences :Ln means, as may be seen :Ln Table =
. ’ ‘A "y, ‘ “ * AP .
3, show that. dual—parent fa.mll:Les VlS.l.t thelr km more than . \

: the one-parent famlly,\and that kln have a tendency to visit
\

, the dual—parent fanuly more than they v1sit the one-—parent - o ,';:‘:'-

famlly. - . B .'. ‘"Jl

e, ‘
-
The dlfferences between the one-parent faml}y and - A 5

: the dual—parent famlly are statJ.stJ.cally slgnlficant at the o
.003 level for _v151t1ng,.'relatiye,s and. the .040L-1eve;|. for. / T m
) i - ‘ - ot . " i,"‘l"‘ - ) . N , . “ /
5, T, 2’/ "'. ) . ‘ L .

S 7 R gy o g om0
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" TABLE: 3
- : S ©  Relationships With Conﬁapguiheltkiﬁ;3ﬁefﬁfw
N, ‘ ] oL . e

') _ ' \ : B — - B '”;"“"" '_ ’ -.'. . .

- \_‘ .;._A . ) T éten@ard o t—fi One-Talled ) ,_2
Variable . ' Number of Cases Mean. Deviation - Value : Probablllty r* r

~— - B c . . I 3 . = e

e - E . i . o - T, e ) '-‘f ~ B 5

Tviéitin own~ ° . Group 1 .96 . 2.52 . ~1.02 PSSO _ :
F{:relatid§S' ‘ . Group 2, 207 2,19 0.94 - 2:78. 0 003 16025

iOwn relatlves :'.' _Group 1% 98 - 2,60 '--‘1.01 .'li‘ii%f.'% f,-ié o 10
v151t1ng you , - Group. 2 :204 2,39 0.94 . i_;;%; ;a;-OVQ' ’ 10,010
: . ) 2 - - . l'— . ) \A~" .‘.-- ‘ .. ‘~‘\4\_.',. - , '
'5$alk:pn.phone - - Group 1 98~ T 2.31 i.07 - 'f‘"t;’~:; Y ) - .0L
with own relatives - Group 2. 212 . 2,07 0.94 '%”95: L » 025 . -1 012
,erte letters “to. Group 1 "96° - 3.75 - 1.10 T G - . :
“own relatlves ... Group-2 205 . 3.66 . .08 - 0”65.1; - 260 . -04 - 002

Recelve 1etters : Grpup 1 . 095 3.77 1.1 . .. Vo :f;i'i ;699;' . k\; 07 005
. from. own relatlves - Group 2 - 206 = -3.60 1.0 - - ) T . . S N
Receive f1nanc1al  Group 1 98'. 440 ¢ 0887, _, il Cin oo

Group 2 211 4.64 _ 0.69 T4.E0 N 40dD T . . .
. own re;atlves‘ AR oY e SN .

b o A o . . N R S

co R ‘ . _ L - 'fe," - - ST, ) R : . .

- *Pearson's Product Moment cOrrelatiQn_Coeff;cient i Group. 1. :~;"Opggga;ent Familiee
' - o ’ -t ’ Group 2 .\ fDuaI-parent Families

* “Mean" refers. to the. frequency of varlable in question. ‘An assump;;on was made that

- respondents would answer in relatlon ‘to thelr present s;tuation.i;. . -

{ - : L. \ . .

/ .‘-: - -. .V ' ‘\- . r\;.l-'-‘-A ,

Y - N N o
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’

receiving visits from relatives which indicates that these

di fferences are not due to chance alone. The correlation

coefficient :mdlcates that a negat:we relatlonshlp exists

between parenthood status and the"'frequency of VlSltS. As

parenthood» status chanqes 59 do the' amounts and number\s of

. S .
. o . i e .
’

4 .

, v151ts to kJ.n. - '.-jj e I ‘

/ It was pred:.cted in the hypothes:.s stated in Chapter Q
III that the one-parex}t fam:s.ly would llkely have more contact |
w:.th consangulnal kln through v151t1ng than the dual-parent
family.. Thl.S predlctlon was notn conflrmed as the data

showed that the dual—parent fam:.ly has more contact with

consgngu:.nal kin through v151t1ng than the -one-parent famlly

eJ.r consangu:.nal kin more. than one—parent ‘

families visit ‘their consangumal, kin. - , .
l( : ~
‘ There .are a number of reasons why thls may be. A

»”

dlfference could be attrlbuted to the reason for becoming
/

a one—parent‘famlly, I‘f.d:.vorced, separated or never :

married, this type of family‘could be ostracized by relatives.

A rev1ew of the demographic.characteristics shows.

L[] -

‘that 46 9 percent of the respon nts were Roman Catholic’ -
and acceptance of the above imposed family form is coh_tra:fy

N

to religious belief. If one comes from a staunch religious

_
in “which divorce is not pérmitted,

background, then one may

have difficulty accepting,the status of the one-parent

. . ‘
. Do ) . |

. ' - R \
L] - L. - |

i P . '
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i .
f;j L .i*?ih;hf~::i:n In aadltlon to the amount of;trme spent together e : Zf
';%;isfif,ffﬂif ~.Etnc':l%au::art, age 15 aiso a factor- 28 6 percent of the sample o ~.E
,hﬁfd.;..tiﬁi ft were between 41-50 yearsiof age.i Thls could 1nd;cate thatj;; |
@‘ij*t‘: ‘ “' " contact Wlth kin lS not as\}mportant as this‘age group may*ﬁ-/
?. e x'.ihjﬁWi be more able to cope wuth problems as they present them- o
| ? S selves..i :ﬁﬂ:i ;V”ﬁfﬁ } u:?"; -5;-CJ§ _ fﬁ~', ;ﬁf;j' o g
:if:j }wiﬁel | These three facthrs, Whlch are the amount of trAeIfU,”; ﬂil
‘f'h: “,spent together; the amount of tlme snentwapart and the a?e-;y:- jn
e o - o i
G Lo
ﬁ;;ﬁj l;Because of age, it may if}ﬂ
:ffli “ﬁ&also be that their kin_maf*be 3eceased. It should be noted hi
?ﬂi:_ _ df the respohaents dld indicate that they
ﬂ'“l, ;”oareAnot totaily qpt Pf touch wrlh thelr kln, Just that the / x,.;'r.;?
:“:" rate of YlSltS ls 1ess than th fd\aiapafent famliy.vg;;j, Lo
'ihft cOupled Wlth the reason for‘helng a’ one—parent. B
.;'; Ny the‘one;parent fam;%y‘may feel‘lsolated from kln.ql :
;hf They may feel ashamed 1f dlvorce”orzsebaratlon brokehup ,the- ,‘gi 'Pﬁ’g
:h{vnﬂ famaly.i Kln may feel unéomfortable aro;nd'thenone—parent o _;'C I
nffTHJJ e ramély tor fear of saylng thenhrongjthlng.: In/the'flrst ‘i,“f“:;:;3_;
E-‘ig'fif?g”’ few‘years‘it may‘be a dlfflcult sltuatron for bothothe famlly A Q
‘Z; ;%{fhfiij'. and consangulnai‘han for reasons already mentioned' _'f
?:”?”"“?:'f' et Erioéttoibeeoming ‘a one—ﬁarent»family; Vlsitlng

"consangulnal k1n may,not‘have been.that frequent for odel

? reason or another.“ Perhaps kln had 1nterferred wrth the
) L ' i e }' v, TN /._‘ L.
¥ famlly and 1ts affalrs and contaet was seVered as a




‘;;famount of tlmelavallable to v1smt kLn.}

co

‘process of separatxon or dlvorce, thus making contact after

. to ma:mtan.n contact w:ﬁ:h km r thuF the fam:LJ.y lived :Ln

:reason for contact now7; o
.n”3t§f: It should be noted that 50 percent of the sample

~were worklng full-tlme whlch would certainly cut 1nto the'='f

“gfﬁﬁf ‘ Table 3 'shows that dual-parent famllies'talk on\
”ithe phone with thelr'relatives.more than one—parent famllies.'
'"fThls dlfference la statastlcally 51gn1f1cant at the- 025
'level whlch 1nd1cates that there 13 a dlfference between

-’the one-parent family and the dual-parent famlly and thelr’

"relatfbnshlp between parenthood atatus and telephonlng 15
;;weak but that the dlfference does exlst“ There is al pattern

- fln relation to telephohe calls and Lt_may 1ncrease or decrease'ff‘

those alread'“

e = e = Do e Y oy = et st et s
‘“I,“- o ! . ot -

Kln may Kave also 1nterfered wgth the - famlly during the\
- -

N

.t
.

segaratlon or dzvorce is 1egalized 1mposalb1e for qulte &
. . ke ,,_/_,f-";"' . .
. o * R . e T . ) N
while. " - - - L ,Hrf = _:j-Z,~

@ -

In some gltuations, the husband may not have wanted

LRSS LY

Lsolatlon in relatlon to kln. If contact 15 not frequent

pridr to becomlng a one-parent famlly, then therelis less'

L
s . B SRR RV S

- PRI

,_‘- M

‘e
AN P

‘-‘7 e

¢r\
“

A

phonlng hablts in relatxon to kln..}v‘H"ngfiﬁu“;V'j“«5\

' The correlatlon coeff1c1ent 1ndlcates that the‘

0 o NS v

. R '\ S r' o R Ve

P 2 - N

dependlﬂg\on parenthood status,ﬂ .;}y'

’ ¢

,T

patterns.

AR,



¥.9”2'g¢*" R RIS
ﬁu-yffj R have/llttle tlme avallable for v151t1ng.” ~.H~”” LR e

ft;'f :'Eff:'ﬁ parent famllles talk on the phone w1th consangu1na1 kln more S

;tm | (é < than one—parent’fanll;es The hypothe51s should be stated f:
{% Q . as follows. Dua1<p6rent famllles are 11ke1y to phone thelr “

;}‘ ql \-:‘ z‘ consangurn 11, kln more than one—parent famllles phone thelr '\

;f} - consangulnal,kln. . S ' : '

;_ ‘A‘ | Table[3 shows that theré is no dlfference between

i y ‘j ~the one—par\nt famlly and the dualearent famlly in relatlon ";'
'?ﬁbfiﬂpt, L to 1etters‘wr1tten)to cousangulnal kln and letters4rece1vedf‘

g ' . T from consangu1na1 kln.fﬁ?i7j'§1.}'g:j"“'icshxﬁi;,;‘ﬂ;ﬂzzi,. ;Kggw':
. -fj/lui‘ .ii 7f;:5 The data 1ndlcate‘ that there Ls no relatlonshlp ‘: h:? | :t
ﬁ:;i;“:"n' o between parenthooa status and thJ numbers of 1etters wrltten "frlh
géﬁjfi, ilﬂ _?’. tb or- recelved from relatlves.ﬁ;;;qQEﬁ'ﬁﬁ?,”z,- o p
i{i . . : "The obv1ous reaSOns Ior no. dlfferences could be the
A A TN
Cf'): ‘ fact that the majorlty of‘t e respondents 11ved 1n St
3;: :15;5;651'.°John 8- and at may be assume that thelr relatlves 11Ved
.% not ~dfjf':‘&?§gfp CRRARRC ,\ J:;Yj;;‘ : Ve .

;égf i; .i”it'“\ ' :f-#fﬁi;

;a S B :u.j_d:. i :;32 .?;,#"

-~ I3 . 3 . . Q -

consanguinal kin then it would logicall&'follow'that they _ -
T J would not call elther, but tpat would also depend on. the

-~

dlstance anq the flnanclal s;tuatlon of those lnvolved

¢ ) .
\ ’ o < A.comparlson of the means of thé frequency of visits
o T | 7 : -
: o and the frequency of pLone ‘calls 1nd1cates tHat one—parent . v
. . . ' \ . R R ~’
R R familles call thelr X 1atives more. than they v151t them. i
'"-‘I - ,__/" ~—y » et i .
i")f} ~ p Thls could be attrlbuted to the fact that 50 percent of the .
if" ’ sample of one-parent famllles are worklng full—tlme and .
g .

AT o

ot Tty ;\

The hypothe51suregard1ng telephon?ng,,as stated 1n/”jff:n

”~.;}}3]fJ' Chapter III, was not conflrmed as 1t was found that dual-“

H

-
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TR & ‘_2.’ 5\3&




pra

: or|less‘,and 'Some high school' This m_y ‘be -an 1nd1catlon -

‘;, outwelghed the need to attend 7chool.;¢,:"“/

'fone-parent families and dual-parent families ‘in relation to

- amounts of finan01a1 a551stance reoeived depends ‘on status.

,.the male breadw1nner is gone from the fam;ly thus 1eaving Jjg‘;wqﬁ'

'of financial a551stance recelved from kin.j fcl~ ;f'fi4': A9N

T ‘ : N
‘around the same- area as indicated by visiting patterns.)
Also, many people would prefer to phone than write
on a regular baSlS as there is more personal contact through oo
phoning than through letter-writing.,\ , o ‘ »". B
A reView of the schooling of the respondents indi—. .

cates that 42 9 percent fell 1nto t e category of 'GradL 8

of the literacy of the respondents. ‘The need'}in earlier .-,=;f"

times, to prov1de an.adequate\liV1ng for your famili‘far .‘-ﬂliﬁ”

SR Table 3. shOWS that there is a. difference hetween B

Ui;\g‘
rece1v1ng.financ1a1 aSSLStance. . The one-parent famlly T

I

recelves financ1al a551stance from consénguinal ki more

than the dual-parent family.. This difference 1s statistically
-

Significant at the 015 level Whldh 1nd1cates that the

A

The correlation coeff1c1ent indicates a pos;tive

N

relationship between parqnthood statns and recé ivi ng financ1al

a551stance. As parenthooa status changes so does the amount 'ﬂb:uﬁ'

’ u i

The reason why the one-parent family may receive

T

more financ1ﬁl a351stance from onsanguinal kin than the . ‘ .l"[lg{

dual—parent family lS due to the f ct that in\most cases ;f,‘ P

' '.|r . ‘| o T IR 3




the family in a flnanc1a1 cr151s.‘ As Indlcated in Chapter'

I, 80 percent of one—parent famllles are headed by - women

-

and the~1nc1dence of poverty for the one~par€ht famlly is

53 percent Slnce females answered the questlonnalre, then

1tqcan be safely assumed that they/may have flnanC1al dlf-
/ .

flcgltles. :a: e j,"ff" B
- " . PRI : . :c_" N

Although the.. one—parént famlly may not be\extremely

'fclose tolconsangulnai kln, as indlcated through the flnd1n937~

Lf%':'.— ﬁ'hjuthey may feel more comfortabl approachlng k1n than non—-T.

”;kln for f1nanc1a1 ald.u

I . - 4\‘» N . N ’ e ’ X‘

'.‘»
-,,

4 . N Lo ! - , L >

Relatlonshlps w1th Afflnal K1n ’, o . o
I o : b Loe

do not v151t thelr 5pouses' rélatiaes as; often as dual—'

o ,~;1f" ?‘ parent famllles. and that spouses' relataves do not V151t T

.

the one—parent‘%amlly as often as they v151t 7he dual~parent

};f;f}_f - famlly Thls dlfference is statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant at

l
«

;t c -‘ the 0001 level whlch 1ndxcates that there 1s a d1fference

1n famlly types when VlSlt ng afflnal klﬂ

:
v

The correlatlon coeff1c1ent shows that one-parent ..

-~ o . Sy

famllles v151t affinal k1n and recelve v151ts from afflnal

kln less than the dual-parent famlly.ﬁ ff*‘“

. The data 1n Table 5 show/ that one—parent famllles‘,ﬁﬁwt
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Relatlonshlps Wlth Afflnal Kln

'.g‘fTalk on" phone w1th
:;-spouses' relatlves

B

MZ;{Recelve letters
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J"';rrelatlves

e

- . Group
-:gnGroupC
:Grouﬁf
) Group}

. .

.. Group -
'3nGroup.
g )
" *Group;
_“Group*

'.."-'-Grq'u"'p~
LI Group K

"'Group
'fGroup

TN
" 85. ".3.68 L
A L 108 -

2,67
' .3'-_ 8 l." ..
. 2.86- "

1,040
1i04 -

.13 e

.86 T 3,72 <« 1,13 %
1007 o

72120 ©2.89

078 L

iges -la.a8 L.
Tla017TET LS

203 4.16

1. 86
2 .

205}' 4,13 . Li04 e
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P 0.000%

0.0001

 0.0001 .

—

,‘?;>6{003

432

-.39

. ) .L_x.- - .
S P oo o _ Staudarﬂ :‘ t-»ff One-Talled . .2
~».«Wariable . - ,.° . Number-of Cases Mean :Deviation - Value Probabllity r* — r7 .
P I T A
T [ .

7 .180
-39  ,148°
J110

S ..022

.029

=01 0001

“Mean“tr”fers to the frequency of varlable in- questlon.-
responden S\would answer 1n relatlon to‘thelr present‘satuatlon..

's Produce Moment Correlatlon Coeff1c1ent

Group 1
g“' . - .gﬂ‘}f Group 27

One-parent Famllles
DuaIEparent Famllles

An assumption was“made that_,
T~




. ‘ Co- : : - 4 = '
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\ .-
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T ' The hypothesis, as’ stated rn Chapter III, was con-
./ flrmed‘as the predlcted dlfference between the one—parent
| famlly and the dual—parent famlly does exist. One‘reason

for such a dlfference could be attrlbuted partly to the

way in Wthh one becomes a 51ngle p ent, or the. degree of

K

'(- ..

73W;'ﬁ The absence of the marltaf partner, be 1t husband

2 j%insipf 1f,“ ﬁAnspach (1976),31t was shown that the kln tles of khe

o N ' N

. dlvorced do not represent a new kjnshlp system, but result

) 'f“‘f /“”nfrom the absence of the husband who pr0V1deS the necesizry
- yh,llnk w1th hls relatlves. The k1n network of the divorced

) ' »f'_'_ T are con51dered to be 1mbalanced because the absent husband

Y

o

jshlps w1th hls‘klndred.rj i, ‘ilf:i jnt,f,;'

© L

v"".;;;g‘<1-=§j”-.3 It is 1nterest1ng ‘to- no%e that even dual—parent
" 'famllles do not v151t thelr afflnallkln as often as they

« . -

;'v1sxt thelr consangulnal kln.- Thls could be attrlbuted to

; R“'f; BT :;‘fthe fact that WOmen answered the que%tlonnalre and/ln most

B #cases females are more apt to provxde the plvotal c0nnect1n

illnk w1th thelr own faml,;es than thelr spouses famllles.\;” B

. k- Splcer and Hampe (1975) found 1n thelr study on klnshlp

i‘ﬂET‘Ji giﬁlnteractlon and. dlvorce/that “belng female and/or hav1ng

. .
+ P . [N

“.j:)for w1fe,'cuts down on Eontact w1th affines as the necessa;{

;ilxﬂ{ Wlth kln 1s not belng prov1ded In a., study done by ‘f

-'canhot play the plvotal role of sponsor of soc1al relatlon-.:

| "/.I i; |

-custody of the chlldren had the effect of 1ncrea51ng or_jfz

:personal relatlonshlp that exlsted Wlth afflnal kln before;;~

LA :~{"w.;becom1ng a onedparent famlly ﬂf 'i‘f féA}fsiffff f'f/f~'“'“

?

\ .

g.

L T1empe
to W,

..—'r"l"‘




maintaining high levels of interaction with c?nsanguines
e ~ and maintaining contact'et a lower'level of‘interaction

-.with former afflnes" fp; 118) Thls flndlng can also be

| applled to- the other forms of. the one-parent famlly when y
1t comes to malntalnlng c0ntact w1th afflnes. ' K
.”‘ E ’ Thexnumber of chlldren .may aIso be a dEtermlnlng— »
;;;;;;1. ‘_4 ;ffactor when speaklng about affrnal kln.l In some caSes,.

Jcontact may be malntalned just for the chlldren so that

'7g1f,3/~{ithere 1s not an abrupt change 1n the kln network of the f;{'7“:5i:.)‘

.Chlld Former afflnes are contacted-when soc1al varlables

tore, PR

deflne them as “ amlly" . Chaldren are such a socral varJ/L pnh;%Jﬂ;f

5:1 {;ﬂfﬂ'fl able, because they make a marrlage 1nto a- famlly (Splcer &.
S Hampz 1975)."'?" T P =

Figure 9. shows that one—parent famllles do qot -

- ‘ \ /
talk on the phone W1th spouses' relatlves as oﬁten as dua1~

:

\gffparent'famlllesp' The dlfference reached statlstlcal

& N

T?’f~',.:’::i 51gn1f1cance at the 0001 level whlch shows that dlfferences ;,vr

were not due to chance alone.u The extent of thelr dlffer-i

' . : e
- . B 4'

R -ences Ls shown by/the correlatlon coeff1c1ent. Parenthood

s '5/-' status does have an effect on contact w1th relatlves by

:;;A P phone,_although the relatlonshlp may be con31dered to be::'

W o N d . o . H . . . . (N
relatlvely weak..wgz,: L \;,.-' N

The/data showr that one-parent fam111es do not ,f;',;ff

wrlte thelr spouses relatlves as often as dual—parent fj&;:”

Al

’“”‘il,t;iﬁi.: famxlles, and that spouses relatlves wrlte more 1etters

to dual—parent fam111es than they wrlte to oh -parent . f‘"
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i
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»

" for rece1v1ng letters., ' ' _ oo —

'sonal relatlonshlp w1th afflnal kln. |f7

| afflnal kln may feel less obllgatlon toward the one—parent :

7

. . ' L
families. There is a statistically significant difference

at the 003 level fOr wrltlng letters and at the .001 level

t

~——

The correlatlon coeff1c1ent shows that there is a
‘o

L ’

weak retptlon hlp between parenthood status and letter—"

wrltlng.‘ Thl‘ could lndlcate that as one moves furthe fron
. . s ( “~ ' .ol .
the tradltlonal dual~parent famlly, then 1etter~wr1t1ng tends—ffx~-.#’

P N ' R . . L ‘l’ ~

‘to- dec1ease substantrally.:‘ '4{);;;ﬂ¢;;j-f+xg{¢-=

Two reasons for these dlfferences could be attrlbuted
\ .
to the amount of dlstance involved and the degree of per—

LIRS o ‘e

The last frndlng 1n relatlon to. afflnal kln has to
.do w1th rece1v1ng flnanc1a1 a551stance. The data show that
K .
there is no dafference between the one—panent famlly and

the dual—parent famlly when 1t comes to rece1v1ng flnanclal

t‘ .

a551stance from afflnal kln.: f,ﬁ. . ,'-‘1

<

The reason why there may be no dlfference is that

T

T

famlly ‘as’ all tles may be severed dep ndlng on the reason K

fbr srngle parenthood. »_, .‘ffA

The data 1nd1cate. that afflnal kln are less sup- R = ,,'.,{“g

portlve flnanoially toward e1ther type oquamlly. . : ',M i

- . . - B
N L - . o o

The data show- that parenthood status does have an’ ;
&‘tr. D . ,.:,“.. o ;
effect on klnshlp relatlons._ From the flndlngs of thls ?1};,
. ,f/ [ . N B ‘l_ . . ’ v
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research, it is apparent that the one-parent family does

not maintain. contact w1th consangulnal kin and affinal kin

., as mch/as the dual-parent family.

e
In Chapter III,/the hypotheses ‘were stated and
predrcted drfferences ‘Were put forward in relatlon to “the

one—parent famlly;and the dual—parent famlly . Differences

were found ‘but all drfferences did not agree w;th the

i'stated hypotheses.. The pOS$1b1e reasons for the dlfferences ‘ﬁﬂ“ﬁ

?‘were cited throughout thrh chapter. They range from_the :7

-,reason for single parenthood to the stigma that may be

time belng a one—parent famrly.
‘ v Parenthood status and its' effect'on a nuﬁber of
klnshrp varlables Yas measured in this research ' The'amount
of effect on any one varlable is. not- hrgh as 1nd1cated by
| the square of the correlatlon coefflclent, but 1t is con-
sistent throughout the research.. ) | ) e
The lrterature 1mplied that the one—parent fam;ly
‘would need more contact w1th kin but thls research found
that such 1s not the case in- St John's. The one—parent
famlly,may still need the éxtra support systems but. they‘,f

may have less dlfflculty communlcatlnﬁ W1th non—kln and .

:.would probab_y turn to them for emotlonal support

-]

L <. Whlle thls chapter showed the dlfferehces between .
:fone-parent familles and dual-parent famllles ln relatlon to

."klnf the‘next¢chapter;w1}l makeusome~conc1usaons and.recomj

S

e P T -
'M«w S r“ W ettty e e b

,'attached and from.the age of the respondents to the amount of

L., Ao







7ﬁv1a the consangu1na1 kln was the: major focus

CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

v~

The purpose of this research was to examine the

dlfferences between the one-parent fammly and the dual-

— .

parent famlly 1n relatlon to: klnshlp relations.‘ Whether "/,

o e
o the one-parent famlly was in need of extra support systems

»

-~/J The flndlngs of this xesearch showed that pafent—
hood status does have an efféct on klnship relations. The
direction of the-flndlngs showed that the dual-parent
family has more frequent contact with kin than the one-
parent famzly. Kin aré 1mportant to the famlly life of

the dual-parent family but, presumably, the one-parent

family may have support systems other than the kin network,

or they may. be without any support systems.

L L

.~ .The flndlngs of this study may 1ead one to believe

,that the one—parent famlly unit in St. qhhn s must find

support in other s)urces. Ascertalnlng which sources may

prov1de support is an area wh1ch warrants_further study.

The 1ncrease in the one—parent family populatlon has brought
about the establishment of & number ‘of self-help groups
across Canada. Such organlzatlons are Parents Wlthout

Partners and People Alone Carlng _Enough (PACE) -PACE is one

_og the organizations in St.{John'sAconslstlng of.wldows,

widowers, divorcees and sinyle mothers. It'is a seIf—help‘




_comf rtable dlscu551ng thelr proplems wrth

‘ that those,ln s1m11ar c1rcums'ances would

,qlve support and guidance.,f

- implied th the llterature and theory. There\the 1mpllcatlon

'school age chlldren were: asked to part1c1pate.

‘more contact wrth blood relatlves than was sho,

,thlsvstudy.

-
e

Y

program where the members show a willingnesgs to help each

other with the problems of bringing up children alone.

These types of organlzatlons enablé/the si gleuparent to

voice. concerns about life-in a: one-parent amily. The one-
feel| more
such non—kin.

co on feelrng

pareTt famlly populatlon in St John's may

organlzatlons rather than kln.

rIt may be
?e better able to .
n-K:h would " 4e;1eSSfIrkely to

rmpose therr values on one another and‘may felmoré objective’
in how they deal with probiems. C :,i\ |

The flndlngs of thrs research dlffered from what is

is that the one-parent family ‘would have moré contact with oo

!\ /

kin, ejpec1ally consangurnal kin, because ‘of thelr need for
extra support systems. (Sprcer & Hampe, 1975) , .

Al The de51gn of the research was lrmlt‘d 1nsofar as

only women answered the questlonnalre and only famrlles ‘with-

Perhaps the _

.group of families that were excluded that 1s,'those'headed

by men and those wrth/children under flve, wouid haVe shown

4 /

through
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e

b

b D

.Since the literature.on kinship relations. in Canada

is scarce, this study should be replicated in other urban

areas to- ensure that similar results wikl be fougd whlch,

/

in turn, w111 add to the ablllty to generallze the results

‘ of thlS study. . ’h' C “w

.
\
3

» "«'.

o

In future stmdles on one~parent famllles, a dls— B

. .

as dlfferent forms of one—parent famllles may have dlfferlng

)
.t

-amournts’ of contact Wlth kln.- garger samples of edch qgtegory h
than were p0531b1e 1n thlS research progect would help
/ DN ' *..‘f"'l\
delineate those who- malntaln the mOSt contact. SRR

Also when doing future studies,'variables such as

L}

..,

i

L)

. the rumbers of childrep and the’ proxlmlty of kln should be

taken 1nto con51derat10n.

Increased numbers of chlldren

14

/ in a famlly may require more attention and the amount of

/ .
contact w1th kin may be 1ncreased.

younger chlldren may need more kln support to f111 the place"

Also, the parent wrth

: vacated by the spouse, whlle the parent w1th older chlldren

Ifrequency~oﬁ contact.

o
may use Serv1ces of chlldren at home for extra support. fzzg

/

—

‘This study did . not ask. about the

l

’The proxlmlty of kln @s another factor when talklng abo It

locatLOn of k1n, Wthh may have affected the- flndlngs 1n

some respects.

for relatlves to llve in. the same house, thus those who had

relatlves 1n therr homes may not have answered the questlons f -

- ‘ . .

on frequencytof cditact. R .

>

tlnction should be made as to the reason for sxngle parenthood

For example, 1t is tgaditlonal in’ Newfoundland

- y;“\. e
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SrreZen b,

he conSadered. For those

A n, ) Ay

twl

contact with kln'may be l

SR

o
2

_' 1"".

set up extra suppor~ systems

T

1n thelr ways and may hav

-
2

T

\ Z;--along the way mhe same $ould apply to thoseﬂ’ho have been

'apart for three years or ﬂore whlch was thwn\ h the study.
3 ‘ ‘ peed support

to cope on

C e

B

Ny .
SR
B aRat i AR

A
s

s

:Due top.'e desxgn of thls
o . .lf _.':,“. .‘ '. L .
Jresearch, 1t was not poselble to measur. contact before

',‘.:

becomlng a single parent.i‘A comparlson of frequency pf

.1' .o [P

re Dd would add to the'

, Such a; comparlson may also shoW..;

m ,," !'

LI

,1or to the]changlng ‘f ﬁ:’
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;Ji .—of the famllykbut treatlng the famlly as a complete unlt 1s

B : f DA
T reSearch 1n relatlon to 5001a1 work.h It-ls,now ;n 1ts L

_»lnfancy and w;ll requlre a mu1t1p11c1ty of Skllls and

'of,parenthood status. Perhaps those studled had llttle

S .«,_—’.,

i oA
1n St./John s as there may be a number of reaSOns that

A

PR ’
. = E- -
AR ~ B . .

. Q .
;reasohrto change,contact when parenthood status.chah

R

An 1nvest1gatlon should also be. done 1nto the self—

6r'nb contact before, so, presumably, there would EZ’:SD

help groups to ascertaln how these organlzatlons are used

and hob helpful they are to the 51ngle parent.. Are they an’ ;..

on901ng source of support or do then»" weet ln-txmes of ‘

such organlzatlons

wibﬁ;' he flndlngs of th1s res

prehensive.study should be done(

an the one—parent famlly V;f
’ ¥ ! ‘v A .'A'

contrlbute to the lack of 1nvolvement w1th kln. .i”-iz';f.'*‘ﬁ

_‘ . . B . . . N Sooe e P
. . ) P . N . K

Impllcatlons for Soonal Wbrk ';.h- 7'3'5»%'75W'*}: '-f.*»f N

K . - '._~ L N . N

~ N Y oL f.

':'j The 1mportance of the famlly unlt as the ba51c un1t

of our soclety 15 an underlylng theme of thls research

progect Soc1al workers have long recognlzed the 1mportance

t

There 1s’a neEd to 1mprove the state of famlly

e . . .
S R . e

~ . . i

resources to develop, ‘A broader understandmg of the

toa
o1 "y, o .

transactlons betWeen the famlly and the soc1al env1ronment“E:~k5l,_ :
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o is. essent1a1 ‘for' understandmg what 1s go:.ng on\in the

S ‘“»rfamlly/ (Irv1ng, 1972) R o _‘ .
. . ' ‘bl‘

1 s

The f:l.ndlngs of thlS researc 1nd1cate that ‘the

one-parent fanuly 1s dJ.fferent from 'th _' —parent fam:l.ly/ . N

when 1t comes to relatlonshlps with }the k:l.n network. ' They '

-v,"

P separate themselves from kin ahd the reasons for th is -
CE T i

‘ l] Son separa)\t:.on should be knOWn and understood by the somal
SR B

An understandmg of thlS part:l.cular character:.st:.c ‘ . :_

FoT T wenlae end to al more adequate understandmg\of the dynamcs /

) . H ; B
. . P 2 . e ot - LI
LT e ’ . Lo, o LN, R PN
o . Sl

Sl of the one—parent famlly. ' e e
. ! The different forms of theone oarent famlly should g e
( * ' be looked at to ascertalrr which group ma:.nta:.ns the most ':.' ;:

. L " contact with kJ.n, '- leferent categor::.es of the one-parent | g
‘l : ,: ) famz.ly ight be expected to show dlffer_ent relatlonshlpL "

- e w;Lth the k:.n network. | As dlscussed 1n Chapter I the amount -

r “ ’ °f aCCEPtance glven the one—parent famlly may be related‘

. ‘ | to the reason for s:.ngle parenthood.. _ \\/ '> ‘ - :
' ’ - St s NI

i f ‘ ' From the beglnm.ng of thlS research, the one—parent -

. ‘,::: | famlly has been descrrheé‘ along several dJ.mensn.ons. Whether ,

l they had spec:l.al characterlstlcs and problems was one of ‘ '_ |

‘."'-W“-the conoerns’ ,ex#ressed It 1s ev:.dent t/hroughout \thls '.‘4

1 P ’ research [that they do have spec:.al needs but :Lt 1s J.mportant: -

. i that :Lf serv::.c!es are to be made avallable, ‘ then they should - o |

o not be segregated "from serv1ces alreacly ava:.lable to- other K |

], g forms of }éfamlly 'l‘he one—parent fam:.ly should not~ be treated ‘

l o : '-" dl“fferently or’ our wOrk w:.th them may prOVe to be 1neffect1ve. ’ g

ISP ER ‘ . : , SRR PR -
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: The one-parent family needs to be encouraged t‘o'maiﬁtain' P :
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Thank you very much for agreeing to participate 'i_n

P questions are concerned with things that /u‘suélly‘ happen

| : T
S h The f;Lrst set of questmns is concerned w:Lth your conta.ct w:.th you.r
SRR o ) I‘l‘qfel'a.tives_.’ (Please c1rcle yoku: answer). RE ; N R .
O PR PN ' : e o
. First thmk about the relat:.ves on your s:.de of the fam:.ly/ Whom do ~
. E o ] you consider a.s your closest relat:.ves? ) .
1.- How often.do you visit your relatives? . )

VERY OFTEN

oy

" --2. N How often do your rela.tlves v:|.51t yqu? . e
v VERY OFTEN OFTEN soma'r:cm:s SELDOM  -NEVER OT}fEB ‘
» < } . O ; ° .I. ' , . . A
e - ‘, . 4
. - : . ]/ ‘ :
- 3, How often do" you talk ‘on the phone w:.t your relat:.ves’ —_
’ . ' . . / .
L xVERXz OF'.TEN QFTEu—' SOMETIMES, :ssmom - NEVER OTHER _/__/
N ) oo ) ', R . X . ‘l
- / ‘ = Lo ! L .- ' e
: 4, "~ How often df you write letters to your relatives? . P
" ' -VERY OFTEN ' OFTEN ' - SOMETIMES  SELDOM =~ NEVER -OTHER
\ N / . ~ . : '/" ‘ ‘\ : » o
y [ How often do \you recelve letters' frOm your relatlves" .. . .
VERY‘OETEN‘ , OPTEN soma"rxm:s ‘ .SELDOM NE\{.ER © OTHER, . _
. , . f- RS . ST . E ‘%l S
- 6. How oiten do you recelve f1nanc1 ass:.stance from your relat:.ves" .
. :_'- R - i VERY OE‘TE‘J OFTEN SOMETIV[ES SELDOII NEVER OTH.ER

OFTEN

o~

%

F.

DRI

SOMETI MES

our study. The

.

in all Families. ’

- SELDOM
















E b o atdym g g me g 1o

;‘ IS

We are also :mterested. in gather:.nq some qeneral ) forlnai:lon a.bout children. a : ]

f . o

e,

X

g

Please th:Lnk of your oldest ch:.ld who 1s 51_1.11 :m school and answer the ' _' B e
N - ¢'x’ . .

followlng questl.ons. ’ We are. not 1ntere'~:ted -1n kq’oxnng the me of the .

o
i,
. ~ae

ch:.ld but 1t1:|_s important Eor you. to con‘centrate on th:l.s one chJ.ld
- - . - H ,[. 4~' [

/ . L _.‘ . . ) ) “_ .-
when answerlqg this next set of questlons-. e ) s ‘ '

-

e, .
Y,

SIX OR uont FIVE

PRI . 1 N
e e 3 |
oL RE .

Please descrlbe up to t‘hree of these (fo;; example, Boy Scouts, E
G:.rl G\ndes, Sports ’1eagues, hobby groups""etc ) :

5

="T..é.rx<‘:'ns.rf2:
~YOURSELE:










50 How often dOes yfur ch:.ld help om-l at home?

.

VF"RY OFTEN | OFTEN . SOMETIMBS SELDOM

" ...\-..
at e

. : /

‘ How éften does your ch:.ld present a d:Lsc1 ].:me problem at home?

) ‘-.‘NEVER .‘ SELDOM _i sous'rmas:-_. OFTEN '-VERY_'.OETE;N‘."J;:.'

How many times"has your chxld ever rece:.ved professional help for
an emotlonal problem?

é’-—l‘b -‘inM.E:Su  MORR/ THAN10 TIMES' .

NOT APPLICABLE_ '
 PSYCHIATRIST

- PSYCHOLOGIET ;

‘ socnu. WORKER

GUI DANCE COU'NSELLOR

- BJ;-WEEKLY
MONTHLY

_‘ow often 'has your chlld':been questloned by the pollce? ._‘,







1.7 noum CATHOLIC ‘
NN 2. ANGLICAN ' L

!

ST VO UNITED ‘GHURCH

- . “

: .. A SALVATION ARMY
R ) L B - '5’ /fﬂ‘HER (spec;Lfy) .

[3)
Y

P
SO

T 63‘, How much schooll.ng d:Ld you complete?

Dt T 1. 4 GRADE EIGH‘I‘ OR LESS L

RSN y 2 soms: HIGH scuogr. T
R --; - H;GH SCHOOL GRADUATE B
TRADE.‘S szmmc B D
' SOME UNIVERSITY _j S

."A T

PR g

R

UNIVERSITY GRADUATE
OTHER TRAINING OR EDUCATION (please speclfy)

e U lped,

G B R g% H - R R Rt E



‘Plea'sy_e describe your usual occupatlon-
plea?‘e describe your last job. )

(iﬁi not presently employed,

. :

‘TITLE; . e .

KIND OF WORK )/OU DO: -
[y . . I - : '.c' s
IR ,Husba"nd‘ Occupatlon N . "
N R - e . - . Iy ""b.l : !
. 8Bl I.P":Eigbldﬁnent stati:s;:';' : : :

SRR 1.  FULL TIME I - .

T e s "‘,'222;":‘.1>ART TINE | ; T -
Dol e :-3~;T"- NOT AT ALL g;‘._'. LI U N 5
[ el IE‘ um;npmmn, 'Hdw LONG. ,. |
; {(55-27). ‘Please descrl.be usual occupat:.on of- husbandv- .,(:\:‘f.uneniplo;'('.e.'d,. please -
.descri.be last- ]Ob.)_- , S e
P \ 'TITLE- ] ' : '
: - _KIND OF' WORK ‘DONE: > ) /

: ST e T ENE

: . v o . R i L ) |

. €6.  Are you and your chJ.ldren presently lJ.vz.ng as a slngle paren’l: fam11y

:3 s um.t (for eXampie, w:.thout a faz.rly permanent partner)” T -
: % . : :‘1'(.1";;9‘/?'- ' DS ; ]

g ¢ =+ © If you ‘answered "NO" to . this-question,-please gg on to question #69.:

: FEETEEE -V If:.spédse, "15' abééﬁtr p]fa'se" in@i'cp.fe h&w 'I‘ogg:: S B

1. , NEVER LIVED TOGETHER . L
; S S2u 1 YEAR OR LESSf S SR
g c .3-., g YEARS 70, 3 ¥EARS IR ) Lo
' ‘. 4. -4 YERRS? 70 | "YEARS : :
R / - S
. \ 5 _ 6 YEARS TO 1.0 YEARS "
. .6 '11 YE!\RS TO’ 15 YEARS _
" 7. MORE: THAN 15 YEARS . -




VRS . . ,
‘H - 68. If spouse is absent, please indlcate how 1ong you 11ved together: before.
the relatxonshlp ended: oo e

e , . T L : -

o - . 1. NEVER leno TOGETHER B . : . P o

: . ‘. 1 YEAR on LESS .. ‘ . ) | :‘ |
b 3. 2 YEARS 'ro 3. YEARS L ~ L s

Y TN 4YEARST05YEARS it S e

L .. . 5. 6YERRS 010 WEARS ST o L e

F R .6,:..,- 11, YEARS 1015 YEARS O N P S A
7 MORE THAN 15 YEA‘RS ‘ ' s /

J . ) . S e : S ; - LT

i jf; 69. What are your present hous1ng arrangements?",; S

1 . P S Va ,"f".n..~,; SR e T T e
; - l- [ ‘OWN HOME e '.: I f.".‘:A_ PP . o e ' ©on 5 O o

s v--z,i‘ RENTED PUBLIC HOUSING .fﬁn“'ﬂ: SR
. .+ " 3. /OTHER RENTED ACCOMODATIONS B D
' L 4. Lrvfhc WITH RELNTIVES ’~4- o el

: ; ; 5. /OTHE!{,(p]:eése"specl'fy) o : L
3 j- s . "u . .‘~ . 'A' ) '. ) . “’ ) -\/ ‘ B .

- 70. How long have you llved 1n St. John's° . IR S

T 1. e moNTHS OR LESS R
L S S .ré;ﬁ‘ 1 'TO '2" YEARS  '” ,i. Lo ‘? R . ;” :;”
e e amdsamams o L v el
T 4t emo 10 YEARS /’ TR R RN L
. s, ,"OVER 1o YEARS SR T
RTINS - 7; Length of tlme at preSent agdres§; R ﬂ.fﬁ(“~: ol S
1.:{'-"0 o ; 1." NS 'g-‘IONTHS OR LESS o Ry o P :
T ."‘>.2. 110 2 YEARS o B ;
K ‘ :,3.- /3.70. 5 YEARS" O *
S s/ 70 10 YEARS T DT '

ovm 1o YEARS f oo

EE R T TWE ST LW v

R R 5









\). I L t ' . . '. ) '.-",‘
- MEMORIAL UNIVERS!TY or-‘ NEWFOUNDLAND [ e L
‘ o Sf Johns, Ncwfoundland Canada AlB 3)(8 e e

3 . BN
General Office ’ T e o il s _j Telex. 0154101 L "/
Bdueation Building - -~ - .. .00 L.y ° Telephom. (709) 753-1200
'/‘ B 4 ’ e " ' e

. Thank you fdr agreeing to' partieipate in our”’ study,,/ﬁﬁich will LR
. 9' help i.dent:ify some of- the important characteristics of; families and o ‘
. . contribute.to, improving, services-.to’ famﬂies in our: com:mmitx. As 70
R 7 i dicated when. we ‘talked with you on .the phone, we ;want mothers 7

-only 'to complete the enclosed quest‘.ionnaire. - The quest:l.onnaire' is S -
being mailed to a small, but representative sample of people. 'I'here-’_’: . ,' et
fore,, it is extremely import:ann ‘that everyone who receives ‘a questionnaire
fill it out and return it: t:o us within one’ week if poss:t.‘ble- oL e oy

‘Q ‘_‘.,‘...

l" e As we.are interest& :I.n discovering general trends» and.fot . "o e
) ot individual- characteristics, your - name 1s ‘not.on. the questionnaire,- .

nor will-it beé placed-.there. ' There is a- serial number :on- each’ « Cell
/ questionnaire which makes it possible to’ k‘ndw wwho ‘has} returned the o T R
'questionnaire apd to ‘remove that-nate 'from. the nfailing« 1ist: - The ; A

study is: entirely confidentia@. We hope that you will find i-t BRI L Cal
inx:ereeting. i e L o ) i Lo Y R I " ST e o

. ! B = N Shoulﬁ you requir/ further informa.t;,ion please contaet us"at
/- 753—1200 ext.: 2165 (daytime) or 722-1218 (evenings) S In closing gy
ol we w0u1d again like’ to thank you For y/our ,assmtance 1d. our, study.

5 . . ' :, .‘ o . o Siﬁcerely, ‘7\, c ,._._ ‘.-"_'__-. -. L _ xA.-‘ _3"".'

' Helen Handrigan-

e >

Betty Newldnds .- .

..;,,‘..‘: Bryan Parcell:,
Research Directors "
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