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Chapter Ten

THE INFLUENCE OF PARENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF CHILDREN

AND OF CHILDREN'S CHARACTERISTICS

The nature of individual children affects care

patterns and proccesses largely according to the way

others percieve and react towards a child. We shall

consider first the main kinds of ideas used by parents

to organise their thinking about children in relation to

shared care. Then, we shall discuss some more specific

attributes of individual children. The child's sex and

birth order provide a natural bridge between these two

types of information, for they constitute objective

"facts" about the child but were also a major element

in parents' interpretations of children. In this study it

was only possible to take into account a small number

of attributes which might be relevant to shared care.

The style and length of the interviews precluded

obtaining a detailed developmental history or

administering tests. However, parents were asked about

a number of significant aspects of the child's

personality, development and life events. For specific
children each of these could be important for shared

care, but most variations were not common enough or

influential enough to produce statistical associations

for the whole sample. The main exception was the

children's degree of social confidence with other adults

and with other children. In particular, children who

appeared to be socially confident had generally

experienced frequent shared care, whereas most shy

children had been looked after by people other than

parents only occasionally. It will be seen in later

chapters that this association was to some extent

independent of the child's general level of social



contacts and of parents' anxiety.

Images of Children

Bringing up children in general and sharing care in

particular depend on judgements which parents make
about what their children are thinking or feeling in a

given situation, or about how they might react to a

possible situation. Many parents bring to parenthood or

acquire through parenthood a range of confident

explanations or less certain guesses about what their
child's behaviour means. Nevertheless, a common view

was that children's internal processes are difficult to

discern. Typical comments were "I don't know how kids
of that age perceive"; "you never know with a 14-month

old - they can't tell you"; and "it's difficult to know
how aware he was". As a result, it may be hard to

choose between several competing explanations of

children's nature or behaviour. Mrs. Buchan said of

Eleanor's crying. when her mother left her to go

shopping -

"It's quite difficult to know whether it
was just a way of getting attention or
whether she was feeling a genuine sense
of loss, or whether it's a moment of
boredom."

The opacity of children's minds could also cause

failures to predict accurately how they would respond

to separations from their parents. Referring to two

periods when his wife was in hospital, Mr. Balfour said

"On neither occasion was he as bothered about it as we

thought he might have been". There may also be a

temptation to project one's own feelings. Elizabeth
Johnstone had spent two days with an aunt she hardly
knew when she was about 15 months. Her mother said
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of their reunion - "To me she was happy to see us, but

whether it was just my imagination or me wanting her

to feel that way?". Parents may go a step further and

substitute their own interpretation for the child's. For

instance, Mrs. Buchan described Eleanor's separation

crying as "quite an act on her part".

Backett (1982) illustrated how the very difficulty of

interpreting children can give scope for ascribing

common-sense explanations which can help reduce

uncertainty about what is the best way to deal with a

child. In this sample it seemed that parents usually
derived such explanatory beliefs from reflection about

an individual child's actions over time or comparisons
between different children - in other words the kinds

of ways in which psychologists might also develop

hypotheses about children's behaviour. Parents were

aware that their children can be very different

according to the context. Many "protective" parents

commented that their child was reserved with other

people, but talkative or boisterous at home - "Jeckyll

and Hyde" as Mr. Sadler* depicted his daughter. When

Pauline Purdie* proved to be very withdrawn at nursery

school, her parents revised their image of her as

gregarious, which had been based on her previous

engaging manner with relatives and close friends.

Likewise, parents were not oblivious to the many

differences between children. Nevertheless, many

parents did use comparative or generalised beliefs

about children or child development. The main ones

relevant to shared care involved children's degree of

rewardingness to the parent(s); perceptions of children's

emotional make-up; and beliefs about children's cognitive
and social qualities.
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Some parents expressed the view that children were

so valuable or rewarding that the need to share care

should hardly ever arise. Mrs. Davies described children

as a "precious gift" to parents, whose care was

therefore not to be lightly transferred to anyone else.

Mr. and Mrs. Munro* had their only child unexpectedly

late in life and felt she was so special to them that

they would not consider letting her stay with

neighbours who had shown interest in babysitting for
them. Children sometimes became the main sources of

companionship for mothers and this could be associated

with a perception of the child as almost inseparable

from oneself. Mrs. Laurie described how "I feel so lost

when I'm on my own, I feel as if I should be looking
round for my wee one". Several mothers described how

bereft they felt when away from the child (e.g. for

group care or an overnight stay) even when they knew

the child had settled happily.

Parents had very different perceptions of children's
emotional resilience. Some parents emphasised young

children's immaturity and dependence, whereas others

gave greater acknowledgement to their capacities and

potential (cf. Stolz, 1967). Images of children as

adaptable or vulnerable tended to be associated with

greater emphasis on independence and security values

respectively. To some a 3 year old was "just a wee

baby" (Mrs. Robertson*). Mrs. Traynor* said "I don't

think they are ready for nursery before they are 3,

because let's face it they are still babies even at 3".

However, several parents thought that children were

fairly unconcerned by changes in carers and environment

or even that they positively enjoyed them. Quite often

a generalised image based on one child was rendered

comparative, when a second child proved to be
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appparently much more or much less adaptable.

Normally, an image of the child as resilient was

associated with frequent sharing and a larger carer

set. On the other hand a perception of the child as

adaptable could have the opposite effect of reducing
the need or desire to share care. The child was seen

as easy to take along to places like the dentist's or

busy shops, whereas parents with a view of the child
as more delicate might prefer to share care so as not

to expose the child to such places. The degree of fit
between parents' expectations and the nature of the

child can be crucial (Thomas and Chess 1977). Those

children who adapted contentedly to their care

sequence naturally seemed unproblematic. Difficulties

arose chiefly when children resisted early attempts to

share care or when babies with a low sharing .sequence

became unacceptably clinging later.

Care patterns and processes were affected not only

by general notions of children's adaptability, but also

by the manner in which parents interpreted and dealt
with separation reactions. This was especially

important in the light of the widespread value that

children should not suffer. Nearly all the parents

showed great sensitivity to possible ill-effects of

shared care on their children. Arrangements were often

prepared for well in advance and adjusted subsequently

in order to minimise the chance that the children would

be upset.

Of course, children were frequently happy or

enthusiastic to stay with a familiar carer. Even when

the carer was less well known, some parents perceived
their children as having a strong curiosity and
attraction to novelty. Even so most children had at
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some time cried or been otherwise upset at the

prospect or actuality of parental separation. For a

minority of children this was a normal reaction.

Psychologists have observed that individual children

possess contrasting propensities to cry from an early

age (Dunn, 1977; Korner, 1974). This was evident to

parents, too. Mrs. Henderson had looked after babies
"who didn't know me, and they didn't mind in the least".

Yet when she left her own son for brief periods to

study at the library "he would literally scream all the

time".

It has also been demonstrated that protest crying at

the short-term departure of familiar adults is different
from and largely unrelated to the less consolable

distress which follows prolonged separation (Weinraub &

Lewis, 1977). Whether crying expresses a transient

protest or more prolonged unhappiness may vary

according to the child and the circumstances, but it
also seemed to be the case that some parents were

predisposed to define a child's negative separation

response mainly in one way or the other. High sharers
were inclined to see it as ephemeral, whereas low

sharing parents tended to define any negativity in the

child about sharing care as severe. Similarly Hock (1978)

concluded that full-time working mothers perceived less

separation distress and were less anxious about it than

non-working mothers. For instance, Mrs. Green said
that Alison:-

"used to cry when I went out (to work)
in the morning, from about 1 to 2 (years).
But I think that is the sort of howls for
a few minutes that are forgotten very

quickly. (Now) she just waves good-bye."

Mr. Miller described how his son "had the usual 2

minutes after we left, because he didn't want us to go,
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but after that he had forgotten". Such protests could

be ignored, because they did not represent true

unhappiness but would soon subside. Some parents

admitted to guilt in relation to such ideas, but

sometimes this had been neutralised when phone calls

or later reports showed that the child played happily

shortly after being left. When Mrs. Villiers* left Simon

at nursery, she thought - "Oh what a terrible mother

going and leaving him crying! - but he was soon all

right".

Several parents expressed a predictive belief that

separation distress could lead to long term damage,

especially if it was repeated. This merged with a value

that it was encumbent on parents not to leave a crying
child. Mrs. Clark stopped leaving Alexander with

grandparents for some time, as she believed that his

crying at separation would do him permanent harm.

Parents might also be worried about a carer's

willingness to manage a child who was difficult to

leave. Mrs. Buchan and Mrs. Christie had restricted

care for a while to MM and FM respectively when the

children were especially loathe to be left, because

these were particularly tolerant and sensitive carers.

The two differing perceptions of distress were

associated not only with differing value emphases

(security or independence) but also dissimilar
instrumental beliefs. Thus, crying perceived as suffering
was best overcome by avoiding shared care or by

staying with the child as long as possible until the

child accepted the situation (hopefully). Parents with
this viewpoint would withdraw the child from the care

situation or not repeat it if the crying or clinging

persisted. The course of action taken might depend on
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the importance of the care situation. Far more mothers

had withdrawn their children from miscellaneous groups

than from nursery school or playgroup, because the

former were seen as more marginal to both parents and

child. By contrast, crying defined as protest was

usually seen as best dealt with by unambigous

preparation and firm departure. The child's uncertainty

was seen to be reduced by the clear communication and

expectations. Some emotional reassurance might be

given initially as well.

There were also associated values about who should

determine the outcome of separations - the parents or

the child. This was a matter of degree, but parents

who shared care less would normally stress that the

child's expressed wishes should be paramount, so that it

would be wrong to leave an upset child. Several

parents felt it was up to the child whether to stay at

group care or not. With regard to his son going to

nursery school, Mr. Tulloch* averred "if he didna want

to go, he wouldna be there". Mrs. Jamieson* had taken

her daughter out of playgroup, because she was unhappy.

Conversely some respondents thought that it was a

parent's responsibility to make a decision about what

was right and then adhere to it, because children

should and generally would accept this and get over

temporary difficulties. Mrs. Buchan considered it wrong

to withdraw an upset child from group care, as that

would only reinforce the child's fear that he or she

could not cope. This illustrates a common belief that

parental anxiety or confidence communicated itself to

the child. Mrs. Balfour said she would like her son to

be less dependent, but felt that she had transmitted to

him non-verbally her own anxiety about separation. In

a more general way, some parents thought that their
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expectations and preparations could shape how and

when a child was ready for group care. Mrs. Davies

opined that "there is a particular time they take them

in, so you get them ready for that, don't you? I mean

Donald was just 3 when he went and he was ready

because he had to be".

Parents were almost evenly divided between two

opposing viewpoints about the best way to help

children settle at group care. The first view was

based on the belief that the child's crying was a sign
of acute distress, which should be avoided. The

continuing presence of the mother was seen as

necessary to help the child become familiar with the

group and gain in security. The second view

correponded with the perception of a child's crying (if
it occurred at all) as a short-lived protest. Only a

comparatively brief period of the parent staying was

right in order to encourage the child to get used to

departure and to mix with the other children. Quick

departure was seen to convey a clear understanding
that the child was going to be left and so help the

child accept the situation. It was clear that group

carers also had opinions about the best way to help

children settle. These were not uniform and there was

a similar range of views to that of parents, although
in individual cases the two did not always coincide.
Such ideas had either been stated directly to parents

or could be inferred from the recommended introductory

procedures or routines. Sometimes there was a fixed

gradual build up of the time spent there by the child,
first with the parent, and then alone. Other groups

had a more individualised approach in which the teacher
or supervisor judged when the time for departure of

mother was ripe. Sometimes parents' own ideas about
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the appropriate procedure were taken into account, but

some groups appeared to be more inflexible. Some

parents welcomed or simply adhered to the group

carers' advice. In a few instances, group care staff had

intervened to persuade a mother to leave her child and

weather the outburst. A few mothers had found relief

in such assistance to break an impasse with a child,
who afterwards settled happliy. A handful of parents

disagreed with their group's particular policy about

settling, although from opposite angles. Mrs. Tervit*
insisted on staying with Yvonne at nursery school until
she was happy to be left, whereas the staff had urged
a swifter departure. In contrast, the staff policy at

the nursery schools used by Mrs. Reynolds* and Mrs.

Purdie* was to encourage the mothers to stay a long

time, which they both thought only prolonged the agony

of separation for their children.

In a number of families, ideas about separation had

been affected by certain "crucial incidents". Several

cited an episode when the child had been unexpectedly
and acutely upset, so that they became much more

circumspect subsequently either about the specific care

arrangement or about sharing care more generally. Mr.

and Mrs. Forbes exemplified the first type of reaction
to a crucial incident. Dorothy had disliked intensely

going to a church creche, so they simply stopped taking

her, but carried on with other sharing arrangements

unaffected. Other parents generalised their response.

After Ross Whigham* cried continuously in a holiday

camp nursery, his mother and father had been reluctant
to leave him with anybody. Likewise, Mr. and Mrs.

Booth had hardly shared care at all after Fraser had

shown great distress at a church creche. Crucial

incidents were most noticeable when they produced
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negative reactions from the child, but the opposite
could occur. Once she discovered that Dorothy was

happy to stay with street friends while she was in

hospital, Mrs. Forbes began swop sharing with the same

friends. The absence of crucial incidents might also

reinforce beliefs, as when working mothers found their
children were happy with carers. "Protective" parents

would be confirmed in their view that shared care was

upsetting, because they did not risk situations when

the contrary might prove to be the case.

Parents' accounts of sharing care also revealed

implicit or explicit beliefs about the cognitive abilities
of children. Young children's conceptions of object

permanence and sense of time were common in parents'

explanations of children. It was often stated that a

child would be upset by shared care if he or she could

not understand that the parents would return. Mrs.

Reid said that until Theresa was about 2, they used to

slip out unnoticed when leaving her with relatives, as

otherwise she would have screamed. "I think that at

that stage, when they see you going out, they think
that is it". However, ideas about what children knew

or could learn were highly variable. Mr. Whigham* had

thought that Ross would soon realise that his parents

came back each time he was left in the holiday camp

nursery at 7 months, but his wife commented that the

baby had been very alarmed, because he conceived their

departure as permanent. Most parents were of the

view that a child's increased understanding between 2

and 4 made sharing care easier for them to comprehend

and accept. Both Mrs. Henderson and Mrs. Booth

attributed their sons' clinging behaviour partly to the

slow development of their verbal abilities. A few

parents thought an older children would be less willing
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to be left, because they were more aware of the

implications of what was happening. Children's short

attention and memory spans were seen by some as

reasons against a long stay at group care or at least

as necessitating planty of time for the child to become

accutomed to the routine. An alternative view was

that young children "don't have any conception of time"

(Mrs. Ormiston*) so that they were not bothered by a

long stay in nursery school because they were absorbed

in the here and now.

Parents had different methods of preparing for care

according to their beliefs about what effects factual

knowledge of the arrangements would have on the

child's reactions to care. Some considered that

knowledge dispelled uncertainty, so they believed in

telling the child details of where they were going,
when they would return or who an evening carer would

be (if the babysitter was going to arrive after the
child was asleep). This could form part of a long term

strategy. It was realised that the child might be upset

at first, but honesty would contribute to growing
trust. Mrs. Powell said "I never tried to sneak out. I

always told him I was leaving, even if he cried". This

contains an implicit criticism of the contrary viewpoint,

embodied in "sneaking out", that the child would be less

alarmed if he or she did not have to anticipate all the

implications of the care arrangement. Slipping out of

group care or a carer's home unnoticed while the child

was absorbed in an activity could be seen as making
the parting process less prominent and so more

acceptable to the child. Sometimes experience had

tutored this approach. Mr. Crawford recalled that "if
we just said good-bye to him he'd be very upset, so

what we had to do was sneak out without him
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knowing".

Parental behaviour was much affected by merged

ideas about the nature of "children's needs". Beliefs

about what children need (be it learning, constant

mother care, independence, etc.) were often a means of

expressing values about parenthood or sharing care.

Nearly all would agree that children need stable care

arrangements, but for "protective" or even some medium

sharing parents, children were seen to need constant or

near constant care by their mothers. Mothers who

worked in the daytime did not reject the idea that

children need a close bond with one or both parents,

but this was accompanied by an image of children as

also needing variety, independence and/or stimulation.

Many parents thought that, especially after the age of

two, children's needs expanded to include wider play

experience and contacts with peers-

Mrs. Sadler* (explaining why Nicola
liked nursery school) "She needed
something, she needed other children."

Mrs. Brown* "I don't know if it is too

young to be at nursery, but he
desperately needs company, desperately
needs his own peer group."

This view of children at this age as intensely social in
their interest is at odds with some of the expert

opinion we examined earlier. It was often based on

direct observations that their child(ren) had strong

urges to engage with other children. That was seen to

be essentially different from adult-child interaction, so

that the child needed something additional to what

home life could provide:-

Mrs. Travnor* "She was fed up with
just me for company in the house. () She
needed other children's company - more
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than I could provide for her in the home."

Mrs. Crawford "He does demand a lot
of attention, which I do give hime, but I
also think he needs something else."

Mr. Nichols* "She needed it (i.e. nursery
school). We couldn't keep up with her,
like."

Such observations generally led middle class mothers to

arrange reciprocal care, mini-groups or perhaps simply

play opportunites with other children. Most working
class parents did not perceive a means of supplying
such interaction through their networks, so looked to

group care to provide it.

An opposite view expressed by quite a few parents

was that 3 year old's lack social interest. Mrs. Cairns

remarked "Andrew does not associate with other

children, only with adults. I think this is true of a

three-year old. They are all like that". Several

mothers who had been trained as nurses or pre-school

and infant teachers referred to solitary or parallel

play as normal for 3 year olds. This suggests the

influence of received ideas from Piaget and Parten in

their training.

Explanatory beliefs about children

Besides descriptive images of children, parents also

had explanatory beliefs about what affected children's

general nature or specific behaviours. The most

important of these were environment/heredity, and the

child's age, sex and birth order. Parents were asked

directly what they thought to be the main influences
on a child's personality and what age (if any) is most

crucial for a child's personality. There was a
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predominance of environmentalist beliefs, which stressed

the importance of parents' behaviour and the general

home or family setting. Just under a quarter of the

parents (mostly middle class) stated that heredity was

important. Striking dissimilarities between siblings at

an early age were usually explained by heredity.

Parents also took into account the importance of

maturation, for their actions and explications in
relation to sharing care were much influenced by the

age of the child. It was most common to believe that

the impact of the environment was critical from birth

onwards, but some working class parents asserted that

this only applied at a later age once the child had

become more obviously aware of the surroundings. The

class difference in the proportion of parents who

believed in delayed environmental influences was most

pronounced for fathers (p<0.01). A characteristic

contention was that of Mrs. Nichols* that the basis of

personality was laid when children began to watch and

imitate others at the "impressionable age" of 3. Mrs.

Reynolds* said:-

"It's nearly two before they understand
anything. Something drastic would
probably affect them younger, but just
everyday life -they don't seem to pay
much attention to that."

Such perceptions may help explain why some working

class parents contemplated overnight care with unusual

equanimity before their children were aged two.
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Thresholds, phases and stages

This study confirmed Backett's findings (1982) of the

centrality to many parents of their ideas about stages

or phases in childhood. There seemed to be two aspects

to this. Firstly, there were "thresholds", before which

children were seen as too young to handle certain
situations like an overnight stay or starting group

care. Secondly, there was a common perception (shared

with nearly all psychologists) that children pass

through "phases", that is periods with lower and upper

limits in which particular behaviours or capacities
stand out. A phase might be fairly brief or independent

of the child's age, but when it was linked to specific

chronology it may be referred to as a "stage".

Parents' views that children crossed thresholds after

which certain kinds of care became emotionally or

cognitively acceptable is illustrated by Mrs. Christie's

opinion that:-

"Diana would have been too young to
leave earlier than that. I think she had
to be of an age that she recognised
them" (i.e. MM and FMZ as carers).

Several middle class parents explained their

unwillingness to consider overnight care in terms of

the child being too young to understand why he was

away from home or whether he would return home.

Threshold beliefs were most evident in relation to

group care, however. Some parents held to a firm

generalised belief that children were too young for

group care before a certain age - usually 3. Others

held more individualised beliefs that their own child

would (or would not) have benefitted from earlier group

care, although others might be different. Threshold

394



concepts could be useful in providing temporal

separation of opposing values which might be difficult
to reconcile or balance. Many families concentrated on

fulfilling desired security for the child before 3 (or 5)

and regarded independence as something to be tackled

later.

A recurring motif in discussions was that children

became "ready" for more activities and interaction

outside the home at a particular time, normally

between 2 and 3 years. This represented a threshold

view of children's needs. Signs of "readiness" (for group

care) took several forms. The child might be a handful

for the mother, be bored with activities at home, show

interest in other children or seem receptive to

different company and activities. Many parents

recognised not just a new capacity to manage prolonged

separation, but also an impulse towards it. Here are

some examples:-

Mrs. Forbes (talking about Dorothy at
playgroup) "She was ready to go. She was
a very sociable child and enjoyed going
out to play."

Mrs. Finlavson "By the time he got to
2 1/2, he was ready for playgroup, he
was ready for something. He was bored
round the house and was asking to do
things outwith the house."

Mr. Raeburn "They need a wider scope
and you can sense this restlessness at
just about this age."

Several parents considered that children's "readiness"

develops earlier now than it used to. As Mrs. Spence*

put it - "Kids are getting older younger, nowadays".

Mr. Allan said "Children are developing at a faster rate

now, so I think it's a good thing for children to get

stimulus for learning sooner than schools provide".
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Children's behaviour could also be seen to pass a

point where it became acceptable to others for the

first time. This was • the case with both sets of twins

in the sample. Children were also seen to become less

of an imposition to non-group carers once they needed

less help with physical tasks, notably toileting. By the

age of 2-3 it was also thought that children were

easier to keep amused. A few parents misjudged their
children's "readiness", either by finding that there was

unexpected resistance to being left or that feared

difficulties did not transpire.

All parents notice that their children's capacities
and behaviour change as they grow older, but it seemed

that the use of the concept of a progression of

discrete phases and the possibility of regression to an

earlier phase were more developed in middle class
families. Typifications, such as the "terrible twos"

mentioned by several Milburn mothers, helped explain

(away) behaviour as simply a characteristic of that age

which was true of many other children. Then parents

might be excused blame for a child's difficult behaviour

or exempted from the need to take action. Mrs.

Baxter* thought that nothing could help with the daily
strains of child care "it's just that they are at a

difficult age - there's nothing that you can do. You've

just got to go through it". This helps resolve the

dilemma that parents (especially mothers) are held

responsible for their children's actions (Kellerman &

Katz, 197.3), yet may find adequate causal and

instrumental beliefs hard to come by. Moreover, anxiety

might be attenuated by the knowledge that something

worrying about the child would not last. Ben Kerr's

aggression was unacceptable to one carer, but to his

mother it was simply a phase he would soon grow out
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of.

Parents varied considerably in their beliefs and

values associated with paricular ages. In addition,
different values (e.g. imposing, security, independence,
child primacy) might have different weighting at

different stages. In general parents ideas showed, as

did care sequences, that children were seen to be

progressively easier to leave as they grew older. Some

parents did think that young babies were little

affected by separation as the literature suggests

(Gudat & Permien, 1980; Schaffer, 1971b), but the age at

which children were first seen as vulnerable to

distress varied considerably. Mrs. Balfour, who was

normally opposed to overnight care of young children,
said that she had been happy to leave her son

overnight at 6 months, as "he didn't show signs at that

age of being upset when he wasn't with me". Mrs.

Morrison thought her daughter was "too young to

notice" a two week absence by her parents on a holiday
when she was 8 months. Mrs. Edwards felt her

daughter was too young at 12 months to be aware that

her mother was in hospital and an unfamiliar childcarer
was looking after her. On the other hand, some saw

babies as very sensitive to sharing care. Mrs. Christie

averred that "babies can be very upset and uptight

leaving them with people they don't know and I really

don't approve of it". Mr. and Mrs. Clark cited a crucial
incident when Alexander had cried constantly in

response to separation at 2 months.

The reluctance to share care of babies was not

simply determined by attitudes to separation. Other

factors included general worries about trusting an

apparently vulnerable infant to the care of others,
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concern about imposing on others the nappy changing
and feeding, and a desire not to disrupt breastfeeding
or other feeding routines. Babies could be described

almost as an extension or possession of the mother.

The first time someone else looked after the baby was

sometimes recalled as an occasion of much anxiety and

doubt about whether it was really possible for another

person to look after the child properly. Evening care

might be more risky in the first year because the

child's sleep pattern was less well established. All

these factors help explain why mothers' mothers were

especially important as carers in the first year, when a

high degree of trust was usually necessary to overcome

worries about sharing care. There were also references

to carers who were said to feel less at ease handling
a baby. Furthermore, it could be easier to take along a

sleeping baby to some places or activities than it was

when the child was older. Some working class parents

appeared to make less distinction between babyhood and

later, partly because they shared care less often

anyway, but also because they had a stable carer set

of relatives who could be trusted with a young baby.

Many mothers became more willing to leave children
in the second year, when children have been seen by
the experts as most vulnerable to separation distress

(Kagan, 1979). Mrs. Urquhart* did not see Thomas'

separation crying in his second year as part of a

sensitive period but as a sign that he was not

sufficently familiar with being left. So she deliberately
shared care more often, which apparently did increase
his self-assurance. Mrs. Inglis took similar action to

increase Barry's independence. Mrs. Reynolds* said "The

second year, he was left a wee bit more", and her

husband added "you don't want him to get too tied to
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us, like". Several middle class mothers began ad hoc or

weekly swops at this stage. Besides greater confidence
in the child's capacities, another influence was the fact

that befriending takes time and some mothers local

contacts only began to develop in the second or third

years. On the whole, parents felt more able to insist

on sharing care by the time their child was 3, even if
the child was not happy about it. It was regarded as

more in the child's interests to do so and mothers'

rights could be given greater weight than earlier.

Changes with the child's age in parental values and

perceptions of children tended to go together, such
that implicit "models of child development" could be

identified. These may be seen as ideologies comprising a

number of beliefs and values which are mutually

sustaining. They draw on selective interpretations of

reality in order to maintain the coherence of the

underlying assumptions and minimise cognitive dissonance

(Brown, 1 965; Schutz, 1972). The two main types can be

called "attachment" and "social exposure" models. Of

course, some parents combined aspects of both models.

The attachment view gives greatest weight to

maturation as affecting children's capacities and

relationships. It depicts children as needing to pass

through a sensitive period in a secure relationship to

the parents before they have the emotional security
and cognitive abilities to cope with extended

separations from the parents. Mr. Griffin said "I don't

know how much the Bowlby stuff plays, but I'm not

happy about children under 3 having extended contact

with other people". The social exposure view sees

children as learning to accept being with people other

than the parents through plentiful practice. Thus, it is

valuable for the child to become gradually accustomed
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to shared care. Otherwise the experience remains so

unfamiliar, that when it needs to happen it makes the

child miserable.

The two ideologies contained different predictive and

instrumental beliefs. In the attachment model

separation from mother which was too early or too

long was seen as traumatic and so detrimental to later

adaptability. The social exposure view on the other

hand regarded shared care as insulating children against
later distress because they became accustomed to

operating away from their parents. Adherents of the

first model aimed to build up confidence in the family,
so later the child feels more confident to explore from

a secure base (cf. Ainsworth et al., 1974; Main, 1977).
This conforms with research evidence mostly using the

strange situation technique that insecure attachment to

the mother may adversely affect social competence

(Easterbrooks et al., 1979; Klein Sc Durfee, 1979; Matas

et al., 1978). Supporters of the second model planned to

develop confidence in handling the outside world by
direct dealings with if from an early age. Naturally,

low sharers tended to have an ideology which included
most of the features of the attachment model, whilst

high sharers' ideas emphasised social exposure much

more. Some partners in a couple disagreed in their

implicit models. For instance, Mr. Sadler* thought that

an earlier start to group care would have helped their

daughter to cope better, whilst his wife considered it
better to wait until her understanding and confidence

had increased with age.

Whilst the two main models were represented in

both Milburn and Whitlaw, a third "modified attachment

model" seemed to be expressed mainly by working class
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parents. Sensitivity to separation was seen as

parabolic. Before about 3, separations were seen as

potentially threatening to a positive attachment to the

mother. After that there was a risk that

overattachment would perpetuate the child's

vulnerability, so it became important to have regular

experience away from parents, to prevent the child

becoming habituated to dependence. The idea of an

optimum period for separation at 3 was probably

affected by the availability of nursery school places at

that age, which made a shift in orientation possible.

The majority of parents indicated that their patterns

of shared care had been affected by some form of
attachment ideology. It was the experience of a few
that their efforts to minimise early separation had

indeed contributed to the child's willingness to stay

with others later. Similarly, some parents believed
that crucial incidents had predisposed their child to

later upset, in accord with attachment theory. Mrs.

Morrison thought that her older daughter's early start

at nursery school had made her more anxious at school.

Nevertheless, it was more common amongst both

"protective" and "independence encouraging" families to

find explanatory developmental beliefs, which invoked

some kind of experiential learning as the main influence
on social confidence or care reactions. Overdependence

or shyness could be attributed to a lack of social

contacts in general, rather than shared care as such.

Mrs. Whigham* explained that Ross "doesn't see a lot of

strangers or different people, which is maybe the

reason he has not been so happy with strangers, too".

Several parents commented that the difference in social

confidence between 2 children in the same family was
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related to the fact that the less sociable child had had

less opportunity to play with other children when

young. However, there were also frequent unprompted
remarks made in the interviews, which attributed poor

reactions to separation directly to a lack of experience
of shared care. Such individualised causal beliefs were

expressed by parents in several "protective" families,
even though they contradicted their more generalised
beliefs and values. Here are a few examples:-

Mrs. Travnor* "They seem to be upset
to leave me. Perhaps it's because I don't
leave them with people very often. They
are with me the whole time."

Mrs. Tavlor* (to her son, who was
highly resistant to being left with
anyone else) "I never used -to leave you.
Maybe that's what's wrong."

Mrs. Raeburn "He was very tied to
me, because we never had people we could
leave him with during the day."

Mr. Crawford "he's not got used to
being with others much, which is maybe
not a good thing. () The few times we did
leave him with grandparents, he was a
bit difficult, because he just wasn't used
to it."

Furthermore, difficulties in adjusting to group care

were explained by several parents as resulting from

insufficient prior sharing:-

Mr. Purdie* "We are partly to blame -

we keep our children to us."

Mrs. Jamieson "Really it took a bit
longer (for her to settle in) than a child
who's been left quite a lot, you know."

Correspondingly, high sharing parents would often

attribute their child's self confidence to the fact that

he or she was accustomed to being away from them,

perhaps in contrast to "overdependent" children they
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knew who were hardly ever away from their parents.

In particular, a number of parents thought their child

had settled well in group care, because he or she was

used to being left. For example, Mrs. Quinn* described

Ralph's start at nursery school - "He's just settled fine.
I think it's because he's always been used to being with
other people". When Craig Allan was suddenly admitted

to hospital, his mother declared "Thank God, he's been

used to being away from me".

The Child's Sex

Whether a young child is a boy or girl may have a

direct influence on parental attitudes and behaviour or

on the child's befriending patterns. Gender is also an

important element of sibling status, that is the

combined sex and birth order of the child. There are

many possible combinations, further complicated by the

effects of age spacing (Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970).

A study with a small sample such as this cannot handle

such distinctions. Indeed few large surveys do so

either. However, it is important to bear in mind that

the apparently small influence of sex and birth order

on sharing care found in this study may reflect not

only insufficient precison in analysis but also the

cancelling out of the effects of different sibling
statuses. More importantly, sex, birth order and indeed
other characteristics of the child derive meaning from

and make their influence felt partly through the

perceptions of those characteristics and reactions to

them by family members and others. Consequently,

differing responses to the same quality may mean that

it is important yet does not give rise to significant

statistical associations.
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The sample contained 36 boys and 27 girls. The

proportion of boys was higher in Milburn (22 or 61%)

than in Whitlaw (14 or 5 2%). The small tendency for

the middle class part of the sample to include more

boys was not statistically significant, but it is just

possible that this may have influenced some of the

class comparisons. However, when this seemed most

relevant, sex was introduced as a controlling factor and

was not found to affect the overall results much. Most

aspects of care patterns were statistically unrelated
to the child's sex. Nevertheless, some parents'

perceptions of presumed gender-based qualities or

differences did play an important part in their

descriptions and explanations of specific aspects of

sharing care. According to Block (1976), parents are

least likely to treat their children differently on

account of their sex at a very young age, but

stereotyped attitudes are already at work then.

There have been suggestions in the literature that

parents may be more loathe to share care of girls than

boys, perhaps because mothers are more reluctant to

separate from girls or find boys more difficult to cope

with (G.H.S., 1979; Stevenson and Ellis, 1975). On the

other hand, it has been conjectured that some mothers

are more protective towards young sons than daughters

(Blomart, 1 963). Hardly any of the parents interviewed
here expressed an opinion that care frequency should

differ according to the child's sex. Both interview and

diary data showed a weak tendency for higher

proportions of boys to have experienced both high and
low sharing, whereas more girls experienced medium

frequencies of care (p<0.1). There was a similar slight

trend for more boys to have large or small rather than

medium-sized carer sets.
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Although sex differences appeared to have little
direct impact on sharing care, it could be that there

were indirect influences operating via network

contacts. Boys and girls had similar ranges of adult

contacts, but there were some differences with respect

to child-child relationships. Those with the longest

lists of other children they were said to be fond of

were mostly girls (p<0.02). There was also evidence of

sex-matching in children's friendships, which other

research has found to occur well before starting school

(Challman, 1932; Hutt, 1972; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1980).

For instance, 10% of children's best friends were of the

same sex (p<0.01). The diary also showed that other

children seen who were desribed by the parents as the

child's friends were most likely to be same-sex peers.

Many of these relationships had begun before the

children started at group care.

Although sex had little overt impact on the broad

patterns of sharing care and a rather small influence
on children's networks by the age of 3, it was

important in some parents' explanations of their

children. On the attitude form most parents disagreed
with a statement that boys and girls should be treated

differently. This may represent a social desirability

effect, but that is interesting in itself, showing that

most parents felt sex should ideally make no difference.

Despite this norm, there was an acceptance of the

early emergence of sex differences in behaviour however

hard the parents tried to treat a brother and sister

the same. Several parents said that they tried to

treat children the same but somehow sex differences

emerged. As Mrs. Booth stated "I don't know how boys

become boys but he's a boy".
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Sometimes ideas about sex differences did affect

detailed processes of shared care. The Powells had been

concerned that Peter had been surrounded by girl

playmates and wanted him to benefit from seeing more

boys at playgroup. Sex-typing also entered Mr.

Baxter*'s explanation that Derek was bored at home,

because as a boy he was expected to be uninterested in

helping his mother round the house unlike his older

sister. Mr. Baxter* was glad Derek would go to a

different nursery school from his sister, so that "he'll

maybe meet a wee boy he likes, his pal" and "learn to

do things that boys do". Mrs. Arnot explained her

caution about sharing care by the generalisation that

girls are more easily upset than boys. Mrs. Ogilvie*

thought that it was important for children to learn to

stand up for themselves at nursery school, "especially
for wee boys", who might get more involved in fighting
and bullying. A few families also suggested that the

interest of relatives in sharing care might be affected

by the child's sex. There might be a direct preference

for a boy or girl, or perhaps a special interest in the

first girl or boy after several grandchildren, nephews

or nieces of the opposite sex.

Gender was a common means of explaining differences

between children's sociability and reactions to care.

There was no consensus about the kind of influence,

however. Mrs. Powell had formed a generalised belief

from children she knew that girls are more shy than

boys, but Mrs. Johnstone had reached the opposite

conclusion that girls are more self-reliant and outgoing.

Both the Lauries and the Baxters* attributed contrasts

in their boy-girl pairs to the fact that the son took

after the father and the daughter after the mother. In

the first case, the girl was more gregarious, in the
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second case it was the boy.

Birth order and sibling spacing

This study must plead guilty to the charge of

analysing birth order differences in a simple post hoc

manner, which does less than justice to the complexity
of the subject (Kammeyer, 1967; Warren, 1966).

Practicality ensures that this is generally so in
research. We shall firstly consider the statistical
associations between birth order and care and network

patterns. Secondly, parents' beliefs about the effects

of birth status will be discussed.

There were 9 only children in the sample. Most of

the remainder had just one or two siblings. There were

23 first borns, 26 second borns and 14' later borns.

Rather less than one third (18) of these 3 year olds
had a younger sibling. Considerably more of the only

children and second borns were boys, whereas slightly
more of the first and later borns were girls. As girls
were underrepresented among second borns (2/3 were

boys), this may partly account for the fact that this

group differed from first borns in ways which
sometimes contradict the birth order effects found in

other research.

There were 40 children who had a sibling either
older or younger by fewer than 3 years. These may be
called "closely spaced children". Most of the older

brothers and sisters were aged between 5 and 10, but

a few of the key children had teenage siblings. Middle
class families included a lot more siblings aged 4-10
than the working class families, who accounted for

rather more of the older siblings aged over 11.
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Birth order was not significantly related to most

care dimensions. However, in each of the three years a

higher proportion of second borns and a lower

proportion of later borns had infrequent care (less than

6 times a year). Only children were especially likely to

have frequent care. (p<0.1). This pattern was repeated
in the diaries. There was also some indication that

those children with a younger sibling usually

experienced a reduction in care frequency after the

new baby was born. In addition, markedly fewer closely

spaced children (13.5%) than others (47.5%) had high
shared care frequency in the two weeks of the diary

record, despite the fact that more were middle class

(p<0.02). All but one of the "protective" families had

closely spaced children. Probably parents become less

willing to share care when there are two under fives,

especially when one is a baby. An alternative

possibility is that "child-centred" families who are

reluctant to share care may be more likely to want

their children to be close together in age.

As might be expected, only children and first borns
had had more overnight care on average in each of the

three years. It is easier to put up and maybe put up

with one child than two. Several families had split the

children for week-ends or holidays away. They either
took the key child away with them and left older

siblings with an overnight carer, or vice versa. The

tendency for overnight care to occur chiefly for first
and only children increased between the first and third

years, and was actually stronger than class differences
in the third year. But there was an interactive effect
with class. In the first, two years, there apppeared to

be no birth order differences for working class

children, but there were for middle class children.
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However in the third year, the birth order differences

applied in both classes. The numbers involved are small,

so the data can only be suggestive. In all, about half

first borns (including 7 out of 9 only children) had been

away for 9 or more nights in the 3 years, but only one

quarter of second borns and an even smaller proportion

of later borns (14%).

Far more second borns than either first or later

borns had some upset from non-group sharing care

(p <0.01; Table 10-1). At group care too, a higher

proportion of second borns (43% of attenders) than

others (7%) were withdrawn or playing on their own,

rather than mixing well. Closely spaced children
included most of those who had been upset by

non-group sharing.

In general, adult contacts seemed largely independent
of birth order or sibling spacing, but as in the case of

children's sex there were some associations with

child-child relationships. It might be predicted that

first born children would have a smaller child network.

We have already seen that a considerable number of 3

year olds' contacts are with friends of older siblings -

a possibility not open to first borns. Both first borns

and their parents are building up stage-related

contacts for the first time, whereas second and later

children inherit contacts with families already

befriended in relation to elder brothers and sisters.

Understandably then, second and later borns did have

more contact with primary school age children outside
the family. A trend for contacts with all other

children to be greatest for later borns and least for

first borns was detectable but did not reach

statistical significance. On the other hand, those

409



TABLE 10-1

BIRTH ORDER AND REACTIONS TO CARE

Reactions to sharing care (outside
group care) over the 3 years

A. Generally Fine B. Some Upset

ONLY CHILDREN

FIRST BORN

SECOND BORN

LATER BORN

■—

9

7

10 | TT

Note Several of those who were only children at the time of
interview would subsequently have younger siblings and
so become first born.

CHI-SQ. 12.319 Sig. = 0.002



children who had few friends were mostly second borns.

This may be linked to the lower sociability of second

borns in this sample, which will be described later.

Furthermore there were fewer girls who were second

borns and girls tended to have longer fondness lists. In

working class families second borns seemed particularly

lacking in friends of the same age, but for middle class

families a high proportion of second borns had many

peer friends. This is interesting, because several middle

class parents thought that their second children tend
to be more friendly, which was contradicted by the

overall results in this study. It could be that among

middle class families, second borns did acquire peer-

friends and social confidence helped by street contacts

established through their older siblings, but this

happened more rarely for working class children.

Although birth order did not yield strong and regular

assoications with care patterns in the way that social

class did, it was nonetheless a prominent element in

the beliefs which parents volunteered about children.

When there was more than one child it was natural

that parents' would form comparative images, as

differences between the children became apparent often

from a very early age. Contrasts between siblings in

their reluctance, acceptance or enthusiasm about shared

care were sometimes explained by sex, heredity or

different early experiences. However, most frequently

it was some kind of birth order effect on the child's

social environment that people selected as most

important. It seemed that generalised birth order

explanations were mainly proffered by middle class

parents. For example, Mr. and Mrs. Arnot spoke of "a

typical first child" and "the typical second child

syndrome" as if these were typifications shared by
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their reference group. Yet even within families of

similar composition (say a 5 year old boy and a 3 year

old girl) it was possible to reach opposite conclusions
about the effects of birth order, depending on which of

several birth order mechanisms was invoked. Parents

could also be aware of the difficulty of sorting out the

influence of birth order from other differences between

their children, and also in knowing whether their

comparisons took sufficient account of the present age

difference of the children.

Psychologists have mostly compared first borns and

others. The differences which have been discovered

have usually been ascribed to changes in parental

experience, family structure and time allocation. There

has also been a certain amount of attention to direct

sibling-sibling effects, but again usually in relation to

parental attention (Dunn & Kendrick, 1979, 1980;

Kammeyer, 1 967). The parents in this sample made use

of similar explanations, but they also laid greater

emphasis on the direct effects of children on each

other and indicated that changes in the family's
external relationships associated with birth order could

be important too. To sum up, parental beliefs about

birth order can be divided into 3 main types:-

1. Changes in the parents between one
child and the next:-

a) Differing reactions to the child
b) Differing treatment of the child

2. Direct sibling effects

3. Developments in network and care
patterns

A widespread observation was that the parents had

reacted less well to the first child. Many mothers in
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particular recalled worry, depression, isolation and

feelings of great responsibility. Sometimes it was felt
the anxiety had been transmitted to the child. This
conforms with psychological findings that first-borns

are more likely to be anxious and dependent. The

arrival of the second and subsequent children was

generally easier, except in the few cases where there
were difficulties of temperament. The second time

round, parents usually felt more relaxed, less cautious
and less involved with every detail of development.

Sears (1950) and McArthur (1956) reached similar

conclusions, although Lasko (195 4) noticed more

protectiveness towards later borns in the form of

"babying". As Mrs. Sinclair* said "Everybody learns by

their mistakes, don't they?". This applied to fathers

too, for Mr. Sinclair* added "With the second one ,() you

are more at ease. You are always panicking with the

first child". Consequently some parents said they felt

more relaxed about sharing care with their second or

subsequent child. Their earlier worries had been allayed

and in some cases they had concluded that minimal

sharing with the first child had led to overdependence.

Mrs. Kerr admitted:-

"I wouldn't have left a nine month old
baby with a friend had it been a first
one. () You think, if it's your first, that
if it's away from you for two hours some
desperate damage will happen. You think
some psychological damage will be done,
but by the time the third one arrives,
you realise it's really quite good for
them to get away from you for a couple
of hours".

Similarly, Mrs. Balfour remarked "I think with the first
child you're probably overcareful". She planned to start

Anthony's baby sister in a weekly swop or mini-group
earlier than had happened in his case, as she believed
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this would increase her self-assurance. Mrs. Sinclair*

generalised from her experience as a playgroup

committee member that first borns adapted less well to

group care because they were more dependent on their
mothers as a result of less frequent shared care. She

said that she herself went out more often after her

second child was born, because she was less worried

about leaving him. On the other hand, it occasionally

happened that an image of children as resilient based

on a first child was wrongly applied to a second one,

who was less ready for sharing than anticipated.

Many of the respondents noted the importance of the
•direct effects of one child on another. In particular,

older siblings were described as helping the younger

one to do things. Some parents thought that this

advanced the second child's capacities through imitation

and experiential learning. Others believed that the

younger child was held back by not needing to find out

how to do things for him or herself. The former causal

belief was more common. Younger siblings were seen to

aspire to do the same things as their older brother or

sister. This often fuelled their desire to be involved in

the latters" arrangements for swop care, group care or

overnight stays. Younger children both missed the

company of the older ones and wanted to join in the

same activities. Some two-year olds had exhibited

frustration when excluded. Several parents felt their

younger child would adapt better to group care because

they had become familiar with the place and routine

through accompanying and observing their older siblings.

Likewise, Aidan Hunter was quite used to the idea of

going to his childminder, because his sister had done
the same. It was also a common belief that siblings

provided a source of comfort for each other during
41 3



shared care. This view is supported by research

(Burlingham & Freud, 1943; Stewart, 1 983). Different

parents described how an older child reassured a

younger child or assisted a carer if the younger one

was troubled. This was an important factor in reducing
concern about stranger care for a few parents. Parents

were often very conscious of potential rivalry or

jealousy between children, so they might adjust care

arrangements to take account of this. Mrs. Irvine and

Mrs. Balfour had been concerned that it was

inadvisable for an older child to start group care at

the time when a newborn baby came into the home.

Mrs. Clark had delayed sending Alexander's older

brother to playgroup for fear he might be jealous of
Alexander having their mother's sole attention at home.

A few mothers had arranged care of babies from time
to time so that they could spend time with an older

child without interference from the younger one.

A number of parents merged the social exposure

explanation of personality with a birth order

explanation of differences between children. They

commented that a second or later born child acquired a

ready-made network of social contacts, which had been

developed in relation to an older sibling. The later

born child was therefore able to mix earlier with other

children and so gain practice in social skills. Similarly,
a younger child could simply join in or take over from a

sibling in a swop care arrangement at an earlier age.

Mrs. Vallance* summarised several of these points in

contrasting Susan and her older brother:-

"I know they are different natures, but
when he went along to nursery, he
found it a lot harder, because he's been

well you know ... just a baby,
whereas she had more contact with
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other children. And her going along to
the nursery before it even started, she
took to it a lot easier".

By contrast, a few mothers thought their second child
was less sociable because they had lost touch with

some of the friends and carers they knew at the time
when the first born was the same age.

Aspects of child development and behaviour

Given that this was not primarily a developmental or

medical study, only some aspects of a child's personal

history were briefly ascertained. Check lists were not

used, so that when parents were asked about behaviour

problems or illnesses, only spontaneous responses were

recorded. Partly as a result of this, but also because

the sample excluded single parent families and mobile

families, the sample was relatively free of admitted

major problems. It was also rarely possible to

determine statistical associations with aspects of child

development. From this it cannot be inferred that they

are irrelevant to sharing care, but rather that a

diferent kind of sample and study would be required to

reveal significant patterns.

Information about early feeding was obtained only in
the last 43 interviews after it appeared to have more

importance than had been originally expected. As in

previous research (Blaxter & Paterson, 1 982), most

middle class mothers had breast fed longer than most

working class mothers. Indeed, the contrast was

stronger than the Newsons (1 963) found in Nottingham
over 2 decades ago. Moreover, the figures for both

classes together showed a higher proportion

breast-feeding than did studies 10 years ago (Leach,
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1974 p.73). It could be that breast feeding has

increased, that there are differing definitions about

brief breast feeding or that chance factors explain the

difference between small samples. 3/4 working class
mothers had bottle fed from the start or after only a

week or two. This was the case for only 1/4 middle

class mothers. This may be an additional factor why

working class mothers could contemplate overnight

stays from an earlier age. Mrs. Robertson* only began

overnight stays when Tammy was weaned at 6 months

and she also stopped them again for 6 months after her

younger sister was born. Quite a few mothers who had

subsequently become high sharers said that they seldom
shared care until they had finished breast-feeding. The

restriction could work the other way, however. Mrs.

Carlisle said she had to share care because of prejudice

about breast-feeding in public places where she would

otherwise have taken her baby. The comparatively

prolonged period of breast feeding did not apparently

prevent more daytime sharing care by middle class

families in the first year than working class families.
Much of the sharing that occurred at that age would

have been for only an hour or two and so could be

fitted in between feeds. Mrs. Green was able to work

30 hours a week whilst breastfeeding up to 18 months,

demonstrating that shared care of considerable duration

could be managed around feeds and with a bottle as

standby.

Illnesses and accidents constituted the most

important single type of worry respondents said they
felt as parents. Understandably, they said they shared

care briefly if at all when the child was not well, but

this did not affect longer term care sequences. Of

course, there was a strong relationship between the
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incidence of overnight care in hospital and of serious
illness (p<0.01).

Attempts were made to assess the impact of life

events on care patterns using both subjective and more

objective assessments of events. These have been found

to affect many aspects of adult's lives (Dohrenwend Sc

Dohrenwend, 1974; Thoits, 1981; Williams et al., 1981).

However, this produced no significant findings in this

study, which suggests that important incidents in

family life were too diverse to have consistent effects.
Individual events were clearly important. For instance,
Mr. Tulloch* thought that Stanley's resistance to

separation from his parents began only after an

accident to his eye. The Balfours had spent two

lengthy periods abroad, and they thought this made

Anthony much more reluctant to stay with anyone apart

from his parents, because they had been out of touch

with familiar friends and relatives.

In all, 15 children had some kind of behavioural or

social problem mentioned by parents. These were mostly

minor things like eating difficulties, nailbiting or

clinginess. Generally, these children did not differ from

others in their care patterns, probably because the

kinds of problems mentioned were too diverse and the

numbers too small. Quite a few parents thought that

group care had helped sort out a problem, such as

Jackie Gunn's intense, provocative relationship with her

mother. The boisterousness or aggression of several

children was said to have been mollified. Curiously, in

6 families it was noted that group care had helped to

overcome the child's resistance to eating a full meal.

These were all working class.
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Children's sleep patterns exhibit considerable

continuity from birth and have important links with

other aspects of development (Dunn, 1980b; H.Moss, 1967).

Contrary to common preconceptions, it seems that night

waking is much more the product of perinatal factors

and very early behavioural propensities than of parental

handling (Bernal, 1973; Blurton-Jones et al., 1978). Half
of the children (32) in this sample had apparently been

good sleepers since birth. A further 6 children stayed

up very late, but then slept well. 21 children had

presented significant night waking difficulties at some

time in the 3 years. For 7 children there had been a

persistent problem of waking and/or crying at night

right up to the time of interview. Two thirds of the

children who had eating, nailbiting or clinging problems

were also poor sleepers. There was also a slight trend

for more poor sleepers to have been breast fed (p<0.1),
which concurs with the findings of the Cambridge study

of infants (Dunn, 1980b). Two thirds of those who had

had a night waking difficulty at some stage were boys,

as were all of those who stayed up very late (p<0.05).
This did not appear to result in any sex difference in
the frequency of evening care at the time of interview,
but could have been influential earlier. A high

proportion of second borns (52%) were poor sleepers,

perhaps because more were boys. Bernal (1 973) found no

sex differences in night waking in the first year, but

in Moss' study (1967) more boy than girl infants slept

for shorter periods and cried more.

The occurrence of sleep difficulties was associated

with lower frequency of evening care, especially for

middle class families (p<0.02). The Cambridge study

likewise concluded that in general mothers of children
who often woke at night went out without the child
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less frequently than others (Richards et al., 1977).

Several parents of children who might wake up while a

babysitter was there said they were less willing to

leave their children. It was easier for parents of

children who slept soundly to accept stranger care and

to feel they were not imposing much on an evening
carer. If a child was having sleep difficulties, then

specially trusted carers like grandparents assumed

particular importance. The Christies restricted care to

MM during periods when their children seemed specially
liable to wake and panic. Ralph -Quinn*'s grandparents

looked after him more than usual during a spell of high

activity and disturbed sleep in order to give his

parents a rest. Night waking could affect daytime care

as well. Mrs. Barker's decision not to return to work

(as she had planned) when her son was born was partly

influenced by her own lack of sleep caused by his night

waking.

Several studies have demonstrated that children vary

almost from birth in their degree of calm or

restlessness which is associated with responsiveness to

environmental change and stimulation (Carey, 1970; Dunn,

1980a). Such children are seen by mothers as more

difficult to leave even with familiar people (Barnes,

1 975). In this kind of study it was not possible to

differentiate actual differences in the children from

parental perceptions. In any case, it was the latter

which affected parents' actions. Some parents clearly

felt that from a very early age their child was

particularly difficult to leave. This is illustrated in

the following quotation:-

Interviewer "How did you first
notice that she cried a lot when left?"

Mrs. Buchan "When she was born,
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she screamed, and she screamed fairly
considerably. She had colic severely
until 3 months. She's a child who still
will cling onto you very hard.... will go
to some other people with some
willingness, but on the whole she wants
to be with me."

Mr. Buchan "Yes, in her first
year, she wanted to be with you."

Mrs. Buchan "Yes, to the exclusion
of everybody else."

Mr. Buchan "It was quite difficult
for me to have her for a long time,
because she got very upset".

Several parents noted big differences in temperament

between their children. Mrs. Barker had placed her

placid daughter with a childminder, but when John was

born he seemed much too delicate and irritable for this

to be repeated. Like the.Buchans and the Barkers, some

parents became very cautious about sharing care,

because of their child's delicate nature. Others

persevered, however. Mary Mitchell had been "terrible

as a child, awake all night. She doesn't settle to

change easily". However, she had stayed daily with
work carers since babyhood. Occasionally a child's low

adaptability might contribute to sharing care. Mrs.

Boyd had happily taken her son round the shops, but his

younger sister did not like this, so was left with
others more often.

It was clear that nearly all the parents showed

sensitivity in adapting their patterns of care to the

nature of their children, just as it has been found that

parent-child interaction in general is responsive and
not imposed on the child (Lewis & Rosenblum, 1974a)).

As they grew older, the children could exert influence
more directly by verbal expression of their wishes.
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Many children prompted 'their parents to arrange care

with relatives or so they could go and play with

friends. On the other hand some resisted staying with

carers. Mrs. Henderson wanted to share care with

friends, but when she attempted this he said "home

now" so insistently that it was hard to ignore. Mr.

and Mrs. Villiers* had left Simon to stay overnight
with friends, but when bedtime came he was so

adamant about wanting to return home that his parents

were called to collect him in his pyjamas.

Children's shyness and sociability

Children's willingness or otherwise to stay with

carers is naturally affected by their more general

responses to people outside the nuclear family. This
was not measured precisely, but during the interviews
all the parents were asked to describe their child's

personality and to say how he or she reacted generally

with less familiar adults and other children. Often the

child had already been described spontaneously by

respondents using such adjectives as shy, anxious,

clingy, friendly or sociable. Using all this information,
a global assessment of each child's degree of social
confidence was made. Evidently a child's responses to

other people he or she does not know well vary

considerably according to the person's manner, the

context, the child's age, mood and state of health, and

many other factors. As the studies of childminding

showed, withdrawn behaviour in one context is not

necessarily an indication of the child's whole range of

behaviour (Bryant et al., 1980; Mayall & Petrie, 1977).

However, parental descriptions did suggest that most of

the children had a more general disposition to either

shyness or social confidence. Examples of the former
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include:-

Mr. Scott* "She's very shy, and she's
never spoken at nursery school since she's
been there".

Mrs. Taylor "He's just one of these
children that are clingy. That's an
understatement".

Mrs. Ritchie* "But with her being
so clinging - we used to meet people in
the street and she would just stand
beside me - so when she was 3, I thought
she needed it." (i.e. playgroup)

Mrs. Laurie "In a strange house, or
even a friend's house that she knows, I
have to make sure that she's at the back
of me. Otherwise, she'll break her heart
if I'm not with her."

The opposite kind of personality might be indicated like
this:-

Mrs. Ferguson* "He's pretty friendly
with everybody."

Mr. Morrison "He's a friendly, wee
soul, really."

Mrs. Nichols* "She's a mixer () She's
no strange - it doesn't matter where you
take her."

Other research has also indicated that there is a

consistent temperamental dimension of social

inhibition/confidence (Kagan & Moss, 1962; Waldrop Sc

Halverson, 1 975). On the other hand Marcus et al. (1 972)

identified 3 tempermental patterns which were

generally stable across context and time, namely

"slow-to-warm", "easy" and "difficult". This might

suggest that the single bipolar dimension used in this

study may be oversimplified, although von Cranach et al.

(1976) discovered that most children were readily
differentiated into two main types (inhibited or socially
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active) by using a standard assessment scale. The

latter group contained 2 sub-types of conforming and

non-conforming children, which may correspond to "easy"

and "difficult" in the classification of Marcus et al..

A further reason for treating the present findings

with caution is that they were based on parents'

subjective assessments. Nevertheless this aspect of

children's development will be examined in some detail

because it showed strong connections with care

patterns and was very important to many parents.

Nearly one in three parents mentioned in some way

that they had worries about their child's lack of social
confidence or clinging. There is some justification for

such concerns. Although shyness has received very little
attention compared with more socially disruptive

behaviour, the few relevant studies suggest that early

inhibition is often an important indicator of future

developmental difficulties (von Cranach et al., 1976).

Slightly more children were classed as broadly

friendly or very friendly towards adults than as shy. A

high proportion (14, or over one in five) appeared to be

very shy or anxious. As Batter St Davidson (1 9 79) also

found, most of the children were apparently less

reserved with other children than they were with

adults. Two thirds of parents felt that their child

played well with other children and only 1 1 thought

their child had difficulties in playing with others. This
is slightly higher than the 5-10% identified by Asher St

Renshaw (1981) as having difficulties with peers in

elementary school. Children who were particularly wary

about other children were nearly always diffident with

adults, too (p<0.001). Therefore, the children could be

placed in three broad groupings:-
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SHY-BOTH Shy with adults and children

SHY-ADULTS .... Shy with adults only

NON-SHY Confident with adults and
children

Half of the "shy-both" children were to be found in the
intermediate class families who made up only one

quarter of the sample (p<0.02). Shyness with adults
seemed particularly characteristic of intermediate class

children (11 = 73%), compared with solid middle class

and solid working class children (18 = 37.5%).

Shyness was not associated with the child's sex, but

second born children in the sample were significantly
more likely to be shy than first borns. Later borns

were nearly all sociable (p<0.02). This was so in spite
of the fact that far more second borns were boys (17

boys, 8 girls) and in this sample slightly more girls
than boys were shy. Several more specific psychological

investigations have reached an opposite conclusion that

first borns tend to be less confident and more anxious

than other children (Clausen, 1964; McArthur, 1956;

Miller & Maryama, 1 976). It was also contrary to many

parents' birth order explanations of children noted

above, which suggested that changes in parents'

attitudes, direct sibling interaction and network

relationships favoured greater social confidence for

second and later borns. Analysis of individual cases

showed that such views were mostly expressed by

middle class parents with a 3 year old and a younger

sibling who appeared to be more confident.

Interestingly, Snow et al. (1981) found more first borns

to be more sociable and assertive than others. Perhaps

all that can be concluded from these contradictory

results is that sociability is related to fine
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distinctions of sibling status interacting with other

factors which most research has been unable to allow

for.

"Shy-both" children included a high prgportion of
those with sleep difficulties (p<0.05). The relation

between sleep and shyness was especially strong among

second borns, who included the majority of the poor

sleepers it may be recalled. Longitudinal studies have

likewise discovered a distinctive group of children with

irregular sleep patterns and poor responsiveness to

change (Dunn, 1980a; Thomas & Chess, 1977).

This sample demonstrated a strong association
between shyness and low frequency of shared care in
both classes. Most children with a low sharing

sequence were shy and nearly all children in high

sharing families were confident. Medium sharing

families had equal numbers of both (p=0.001; Table 10-2).
All but one of the ten children who had experienced

sharing care only a few times in each of the 3 years

were "shy-both" children (p<0.001). The one exception
had spent a lot of time with his mother at his older

brother's playgroup. All 12 "protective" families had shy

children (p<0.001). Only 2 children from "protective"
families were said to be able to play well with other

children (17%), compared with the vast majority (39 = 77%)

in "non-protective" families. This fits with the

conclusion of McCandless et al. (1961) that high

dependence on adults appears to inhibit success in peer

interaction. It is also noteworthy that Kagan & Moss

(1962) identified maternal proteciveness and

encouragement of dependent behaviour before 3 as

linked to continued passivity at a later age. The
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TABLE 10-2

SHYNESS-SOCIABILITY AND CARE FREQUENCY

CARE FREQUENCY IN THIRD YEAR

UP TO 6 TIMES PER YEAR

EVERY 1-1+ WEEKS

AT LEAST WEEKLY

KEY

SHYNESS/SOCIABILITY WITH ADULTS

Very shy or anxious with unfamiliar adults

Shy with unfamiliar adults

Not shy or friendly with unfamiliar adults



association between shyness and restrictiveness in

shared care was further demonstrated by the fact that

most of the children with small carer sets were

"shy-both" children. In addition, those middle class

families with mainly kin carers were significantly more

likely to have shy children than other middle class

families (p<0.05). Clarke-Stewart et al. (1980) also

observed that frequent kin contact and care was

associated with lower sociability towards strangers.

Families who had shared care so that the mother could

work included a high percentage of those with socially
confident children. All ten of those who had shared

care for work reasons in the first year had "non-shy"

children (p<0.01). Over the 3 years only one mother

with a "shy-both" child had shared care externally in

order to work. Shy children had also usually

experienced little or no overnight care (p<0.01). Among

working class families who accounted for the most

frequent overnight care, it was the sociable children

who had more overnight care (p<0.02). Evening care

frequency was not associated with shyness-sociability.
This could be because "protective" families were more

willing to share care while the child is asleep or

alternatively that gains in child sociability from

sharing care only accrue when the child is awake.

To sum up, most shy children had had much less

experience of sharing care than most friendly children.
There are several ways this might be explained. A

social learning explanation would suggest that frequent

sharing care encourages children to be more sociable

through greater exposure to others which provides a

stimulus to develop interactive skills without the

constant support of parents. Children who are less
skilful socially have been shown to be more dependent
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on parents and less willing to be left (Ferguson, 1970;

Light, 19 80). Alternatively, frequent sharing care may

simply be a sign of greater overall social interaction

by families and it is this which assists social

confidence. Thirdly, parents of constitutionally shy

children may respond to their child's sensitivity and so

refrain from sharing care (Clarke-Stewart, 1973). A

study by J.Cohen (1979) revealed that parents'

confidence or doubts about their chidren's entry to

school was realistically based on the nature of the

children in many cases. Fourthly, reserved parents may

give birth to shy children, so that both are reluctant

to mix and share care. Twin studies suggest that a

fairly stable trait of sociability emerges very early in
children's lives. The findings of Scarr (1969) appear to

demonstrate that there is a strong genetic component

in this, but other studies indicate that environmental

influences may be important too (Goldsmith & Gottesman,

1981; R.Wilson et al., 1971).

Probably several of these mechanisms interact. Many

of the shy children in this sample appeared to have

mothers or both parents who were diffident and who

also perceived the child as too vulnerable to share care

much except within the circle of close kin. Lack of

social experience apart from parents could then

reinforce this. However, this explanation cannot be

pushed too far. Quite a few of the low sharing families
included older or younger siblings who were described

by their parents as being temperamentally more

outgoing than the key child. This mostly appeared to

reflect persistent individual differences rather than

their age gaps. Hence the nature of the family could
not by itself be said to determine the shyness of the

one child but not the other. Overall, there were only 4
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families of two or more children all of whom appeared #

to be shy or clinging. 3 only children were shy. All of

these families were low sharers. The association

between care frequency and shyness in the child applied

regardless of parents' M.I. score. Although there was a

statistical association between parental anxiety, low

sharing and poor reactions to care, shy children were

only slightly more highly represented in families where

at least one parent had an M.I. score of 3+.

Whatever the explanation, it may be concluded that

frequent sharing care by mothers in these families did
not lead to withdrawn or difficult behaviour. Indeed,

given a basic stability of family life, a considerable

degree of sharing care and social interaction appeared
to foster social confidence. The most inhibited children

were more likely to have the kinds of parents who

themselves lacked the confidence or ability to create

the circumstances for such social experience in their

own networks. As a result, many parents of shy

children hoped that group care would help their child

gain confidence and some thought it had done so.

One of the several possible reasons why frequent

sharing care among a wider carer set was associated
with social confidence could be that both are

concomitants of frequent social interactions in general.

However, we have noted that there was no class

difference in shyness depite the class contrasts in

network contacts. Working class children's less

frequent contact and friendships with other children of

similar age did not appear to reflect or affect their
abilities to relate to less familiar children. Nor was

the middle class tendency for parents to make more

friends through children related to a higher proportion
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of sociable children. Of course, it is possible that

parental assessments of shyness and ability to play

with other children were judged in families of different

social class according to differing criteria, but as far

as possible this was checked in the interviews against

parental descriptions of the child's social interactions.

There is therefore some doubt about how far

differences in the kinds and frequencies of contacts

with network members can in fact account for the

differences in the child's personality. Furthermore,

cross tabulation revealed no association between the

child's shyness-sociability and any of the measures of

network size, frequency of contacts or fondness

patterns with respect to kin, "friend-neigbhours" or

both together. The positive relationship between care

frequency and sociability was found to hold irrespective
of the amount of social contact the child had with

other adults.

It also seems plausible that shy children would have

fewer friends or playmates. In fact, neither the length

of a child's fondness list nor frequency of contact with
other children in the diary fortnight was strongly

related to sociability. Only among working class

families did shy children usually have fewer street

friends than others (p<0.05). Probably the initiatives

which most middle class parents took to facilitate

interaction of children locally meant that this was less

dependent on the child's personality than in the

working class area. At this age, contacts are probably

still more determined by parents and siblings than by
the child's own confidence or diffidence. Thus, on the

whole there was little support for the idea that it
was the general intensity of social interaction which

explains the assocation between sharing care and



shyness-sociability.

Children who were deemed to be shy made up a high

proportion of those who had been upset by shared care,

but this association is partly tautologous since
assessments of shyness by parents took account of such

reactions. Even so, two very shy children had had

mainly good reactions to care, for this could also

depend on how well they knew the carer and the

general context of sharing care. Thus, Kirstie Chalmers*

"does like to cling to us", but had felt "fine, great"

about shared care by her grandparents whom she saw

several times a week. 90°* of sociable children were

said to be mixing well at group care, but over half of
the shy children who were attending group care were

quiet or played on their own (p<0.001). Some shy

children did settle in quite well, but most of those

children who had been very clinging or loathe to be

left when younger were also unhappy about staying at

group care, to begin with anyway.

Rather more shy children attended playgroup than

nursery schools, especially among middle class families

(p<0.1). Parents with a sensitive child were more liable
to seek out a facility with short hours of attendance.

This is a more probable explanation than organisational

differences for the fact that more children had found

it hard to settle in at playgroups than at nursery

school. Those with children who were not good mixers
were mostly against an early start to group care out

of concern that the child would be unhappy, rather than

in favour of it in order to assist the child's sociability.

This represented an application of the attachment model
in that the children were seen as needing to pass

through a sensitive period before being ready for major
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separations of this kind. Parents of shy children were

significantly more inclined to perceive an early entry

to group care as harmful to the child and perhaps this
was an accurate observation of their child's

adaptability (p=0.001).

SUMMARY

Sharing care was much influenced by parents'

perceptions of children in general and their own child
in particular. Their interpretations of children's

general adaptability and their own child's specific
reactions to separations were especially significant. So

were their judgements about the relative importance of

children's "needs" for parental care, learning or social
contacts with other children. Some of these ideas were

developed from direct experience of their own child's

strong dispositions or crucial incidents. Others were

generalised from broader experiences in the parents'

life history. Most parents had a mix of values and

beliefs, whose relative importance varied according to

the circumstances and the age of the child. However, it

was possible to recognise two main contrasting

ideologies. The attachment model emphasised security
from a close mother-child bond, the importance of

protecting children from distress and child primacy in
reasons for sharing care. The social exposure model

gave more weight to the value of a child's independence
and favoured greater exposure of children to a variety

of contacts and wider experience of care apart from

parents. Of course, many parents drew on aspects of

both and sought to establish some kind of balance

amongst the various considerations. Some "protective"

parents with a strong attachment ideology had come to

suspect that lack of social exposure had contributed to
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their child's difficulties in social relationships.

Individual families exemplified how a number of

aspects of a child's sibling status, health, development
and personality could affect shared care. With a few

very important exceptions, the sample was too small
for these features to produce major statistical
associations with aspects of shared care, unlike class

and network relationships. Boys and girls did not differ

appreciably in their care patterns. There was some

evidence that first born children were more likely to

be cared for overnight and that second born children
had less frequent daytime care than others. Parents'

descriptive and causal beliefs about their children often

drew on gender and especially birth order.

The feature of children which revealed the strongest

statistical associations with shared care was the

child's shyness/sociability. There was evidence in the

study that this was not closely associated with the
amount of overall social contacts of the child, but was

directly related to the frequency of shared care.

Parents of shy children were more likely to be
reluctant to share care, to prefer short hour

playgroups and to disapprove of early starts to group

care. Their mothers did not work in the day away from

the child. Several competing explanations are possible
for these associations and quite probably there are

interactive effects. However, the association between

shared care frequency and shyness held up even when

some of the other factors were allowed for.

There was also an association between poor sleep

patterns, shyness and poor reactions to care. Most

parents of children with persistent night-waking did
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not share care often in the daytime or evening.

^33



Chapter Eleven

PARENTS' EMPLOYMENT. DOMESTIC AND SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

Our attention turns now from considering the

relationship between shared care and the

characteristics of individual family members, to the

connections with parental activity patterns. Of

particular relevance is the distribution of time between

husbands and wives with respect firstly to paid

employment and secondly to domestic and social
activities. Feminists have pointed out that in many

ways this is a false distinction. Child care and

housework can be shown to have certain formal and

functional similarities to paid work as normally

understood. They can also make comparable personal

demands (Gardiner, 1975; Oakley, 1 974a, 1 974b; Secombe,

1974). From this perspective mothers not in paid

employment may be described as "economically active in

unpaid jobs" (Nissel, 1980 p.12). Child care (like other

domestic tasks) often becomes paid work when done by

people other than the parents. However, to show that

an activity resembles paid work in some ways and that

it sometimes becomes paid work does not mean that it

is the same thing, because the latter has distinctive

financial and cultural connotations. Stacey (1981) argues

that it is misleading to apply ideas from the public

market place to the private domain of life at home.

New means are needed to conceptualise the division of

labour at home. Boulton (1 983) observed that the

"domestic labour" model does not do justice to most

mothers' own experience and perceptions. Confusion can

also arise because the word work has at least two

major meanings, i.e. effort expended on any task and a

formal paid job. The traditional idea of work as
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something performed for financial gain was the sense

used by all the respondents. Hence, without gainsaying
the force of arguments about some parallels between

domestic and paid work activities, it seems legitimate
to persist with conventional usage as indeed do several

writers with broadly feminist values (See the titles of
books by Mackie & Patullo (1977) and Rapoport &

Rapoport (1 978) for example).

So far the relevance of parents' paid employment to

sharing care has been relatively underplayed in order to

emphasise that care patterns are related to much else

besides. Nonetheless, parents' work is nowadays rarely

compatible with the presence of a child, so that it
does have profound effects on patterns of care.

Normally mothers are expected to stop work to care

for young children and fathers to continue working.

Therefore, differences amongst father's work

commitments mainly affected internal sharing directly,
whereas variations in mothers' work involvement had

major implications for either internal or external

sharing. However men's involvement in work formed a

constant background factor leading to shared care when

their wives wanted or needed to be apart from their

child at the same time as the husband was at work.

Fathers Work

Only one of the fathers in the sample had

experienced prolonged unemployment, so that in

virtually all these families the fathers had been

regularly away from the child for at least 3 5 hours per

week since the child's birth. Nevertheless, there were

important differences in father's work, notably in

length, timing and flexibility of work hours, which had
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significant effects on how far mothers' routine

activities like shopping or special appointments could be

fitted in with care by their husbands or were seen to

"need" sharing care.

Of course, fathers occupation also formed a major

component of social class, influencing family resources,

area of residence and perhaps also family networks and

attitudes, all of which in turn could greatly affect

sharing care. About half of the fathers had jobs in the

Registrar General's ranking I and II, i.e professional and

managerial. Most of these were professional and/or

administrative jobs in the public sector, but a few

fathers were professionals or managers in private

industry. The bulk of the rest of the sample held

skilled and semi-skilled manual jobs (Table 11-1).

Most but not all of the fathers' work hours centred

on a "normal" 9-5 day, perhaps with considerable
overtime. There were 7 fathers whose main job involved

shift work. A few others had worked shifts in the

past. All these were in working class families. Several

of such fathers had made major care contributions

during the daytime, so that their wives needed to

share care less or not at all for everyday activities
like going to the shops. When he had been working at

nights, Mr. Ogilvie* had looked after his baby son in
the day, so that his wife could work. 3 of the 3

fathers who regularly took their child to group care

(or collected him/her) did shiftwork.

Ten fathers - all middle class - worked at home

frequently in the evenings or were on call from home.

Besides reducing their contact with the children and

perhaps increasing their wives' isolation (Robertson
436



TABLE 11-1

REGISTRAR GENERAL'S RANKINGS

OF PARENTS' JOBS

Father at time Mother before Mother at time
of interview Pregnancy of interview

Class I 12 2 2

Class II 21 26 8

Class III Non-manual 7 26 6

Class III Manual 20 3 2

Class IV 3 k 1

Class V - 2 $

63 63 2k

Notes : 1# The two unemployed fathers were ranked according to the
previous job,

2, Those who had been University students before pregnancy
were included in Class II®

Summary

Class I - III MM

Class III M - V

63.5%

36.5%

86%

W

66,5%

33.5%



Elliott, 1 978), this can also restrict opportunities for

internal sharing or for reciprocating care by others. In

all, 26 fathers (41%) worked outside the home in the

evenings or at night at least once a fortnight.

Therefore, the wives of many of these men were more

than usually reliant on external sharing in order to go

out in the evenings if they wished to.

Father's daytime activity space was largely different
and distant from that of mothers and young children

during the week. Only about one in six of the fathers

worked in the same local area that they lived in. It

was unusual for a father to come home from work at

lunchtime. Just 5 children had frequent contact with

their father's place of work. Inaccesibility at work
reduced many fathers' availability for emergency or

even planned routine care, even if time off could be

taken. One quarter of children were said to have

frequent contacts with father's work colleagues, usually

at home. These people hardly ever acted as carers,

however.

It is important to appreciate the relative
satisfactions involved in the widely accepted role

division of care and work responsibilities between

mothers and fathers, because that division is so crucial
to care patterns. Traditionalists have sometimes been

too ready to assume this is the best arrangement for

all parties, whilst some feminists have neglected the

positive attitudes of some mothers to being home and
the dissatisfactions of some fathers with their work

situation. Parental evaluations of their domestic and

paid work functions also helps clarify the potential for

changes in men and women's caregiving.
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When asked to state the good and bad things about

their work, most fathers listed several satisfactions.

There were clearly personal and social as well as

material and normative advantages from working.
Middle class fathers in particular emphasised the

interest, challenge and autonomy of their work, whilst
most working class fathers were more inclined to

evaluate their work according to its physical and

organisational conditions. Kohn and Schooler (1969)

adduced evidence for linking such differences in work

experience to parental expectations of their children.
Parallels could perhaps be drawn with shared care too.

Middle class parents took more initiatives in arranging

care and managing non-kin relationships to do this.

They also sought more individualised qualities from

group care. But these are only differences of degree.
In any case, there were some working class fathers
such as a taxi-driver and a monumental sculptor whose

jobs gave them considerable autonomy, whilst some

middle class fathers felt constrained by bureaucracy.

A group of 22 fathers was identified as highly

engaged in work, because they worked over 45 hours a

week, liked their jobs and disagreed with a statement

that fathers should be able to work shorter hours. 16

of the 22 were middle class (p<0.05). There was a weak

indication that fathers working long hours tended to

have a lower family commitment, in that half of the

fathers working less than 45 hours per week agreed

that it should be made easier for fathers of young

children to work shorter hours, but only one quarter of

those working over 5 5 hours per week agreed with this
(p < 0.1). Interestingly, for wives the position was

reversed. It was those whose husbands worked long

hours who were more likely to wish it were easier for



husbands to work shorter hours. The tension inherent

in this position was exemplified in some families where

the women regretted their husbands' frequent or

prolonged absences in the evenings, but the men saw

extra work hours as an integral part of their career or

as necessary financially (cf. Edgell 1980). Of the 24

couples who admitted to a source of unhappiness in
their family, 1 1 mentioned fathers' work hours or

pressures. A few working class fathers had changed

their jobs partly so that they could spend more time
with the children. In some cases, this had made it

possible for their wives to go out to work in the

evenings. The lack of career structures and lower

training investment for some working class fathers

meant they could feel more able to alter the overall

timing of their work by changing jobs. Middle class

fathers would stand to lose pay, seniority and

accumulated benefits, so that their work hours and

timing had usually remained stable or else increased in

length since parenthood. On the other hand, middle
class fathers generally had more flexibility to adjust
the day to day work timetable of their present job to

help with child care on some occasions.

Mothers' work sequences

Mothers' absences at work varied much more than

fathers' in length and continuity, and so were much

more significant in affecting differences between

families in shared care patterns. Mother's work was

not the main reason for sharing care in the majority of
families and was not prominent among reasons for group

care, but when mothers did share care for work reasons

this was usually for a much higher frequency and

duration than occured for other reasons.
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It was not possible to identify two sharply defined

groups of working and non-working mothers. Firstly,
there was some uncertainty about what constitutes

work. Some mothers were engaged in activities like

childminding, typing at home or doing a Ph. D., which

may or may not be regarded as "work", depending on

one's viewpoint. When asked about their work, Mrs.

Kerr included her typing, but Mrs. Crawford did not.

For this research it was decided to include all paid
activities as work. Secondly, there was a wide
continuum of hours worked. Many women who did work

had jobs with short hours, so that their work could be

fitted in with care which involved minimal disruption
for the child. Many chose to work during the time
when their husbands would be home to look after the

child. In such cases, the child's care experiences and

settings differed little from that of a child with a

non-working mother, except perhaps in spending more

time alone with the father. A third consideration was

that mothers often moved in and out of the labour

market, so that adjudication to a category or "working"
or "not working" at any one time may misrepresent
their situation. Therefore, understanding of women's

work needs to take account of sudden and regular

discontinuities over time. Much research on day care

and working mothers has simply considered mothers'

work at a specific point in time, but we shall try to

consider sequences of mothers' work during early

childhood.

All but six of the mothers had continued to work

full-time after their marriages until their first

pregnancy. This is now the general practice (Moss &c

Fonda, 1980b). As some mothers had not returned to

work at all since having children, women's occupational
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ranking was determined by their pre-motherhood jobs.
80% of these fell into the Registrar General's categories

of II or IIIN, which was true of only 4 4% of the men's

jobs at the time of interview (Table 11-1). Nearly all

of the fathers were still in the same category of work

if not the same job, so that the time difference does
not invalidate this contrast in range of jobs. Just as

some fathers had greater experience of children than

their wives, so several mothers had higher

qualifications or a stronger liking for their job than

their husbands. But in none of these families had the

possibility of the mothers working and the father

staying home been considered. The Whighams* had toyed
with the idea, because of Mrs. WhighamJ's greater

earning capacity. They eventually decided against it,

ostensibly because it was thought Mr. Whigham* would

have enjoyed and been good with care of the baby, but

would have neglected the housework.

3 mothers stopped work only briefly for the birth of

their first child and then returned to work. Amongst

the other 5 5, a few had missed work very much when

they stopped and a few relished getting away from
work which had been boring or unpleasant. The majority

were intermediate. They recognised both gains and

losses. The things missed about work were primarily

social and personal. Two thirds of the mothers said

they missed friends or company at work. The gains
were mainly emotional and physical, particularly getting

away from the time pressures and routines of work
life. Although a majority of mothers recalled giving up

work as incurring restrictions of social activity and

activity space, a smaller number welcomed greater

personal control over the nature, timing and location of

their activities.
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Reactions to stopping work were not simply related
to the number of years worked per se, but depended on

the balance of personal satisfactions between working
and life with a young baby at home. Some women had

had a long period of enjoyable work, but they welcomed

the chance to do something different or found new

rewards from looking after a baby. On the other hand,

several mothers had felt acutely the loss of

companionship, status or opportunities for

self-realisation. Sometimes this had resulted in

depression or a sense of enforced dormancy - being "a

cabbage", as several mothers expressed it. Mrs. Powell
described how at work she had "thought as a person, as

opposed to thinking as a woman. That has been

completely cut off from me". Mrs. Finlayson felt that

conversations between mothers were restricted in range

and "I would still like to channel part of myself into

something quite different". This could change if new

local friends were made. For instance, Mrs. Kerr's

initial dissatisfaction at being at home later developed

into gratitude for more free time and independence.
Mrs. Balfour was initially not happy, but later built up

a good network of friends and now had no regrets. On

the other hand some shy or "protective" mothers had

remained quite isolated. Moreover, some mothers were

glad at first not to have the pressures of work, but

subsequently became frustrated at home and so obtained

or looked for a job again.

Of the 40 mothers with children older than the key

child, two thirds had worked at some point since the

birth of the first child, so that refraining from work

throughout the child-bearing period was the position of
a minority only. Well over half the mothers (38 =60\)

had done some form of paid employment between the
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birth of the key child and his or her third birthday. Of

these, 24 were still working at the time of interview

(38%). This shows how a synchronous approach to

measuring proportions of mothers who work would omit,
a considerable number who had worked since the birth

of the child but had subsequently stopped. Many of
those who had stopped work did so when a new baby

was expected. A few had tried working again and found

they preferred not to to do so with young children.
Others had deliberately done short term work, perhaps

recurrently at the request of their employer.

Therefore, one of several important distinctions which
can be made with respect to mothers' work is between

"continuous workers" (i.e those who had worked

regularly since starting work after the birth of the

key child) and "discontinuous workers" (those . who had

started and stopped, or just worked briefly).

It seemed that many mothers had returned to work

sooner than they anticipated. Fewer than half of those

who had worked before the child was 3 said they had

intended doing so at the time of birth. Very few
mothers had gone back to their previous job within the

7 months post-natal period for which the Employment

Protection Act was relevant (cf. Daniel, 1981; Elias,

1980). Indeed the modal age of the child for return to

work was in the second half of the first year. Nearly
all the mothers had either started work before the

child began going to group care or intended to wait

until after the start of school before working. Many

fear that group care may be "abused" by parents in
order to work and others make a case for group care

provision largely in relation to working mothers, but

group care as presently organised did not play a part

in the decisions about mother's work in the great
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majority of families.

Mothers' overall work sequences since the birth of

their first child may be summarised in five groupings as

follows (N=63): —

MIDDLE WORKING
CLASS CLASS

A. Never worked since first
child was born 15 5

B. Brief or locum work only 6 5

C. Worked between children,
but not subsequently 2 3

D. Regular work at home or
evenings, nights, weekends 5 10

E. Regular daytime work
for some hours
outside the home 5 7 ■

The importance of evening and night work particularly
for working class mothers is clear. Earlier research has

shown that the relationship between social class and

the proportion of mothers who do paid work is not

straightforward. A higher proportion of working class
mothers than average return to work after having

children, but so do more of those with higher

educational qualifications (Hunt, 1 968; Waite, 1980). In

this study, more of the working class mothers had

worked at some point since the key child was born (22
= 11%, as against 14 = 42* for middle class mothers).
On the other hand, most of the mothers who had

worked before the child was a year old held

professional jobs. Half of the mothers with a further

education qualification had returned to work, but only

one third of other mothers. Most doctors and nurses

had gone back to work, because of their career and
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vocational commitment plus the availability of

part-time or night work in the Health Service. Not

only had more working class mothers started work

after the first year, but more had stopped again too,

so that the proportion of mothers working at the time
of interview was similar in both classes (two fifths).

Mothers' Work Situations

Only 4 mothers were working full-time according to

the D.H.S.S. definition of over 30 hours per week. It

was therefore more helpful to distinguish "short hour"

mothers who worked under 12 hours per week from

"long hour" mothers who worked for 12 or more hours

per week. At the time of interview, 15 mothers were

working short hours and 9 were working long hours. 14

mothers worked mostly or completely in the daytime.
But 3 of these worked at home, so that less than half
of the working mothers did daytime work away from

home, which would therefore necessitate sharing care.

42^ of working mothers (ten) worked an evening or

night shift, as opposed to 11 "a of fathers. Nearly half

of the non-working mothers said they were interested

in working in the evening but could not find a suitable

job or were prevented from doing so by their husband's

evening commitments. However, overall fewer children
had mothers regularly absent in the evenings for work

reasons than fathers (12 mothers, 26 fathers). The high

proportion of mothers who worked short and/or unsocial

hours reveals how difficult it is for mothers to obtain

a "normal" work pattern which is compatible with their
domestic responsiblities. It is also a sign of the

strength of the child primacy value, in that many

mothers deliberately worked when existing care

arrangements (perhaps slightly adjusted) made it
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possible.

It is well known that most women in general have

poorer job prospects than most men. Their careers may

be further handicapped by the interruption which
follows motherhood so that they may well have to work
in what constitutes a separate labour market from that

of men (Blackburn & Mann, 1 979; Mackie & Patullo, 1 977).

Several respondents who had previously been clerical
workers had taken on lower status jobs (chiefly

cleaning), so that their hours fitted with their child
care requirements. Middle class mothers had either
found professional work with convenient hours or did
not consider lower status work as a possibility when

assessing when to return to work, but some working
class mothers felt they had no alternative. A few

middle class mothers had "converted" leisure or

voluntary activities into work by pursuing it in a more

structured way for reward (e.g. Keep Fit teaching,
home sewing, sale of handicrafts). Just as S.Parker

(1973) has characterised some men's leisure as an

extension of work, some women had developed work as

an extension of leisure. This results partly from the

fact that more ingenuity may be needed for women to

develop work practices which fit with shared care

arrangements. More positively, women may have greater

opportunity than men to develop an earning capacity
from a leisure activity. Two mothers had done the

opposite, namely to adapt a former work skill to the

home situation (i.e. typing).

Women's work was much more localised than men's.

Child care responsibilities limit the time and distance

they can be away (Tivers, 1 9 78a). Half of the mothers

worked in the same local area as they lived (cf. 1/6
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fathers). Many mothers worked at home or alone, so

few had significant contacts with colleagues outside
work (8 mothers or 13%, compared with 5 9% of fathers).

Only two children in the whole sample had frequent

contact with someone from their mother's work. This

helps explain why mother's present colleagues hardly
ever acted as carers, though a fair number of former

colleagues had done so, mostly on an occasional basis.

There have been many studies which looked at the

reasons why mothers work (S.Ginsberg, 1976; Siegel &

Haas, 1 965; Yudkin &c Holme, 1 963). It is assumed that

fathers do so because they are expected to. This study

fitted with the general findings that mothers give a

combination of explanations for working (P.Moss, 1980).
It also demonstrated that a woman's or couple's ideas

about whether to work or not, like actual employment,
can fluctuate over time and according to circumstances.

Money considerations were often important, but seldom
constituted the sole factor. Usually, there were also
either push factors like boredom at home or pull

factors such as commitment to the work content or to

a career. Mrs. Sim* and Mrs. Robertson* described

their return to work as an "obligement" to their

employers. Most working class mothers stated finance
and social contacts as the main factors in their return

to work. It was only middle class mothers who

mentioned the inherent qualities of the job. A small

minority of mothers had largely taken it for granted

that they would return to work as soon as possible.
Mrs. Mitchell described how she had reached

motherhood with two contradictory but

compartmentalised assumptions. One was that she

should settle down happily to care for her children
full-time and the other was that she would make use
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of her expensive medical training by carrying on work.

In contrast, many mothers assumed they would not

return to work because of strong values about maternal

responsibility and/or concern not to impose on carers

or lose their child's loyalty to others.

However, commonly the decisions about whether or

when to return to work were not definite or

immutable. They were affected by reactions to

parenthood; changes in home cicumstances; work or care

factors; and negotiations with husbands. Mrs. Barker

had every intention of going back to work with her

second child as with her first, but her son seemed too

delicate to be left with a childminder. Mrs. Munro*

actually went back to work for a few days, but then

found she missed her son too much to carry on. On the

other hand, Mrs. Page had not expected to go back to

work, but did so when she became a single parent

following her divorce. Both Mrs. Griffin and Mrs.

Forbes said they only went back to work (the former

permanently, the latter to do a locum job), because MM

was free and willing to care for their children. Mrs.

Hunter had hesitated about going back to work when

her second child was born, but the scales had been

tipped when her older daughter's childminder offered to

look after the baby for her. Mrs. Traynor* was in the

opposite position, because MZ had cared for her older

son, but was now working and so could not look after

Sheila. As a result, Mrs. Traynor* did not go back to

work. Mr. Jamieson* and Mr. Baxter* actively

encouraged their wives to work while they were at

home, but Mr. Urquhart* found the responsibility of

coping with the children too much, so his wife stopped

work. Furthermore, mothers who worked long hours

might build up gradually and not share care at first.
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Mrs. Nichols* had done dressmaking for profit at home

for some time before she started doing similar work in
a factory. She appeared to go through a process of

deconditioning her anxiety about sharing care of Winnie,
who had herself shown no qualms about separation.
Mrs. Ogilvie* had first started work whilst her husband

was home with the baby. Later they used a

childminder.

When asked to state the good things about work, the

proportions of working mothers who included work-

conditions (71%), work content (63%) and interpersonal

relationships (54%) were almost identical to the

proportions for working fathers. However, there were

differences in detail. Suitable hours were important for

both, but meant different things. For fathers this
meant hours which allowed more free time and/or

greater opportunity to be home and with the family,
whereas for women it meant hours which fitted with

convenient child care arrangements and so facilitated
their absence from home. There were many examples

from both fathers and mothers, where each appreciated
the chance to spend less time at the place which

otherwise dominated their weekday daytime. Women

generally mentioned fewer bad things about their work

than men and only one mother actively disliked her job.
This may be partly because part-time workers expect

less from work and in some cases the social benefits

are more critical for them than the work conditions

(Beynon Sc Blackburn, 1972). To some extent, although

mothers' work is often limited in range of choice, they

do have more selectivity about not working if there is
not a job that suits them. The main differences in the

types of complaint about work were the greater

difficulties for women which resulted from fitting work
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with domestic obligations, and the greater importance
to men of interpersonal or organisational problems at

work. Mothers doing cleaning jobs resented the low

status and/or unpleasantness involved. Mrs. Baxter*
became a cleaner because the hours fitted with her

husband's availability to care, but would have preferred
to return to her former work, because otherwise "you

are not really using your brain, are you?".

Mothers' work in the context of

family and network characteristics

There were only a few indications about how

mother's past life experience (apart from class and

education) might have influenced their return to work
or not. Whether MM had worked or nob when bringing

up children did not seem to have made any difference

statistically to mothers' disposition to work although

previous research has shown that daughters of working
mothers are more likely to work themselves (Railings &

Nye, 1 979). However all but one of those working long

hours had had mothers who worked when they were

children. They were also especially likely to have felt
that their childhood experience influenced them towards

wider sharing care and/or greater independence for the

child. None of the mothers who had had their first

child at a young age had returned- to work (p<0.05).

Mothers' work patterns did not seem generally

related to the child's sex or sibling status, with the

important exception that no mother working long hours
had a child younger than the key child. To have two

very young children could make sharing care more

difficult. In addition long hour working mothers may be

less likely to have two children close together in age.
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Attachment theorists have sometimes generalised

from findings about reactions to institutional care and

the strange situation to suggest that

mother-separation is associated with more anxious and

less affiliative behaviour in children (Blehar, 1 977). It

has been feared that this might apply to children with

working mothers (S.Cohen, 1 973). This sample suggested

that on the contrary mothers who worked hours which

required substantial amounts of shared care did not

have inhibited children. All the ten mothers who had

shared care for work reasons in the first year of the

child's life had socially confident children (p<0.01), as

did all of those currently workng outside the home in
the daytime. No problems of behaviour or development

were reported by the parents in families where the

mother worked in the daytime. Shy children usually had

non-working mothers or mothers who worked for short

hours in the evenings. As with the similar association
between low care frequency and shyness, the direction
and nature of causation (or the possibility of

extraneous factors explaining the association) must

remain uncertain. It is possible that children whose

mothers work have a wider experience which enhances

sociability or that mothers of temperamentally shy

children are less inclined to work unless this is still

compatible with care by one of the parents.

Mothers' work in itself was not related to network

contacts, but daytime working was to some extent.

Children of middle class working mothers had

significantly fewer "friend-neighbour contacts" in the

diary fortnight than those of non-working mothers

(p<0.05). The difference was small for working class

families, however. It may be that those mothers with
few outside contacts are more motivated to work, but
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also several parents commented that daytime working
results in less opportunity to cultivate local

friendships. However, the children of both long and

short hour working mothers had a similar pattern of

contacts with other children to those of children with

non-working mothers.

Mothers' work and sharing care

In about half the families in which the mother had

worked, care of the child had been retained within the

nuclear family while she did so. This is consistent with
other research (Table A1), but runs counter to the

common stereotype of the "working mother". In a few

cases, the mother worked at home or took the child to

work, but by far the most common arrangement of all
was for the father to look after the child. Over a

quarter of all the families (13) had used regular

internal sharing at some time so that the mother was

able work. 9 were doing so at the time of interview

(i.e. one in three of those with a working mother).

Care by fathers was nearly always used for mothers to

work short hours in the evenings, at night or during
the week-ends. All the mothers who worked at such

times used their husbands as the regular "work carer",

though occasionally relatives acted as a back-up or

relief carer. It was more common for fathers to care

for the child while their wives worked in working class

families than in middle class families. This was because

fewer of them had work commitments in the evenings
and their wives were generally more willing or able to

take on the kind of work available in the evening or at

night. Couples who relied on care by the husband in
order that the v/ife could work were concerned to

minimise the child's separation from parents and keep a
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familiar routine. In this respect, they therefore

differed little from families with non-working mothers.

Care by fathers has the great advantages of

compatibility with values of parent responsibility, child

primacy and not imposing. It also puts limitations on

mother's choice about work, because in nearly all cases

the wife had had to find a job which fitted with her
husband's existing hours of work rather than vice versa.

Mr. and Mrs. Inglis provided a rare example of a couple

trying to implement an ideal of more equal sharing.
Mrs. Inglis had in fact looked after their children much

more, but Mr. Inglis had reduced his working week so

that he could be home during some of the daytime when

his wife worked. Mr. and Mrs. Miller had also

approached a similar practical arrangement, but this had

not been planned from the start. Mrs. Miller had

begun working in their shop for part of the day in

order to relieve the work pressures on her husband. He

looked after the children while she did so.

The importance of father care in permitting many

mothers to go back to work meant that there could be

a trade off between father's and mother's work hours.

3 working class fathers had changed from evening shift
work to daytime work, thereby releasing their wives to

work in the evenings. The men were pleased to be

home more and the women glad to get out of the home

more. Mrs. Taylor* had been very depressed when her

husband was out working every evening and was much

happier now she had a job instead. On the other hand,

3 fathers did second jobs which made it impossible for

their wives to work using internal sharing, even though

all 3 had some yearnings to do this.



Of the 24 mothers working at the time of interview,

only half (12) shared care externally for this purpose.

Over the 3 years the main "work carers" had been

relatives and paid childcarers. Au pairs and

childminders had mainly looked after children when the

mother had worked continuously for long hours, as had
some of the relatives. Nearly all those mothers who

had worked briefly or occasionally had used relative
carers. The importance of relatives was much more

marked before children started at group care, because

in several cases group care attendance had partly or

wholly obviated the need for care by grandparents or

MZ. It has been argued that the increase of working

grandmothers reduces their availability for care when

mothers work (Hunt, 1 9 68) but nearly one fifth of the

sample, had used grandparent carers while mother

worked at some time. The fact that women often work

part-time or episodically meant that quite a few

mothers and grandmothers had dovetailed their

arrangements. Sometimes the grandparents were retired
or had not been working anyway. Just as important a

restriction on the usage of relatives for work-care was

the sense that "it's not really fair to ask my Mum or

Dad to look after the bairns is it - for us to go out

to work?" (Mr. Baxter*). Some parents expressed the

view that grandparents had already brought up one

family and were now entitled to use their time as they

wanted. Although friends and neighbours provided

frequent, briefer care for other reasons, there were

very few instances of sharing care with them for work
mother's work, largely because of fears of imposing and
the difficulty of reciprocity.
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For certain kinds of families, especially those with

relationship or economic problems, single parents, or

those fortunate enough to have access to work creches,

group care is evidently very important in assisting
mothers to work. There is also considerable evidence

that many parents desire greater access to group care

in order to work (Hughes et al., 19 80). However, in this

sample of relatively stable two parent households,

group care was critical for mother's work in very few
cases. One third of the children with a mother working

when interviewed (8) were at group care while she was

working, but 6 of these spent time before or after the

group session with other carers, because group care

hours covered only part of the time that the mother

worked. Furthermore, all but one of the mothers

concerned had been working well before the child

started at group care and had not been influenced to

work by the prospect of using group care. Two mothers

were looking for work now that their child had started
at group care. Sometimes, nursery school or playgroups

had made mother's work arrangements easier or cheaper

and some would have preferred earlier or longer group

care, but on the whole entry to group care occurred

subsequent to and independently of mother's return to

work. Children went to group care at a similar age and

for similar reasons whether they had "protective"

mothers, working mothers or high sharing non-working
mothers.

There was no difference among non-working, short
hour and long hour mothers with regard to their usage

and preferences as between nursery school and

playgroup, their reasons for using group care or the

age at which their children had started group care.

However, nearly all mothers who worked long hours had
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a preferred starting age of before 3, compared with

only one third of non-working mothers and just under
one half of short hour working mothers (p<0.01). This
was not necessarily just to help the mother work, for

some simply thought the child would benefit and enjoy
it earlier. Most of the mothers who worked in the

daytime supported full day group care, but those

working in the evenings or at nights usually resembled

non-working mothers in their opposition to this.

Overall care patterns and processes were not

determined by the mother's employment status, because

the timing and hours of work varied so much and had

differing implications for sharing care. An important
distinction became apparent between those mothers who
work for short hours or at times and places which

permit fathers or the mothers themselves to care for
the child, and those mothers who work for longer

daytime hours and so require external sharing care. The

former did not differ from non-working mothers in the

size and nature of their carer sets, nor the demands

placed on it. The latter, on the other hand, mostly

shared care for the highest frequency and duration,

nearly always with paid childcarers or relatives and

not "friend-neighbours". Long hour working mothers

usually had a small carer set, because they were less

likely to need care additional to that provided by the

main carer. They were also less available for the

multiple daytime swops. Mothers' work in itself was

not necessarily associated with frequent shared care,

since in many cases mother or father looked after the

child while mother worked. A few low-sharing families
included mothers who had worked briefly or in the

evenings. But daytime care outside the home did give
rise to the greatest number of sessions which children

456



spent apart from their mother, at least before they
started at group care. Equal numbers of children from

both classses spent a high number of daytime sessions

apart from parents because of mother's work. This is

because the small excess of working class mothers with

jobs was due to the higher number working in the

evenings.

Mothers who worked were asked what effects they

thought their work had on the child. 1 1 felt there

were no significant effects. 12 felt the child benefitted
and 1 reported that the child was upset. Some benefits

derived directly from a closer relationship with the

father as caregiver. The shift in role allocation

consequent on mother's evening work was illustrated by

Mrs. Baxter* - "Derek has seen a lot more of his

father since I've started work". Mrs. Brown* considered

that "they've got to know their dad much more, because

he's the only one here on Sunday". Several parents

thought that their child had gained from the extra love
and attention of grandparent carers or childminders.
Other benefits arose indirectly from improvements in
mother's morale and so in her responsiveness to the

child. For instance, Mrs. Mitchell thought that the

time she spent with Mary was more loving and

concentrated than if she were not working. Of course

all these positive perceptions may be affected by

wishful thinking, but they were consistent with other

information about the child given in the interview.

Normative pressures could mean that long-hour working

mothers made special efforts to optimise their
interaction with their children. Mrs. Hunter explained
"I do have to try hard. I feel I've got to prove

something to myself and the world". All the parents

who used a childminder or au pair for care in the main



sample felt the child had benefitted from care, which

contasts with most research findings on paid
childcarers among more disadvantaged families (See

Chapter 3).

None of those parents who were working long hours

had said they had current worries about the child's

behaviour or development, but one third of non-working

parents had reported worries. Working mothers may be
less sensitive to the child or less anxious, but also

their children may be less inclined to have problems
that worry parents such as shyness or nervous

behaviour. Only one of the 15 children' whose mother

had started work before he/she was a year old had had

difficulty in adapting to group care. By contrast just
over one quarter of those children whose mothers had

not worked at all or started work only after the child
was one year old did not mix easily when they started
at group care.

Attitudes and beliefs about working mothers

This was one of the few issues on which there were

notable differences between mothers and fathers. Some

parents were careful to individualise their comments

about working mothers according to hours of work or

particular care arrangements. However, many expressed

a stereotyped view of working mothers as working
full-time and probably using a childminder or day

nursery. In fact, this image applies to only a small

minority of mothers who have worked, both in this

sample and more generally (Fonda & Moss, 197 6). Some

mothers who worked short hours or not in the daytime
or at home did not feel that they belonged to the

category of "real" working mothers which attracts
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opprobrium.

A small but significant number of parents saw

mothers' work as positive without qualifications, but a

large majority were opposed to the idea of mothers

working before the child was five,' except in specific
cicumstances which will be described below. Rather

more fathers were against this than mothers. Only 7

fathers gave unqualified support to the idea of mothers
with young children going out to work. Most of the
remainder either preferred mothers to be home until
the child was at school (25) or supported mother's work

only when certain neutralisations applied (28). A similar

patterns was found by Marsh (1979). Some fathers

restated traditional values, like Mr. Shaw* who said:-
"I always thought that a woman can
watch the bairns and a boy goes oot to
work. () For me there's got to be a
breadwinner that's for sure."

Both fathers and mothers usually invoked the needs of

the child in arguing against working mothers. The
common values in favour of the primacy of children and

against imposing on carers meant that it was seen as

selfish for mothers to work for their own satisfaction

or arrange care in order to work. However, it was

more acceptable to take advantage of existing care

arrangements such as evening care by fathers or group

care in order to work. Mrs. Traynor* said:-

"I thoroughly enjoyed the two years I
worked with Michael when he went to

nursery, but I wouldn't have went out
before he went to nursery. I wouldn't
have given him to anybody to get back
out to work again. () It would have been
an awful burden to someone else. I would
have felt I was being selfish - putting
him onto someone else to go out to work.
I don't think it's right. Other people have
got their own lives to lead."
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Several fathers who were themselves following

professional careers which kept them away from home

more than most particularly resented mothers who did
the same. They saw "career women" as not needing to

work from financial necessity and so putting themselves

before their children. Mr. Davies thought that:-

"being a parent is a career in itself. And
the children need you most when they are
young. And going out to work involves
dereliction of your duty."

Despite the ambiguous references to "parent" and "you",

this was only to apply to mothers, of course. Similar

assumptions underlay Mr. Cairns concern "at somebody

who is pursuing a career at the expense of a child".

The most frequent neutralisation which respondents

thought justified mothers working were financial

necessity (including poverty and single parenthood),

retention of care within the nuclear family or

perceived shortness of work hours or episodes. Mrs.

Purdie* explained that "I don't really agree with

mothers working, but it does depend on whether they

have to". It might have been anticipated that fathers

would feel their own competence as breadwinners

threatened if their wives worked from financial

"necessity". On the contrary, this was the most

acceptable reason for working, though the meaning of

necessity could be quite flexible. In several interviews,

the mother had spent some time describing the personal

and social benefits of work, but her husband insisted

that money was the main factor and perhaps she would

eventually agree. Financial necessity as a reason for
mother's work implied that the family was deviating
from mother's near total care of the child involuntarily.

In addition the personal costs to women of providing
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care while fathers worked were masked by pretending
that the only disadvantages for the mother of staying
home were economic ones. To admit that the mother's

motivation to work was mainly personal would

undermine adherence to the notion that traditional

motherhood is rewarding (Boulton, 1 933). This was made

explicit in the following disagreement:-
Interviewer (to Mrs. Johnstone) "What
would you say were the main reasons
that you went back to work?"

Mr. Johnstone "Financial"

Mrs. Johnstone "Was it?"

Mr. Johnstone "Well, I think that's why
you go, isn't it?"

Mrs. Johnstone "I doubt it. I only get a
pittance"

Mr. Johnstone "Why don't you pack it
in, then?"

Mrs. Johnstone "What am I? Do you
want me to just talk baby, baby, baby all
the time. At least I get to see people
(at work). I just like keeping up with my
profession"

Despite this common belief and/or value that

mother's work mostly resulted or should result from

financial need, this was not so in any absolute sense.

There was a slight tendency for more wives of low

earning fathers (under 140 pounds per week) to be

working, but the relationship was not statistically

significant. Even so, it was particularly those wives of

low earning husbands who gave money as one reason for

working and as one of the good things about work,
whereas only one working wife of a high earner did so

(p<0.1). Mothers' earnings were important for the

families concerned, but rarely affected the major
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differences between families in overall earnings. In

only three families did the mother provide more than

40% of the couple's joint earnings and just two families
were raised from low to high earning status by means

of mother's earnings.

Fathers' attitudes about mothers working seemed

much more related to their wives actual work patterns,

than to class. It has been found in interviews with

working wives that most husbands are seen as

ambivalent or hostile to their working, with the

possible exception of evening work (S.Ginsberg, 197 6). In

this study, when husbands were asked directly about
their wives' work, one third of the men with working
wives were unreservedly favourable to the idea. A

similar proportion were not keen on mothers working in

general, but did not mind their particular arrangement,

which was usually for the father himself to look after

the child. In addition, 3 fathers had not been keen

originally but had come to accept it, 2 would have

preferred their wives to stop working and 2 thought

their wives were working only out of financial

necessity. By and large, the more hours the mother

worked, the more positive the father was likely to be

about working mothers (p<0.01). Rapoport & Rapoport

(1971) reported a similar association between continuity
of wives' work sequences and supportive attitudes of

husbands. Sometimes the husband and wife in a dual

worker couple held similar and mutually supportive

values, whilst in other families the father's opposition
had been modified when they had seen that there were

no ill-effects. Mr. Villiers* said

"When we had Simon, I didna want Thelma
to go back to work at all. At the time, I
felt, well ... for children, it's my place to
keep 'em and it's her place to watch 'em
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while I'm out working".

Nonetheless he came to accept it, because "the money

would be handy" and "if she was just sitting about the
house now, she'd just crack up". There were some

families where father's attitude did seem to block a

mother from working - generally where she had mixed

feelings herself. Mrs. Sinclair* stressed in one part of
the interview that she had no desire to work as she

had considerable freedom to go out in the evenings
while her husband was home. But later she suggested

that another reason she blocked off the idea of

working was that:-

"it would cause so much fuss. () You have
a very old-fashioned attitude - your
dinner has to be ready on the table when
you come in the door. I mean I could go
out to work as long as you were not
inconvenienced."

It would be wrong to imply that men were always

more opposed to mothers working than women. Several

husbands gladly looked after the children when their
wives worked, because they acknowledged that there

were frustrations to being home all day and they

wanted their wives to have more freedom. On the

whole it did not seem that many fathers were keeping
mothers at home, for only slightly fewer mothers than

fathers approved of daytime working. This was not an

issue with a simple sex-based polarisation and often

there was evidence of subtle negotiations in which both

parents worked out a compromise based on attractions
of and misgivings about the mother working (cf. Spitze
& Waite, 1981). Mothers who themselves worked in the

evenings or at night were akin to the majority of

non-working mothers in their generalised beliefs that

mothers should not work in the daytime. A few
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non-working mothers supported the rights of others to

do so. But many of those who did not work in the

daytime had (sometimes vehement) generalised antipathy
to those who did. By contrast, daytime working
mothers usually expressed individualised values, that it

might suit some people to stay home, but for them and
their families it was best to work. This was merged
with a belief that the particular care arrangement for
that child was satisfactory, though other forms of care

might not be. Those mothers in favour of their right
to work included some with a strong internalised sense

of guilt about it.

The majority of parents agreed with a statement

that it harms children if both parents work full-time,

although twice as many mothers as fathers disagreed or

had mixed feelings. This generalised causal belief was

clearly widespread and influential, even though research
has cast doubt on its validity. It was often supported

by anecdotes of having witnessed poor care or memories
of one's own mother being rushed, tired or unhappy
because of work. The harmfulness of mother's work was

attributed to inadequate substitute care, the child's
assumed feelings of rejection, withdrawn behaviour or

insufficient maternal attention and love for the child.

This was premised on the assumption that only a

mother could meet a child's needs, so that a carer's

contribution to the child was disregarded or seen as

automatically detrimental. Mrs. Laurie asked

rhetorically:-
"What affection is (the child) going to
get? (The mothers) are not really going
to know the child. To me, that's cruel."

Some parents found it hard to express what harm was

done and made statements like "it ' must affect them".
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Dissent from this general belief usually occurred in
families where the mother did in fact work long hours,

for the views of those working short hours or

evenings/nights were again similar to those not

working at all.

The belief in the harmfulness of mothers working
would seem insufficent to explain the general hostility.
Otherwise single parenthood and financial necessity
would have been inadequate neutralisations, because the

effects on care of the child would not be automatically

different compared with families where mothers work

for other reasons. This is not to deny that mothers'

(and fathers') work does not raise important issues

concerning child care, but it may be that condemnation
of mothers' work as selfish may be reinforced by

feelings of sacrifice made when mothers do not work or

do so at awkward times of the day.

"Non-working" mothers

Just as "working mothers" are often assumed to be a

unitary group, so are non-working mothers. But here
too important distinctions need to be made, in addition
to the fact already noted that many non-working
mothers have worked and stopped since their child's

birth. The attention of society and of social scientists

has been generally focused on why mothers work and

with what consequences, but as a majority of these

mothers of young children had worked in some form

since the child was born, it was equally pertinent to

ask why some mothers had not and with what

consequences. The positive and negative factors which
restrain women from working at all or from working

long hours are intimately linked with the frequency of
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shared care. Therefore, in this study, mothers who did
not work away from home for a substantial part of the

daytime (54 mothers) were asked about the reasons,

benefits and disadvantages of this.

The majority of these mothers (3 8 = 69%) said that
one of the benefits of being home in the daytime was

the child's happiness or security. They could give their
children more time and individual attention. Some

mothers had not originally thought it would be

important for them to stay home, but like Mrs. Balfour
r

did not return to work "because my views of what a

small child needs and contributes have changed so much".

To working mothers, it might seem unreasonable to gear

their lives to the exceptional, for which they thought

they could make necessary arrangements when the

occasion arose. However, several mothers at home felt

that they ought to be available when the child was at

group care or school, in case of illness or an emergency

and to provide day to day reassurance for the child.
This could be supported by a memory of being glad that

one's own mother "was always there".

A similar proportion (two thirds) mentioned benefits
to the mother from being home. The most important of

these benefits to mother was a wish to be with the

child and/or pleasure at observing the child's

development. Mrs. Nairn* "wanted to see her ... you

know ... first steps and things". It was not uncommon

to pity working mothers for missing the details of

children's life and maturation. Some mothers felt they

gained free time, autonomy and less tiredness compared

with working mothers. It certainly did not seem to be
the case that the mothers were bound to the home

simply for the sake of the child, as some feminists have
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asserted. Oakley (1974b) has made important points
about the often demanding and alienating nature of

housework, but it is not always resented as even her

own respondents demonstrated. Mrs. Edwards said "I

enjoy doing the things you have to do at home, looking
after children and doing the cooking and sewing".

Moreover, being a housewife-mother entailed much more

than housework, so that the overall range of activities
could be satisfying. Mrs. Buchan said that it "took a

bit of adjusting, because I was quite committed to my

work, but I found I could commit myself to this and
find it equally satisfying". Mrs. Boyd felt "privileged
that one can be a full-time housewife". A few mothers

went further and described motherhood as their career,

which is "terribly underestimated" (Mrs. Ormiston*).

Oakley (1974a) has argued that such comments are the

product of socialisation processes which offer women

little effective choice. There was indeed a fear that

to combine outside work and domestic responsibilities
would result in overload. This may be realistic, given

the kinds of arrangements currently open to working

couples (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1 976, 1 978).

There were fewer complaints than perceived benefits

of being home, but three quarters of the mothers did
see disadvantages. The most important were lack of

company, boredom, being tied to the home and having

less money. Half of those mothers who did not work in

the daytime expressed some feelings of isolation or lack
of stimulation. Citing lack of company as a

disadvantage was particularly common for working class

mothers, half of whom mentioned it (p<0.01). This fits
with other research findings about greater isolation

among working class women (e.g. Gavron, 1 966) and also
the pattern of low social contacts seen in some
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working class families in this study. On the other hand

more middle class mothers said they were bored or

lacking in stimulation. This may be just a different

way of expressing similar feelings, but it did seem that
more middle class parents noticed a lack of intellectual

challenge, whilst working class mothers were more

often missing social interaction. Middle class mothers

also seemed more likely to be conscious of a stigma
attached to being "only" a housewife and having "boring"

subjects like children to talk about. For example, Mrs.

Gunn said that "my brain has curdled".

Comments about the disadvantages of being home

were used to distinguish those who acknowledged some

form of boredom, loneliness or tension

(partly-dissatisfied) and those who did not (satisfied).
The dissatisfaction is qualified as partial, because

usually these mothers also said there were pleasures

from being home in the daytime too. Just under half
the mothers who did not work long hours were classed

as partly dissatisfied. A significantly higher proportion
of satisfied mothers at home had shared care at least

weekly. Yet partly dissatisfied mothers had similar
levels of contacts with kin and non-kin to those of

satisfied mothers and did not spend any more time

alone with their children, on average. Thus it is

possible that the dearth of occasions without child
care responsibilities to be found in low sharing families

may contribute directly to dissatisfaction at home, as

much as isolation itself. Partly dissatisfied mothers

were more likely than satisfied mothers to want an

early start to group care and to want both group and

non-group care to give them a break from the children.
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There were no class differences in the proportions of

partly-dissatisfied mothers, but there were more

working class mothers who had worked and so also more

middle class mothers who were happy at home. All save

one of the partly dissatisfied mothers who had never

worked had shy children compared with well under half
of other mothers (p <0.001). A high percentage of the

children of the partly dissatisfied mothers were very

anxious or clinging. (p<0.01). This supports the

suggestions by Yarrow et al. (1962) and Hock (1980) that

it is the children of parents dissatisfied with their
role whose development may be hampered and not those

of mothers who are happy to be at work or at home.

However, the association between (dis)satisfaction at

home and shyness disappeared when care frequency was

allowed for. • Children with low frequency sharing tend
to be shy whether their mothers are happy at home or

not, and the reverse applied in relation to high sharing
families. So it seems that the prime statistical
association of shyness-sociability was with care

frequency and mothers feelings about being home were

perhaps secondary. There was also evidence that rather

more children of partly dissatisfied mothers reacted

poorly to shared care compared with others. The

highest proportion of children who had reacted well to

all forms of care were those whose mothers who had

continuously worked long hours.

Maternal employment has been seen by several

writers as a means of reducing stresses felt by women

(Brown & Harris, 1 978; Marsh, 1 979; Mostow & Newberry,

1 975). On the other hand, some surveys have discovered
no differences between groups of employed and

non-employed mothers (Aneshensel et al., 1981; Roberts &

O'Keefe, 1981). It may be that relief of stress by
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employment applies particularly to single parents and

those with several social disadvantages. The C.H.E.S.

revealed no differences in measured stress for ordinary
two parent families (Osborn, 1984). In the present

study most of the mothers who mentioned a pressure or

source of unhappiness did not work in the daytime

(p<0.05). There was thus some support for the idea
that work may help mothers worry less, at least about
the situation at home. On the other hand, the causal

relationship could be the other way, in that less
anxious mothers may feel more ready to go out to work

in the daytime. In fact M.I. scores were not strongly
related to hours of work, although it needs to be
remembered that hours of work at the time of

interview represented a cross-section of work

sequences, which for some mothers did not show that

they had worked previously since the child's birth. A

minority of all the mothers had M.I. scores of 3+ but

this applied to Q% of those who were "satisfied at

home", compared with two fifths of both daytime

working mothers and partly dissatisfied mothers

(p<0.02). This all suggests a complex relationship
between maternal employment and anxiety which needs

to take account of "role satisfaction". There was a

group of mothers with low anxiety who were content

to be home with their children. Another group of more

anxious mothers were also reluctant to work in the

daytime and many of these were more dissatisfied with
life at home. The reluctance of these mothers to share

care in general means that employment would probably

not be an acceptable solution for their dissatisfactions.

Daytime working mothers included both a few who were

very anxious and perhaps "needed" to work as a result,

and some who were content with their arrangements as

a working mother.

470



Parental roles and social activities - introduction

The direct influences of mothers' attitudes and

lifestyles on variations in care patterns and processes

are probably more obvious than fathers'. It is usually
mothers who arrange to share care. In the main it is

mothers' activities which account for differences in

care patterns against a common background of fathers'
absence at work. Nevertheless, fathers may. have a

critical impact on sharing care too, and not just

indirectly in the kind of role ascribed to them by many

"child experts" as supporters or modifiers of mothers'

actions (e.g. Winnicott, 1957a; Illingworth & Illingworth,

1972). Fathers' evening and week-end activities with or

without mother may lead to sharing care. Care by the
father may be an alternative to external sharing care.

It might be predicted that families with high rates of

internal sharing would have less need to share care

externally. Similarly, the degree of external support

available might affect the amount of reliance on

internal sharing. This latter proposition is an extension
of Bott's classical hypothesis which suggests that

families with segregated conjugal roles are more likely
to have close knit networks whose female kin members

are especially ready to share care (Bott, 1 957). Couples

with a less dense network would need to rely more on

each other. But the opposite is also possible, namely
that internal and external sharing are not inversely

related. Families with a high level of social and other

activities may use both internal and external sharing

more than others. In this study there were examples of

each of these patterns in different families. This

highlights that in dealing with parental roles it is

necessary to distinguish the degree of jointness of
social activity (which is usually reliant on external
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sharing) and the level of segregation or

intersubs titutability of role tasks (which affects

internal sharing of care). The pattern is further

complicated by the importance of mother's work. This

may cause or be permitted by either internal or

external sharing. It is often associated with patterns

of care which are different from those of shared care

which occurs for other reasons.

Bott throught that close-knit networks and

segregation of marital roles were most typical of

stable working class communities, whilst loose-knit
networks and jointness of roles was more common for

mobile middle class families. Later research has

qualified and elaborated these propositions (Bott, 1971).
It would appear that the kinds of relationship
identified by Bott are related to the degree of

separation of activities between the sexes in general

which affects both marital relationships and broader

social interaction (Frankenberg, 1965; Turner, 1969).

Moreover, the relation between joint role divisions and

loose-knit networks appears less strong than that

between segregation and high connectedness (Edgell,

1980). In any case the connectedness of a particular

family may not be the same with respect to kin and

non-kin. Role allocation within a marital partnership
often varies from task to task (Irving, 1977; Piatt,

1 969). It has been suggested that it is mainly the

socio-emotional aspects of marital roles rather than

specific task performance which correspond with
network density (Toomey, 1971).
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Fathers' care of children

Fathers' sole care of the child is singled out for

attention partly because it occurs more seldom than

mother's sole care and so is more salient, but also

because it was a common alternative to external shared

care for most of the purposes for which carers were

used. Moreover, care by fathers but never care by

mothers was described as babysitting, as it served

similar secondary functions to those of external

sharing. For example, Mrs. Green said "he often

babysits in the evening if I am out". Mrs. Ormiston*

pointed out how this aligns father care with substitute

care rather than parental care:-

"I don't like it when women say "My
husband is babysitting for me tonight",
because he isn't. He's babysitting for
himself with his own children."

Most research has shown that even so-called highly

participant fathers do relatively little primary

caregiving of children compared with mothers (Beail,

forthcoming; Kotelchuk, 1976; Lewis <S< Weinraub, 197 6).
It seems that even when both parents are home most

fathers spend less time with their children and take

less direct responsibility for practical caregiving than

their wives (Clarke-Stewart, 1980; Pedersen et al.,

1 979). More commonly they take over care for brief

periods to give mothers relief or else they play with
the children which also frees the mothers from direct

responsibility for a time (LaRossa S< LaRossa, 1981;

Parke, 1981; Richards et al., 1977). There have been
claims by both respondents and researchers that

fathers are now more involved with child care than in

the past (Beail & McGuire, 1 982; Pedersen, 1980; Young &

Willmott, 1 973). Unfortunately precise evidence from
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the past is lacking so this proposition is difficult to

test. In addition widely quoted findings such as that

of the Newsons (1 963) that half of the fathers in their

sample were "highly participant" and Young and

Willmott's own tables ostensibly demonstrating

symmetry in marital roles have rested on asymmetrical

judgements. Unlike mothers, fathers were deemed to be

highly involved when they "helped" with care more than

occasionally. Nonetheless, there is growing evidence of
a strong desire by men to be more engaged with their

young children and this is likely to have effects on

their actual behaviour (C.Bell et al., 1983; Parke, 1981).

Parents were asked how often the husband looked

after the child by himself. For convenience, this will
be referred to as father care, but of course it is quite

possible for a father to be an effective caregiver while
the mother is around, too. About half of the fathers

(29) were said to care for the child alone at least once

per week, whilst 13 (21°0 did so less often than once a

month. There was only a partial correspondence
between these stated frequencies and those revealed in

the diary (p<0.1). It may be that father care is not

regular or frequent enough for a given two weeks to

reflect accurately the "typical" frequency. However, in
17 families both diary and interview indicated that the

fathers was caring for the child at least once a week,

so such fathers can be described as "definite weekly

carers". According to the diary, the mean number of

sessions for which children were cared for by father in
the absence of mother was approximately 2 out of 4 2.
This compares with a mean of 6.5 sessions for group

care attendance and of 2.5 for other types of external

sharing. Thus apart from group care, it appears that on

average it was the father who cared for the child just
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under half the time when mothers were not there.

There have been indications from other research that

children with highly involved fathers may be more

socially confident, particularly with peers (Belsky, 19 80;

Hoffman, 1961; Lamb, 197 6b). The extent of father care

in this sample did not appear to influence the children's
reactions to care, but children's shyness did show a

weak association with low levels of father care (p<0.1).

Most commonly fathers looked after their children
alone so that their wives could pursue an evening

social activity or attend an evening class. Fathers

sometimes took their children out or played with them,

partly because both would enjoy this, but also in order

to give mother a break. Other important reasons were

to allow mother to shop, work, recover from night work
or study. Quite a few middle class fathers looked after

their children whilst their wives went out to babysit
for other families. Some fathers took their children

shopping alone, some families preferred to go out all

together to do bulk shopping. A number of families

deliberately arranged for the mother to do the shopping
when father was home in order to avoid external

sharing. This was more common for special and
week-end shopping, but a few fathers who did shift
work or had considerable autonomy over their work

schedules were able to be home whilst their wives did

routine weekday shopping. As with external sharing,
father care for mother to work occurred in a minority

of families, but then it usually led to the highest

frequencies of father care. When a mother did evening
or night work, her husband would normally be alone

with the children for 1-5 sessions a week.
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It has been a commonplace of sociological findings
and theory that working class couples in general have

more segregated conjugal roles than middle class couples

(Aldous et al., 1 979; Newson Sc Newson, 1970b). It was

pointed out by G.Lee (1979) that this applies

particularly to social activities and that the contrast

is by no means so clear cut for domestic tasks. This

study bears out the importance of that distinction.

Working class families did include a higher than average

proportion of fathers who hardly ever looked after the
child on their own, but also a greater percentage who
looked after the child for the longest and most

frequent periods. This was either because their wives
were working in the evenings or because they

themselves did shiftwork and so were often home when

their wives wanted to go out in the daytime. The

increase in part-time work by working class mothers

while their husbands are at home would appear to have

been an important factor in modifying traditional role

segregation in relation to child care. At the same time,
the evening demands of many middle class jobs can

reduce opportunities for father care. In addition, the

greater resistance by working class families to

stranger care can lead to more reliance on father care

when kin are not readily available. Both interview and

diary data showed that more middle class fathers took

children out on their own (p<0.1).

The extension of Bott's hypothesis to shared care

was not confirmed. For the total sample there was no

statistical association between the frequency of

external and internal sharing care. This is because the

sample included at least four different kinds of family,
in which the relationship between care by father and

by people outside the family was in opposite
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directions:-

1. Families who deliberately used father
care in order to avoid sharing care with
others, especially for mother's evening or
night work.

2. Families in which both parents were
home-centred, so that there was little
sharing care internally or externally.

3. High-sharing families with a low ■

frequency of father care, perhaps because
of high work commitments and/or
traditional role expectations.

4. High activity families, where mother
care was frequently supplemented both by
father care and by external shared care.

All four types were well represented, although the

most common type was the last. There were 18 families
in which both external and internal sharing occurred

weekly. The diaries suggested that a fairly even mix of

father care and external sharing was more typical in

middle class families, whereas working class families

chiefly relied on either father alone or kin only as the
main substitute for mother.

Although the general patterns of care showed that
father care might be minimal or else additional to

external sharing, there were many individual instances
of a clear substitutability of the two. Some families

deliberately sought to alter their activities to fit

with their partner's availability to care, or vice versa,

so that they need not call on an outside carer. Mr.

Ferguson* said - "Usually, if one of us is going out,

then we try to make it so the other one is in". The

advantages of father care included less disruption for
the child, not imposing on people outside and greater

freedom for mother to stay out longer. As with shared
care in general, there were instances of functional and
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temporal specialisation. For instance, in some families
father care was used for mother's work in the evenings
or major shopping at week-ends and external sharing
for brief daytime shopping or appointments. Despite the

preference by many families for father care rather than

external sharing when possible, very few fathers were

seen as the main carer for a long term hospitalisation
of mother.

Decision-making about shared care

By and large shared care was arranged by mothers.

This occurred even at times when fathers were home

too. This partly springs from the fact that kin
communication tends to concern females more anyway

and that "local friends" were chiefly mothers' daytime

contacts. There were sometimes assumptions that it
was up to mothers to arrange sharing care, as they
were the- main beneficiaries. Mr. Crawford said "She

has to get a babysitter, if she wants out". Mrs. Miller

complained that she had to arrange evening care herself

or she would never go out. But some fathers did
initiate care arrangements. This particularly happened
with their own relatives as carers or more rarely

through someone at their work (e.g. secretaries at the

workplaces of Mr. Forbes and Mr. Mitchell).

In some families there were clear disagreements
about the frequency of care or the boundaries of

trusting carers. Then, either party might exercise a

veto over arrangements. Mrs. Tulloch* was willing to

ask a teenage girl up the road to babysit, but her

husband forbade it. In the Munro* family, however, it
was the wife who opposed her husband's wish to ask a

teenager to share care. Mr. Ormiston* and Mr.
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Crawford bemoaned their wives' reluctance to consider

widening their carer set, so they could both get out

more together. In other families, it was the father

who set the limits. Some appeared to see themselves in
a protective role towards their children in relation to

strangers or work care. Mrs. Davies said her husband

"is usually an easy going man, but he's quite selective
about his children and who watches them".

Many fathers did take considerable interest in
decisions about the kind of group and the timing of

entry, but normally the wife did the preparatory

research and arranged the place. The typical pattern

was summed up like this:-
Mrs. Miller - "Arranging nursery, that's

me. We discuss it, but I do it".

Mr. Balfour "Maureen did the research,
and then it was talked over".

Usually, men deferred to their wives' greater knowledge
of local provision and the child. Mrs. Clark remarked

"It's discussed, yes, but I'm able to interpret their
needs more, because I'm home with them". Sometimes,
the father did influence the outcome. For instance,
Mrs. Chalmers* had wondered about changing Kirstie's

group, but Mr. Chalmers* insisted that she went to the

same one as her sister had been to. A few fathers had

taken more initiative in arranging about group care,

because they had relevant work contacts or because

English was their wives' second language.
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The time parents spent with their children

Care of children by mothers is the background

against which the less common and more differentiated
features of external sharing care and father care stand

out. It is for this reason that beliefs and values about

motherhood are as crucial in affecting shared care as

are ideas about carers or potential carers.

During the diary fortnight, children on average spent

three quarters of all the sessions with their mothers

present. Over half the sessions away from mother were

spent in group care so that the predominance of mother

care would have been even greater before children
started going there. The range in number of sessions
the children spent with their mothers present was very

wide - from 22 to 41 (excluding one child who was

admitted to hospital). There were only 7 mothers who
had no break at all from their children's company apart

from group care in the two weeks. All of these were

working class. The proportion of time mothers spend
with their children is the obverse of the frequency of

internal and external sharing, so that it showed the

same associations with class and other family

characteristics. For instance, most shy children spent

more time with their mothers than did other children

(p=0.001).

On average, fathers spent just over half as many

sessions with the child as did the mothers (17 as

opposed to 31 sessions), although more of that time
was when the child was asleep. 13 of the fathers spent

fewer than 14 sessions in the fortnight with the child,
i.e. less than one per day on average, even including
week-ends. The amount of time a father spent with
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the child did not seem to relate to his total work

hours or his work orientation, suggesting that absences

for other than work reasons differentiated between

fathers in this respect. Some fathers expressed

fascination with their children, whilst others preferred

to spend a lot of time out with friends.

Class differences in father presence were small, but
in all twice as many working class fathers (10 = 36%)
as middle class fathers (5 = 17%) were with the child

for 21 or more sessions. Of course, this indicates

nothing about the qualities of interaction between

fathers and children, but again runs counter to the

conventional view of middle class fathers as more

participant. Some working class fathers spent a lot of
time with their children in the daytime during the

week, because they did shift work or work which

permitted the child to come along. Mr. Purdie* and Mr.

Robertson* had taken their children with them whilst

doing their jobs as taxi-driver and milkman respectively.

Many fathers in both classes only saw their children

briefly before they went to bed during the week.
There were therefore mechanisms to maximise the

impact of this time for the children, which was

sometimes even described as "father's time" or "family
time". Several fathers in both classes ensured that

they participated in bathing the children as an

opportunity for intimacy. Evening meals could also be a

focus for father presence and perhaps a counterweight
to the demands of work. For instance, Mrs. Powell and

Peter always waited for Mr. Powell to come home

"which puts pressure on me to get home at a

reasonable time". Such actions helped to reconcile or

obfuscate the divergence between mothers' greater

contribution to looking after the child and the ideal of
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equal responsibility for the care of children which most

parents subscribed to.

Curiously perhaps, there was no correspondence
between the extent of father presence and of father
care. Some fathers who cared for the child while

mother worked evenings were out a good deal
themselves at other times. By contrast, there were

families where both parents were home centred.

Therefore the father was at home more than most, but

sole care by him was rare as the mother would nearly

always be there too. This last type of family accounts

for the fact that the amount of time fathers were at

home was inversely related to the frequency of
external shared care (p<0.001). Most of the fathers in

"protective" families were home with the child more

than average. So were those in middle class families
who used kin a lot for care and were earlier seen to

be less inclined to share care than other middle class

families. It follows that high father presence in the

home was associated with shyness and poor reactions
to shared care. The number of sessions fathers spent

with the child were also positively correlated with
fathers' M.I. scores (p<0.02). Again we see a relation
between (moderate) parental anxiety and family

togetherness.

Parental role allocation

A thorough analysis of role allocation let alone

parental negotiations and decision-making was not

possible, since that was not the focus of the study.

However, it did seem important to have a simple means

of differentiating families to some extent with regard
to parental activities relevant, to sharing care, because
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internal and external family functioning are often

interrelated. Those tasks which have traditionally been

mostly done by women were used in order to

discriminate best between families, so that fathers'

often considerable contributions to other household jobs

such as repairs and decorating were not included. For

each task, the parents' agreed statement about father's

approximate contribution was rated by the interviewer
as follows:-

Score 1 Never
Score 2 Occasionally
Score 3 Sometimes
Score 4 As often as mother
Score 5 More often than mother

The family's scores for shopping, washing clothes,

cleaning the house, washing up and cooking were summed
to give a "domestic role score". In addition, fathers'

present contribution to bathing children and putting
them to bed and past involvement with nappy changing
were used as the basis for a "child role score". There

was no statistical association between the domestic

role score and either the child role score or the

extent of father care, which indicates that a father's

contribution to housework may have little bearing on

his involvement in child care. Two further indices were

devised. The "total role score" was the sum of the

domestic and child role scores. A "role/care score" was

devised by adding to the total role score a rating of

1-5 according to the frequency of father's care of the
child without mother. In addition, ?. S fathers who

scored high on a sum of three indicators (child role

score; frequency of father care; and attendance at the

child's birth) were classed as child-oriented.
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Scores on individual tasks conformed to the heirarchy
of relative father involvement which has been found in

other research (Herbst, 1960). Men tended to engage

most in those which are more pleasurable (playing with
the child) or more obvious (like washing up) and do
least of the less obvious and more distasteful tasks

such as washing clothes and cleaning. Only 10 fathers
made significant contributions (more than occasional) to

both the child care tasks and at least 3 of the

domestic tasks. Even when they did tasks it was

sometimes as mother's assistant or back-up, rather than
on their own initiative or in their own right. Thus,

some mothers described their husbands as being good
"because he helps me", or as performing a household
task "for me" or "when asked". Several fathers only

took charge of the child's physical needs when their
wife was out or ill. A few mothers had a clear sense

that they did not want the man to be involved in their

domain. Several referred to "my work" and Mrs. Purdie*
asserted "I don't like to see men doing housework".

Mrs. Baxter* volunteered a traditional role

prescription:-
"You work and bring in your wages, and I
stay home and look after the children.
And the only time we need a babysitter
is to let us out socially and for no other
reason."

In other cases fathers were disinclined to help and the

wife accepted this with indulgence or resignation. Mr.

Allan confessed to being a male chauvinist, but his wife
said she did not mind or feel put upon. When she first

got married, Mrs. Miller said:-
"I tried to get across to him that he
should do dishes and things. But it's
gradually got so I suppose I've just taken
over. I mean he would do it if I asked,
but I don't ask."
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There were a number of evasive techniques employed

by fathers to justify hardly ever doing certain tasks.

These were voluntarism, incompetence and distaste.
Voluntarism meant that fathers felt entitled to

exercise an option about whether to do something
which for a mother would be obligatory. Mrs. Sinclair*
said she "got the rotten job of nappy changing",
whereas her husband chose to wash the dishes "because

I don't like drying and I don't like putting away". Mrs.

Hunter said her husband "doesn't enjoy doing a set meal
for the children, but if he's in the mood () he enjoys

cooking". Mr. Munro* always bathed his daughter,

because "it's a labour of love for me", but his wife did

the ironing, because "I can't be annoyed with ironing".

Opting out was made to seem justifiable in some

cases if the father was incompetent at the task. Beail

(forthcoming) also learnt that over three quarters of
the fathers in his sample saw themselves as less

competent than their wives in child care and

consequently only attended to the child's practical
needs when asked. Mr. Ferguson* said "I never got the

hang of nappies" and Mr. Villiers* confessed "I never

got it right - it would fall down, so I'd just leave
him". There might be collusion by partners, which

preserved the woman's sense of expertise. Some fathers
withdrew efforts to help, because they were not up to

their wives' standards. Mr. Purdie* said "She's moaning
all the time I do it and then she does it again". Mr.

Nairn* commented "I get ticked off if I don't do it

right". Some fathers said they had not. bathed or

changed a baby for fear of damaging them - "they're
too fragile" (Mr. Finlayson). Mr. Sim* said "you might

pick them up and break them". Such considerations had

not deterred their wives however.
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Lamb (1975, 1976c) has suggested that it is a false

stereotype that fathers cannot get involved with

infants, but it seems that it is applicable in some

cases. In relation to nappy changing, some fathers felt
able to excuse themselves out of. distaste for the task,
a choice not available to mothers, some of whom found
it similarly unpleasant. The fact that some men did

change nappies quite readily suggests that the view of

Ungerson (1982) that there is a taboo surrounding men's

dealings with human waste is overstated, but

undoubtedly many men felt they could be exempted from

handling their children's excreta. Here are quotations
from two fathers who had messy jobs in garages, but
would not change a dirty nappy:-

Mr. Johnstone - "I've not got a very
strong stomach. Wet ones, yes, but the
other ones, no."

Mr. Baxter* - "my stomach doesna take
it."

Despite all these qualifications, many mothers

thought that their husbands did more than their own

father had ever done. Some fathers did do a lot of

their own accord, perhaps even with less popular tasks
such as nappy changing or cleaning. As Mr. Irvine

remarked "They're equally our children. I don't see

anything degrading in that sort of thing".

For each task which was rated there were no big

differences according to age or social class, although

more middle class fathers were "child oriented". This

fits with the fact that more of the jobs of the middle
class fathers concerned children. Contrary to some

assumptions (e.g. Young St Willmott, 1 973) quite a few

fathers contributed very little to all the tasks
assessed and they were as likely to be middle class as
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working class. Edgell (19 80) and Pahl & Pahl (1971)

likewise discovered marked segregation amongst certain
kinds of middle class couples. There was some

suggestive evidence that it was in the higher echelons
of each social class that fathers contributed more. The

oft repeated conclusion that working class couples are

generally more segregated than middle class couples (e.g.

Rapoport & Rapoport, 1982) appears to oversimplified
and in some ways false.

There seemed to be no relation between any of the

role scores and the extent of father care. In other

words, fathers who were sole carers more than average

did not necessarily contribute more to domestic tasks
or physical childcare. This resembles the observation of

Oakley (1972) that husbands' contributions to housework
axid childcare are distinct and independent. In some

cases when the mother was out, the father was totally

responsible for meeting the child's needs (feeding,

washing, putting to bed etc.). However, it was also

common for mothers to prepare for father care, so that

it would be either passive (in the evenings) or only

involve keeping the children entertained. Several

mothers would bath, cook, clean up and put the children
to bed before going out to work or for a social

activity, so that the demands on the father would be
minimal. Although the men were in sole charge of their

children, they were not actually "tending" for them in
the full sense of the word as elaborated by R.Parker

(1981). Other research has shown that mothers' work

may increase fathers' contributions at home, but this
hardly ever approaches equality (Levitan & Belous, 1981;
Robinson et al., 1 977). In fact, "child oriented" fathers
were most highly represented in families where the

wife worked long hours and so father was not the



work carer. They were also somewhat less likely to be

totally opposed to mothers working before children
start school. On the other hand, there were some

fathers who contributed a good deal to physical care of

the children or housework but who seldom looked after

the child alone, because their wives rarely went out

separately when they were home.

The issue of the division of labour with regard to

tasks inside and outside the family has become of major

importance in sociological thinking over the last decade

(Stacey, 1931). Feminism or women's lib were referred
to directly in only a few of the interviews, although

most couples appeared aware of a "counter-conventional"

ideology to a greater or less extent. However, Mrs.

Nichols* statement that "I'm all for women's lib" was

not typical. Certainly, a good many mothers did feel

that fathers should do more at home and that women's

rights should be given more public recognition. But

most of these did not want to be away from their own

children for long periods or work full-time. Strong

avowal of women's rights by a few mothers was

nonetheless combined with a wish to adapt their work

patterns to perceived needs of children. Mrs. Carlisle
said:-

"The whole of the women's movement...

well, not the whole of it, but a large
part of it... tends to reckon without the
emotional bond that exists between
mothers and children. They tend to ignore
the conflict about working or not, which
you are completely ignorant of before you
have children."

Only three mothers expressed interest in their husbands

modifying their work patterns in a major way in order
to share care more equally. In some couples, the father

might be mocked by himself or his wife for being a'
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male chauvinist, but this generally seemed to be a

light-hearted way of challenging extreme

non-involvement in domestic tasks, rather than a

serious comment about inequality. Some mothers evinced

strong hostility towards women's lib. Mrs Davies spoke

disparagingly of "these libbers". Others said they felt

sorry for women who foresook the traditional

homemaker role. As Piotrkowski (1973) and Boulton

(1 93 3) have pointed out, many women are dissatisfied
with some elements of day to day child care but are

broadly content with the sense of meaning and purpose

derived from the total experience of assuming the main

responsibility for their children.

Exclusive mothering

Regardless of class, low sharing families had a high

proportion of fathers with a low total role score

(p<0.01). These were therefore families in which the
mothers dominated both child care and domestic tasks

more than normal. Consequently it was possible to

distinguish 3 types of family by combining measures, of

sharing care and father's role-care scores (N=62):-

1) "Exclusive" mothering families (12) with
a low sharing care sequence and low
total role score.

2) "Intermediate" parenting families (3 4)
with low sharing care and high father
role contribution; high sharing and low
father contribution; or medium sharing
sequence.

3) "Inclusive" parenting families (13) with
high sharing care and high total role
contribution

These labels are adapted from the terminology used by

Holman (1980) in relation to foster parents. He used
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the inclusive/exclusive dimension to refer to the extent

to which foster parents were open to the involvement

of natural parents and social workers. Here it is hoped

to convey a similar concept of family openness, but

applied to receptivity towards the performance of child
care and domestic tasks by persons other than mother.
It is not meant to imply that all mothers or parents

consciously exclude or include others in these

activities, for this may be affected by opportunities
and the willingness of others to become involved, too.

There were 6 "exclusive" families who were middle class

and 6 who were working class. This is a dimension that

seemed independent of class, like "protectiveness" with

which it overlaps. 7 families characterised by low

external sharing and definitely low father care

according to both interview and diary may be called

"mother-dominant" in relation to child care.

"Exclusive" families mostly used kin for care and none

had used paid childcarers. 4 of the 6 middle class
"exclusive" families had kin as main carer (67°0),

compared with 4 of the other 27 middle class families

(15°o). Among working class families, none of the
children in "exclusive" families had been away from

parents overnight (p<0.05). Thus, "exclusive" families
tended not to share the typical patterns of their class.

By contrast, inclusive families made more use of non-kin
than others and were more likely to belong to a

babysitting circle, even within the middle class sample.

As for group care, only one quarter of mothers in
"exclusive" families had a direct preference for nursery

school, compared with 70°. of other families. Even so

there were more children attending playgroups from

"non-exclusive" families, because they made up four

fifths of the sample.
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Children from "exclusive" families tended to have

fewer peer friends. They had shorter child fondness

lists and more diary sessions with no other children

present (p<0.05 and p<0.001). All the "mother-dominant"
families and all but one of the "exclusive" families had

shy children. In contrast, 15 out of the 16 inclusive
families had children who were confident, with both

adults and children, (p<0.001). Thus, there was a strong

association between parents' reluctance to include

people other than mother in child care and domestic

activities, and the child's own reserve. The connection

may not be causal, especially as there were some shy
children from "inclusive" and "intermediate" parenting

families, too. However, families with "exclusive"

mothering did not seem to be assisting their children's
social adjustment. It should be remembered that even

in the "inclusive" families in this sample the mothers

spent at least half of the diary sessions with their
child. Thus the comparatively high inclusiveness was

combined with a high degree of contact with parents,

so the apparent benefits of involving others in care

would not necessarily apply to more substantial

separations.

Parents' social activities and leisure interests

Attitudes to leisure are possibly becoming as

important an influence on family patterns as more

obvious factors like work and class (Rapoport &

Rapoport, 1 974). In the daytime many mothers felt they

ought to leave their child only when it was "essential".
As a result, comparatively few had apparently shared
care in order to make social visits or take part in
leisure pursuits away from their children. A number of

mothers had done some kind of sporting activity
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(including keep-fit) and had used sports creches or

individual carers. The evening social and recreational

activities of both parents had much more influence on

shared care and in fact formed the main reasons for

evening sharing. Quite a few parents who had stringent
ideas that daytime sharing should not occur simply for
the parent's enjoyment, readily accepted that this was

justifiable in the evenings. In consequence, the

frequency of evening care was less influenced by

feelings of moral duty to the child than daytime care.

It was more affected by the family's level of outside
commitments or home-centrodness, as well as the

availability (or ability to seek out) people who would
be trusted for. care. Even so there were some

dissenters from the general feeling that parents are

entitled to periodic evening absences from their
children in order to enjoy themselves.

Most parents had expected their social lives to alter

considerably after they had children. There was usually

acceptance that some activities had to bo curtailed in

addition to mothers' work. In a few families, like the

Irvines and Reynolds*, life had changed from one of many

social engagements to become very home-centred for

both parents. Other families adjusted their activities
to times and places which permitted the involvement of
the children. Those families with a particular stress on

family unity would mostly see freinds for lunch or go

out as a family at week -ends. Several middle class

couples said they preferred to invite friends to their

home, rather than get a babysitter to go out. But for
others shared care was a means of preserving an active
life. Craig Allan and Colin Elliott regularly stayed

overnight with relatives so that their parents could go

away for week-ends and holidays. A few couples had
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tried to carry on an active social life, but found that

the child's adverse reactions to being left or to being

brought along made this difficult or impossible.

Respondents gave details of how often they went out

socially in the evenings, both individually and as a

couple. This gives a measure of both outside leisure

pursuits and of one aspect of conjugal role jointness.
In most families, parents went out in the evenings more

often separately than together. 2 5 mothers and 3 4

fathers said they went out on their own once a week

or more, i.e. using internal shared care. Only 8 couples
said they went out jointly at least once a week,

thereby requiring external sharing. Frequency of joint

outings was associated with frequency of mothers'

separate outings, but not with fathers' (p<0.02). In

other words, those mothers who did go out a lot in the

evenings tended to do so both on their own and with
their husbands. There seemed to be a general

disposition to high or low sociability, rather than a

zero-sum relationship. This fits with the finding we

saw earlier that there was no relation between

frequency of external shared care and father care.

Father's outside leisure seemed to be more independent
of joint activities and when only one partner went out

weekly this was normally the husband. The information
noted earlier about internal and external shared care

may now be linked to patterns of evening social

activity to provide a more elaborate classification of

families, as follows:-

1. Frequent joint outings, with external
shared care

2. Frequent segregated activities, dependent
on internal sharing
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3. Combinations of both 1. and 2. In some of
these families, it was the mother who
went out more than the father

4. Mother rarely went out in the evening,
but her husband did

5. Both partners hardly ever went out in
the evenings either alone or separately

Naturally, these closely resemble the combinations of
internal and external sharing noted earlier, although
the latter were affected by parents' work as well as

social activities.

There was a weak trend for mothers with higher M.I.

scores to go out seldom in the evenings and to have

few interests outside the home. "More anxious" fathers

also spent more time at home on average than others

(p<0.02). This provides further evidence of an

association between parents' anxiety and

home-centredness, which was in turn related to

reluctance to share care and the child's shyness.

Twice as many working class fathers (two thirds) as

middle class fathers (one third) went out alone each

week for social reasons (p<0.01). There were no

significant class differences for mothers. In ten

working class families the father went out alone at

least once a week, but the mother hardly ever did so.

This pattern was found in only one middle class family.
Here is indeed a sign of class difference in marital

segregation. Over 3/4 of middle class couples went out

together at least every 6 weeks, compared with fewer
than half of the working class families (p<0.02). This is

consonant with the higher rates of evening sharing care

for middle class parents in this study. It confirms that

higher social class increases the chance of more
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frequent social activity outside the home (Forse, 198 1).

Many middle class couples had an expectation to go out

regularly without the children, as a result of

invitations to dinner for instance. They would

therefore explore several possibilities to find a carer,

if necessary. More working class parents asserted that

they would not go out when asked unless a close

relative was available for sharing care.

A consequence of the class difference in frequency of

evening social outings was that it was mainly the
women in working class families who went out least

often overall. They were more affected than their
husbands by the lower tendency to share care, because

many though by no means all of the latter had a night
out alone. This could be resented, as in these

disagreements:-

1) Mr. Nairn* "We haven't really being
going out" (i.e. together).

Mrs. Nairn* "Well, you've been going
out haven't you?"

2) Mr. Shaw* "We like to get out for a
break, but if we don't get out, it doesna
bother us".

Mrs. Shaw* "Aye, but you're out every
week".

Mr. Shaw* "What do you mean, it's
only for 3 hours".

This aspect of conjugal role segregation has often

been attributed to differing social associations and

preferred pastimes of the spouses. That was clearly

important, but an additional and sometimes crucial
factor was the desire to avoid using a babysitter too

much. Several couples remarked that they hardly ever

went out separately before having children, but mostly
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did so now in order to minimise sharing care. In

particular, those working class couples whose relatives
were distant or elderly relied most on internal sharing.
In a way, Bott's hypothesis was reversed, because it
was often the presence of a close-knit kin carer set

which permitted parents to engage in frequent joint

outings. Many working class couples with nearby kin
carers had a regular "Saturday night" out together

(often following the man's Friday night out on his own),
even if sometimes it was not frequent. This institution
could be recognised by its absence as in Mrs.

Ormiston*'s wry comment "our Saturday night out is now

in" i.e. they brought a meal home. Furthermore, many

middle class couples did rely on each other for evening

care, especially to go to evening classes, meetings, and
cultural or sporting activities. It was those most

involved in close-knit street networks who were more

able to go out jointly, because they had a variety of

carers to call on.

This again highlights that families cannot be
differentiated on a single dimension of

jointness-segregation, just as networks cannot be simply
divided into those which are dense and those which are

loose-knit. The former point was made long ago by

Piatt (1969), but is still repeated in the literature (e.g.

Rapoport et al., 19 82). A preference for more sharing of
care between spouses (one sense of jointness) rather

than external sharing made going out together (another
sense of jointness) more difficult. Likewise, mothers'

evening work was associated with a more joint
allocation of child care, but reduced the opportunities
for shared social activities. Within the same family

joint activities sometimes occurred mainly at

week-ends, whilst partners went out separately for



work, study or leisure during the week.

On the whole, parents' interests differed much more

between men and women than they did between parents

of different social class. Nonetheless, there was some

indication that more middle class couples had joint
interests like the cinema or theatre, which required
external shared care. By contrast, many of the
interests of working class parents were more

segregated and hence compatible with internal sharing.
This applied to darts, snooker and football for men and

bingo or keep fit for women. There were examples of

"classic" segregation in working class families, when the

wife would go out with her female friends, mother or

sister, and the husband went out to a pub or club to

be with male friends and perhaps his brothers.

Not only were mothers the main caregivers, but even

at times when both parents were not working it

seemed that often men were more free to pursue

leisure activities while their wives looked after the

children than vice versa. Most mothers had interests

which were solitary and/or could be done with the

family around, so that they would make little demands

on others for care of the children. The main ones were

reading, domestic activities (e.g. knitting, sewing) and

swimming. Far more of the fathers' leisure interests
were based outside the home. Mrs. Miller complained

that:-

"Michael goes to Karate on week-ends.
The family priority is still mine. Ho can
still do what he wants to, so it doesn't
affect him so much".

Mr. Baxter* remarked:-

"I used to go car-rallying, I've done water
ski-ing. We've done a lot of things,

497



haven't we?".

His wife replied:-

"Don't say "we". I'd like to do a lot of
things, but I've got a couple of kids
hanging round my neck all day".

However, there were some couples where both partners

had indoor interests and neither went out much.

"Mother-dominant" families had this pattern.

SUMMARY

All but two of the fathers were working at the time
of interview and the fathers' entitlement or obligation
to work was an unquestioned baseline for shared care

patterns. The conventional expectation that the mother
should be the prime carer was found in all the families.
In none of the dual worker families had fathers cared

for the child as much as mother. Therefore, it was

chiefly variations in mothers' work patterns which
affected differences between families with respect to

shared care. Even so, the timing, flexibility and

discretionary nature of fathers' work hours could

greatly affect their availability as alternatives to

external carers for routine or special needs.

Mother's work was clearly a major factor affecting
and affected by shared care and attitudes towards it.

A simple contrast between working and non-working
mothers is unhelpful. A majority of the mothers were

in some intermediate position of discontinuous and/or

short hour working. Understanding shared care

necessitates looking at the variations in hours worked,
time of day, (dis)continuities in work and

(dis)satisfactions with work or being at home. In

particular, it seemed that the most crucial divide with
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regard to practices and values was between those

mothers who worked long hours and others, rather than

between working and non-working mothers. A similar
conclusion was reached by Robb (1981). Short hour-

workers resembled most non-working mothers in making
few demands on their networks for work care and in

their aversion to substantial daytime working or full

day group care. This would suggest that the big
increase in work by mothers of children under five
which has mostly been for short hours does not

represent such a big change in values or life-styles as

has been commonly supposed (e.g. Clarke-Stewart, 1 982).

Likewise non -working mothers may bo grouped according
to their satisfaction with life at home. Children of

mothers who were partly dissatisfied at home were

distinguished from children of mothers who were happy
at home and of long hour working mothers by the

higher incidence of shyness, limited experience of shared
care and poor reactions to separation from parents.

There was no support from this study for the

widespread belief that children are harmed if their
mothers work long hours. Indeed, the children of such-

mothers appeared to be more adaptable than some of
the children of mothers who may be bored or isolated
at home.

Women's work was often interstitial, in that it
fitted into the small gaps both in the mother's child
care responsiblities and in the labour market. Whereas

fathers' care of children normally fitted in with their
free time from work, mothers' work (if at all) often

fitted in with their free time from child care. Several

working class mothers had become part of the

secondary labour market, with poor pay and prospects
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and considerable discontinuity of working (Beynon and

Blackburn, 19 72; Gordon, 1972). Although there are

broader labour market factors which also affect the

restricted location, timing and status of many mothers'

jobs, this position is underpinned by a strong ideology

supported by the majority of mothers and even more of

the fathers in this sample. This merged the value that
a mother should be home with her child most of the

time and the belief that mothers' full-time work is

harmful to children. Many mothers who worked chose
to do in such a way that they avoided sharing care

outside the nuclear family. In only about one family in

eight did the mother work long daytime hours in which
care of the child was outside the nuclear family and

resulted from rather than preceded mother's return to

work. All of such mothers had started work using paid
childcarers or relatives for care of the children and

not group care. On the other hand, in none of the

families did the mother's work interfere with the

child's opportunity to participate in group care

experience.

Fathers' care of the child was usually much less than

mothers, just as father's work commitments were nearly

always much greater. Even during the non-working

periods, caring for children appeared to restrict men's

social activities less than women's, especially in some

working class families. Therefore, the patterns of

internal sharing in the evenings and at week-ends

perpetuated mother's weekday predominance in care

more often than they counterbalanced it.

The extent of father care was as much related to

mothers' work as to social class. Partly as a result,
this sample gave only weak support to the common view
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that middle class fathers are more participant with

respect to child care. On specific occasions, many-

parents had been clearly influenced by a preference for

father care and a desire to avoid external sharing. In

many families, mother and father went out more often

separately than together and there was little overlap
in their interests. There was no overall statistical

association (direct of inverse) between the frequencies
of internal and external sharing. Joint social outings
and shared interest outside the home were more

characteristic of middle class parents, who consequently

used evening babysitters more often on average.

501



Chapter Twelve

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FROM THE RESEARCH

This chapter is in three parts. In the first part, the
main findings will be summarised briefly. Then,

implications for both theory and policy will be

presented.

SUMMARY OF THE MAIN FINDINGS

This study set out to examine the phenomenon of
shared care, which comprised those situations whereby

pre-school children had been looked after by people
other than their parents. The analysis of relevant

policy actions and statements revealed that these had
been almost exclusively concerned with official day care

arrangements. Yet the largely individualist strategy of

government action which has been followed over many

years has been premised on assumptions about the

actual and ideal arrangements for sharing care in a

much broader sense. These assumptions have helped to

justify a policy which has largely concentrated on the

needs of the disadvantaged only. Vague ideas and

prescriptions about the nature of children, mothers'

responsibilities and community care have been used in

conjunction with recurrent economic restraints to

confine most parent's choice of public day care to

part-day places in a playgroup or nursery school after

the child's third birthday. Even such provision has an

uneven geographical distribution and is vulnerable to

financial cutbacks.
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Little was known about how satisfactorily ordinary
families actually did manage from their own resources

without further public support. Some commentators

argued that it is unfair to place the responsibility for

child care onto mothers only. The increase in working
mothers has been cited as a sign of widespread
dissension by women from devoting themselves entirely
to their young children. An alternative institutional

strategy has been advocated, whereby integrated and

comprehensive public provision of group care for all who
wanted it at the ages they wanted it would best meet

the needs of all families, whether mother worked or

not. Others have urged that a more radical, structural

transformation is needed, including occupational and
fiscal changes so that the care of children may be more

evenly divided between men and .women.

Empirical research has also chiefly centred on the

issues relating to mother care and group care, and

about how far a larger contribution by the latter is

necessary, desirable or harmful. The evidence suggested

that sharing care need not be detrimental to the child.
Indeed it can be beneficial, provided that there are

opportunities for familiarisation, continuity and

stimulation. From an early age, children are able to

form multiple attachments and show a predilection for
the company of other children. Very little attention
had been given to shared care within family networks.

There was a need for systematic understanding of

individual children's overall care experiences as they

develop and change up to and after involvement in

group care or school. Only then can the strengths and
deficits or people's actual shared care arrangements be

assessed. In addition, most researchers' pre-occupation
with children's emotional ties to their mother meant
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that the interconnections between sharing care and the

child and family's social relationships had not been

examined.

Therefore, the present research aimed to investigate
the evolution of shared care patterns and processes as

part of the interactive development of families'
internal and external relationships. It was assisted by

theoretical perspectives which emphasised understanding

changes in the lives of parents and children over time
within multiple physical and social contexts. In order

to understand the complex and dynamic processes

involved, both qualitative and quantitative techniques

were called for. It was decided to interview both

partners in two-parent families from a sample

sufficiently large to sustain some statistical

procedures, yet small enough to permit some depth of
discussion and analysis. In practice, 73 sets of parents

were seen of whom 63 formed the main sample for

statistical analysis. As social class has been shown to

be a critical influence on many aspects of family life,

the sample was selected from two contrasting areas to

provide a comparison between families who in broad
terms were middle class or working class. The two

area samples consisted of all those families with a

child born between fixed dates 3 years previously
whose parents were married at the time of the child's
birth and were still living in the same area when asked
to be interviewed just after the child's third birthday.

As expected, most of the children had spent most of

their time with their parents and especially their
mothers. Nevertheless, all the children had been looked

after by someone else at some time. Usually there had

been several other carers and half the children had
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been regularly looked after by someone other than their

parents with a frequency of at least once a week.

There was not a dichotomy between exclusive mothering
and substitute care, but a spectrum of the extent of

involvement by people other than parents in the care

of the child. A number of dimensions, combinations,

sequences and processes of care were identified, several

of which showed marked differentiation according to

social class. There were also important findings which

applied irrespective of class, as well as distinctions
between types of families which were present in both
classes. Although important generalisations did emerge,

it must be emphasised that these are abstractions. For

each child, his total care away from parents was

normally not planned, perceived or experienced as a

coherent whole, but represented the cumulative

assemblage of a number of care situations with

differing contexts, purposes and regularity. Sharing

care was frequently a spontaneous or incidental part of

everyday social life and practical functioning, although

sometimes it was negotiated and arranged with long
term aims for the child or family. Consequently, the

dynamic interplay between social relationships and the

care of children formed a major part of the research

findings.

PATTERNS OF CARE AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

Group care

Many writers assume that children's first experience
of an organised group or indeed of non-parental care at

all is in an official nursery school, playgroup, day

nursery or school itself (e.g. Blatchford et al., 1982

pp.1-2). In fact about half of the children had had
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previous experience in some other kind of group or

creche such as those attached to a church or sports

centre. The facilities or staffing in some of these

appeared to be unsatisfactory.

The study showed that in two urban areas with
unusually good provision of playgroups and nursery

schools attendance at such facilities had become

virtually universal for 3 year olds in less mobile, two

parent families. This applied regardless of differing

environments, varied attitudes about family life and

divers histories of shared care. Parents had a common

perception of pre-school children's needs for some kind
of organised interaction with other children in a safe

place and under the supervision of trained staff. Other

research has also shown a high demand for group care

but this has rarely been actualised because of
insufficient provision (Bone, 1977; Haystead et al., 1980).

It would appear that once supply approaches demand,
then a "quasi-universal norm" of group attendance from

age 3 arises, so that even reluctant users arrange

placement, because they do not wish their children to

be different or to lack playmates. This represents a

considerable change within a single generation towards
much earlier entry by children into communal

socialisation, for three quarters of the parents

themselves had not been to any form of group care

before school.

Publicly provided nursery schools were generally

preferred to playgroups, but a significant minority did
value the latter more highly. This was mostly on

account of their intimate settings and short flexible

hours, rather than parental involvement which is often

seen as their main advantage. In spite of these
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important differences, the reasons for using playgroups

and nursery schools, and parental evaluations of them,

were so similar that it was legitimate to regard them

as variants of a single form of care, rather than two

distinctive types. There was a high degree of

satisfaction with group care. There was no sign of

stigma because group care represented a service open

to all and was widely accepted as desirable. The main

expressed deficiencies concerned the demand for more

local authority nursery schooling in the middle class

area and a desire by some parents for their children to

be able to start earlier at group care.

Contrary to the claims of several commentators, the

desire for group care bore little relation to mothers'

work intentions. Group care did quite often take over

all or part of a pre-existing care arrangement for
mothers' work, but that was not its prime objective.

This helps explain the anomaly which puzzled Halsey and

Smith (1 976) that more working mothers are at work

while their child is at group care than gave this as

their reason for placing the child. Primarily, parents

believed that group care offers social benefits to the

child, which they could not provide themselves either

directly or indirectly. Educational purposes were

important secondary considerations.

Non-group care

Although most of the children began group care for

broadly similar reasons at similar ages, they had

experienced widely varying sequences of non-parental
care before that. Moreover, the widespread usage of

group care did not represent an indiscriminate readiness
to leave children with other people, for most parents
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had previously shown themselves fastidious about the

circumstances in which they would leave their children

and with whom.

Parents in this study had not provided constant 24

hour care for their children before 3, but prolonged or

very frequent care by others was rare too.

Comparisons with other cultures indicates that here

sharing care occurs more deliberately as a result of
the perceived benefits or convenience of excluding
children from certain daytime practical activities and

most evening social activities. As fathers were

normally some distance away at work during weekdays,

external sharing of care was the prime means for
mothers to gain opportunities for independent activities
and relief from routine or stress. Some parents,

however, felt or acknowledged little need for sharing
care unless it was- "unavoidable" or for the child's

benefit only. Variations in the frequency of sharing
care were therefore closely related to perceptions of

what circumstances were defined as making shared care

necessary or desirable, and what was the balance

between mothers' responsibilities and ' rights.

Availability of care resources was also important, and

there were a few parents who were clearly dissatisfied
that they were restricted by their reluctance or

inability to share care more often. However, shared

care was not simply a product of parents' needs. It

was also often seen as a a means of developing
children's external relationships with others, in

accordance with parental values about strenghthening
ties with relatives and peers. A strong future

orientation could be seen in the value which many

parents placed in sharing care for developing a child's
social skills or independence, general preparation for
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school and specific learning.

Some parents (all middle class) had developed or

joined unofficial "mini-groups" of their own. Here, 3 or

4 mothers took it in turns to play with all their

children, usually as a conscious "pre-preschool"'
experience from 2 to 3. But mostly sharing care before

age 3 involved only the child, except for the carer's

child(ren) or the child's sibling(s) in some cases. In the

main, carers were chosen or chose themselves from a

few restricted kinds of people: - the child's

grandparents and aunts; local mothers of pre-school

children; immediate neighbours; and paid childcarers. The
vast majority of carers were women. Shared care was

mostly arranged by women, even when their husbands

were home too. Mothers spent much more time looking
after both their own children and other people's

children than ..did the fathers. Men who looked after

the children were nearly all relatives. Normally, kin
were preferred for young babies and major care

commitments, and in some families non-kin were hardly

used in any circumstances, except perhaps a brief

emergency. Usually, both sides of the family were

equally acceptable, but in practice mothers' relatives

were used more often by more families.

Relatives living at a distance were important carers

in many families. Non-kin carers were much more highly
concentrated in the immediate neighbourhood.

Different types of family patterns of shared care

The extent and kind of mothers' work sequences had

important effects on shared care and vice versa. Just

as the study showed a diversity of shared care
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patterns rather than a simple day-care/home-reared

dichotomy, so there was a continuum in relation to

mothers' work. The majority of mothers were

intermediate between those who had never worked at

all since having children and the few who had worked
full-time. Furthermore, the values and care patterns of
the mothers who worked less than 12 hours a week

resembled those of non-working mothers more than they

did those of mothers who worked longer hours. A high

proportion of working mothers worked for short hours

and/or at a time when they or the father could look
after the child, because of a deliberate preference to

maintain care within the marriage and not be dependent

on outside carers. The small percentage of families
with mothers working over 12 hours did account for

the greatest frequencies of shared care before children
started at group care. Their children were chiefly
looked after by paid childcarers or grandparents,

perhaps supplemented or replaced by group care after

age 2-3. There was support for the conclusions of

L.Yarrow (1 964) and Hock (1978, 1980) that it is less

crucial for the welfare of the family whether the

mother works or not than whether she is satisfied

with whichever of these two options she chooses.

Despite the fact that well over half the mothers had

worked since they had children, many parents held a

stereotyped view of the "working mother" as someone

who put herself before her children and might "exploit"

group care in order to work. Such an image is

widespread in society, but this study showed that many

working mothers have a strong wish to retain care

within their trusted network and do in fact minimise

the extent of shared care by working part time and

often at unsocial hours. Moreover, those' who worked
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long hours had mostly made satisfactory arrangements.

In a few cases families in which both parents worked

had adjusted care arrangements which were not fully

suitable. Clearly there are problems which some dual

worker families face in making ideal arrangements for

their children (Jackson &c Jackson, 1 979; P.Moss, 1980),

but if this sample is at all typical, then the big

growth in the numbers of working mothers in recent

years does not mean that many parents are making

arrangements which are harmful to their children. On

the other hand, it was clear that most people's social
networks are not able to sustain care of the children

of mothers who work long hours. Usually, friends were

thought to be willing to act as carers only for brief

periods. Kin were often considered to have sufficient

past or present commitments to their own work or

families so that it was unfair to expect full-day care

from them: Thus, full-time work by mothers does

necessitate paid childcarers or longer hours at group

care than is normally available.

A further means of classifying families apart from

mothers' work was according to their attitudes and

practice of inclusiveness or exclusiveness with respect

to the involvement of others in child care. About one

fifth of the total sample led lives which seemed to be

particularly home-centred. They were very reluctant to

share care even with close kin, except in "special"
circumstances or for a very occasional evening out. If

the mother worked, she did so at a time or in a way

that did not require care outside the nuclear family.
The parents expressed strong beliefs about the

importance of the mother-child bond and were concerned

that their children would be readily upset by

separation from them (cf. Hock, 1 978). Their children
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were usually said to be shy with adults they did not

know well and were more likely than others to be

upset when left at group care. In these families, the
idea of group care before age 3 was generally

disapproved of and playgroups were more popular than

nursery schools. In other studies, the children who did
not go to group care even when it was available have
been identified as having mothers who were often

especially "child-centred" or overprotective (Blomart,

1963; Shinman, 1980). Here it seems that such mothers
felt normative pressures to send their children to

group care, because nearly everyone else was doing so.

Another way in which families differed considerably
was the extent of care by father alone, either in
addition to or instead of external sharing. This was

related to whether mothers and fathers were

"inner-oriented" (to home and family) or "outer-oriented"

(to work, friends or kin). There was no simple inverse

relationship between the amount of internal and

external sharing care, because high and low levels of

mothers' outer orientation could be combined with

either high or low levels of father care in different
families. Within the time-limits allowed by their
full-time work, a fair number of fathers did take sole

charge of their own children to a considerable extent,

sometimes more than others outside the family. Most

rarely looked after other people's children.

The influences of parents' perceptions and interpretations

Nearly all the parents believed that they should try

to achieve a secure family life for their children whilst

working towards some degree of independence, if only

because • of the need to prepare them for the social
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demands of compulsory education. These goals of

security and independence can be difficult to harmonise

and there were large variations in people's views about

when and how they might be achieved. Sharing care

was often prompted by the kinds of immediate or

practical considerations which are a normal part of

most people's lives. Nonetheless, families varied greatly

in their predispositions to perceive situations as

requiring or justifying shared care and in how they

categorised other people as acceptable carers or not in
different contexts. A strong value among parents was

that care should not harm the child and where possible
should be for the child's benefit. However, parents

ranged from those who thought that almost any

separation from both parents might be harmful for the
child to those who believed that frequent sharing was

helpful to a child. The former view was more common

and helps explain why sharing care is generally less

frequent and less spontaneous than in many other kinds
of society. Nonetheless, some people considered it quite

legitimate for care to be arranged for the mother's
benefit and were confident that the child would not be

adversely affected.

Views about parents' responsibilities and rights
tended to coincide with parental images of children.

Those with strong views about parental responsibility
(which in practice meant maternal responsibility)

normally perceived children as vulnerable to separation
distress. The child's crying at the possibility or

actuality of being left with others was seen as

something to be avoided at all costs in order to

prevent immediate distress or longer term harm. Such

parents tended to see the child's needs and wishes as

paramount. They would share care rarely and with only
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a restricted range of people. Parents who put more

stress on the mother's rights (for a break or to work)

generally saw their children as adaptable. They

interpreted a child's crying, if it occurred, as a brief

separation protest which soon extinguished. This was

associated with a greater willingness to insist that

the child should fit with parents needs sometimes, as

well as vice versa.

Parents were much influenced by their perceptions of

uncertainty about possible responses of the child and

potential carers. Some were hesitant to take risks by

making arrangements to share care, some were willing
to do so, and some saw little risk anyway. Uncertainty

in sharing care can be reduced by predictability, so

arrangements were favoured which involved familiar

people, regularity of timing, checks by the parents, and
sometimes their availability to return. Some middle
class parents felt that employment of a carer provided
the most reliable arrangement.

A major element of risk in sharing care is that young

children were often perceived as difficult to know and

hard to predict. This could reinforce a tendency to

play safe, risking neither that the child might be upset,

nor that his or her behaviour might be unacceptable.

Although parents often expressed puzzlement about

children, they also used an array of explanatory and

instrumental beliefs about child behaviour and

development to help make sense of them. To a large

degree these corresponded to the kinds of factors

psychologists would also use to explain differences in

behaviour, such as birth order, sex, heredity, learning,

stages and phases. It was quite possible for the same

idea to explain opposite outcomes in different families,
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such as shyness or sociability, advanced or slow

development. Likewise, parents could draw differing
instrumental inferences from the same circumstance.

For instance, having more than one child could be seen

as a reason not to leave them or not to bring them

along.

The most important ideas about children influencing
shared care related to birth order and child

development. Many parents were more inclined to leave

a second or later child, because they were less anxious
about his or her reactions. Longer experience of

parenthood was said to engender revised images of

children's adaptability and more relaxed attitudes about

sharing care. In addition, an older brother or sister
could be seen as a comfort to a younger child. Less

commonly, there was greater reluctance to share care

with second and later born children. Sometimes the

later child seemed temperamentally less adapatable.

Sometimes it was felt that the carer would not cope

with more than one child. Those parents who shared

care widely tended to see the child's personality as

more shaped by heredity or else believed that social

exposure facilitated confidence. Restricted sharing was

more associated with views which stressed the

importance of stages of maturation and attachment to

mother or parents as a source of security.

Uncertainty in relation to the child's reactions to

care was linked to the idea of trust, whilst concern

for the carer's reactions was associated with fear of

imposing. There were several aspects of

trustworthiness which people wanted in a carer. These

included competence in dealing with the child's needs;
reassurance to the child by virtue of familiarity,
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manner or skill; reliability in fulfilling parents' wishes;
and conformity to parents values in treatment of the

child. Attributions of these characteristics depended

partly on individual relationships, but were also

influenced by more general categorisations of people.

Families set different boundaries of trust at differing
social distances and with varying degrees of

permeability. Some set firm boundaries around close kin
and perhaps one or two special friends. Anybody else
was seen as a stranger and was therefore unacceptable

with regard to care. Others were more willing to

adjust their boundaries of trust by acceptance of some

less familiar people or by setting out to get to know

them better.

Seldom were people other than parents seen to have

rights to care for the child, except that quite a few

respondents' thought grandparents were entitled to look

after their grandchildren now and then. Sharing care

took place mostly at the parents' behest or at the
initiative of others for the (ostensible) benefit of the

parents or child. Spur of the moment requests or

offers for care did occur in some cases, but more

usually sharing care was planned in advance. There was

a strong psychological and ideational emphasis on

parental care, but this was underpinned by physical and

social circumstances. Housing layout and a general value

of privacy meant that most of these pre-school children
did not move readily from one household to another, as

can be common in small settlements. Normally, there

was not playspace near the home which could be used

communally by children on an everyday basis. The

dangers of traffic mean that young children's movements

have to be closely supervised. Moreover, those people

who were most trusted for care, especially relatives,
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usually lived at some distance.

The second element of uncertainty in care processes

was the assessment of the degree to which care of the

child was likely to be pleasurable or an imposition to

potential carers. Close kin were looked upon as

particularly attractive carers, because they were seen

as both trustworthy and keen to care. There was much
more doubt shown about the readiness of non-relatives

to act as carers, even if they had expressed

willingness. Such uncertainties could be overcome by a

financial arrangement, but this was generally only

acceptable for a carer of lower status, such as a

teenager or au pair. More commonly, imposing was made

acceptable by entering into mutual arrangements with
other parents of young children.

The interplay of trust and imposing was a major
factor in the choice of carer and frequency of care.

For instance, this influenced whether the main carer

for a working mother was the grandmother or a

childminder. "Exclusive" parents were those who had

rigid boundaries of both trust and imposition set close

to the nuclear family. The two notions may be

conjoined in the concept of confidence. Sharing care

normally occurs when the parents have some degree of
confidence in the carer and in the child's capacity to

cope or benefit from the experience. It was those

parents who lacked confidence in themselves who were

most likely to doubt the value of sharing care or their

child's capacity to deal with it. Parents with
confidence in themselves and their children were more

able to develop multiple social contacts which included

potential carers. They also had greater trust that

sharing care was not harmful and could be helpful to
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children.

The Characteristics of the Child

It should not be assumed that only parents and their

interactions with potential carers influence care

patterns. The child's nature and reactions to imminent
or actual separations to particular individuals or any

individual can shape the actions of adults, as

psychologists have recently emphasised (Dunn, 1977).
Children did not always conform to parental

expectations. In such instances, the child could modify

parental attitudes to become more (or less) favourable

to sharing care. There were occasionally tensions or

guilt, when mothers persisted in leaving a child who
was distressed. More typically parents became more

willing to share care as they found that their child
was less upset than they expected or when they
became concerned that the child was too clinging

through lack of experience with others. Especially
after age 2, the child's own verbal wishes became

important. Some children were eager to stay with

grandparents, go with a sibling somewhere or to go and

play with a friend along the street. Others were

apparently passive or avoidant in relation to care by

others.

On the whole it appeared that early, moderately

frequent separations were not detrimental. This

contrasts with what many of the parents believed, in

concurrence with much expert opinion. In this kind of

relatively stable two parent family, it was those

families who shared care most whose children seemed

more adaptable and caused least worry to their

parents. Those children . who had been with their
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parents nearly all the time were usually shy and

sometimes very alarmed at any kind of separation. Such

shyness or clingy behaviour was a major concern for

many parents. The association between low frequency
of sharing care and shyness is not necessarily a causal

one. Although many of the parents had arrived at a

belief that being unused to care by other people may

inhibit children, there is also evidence from other

research that inheritance may play a part in shyness.
The interview material suggested that there is a

reciprocal interaction between the parents' personality
and orientations, the child's personality and the degree

of openness to the inclusion of others in the care of

the child. Parents who were themselves more anxious

and had difficulty adjusting to parenthood were more

likely than others to have children who were less

adapable to shared care. Children who were upset most

on starting group care tended to be those who were

generally shy and had had a low frequency of previous
shared care.

THE EVOLUTION OF SHARED CARE AND NETWORK RELATIONSHIPS

These processes involving parents, child and carers do

not occur in a social and environmental vacuum. Some

families with generally protective attitudes towards
their children and close boundaries of trust did share

often, because they were embedded in a small network

of close kin or street friends. Others with more

inclusive attitudes shared care rarely through lack of

opportunity. Furthermore, selection of suitable carers

occurred in the context of social relationships which
were themselves changing. Therefore, the more dynamic

aspects of social and shared care relationships will now

be considered.
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Shared care developed as part of the ongoing

adjustments to parenthood made by couples, both

personally and in their network relationships.
Childbirth was often a time when carers (normally

grandmothers) assisted with care of older children.
Thereafter, the mother's physical and emotional
reactions following the baby's birth influenced her need
for support, general morale and feelings about return

to work which can all affect the need for non-routine

shared care. Sharing care may be seen as a reflection
of how parents, particularly mothers, manage the
restriction on them of a child's dependency. With a

first born child it seemed that parents were

particularly tentative about sharing care, as their ideas
about the nature of children, the pressures of

parenthood and their relationships with others were in
a state of flux. There was a reluctance to trust

others' ability or willingness to cope with the physical
needs of a baby and also often a strong emotional
concern to be with the infant as much as possible.

Some couples became very home-centred, perhaps giving

up active social lives and letting friendships lapse.

Others continued with busy work and/or social lives,
and shared care frequently externally and internally in
order to do so. This could involve building a new kind
of social life more centred on street networks of

sociability and sharing care.

As the first child grew older or a new child was

born, many parents gradually altered their views in

favour of sharing care more. They began to see children

as more robust and their own needs for a break as

more legitimate. Quite a few parents found to their

dismay that they had emphasised a child's needs for

security in infancy, only to find that the need for
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social confidence at age 2 or 3 had been poorly-

prepared for. But sometimes the opposite occurred, as

when mothers abandonned plans to return to work,

because the child seemed more vulnerable to separation

than they had expected.

There were social as well as personal adjustments to

parenthood and birth order which impinged on shared

care. Two of the key factors in determining the nature

of carer sets were the adaptability for care of prior
social networks and the convertibility of nearby

acquaintances and strangers into friends and/or carers.

Since old friends and workmates were not often used

for care, the adaptability of a prior network largely

depended on the distance, health, age and employment

status of close relatives. Kin relations did not often

change dramatically. Some relationships were reinforced

through having children. This was especially true in the

case of grandparents, who were generally acknowledged
as first choice carers for a young child if it was

practically possible, although a few did dissent from

this view.

In contrast, non-kin relationships often altered

markedly with the advent of children, especially for

mothers. The size and nature of a local carer set

chiefly depended on how far the mother had been able

to develop contacts in the vicinity with others at a

similar life-cycle stage. This was partly influenced by

neighourhood composition, but was also related to

families' attitudes and aptitudes in the development of

neighbour relationships. Ties to a small core of close
friends of long standing were usually maintained,

especially if they had young children too, but only in
the latter case were they likely to be much involved in
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shared care. However, often contacts with "old friends"
and colleagues became attenuated because of distance
or their work. In addition, many couples had not made

significant relationships locally when both were

working, so that mothers suddenly at home all day were

vulnerable to isolation and depression at this stage,

especially if they had few or no close relatives in the

City.

Often, especially in the middle class area, families
were able to develop a new locally-based, stage-graded
set of relationships to compensate for the slackening
of earlier friendships. This new network segment

usually became central to daytime social life and

sharing care. Contacts between local mothers with
similar aged children were initiated and maintained,
because of the deliberate seeking of peer playmates,
mutual interest by children themselves and naturally

occurring situations such as visits to clinics or swing

parks which bring mothers and young children together.

Reciprocal sharing care often arose from and in turn

promoted these friendships. Befriending has been

characterised as a skilled process of gradual personal

disclosure (Duck, 1980; Morton Sc Douglas, 1981). This is
doubtless true, but evidently the presence of

opportunities to meet through children and shared

practical needs can be vital catalysts.

There were mechanisms for the rapid integration of

families into these local networks, but often it took

time for the relationships to develop. Some mothers

only made contacts after their children had started at

group care or school. In consequence, second and later
children were more likely to become part of an

established set up of peer interaction and shared care
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from an earlier age than first borns. People befriended

locally were often the main source of information and
evaluation about group care. Whilst daytime interaction
and sharing care was usually personalised amongst a

small number of local mothers, evening shared care was

often formalised among a much larger group of people

by means of babysitting circles. These sometimes
involved some care by men, too. Some circles were

purely functional, offering a mutual service with
clear-cut responsiblities. But circle membership

frequently led to befriending and other social

activities, usually in small sets or cliques.

CLASS AND CARE

It must be stressed that many aspects of shared

care did not vary according to social class. For

instance, perceptions of group care seemed to be very

similar regardless of class membership. "Protectiveness"
and work care patterns were largely independent of
class. Nevertheless, striking class differences permeated

the study, so it will be useful to recapitulate briefly
the main conclusions.

Middle class parents tended to share care more often

and with a wider number and range of people. They had

often recruited new people to their networks with
whom they shared care, whereas working class families
tended to "redeploy" established network members.

Middle class couples did make considerable use of kin

for care when available, especially grandparents and

particularly in the first year of the child's life. But in

addition, or instead of distant kin, most middle class
families were able to call on help with child care from

among their street network contacts with other
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parents at the same life-cycle stage. Middle class care

sequences often showed a relative shift towards

greater use of local parents and more care

arrangements oriented to peer play for the children.
Even families with close kin in Edinburgh could get

drawn into these networks, by association, normative

pressures, and the demands of reciprocity. Indeed some

of them had a definite preference for the less

emotional and more definite arrangements and

obligations of non-kin, an idea which was alien to

nearly all of the working class families.

Most working class parents relied almost exclusively
on kin for care, even if they had few close relatives

living nearby. Moreover, working class carer sets often

included a wider range of kin. Some of these kin carers

lived a fair distance away. In consequence, carer sets

were often more geographically dispersed for working
class children, which runs counter to the stereotyped

view of working class social organisation (Everitt,

1976). Care by non-relatives was mostly confined to

one or two particular friends or an immediate neighbour
in the daytime. Some families only turned to non-kin on

rare occasions, such as a sudden illness or accident, or

an event involving the relatives normally used for care.

Only a few of the working class families were part of
an active network of street friends. Even then sharing
care might not be part of the relationships. When local

friends did share care, this was likely to be on a pair
basis rather than network exchange of care and was

nearly always confined to the daytime. Kin care was

sometimes routinised, but sharing care among non-kin by

working class families was rarely on a regular basis.
There were no weekly swops or mini-groups as among

the middle class families. Whilst most middle class
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families had an expanding carer set, commonly with a

sharp increase in the second or third year, working
class care patterns tended to be stable, usually

involving the same few relatives over the 3 years. In

contrast to the generally lower frequency of shared

care for working class children, significantly more had
had regular overnight care by their grandparents or an

aunt from an early age.

Some working class families had reciprocal care

arrangements with MZ or a non-relative, but otherwise
the return for child care services to kin was mostly

symbolic. Care in the street networks of Milburn
sometimes consisted of multiple balancing between

pairs, but also typically involved generalised exchange,

especially in the evenings. Thus, families' obligations to

return could be to a network or circle generally,

rather than to specific individuals. Nearly half of the
middle class couples belonged to a circle and all of

them knew about the concept. No working class families

belonged to a babysitting circle and for many the idea
was unfamiliar and unpalatable.

These contrasts in care only partly corresponded to

differences in overall contacts outside the family.

Working class children appeared to have as frequent

contacts with other people as middle class children, but

were left with them less often. Moreover, social
contact less often involved other children. More middle

class families had no or few kin in Edinburgh. This

helps explain the more general need in a middle class

area to develop supportive relationships with non-kin.

However, the location of dose kin was not adequate to

explain individual patterns, for most of the middle class

families with nearby kin still used "local friends" or
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even paid childcarers in addition to or even instead of

relatives. Those who did have grandparents in the city-

did use them for care as often as most working class

families, but not as exclusively. Class differences
resulted as much from attitudes as from kinds of

network contacts. This may be linked to the earlier
discussion of uncertainty and confidence. Many working
class parents evinced strong hostility to stranger care,

which could embrace anyone apart from relatives. It

was sometimes very generalised in its concern about

violation of the home and incompetent or dangerous
care of the child. To most middle class couples a

stranger was seen as someone who was neither a

relative nor a friend or acquaintance. Also their
worries about strangers (if any) were usually more

restricted to the possibility of the child being
distressed. Strangers were more readily regarded as

convertible through acquaintanceship. In general, then,

trust was a more personal and hence more flexible
attribution compared with the categorical basis of
trust in most working class families. Similarly, whereas

many middle class parents took part in swop

arrangements which defused feelings of imposition or

indebtedness, most working class families retained a

fear of imposing on others with young children and did
not envisage reciprocity as a means of overcoming this.

There were signs that these contrasts in confidence
in relation to shared care sprang partly from the

settings in which people lived and had grown up.

Working class parents often saw the environment and

people outside the kin network as risky in relation to

children (cf. Lasch, 1 977). This may be linked to the

poorer physical environment of most working class

families and their neighbouring ideals of privacy and



seeking help only in emergencies. Middle class families

generally exhibited greater confidence in their peers

nearby and in their own abilities to develop trusting
relationships. Therefore, they were generally more

willing to step beyond the familiar people and places
for befriending and sharing care, partly because they
were more familiar with techniques and means of doing
so.

Of course, there are exceptions to all these

patterns. There were some middle class families who
had not engaged with local networks and a few working

class families who did share care with several local

non-kin. Numbers were small, but there were

indications that those parents who were of working
class origins but were middle class in education and

occupation, tended to adopt middle class social and
shared care patterns. However, parents who- ■ were

working class in education and occupation, living in the

middle class area, largely retained working class

patterns of care.

There were also differing consequences which arose

from the class-linked patterns and processes of care.

The typical middle class carer set, derived from these

local networks, had advantages of intersubstitutability,

replacement and potential for expansion. They were

often characterised by norms and formal practices,
which most couples found supportive, although some

dissented from them. Kin carer sets were less liable to

loss due to mobility and could provide substitution too,

but they were sometimes greatly affected by the

illness or death of a grandparent.
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Besides freeing parents for practical and social

activities, sharing care also offers selective promotion

of the child's relationships with certain others. For

working class children, kin relationships and

intergenerational mixing were reinforced. Middle class

children too had a strong tie to grandparents, but

sharing care also promoted peer relationships for both
child and parents. Group care was more likely to be

integrated with the middle class child's prior social
contacts. They had had more relevant experience in

general by means of more frequent peer interaction

locally. More specifically, a larger proportion started
at group care already knowing several of the children
and local mothers. In addition, the middle class families

appeared to be more adept at inviting others home

after group care. Even when working class mothers

became became friendly with other mothers at group

care, only rarely was the relationship extended to the
home. Many working class • parents did recognise the

importance for peer interaction, but whereas many

middle class parents consciously set out to prepare

their children socially and educationally for public

pre-school and school, they felt reliant on pre-schooling
to do that preparation for them. In general, the middle
class child's care experience may be seen as more

future oriented in its preparation for group care and
school. To some extent working class shared care was

more linked to the past. The child's carers were often

those who had looked after the parents (i.e.

grandparents or mother's older siblings) or who the

parents had cared for (parents' cousins and nieces). The

child was thus linked into long term continuity of

family relationships. Group care may then appear

suddenly, with little in the child's prior experence to

prepare for it.
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

The restricted nature of samples from small areas

enjoins caution in extending conclusions to a wider

population (Piatt, 1971). In particular, the class
contrasts were derived from only certain kinds of

families. The middle class parents were mostly

professionals and the working class were mainly
semi-skilled home-owners, living in an area of

considerable but not extreme disadvantage. Nonetheless,

there is now an established body of work which has

demonstrated a fair degree of consistency in the

differing proportions of various characteristics of
social life, primary relations and attitudes to be found
in the two main socio-economic groupings. The present

findings do fit plausibly with those patterns.

Sharing care can also yield lessons which have some

applicability to analogous social processes or services,
where assistance is given to those primarily responsible
for the needs of dependent persons other than children.

Concepts and classifications developed in one place with

respect to one topic may well be usefully applied to

other geographical and substantive areas elsewhere as

sensitising ideas, provided that differences and

similarities of the relevant populations are noted.

Special care is required in generalising conclusions very

far through time. The difficulties noted here as

experienced by some children in relation to shared care

may well be transient in several cases but more lasting
for others (Kagan Sc Moss, 1960).

The sample consisted primarily of "normal" families, in
the sense that they were not pre-selected for special

problems or characteristics. They were all two parent
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families, whose residence had recently been stable. This

kind of sample was chosen deliberately to broaden the

focus of day care from problem families, working

mothers and single parents, whose needs are very

important, but have been amply documented before. It

was therefore to be expected that this sample would

not identify gross unmet needs calling out for

immediate attention. Yet, as we saw in Chapter Two,

social policy should be concerned with the distribution
of options and resources amongst the whole population
in different forms (Titmuss, 197 6). Thus, a cross-section
of an admittedly small population can serve to show

the spectrum of care arrangements, rather than

isolated stereotypes. It helps identify unmet needs

which may be lost in surveys which concentrate on

special groups. "Ordinary" families also help show how

potential care crises, such as mother's hospitalisation

(which is a common reason for admission to Local

Authority care) are overcome without recourse to public
services. The strengths in the arrangements of most

families may suggest ways of supporting those who
have difficulty in managing. The costs of coping may

also be revealed.

Implications for social science theory will be

presented first, then practical policy considerations
will be set out. This largely corresponds to the

distinction which is often made between inferences for

formal theory and and for the substantive subject of

the study (Denzin, 1970; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), but

some of the policy issues extend beyond the sphere of

shared care.
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THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

Early social relations

Child development has often been depicted in

psychology as largely a function of heredity, maturation

processes and the treatment and responsiveness by

parents, especially the mother. Of course, these are all

very important, but this study helped show that from a

very young age children's contacts with and care by

different categories of people outside the family may

also have a significant impact on children. Relationships
with individual carers and broader patterns of shared

care were seen to have characteristics and

consequences other than possible effects on the

mother-child emotional relationship, which has

monopolised the attention of commentators and
researchers. These included variations in social

interaction and competence, which were partly

associated with differences in social class and physical
environment.

Sharing care has often been depicted mainly in terms

of a distressing deviation from montropic care by

mothers, with sequences dependent on the child's
maturation and the particular mother-child relationship

(Bowlby, 1 973). However, we have seen that families are

able to function satisfactorily and without apparent

detriment to the child with a wide range in the degree
of inclusion or exclusion of people other than parents

in care of the child (cf. Scaffer & Emerson, 1964; Tizard
8c Tizard, 1971). Indeed, shared care may perform

positive functions for the child's and parent's

independence and social involvement, as Schaffer (1 97 8)

has also -susggested. This study showed that it would
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be helpful to attend more to the effects of minimal

shared care as well as prolonged sharing. There were

signs that a child's reactions to separation from mother

depended as much on the number of familiar people in
the family's network and the child's opportunities for
familiarisation with people outside the social network,

as on the characteristics of the child and mother. Few

of the children had apparently shown a sharp increase
in negative reactions which has been found after about

7-8 months in laboratory reactions to strangers and
home findings about reactions to separations from

mother. This was because these children were mostly

being left with people they were already familiar with
in places they knew well. This highlights the seemingly
obvious distinction between the dichotomies of

familiar/unfamiliar person and mother/other person,

which have often been confounded.

Many of the children in the sample seemed to have
been either easy or difficult to leave consistently in
their first 3 years, which conforms with conclusions
from other reasearch that individual differences in

general susceptibility to separation discomfort are

largely inborn (Bernal, 1973). Nevertheless, there were

also strong indications from parental descriptions and

explanations that social learning contributed to

children's social adapatability within limits set by
innate character. "Protective" parental attitudes and

very limited sharing care were not necessarily
beneficial or a pre-requisite for later independence as

has been implicit in the work of Ainsworth and others.

Rather they appeared to intensify inhibition, which
created short-term difficulties for the child at the age

of three. Interestingly, similar conclusions have

recently been reached independently in Germany from
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the Tagesmutter Project (Gudat Sc Perrnien, 1980) and in

America by Thomas and Chess (1977). Earlier, Blomart

(1 963) noted that children of parents with protective

attititudes adapted less well to separation. Hock (1980)

concluded that infants of working mothers were less

fearful towards strangers than those of non-working
mothers. Families in this study appeared to exemplify
Thomas and Chess' conclusion that difficulty in relating
to the unfamiliar is probably rooted in the child's

temperament (which may derive from parental

diffidence), but patterns of low sharing appear to

reinforce rather than diminish this trait. Whether this

has any long-term importance is uncertain. It has been

found elsewhere both that a diffident temperament

tends to persist and that later experiences lead to

considerable alterations in some people's sociability

(Kagan Sc Moss, 1962; Thomas St Chess, 1977; von Cranach
et al., . 1976). There was some evidence in this sample
that parental anxiety may influence both the extent of
the child's exposure to shared care and how the child

reacts, which conforms with the conclusions of Gewirtz

(1 976) and Hock (1980).

The idea of Greif (1977) that children are

socio-centric rather than egocentric was supported.

Well before the age of 3, most children wanted to

spend time with specific individuals other than parents

that they knew well. This applied to cousins and

children of parents' friends as well as adults they were

close to. Some children were also keen to join in
more general group play, especially when they had been

exposed to this via older siblings. In spite of the

strong peer bias evident in the majority of children's
contacts with and fondness for other children, there

was also more interaction with older children than has



been assumed, partly because children at home are less

bound by the rigid age grading of schools (Konner, 1 975).

However, this was only rarely translated into actual

and active care of children by teenagers, so this form

of preparation for parenthood so common in other

cultures does seem quite limited here.

The amount and kind of contact with other children

was not simply a product of individual children's

inclinations, but was also in part socially determined by

such factors as social class and care patterns.

Opportunities for contacts with other adults and
children (and hence possibly a child's social skills) were

also affected by birth order and sibling relations, which
until now have mostly been looked at from the

perspective of internal family dynamics. Inter-sibling

relationships have often been studied out of concern

with negative effects such as rivalry, but for many of
the sample children their older brothers and sisters

performed positive functions as comforters, introducers

and even carers.

Parenthood. Gender and Care

Until recently the conventional view of parenthood

was that parents largely imposed on their children

culturally learnt values and practices, which were often
differentiated by class (e.g. Parsons St Bales, 1 956; Kohn,

1 969). This was modified in psychology by

acknowledgement of how children can shape parental

actions (Bell, 1970) and in interpretive sociology by

that idea that parents negotiate their ideas and

behaviour in a situation of normative uncertainty

(Backett, 1982; Berger Sc Kellner, 1 965). Nevertheless,

there have been reminders that despite the potential
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fluidity of parental behaviour, there are powerful

processes which serve to maintain a sharp sexual
division of labour (Hoffman Sc Manis, 197 8; LaRossa &

LaRossa, 1981).

This study indicated that parents generally do

develop and modify their ideas about parenthood and
about the nature of children in general or of their

particular child. In both classes, ideas were altered

partly in response to their children's behaviour and in

part also to differences between their children. On the
other hand, many parents did bring clear beliefs and
values to their parenting, derived from their own

sometimes considerable experience of looking after

children, their training and work, or observations of
other parents they knew. Parents' own upbringing
exerted a cardinal influence. The novelty of parenthood

had often led them to follow 'models from their own

childhoods. Less often these were reacted against. This

normally favoured restraint in sharing care. Analysis of

intergenerational transmission has largely concerned

interpersonal emotions (psycho-analysis) or child care

practices. It should now be clear that a family's

functioning may be influenced as much by the evolution
of categories, images and beliefs in relation to children
and other people's trustworthiness, responsibilities and

rights. Family theory also needs to take more account

of the fact that parenthood is not simply a matter of

thoughts, feelings and actions within the nuclear family.
There is great variation in the extent to which others

may be involved with family members, as exemplified by
shared care. Moreover, parents may have only partial
control over this, for grandparents and neighbours may

take initiatives which are difficult to refuse.

Particularly in relation to kin, parents may find it
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difficult to control treatment of their children of

which they disapprove.

It was also clear that, despite the widespread

espousal of vague ideals of equality in marriage,

virtually all care patterns were premised on the

traditional assumptions that the responsibility for

providing and arranging primary and shared care rests

with women. There was little sign of couples seeking
an optimal combination of the skills and experience of

both partners, such that both could share the

advantages and disadvantages of employment and

domestic tasks. This can be seen either as welcome

evidence that children's perceived needs remain

paramount for mothers or that women continue to be

hampered by gender-role expectations from leading

fuller lives. It can be seen as further evidence of the

unfair burdens . of domestic responsibility placed on

women, although few respondents protrayed it as such

themselves. The radical standpoints which inform much

sociological or social policy writing was scarcely

represented in this sample (e.g. Land, 1981; Roberts,

1981; E.Wilson 1977a). Certainly a number of women did

feel bored or lonely, but these were often those who

held most strongly to traditional values about

motherhood and were most reluctant to separate from
their child. Some fathers and rather more mothers did

want greater institutional support to free mothers to

work, by means of expanded and more flexible public day

care. They wished to shift part of the daytime

responsibilities away from mothers, but in effect onto

other women (nursery staff). There was little interest

expressed in favour of substantial shifts of child care

responsibilities between men and women. Indeed, the

active hostility of some women to feminism or to some
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of the goals espoused by feminists is something to

which much recent sociological and social policy writing
on the family has failed to pay sufficient attention. An

image of housewives as inevitably stifled or frustrated

(Gavron, 1 966; Oakley 1974b) would not fit some of the
mothers who seemed positively contented and had an

active social life. Nevertheless, there was plenty of

evidence that some women were very frustrated and/or

resentful that their lives were restricted, especially in

comparison with their husbands.

The special predominance of women in sharing care

was seldom acknowledged explicitly. Just as the

actually far greater care input by mothers was

incorporated in the norm of parental responsibility, so

the particular importance of grandmothers and other
local mothers was largely taken for granted in general

references to "family" and "friends" respectively.

Class

Some commentators, like many of the parents

interviewed, have held the view that class is of

diminishing importance, whether because of the

"embourgeoisement" of the working class or downward
diffusion of middle class values (Buttimer, 1972; Young Sc

Willmott, 1973). Goldthorpe and Lockwood (1 963) argued

that working class families had maintained distinctive
attitudes and interests, but they also recognised a

convergence in the life-styles of both working class

and middle class families. Families in Milburn and

Whitlaw demonstrated the continuing pervasive

importance of class with respect to certain fundamental

social experiences and attitudes, although it must be

recalled that there were few families of intermediate
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social status in the samples. The contrasts in kin

relations, neighbouring and formalisation of

relationships observed in the 1950's and 1960's in

England and Wales (Klein, 1 965) are still appparent in
Scotland two decades later.

Understanding these differences may be taken a stage

further in terms of differing boundaries of confidence,
attitudes to strangers and capacities to establish and

link relationships across contexts. The Newsons (1 963,

1970a) documented differences in everyday practices of

parental care to which may now be added contrasts in
the ways in which other people are involved in the
care of young children. It would seem that the common

idea that working class parents provide less supervision
of their children and that working class life fosters

peer contacts in street groups (e.g. Donachy, 1 979;
Lewis et al., 1 975) needs modifying at least in relation
to pre-school children. It was mainly the middle class

children who spent a lot of time interacting with peers

from the same street. The different class patterns of

neighouring appeared to reflect different attitudes and

responses to geographical mobility, rather than the

historical social and economic characters of the two

areas. Whitlaw had been a working class district for

over a century but did not have the high levels of

intimate neighbour interaction and service exchange,

which was common in similar areas in the 1950's. Most

of the families in Whitlaw had moved there after

marriage, so that this old part of the city was a new

environment to them. Although there was a physical
and demographic resemblance to the inner city areas

with close-knit communities found in ealier studies, the

uneasy or friendly but uninvolved neighbour

relationships were more analagous to those previously
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found amongst newcomers to housing estates.

Surrounded by others also unfamiliar with the district,
the working class families largely adhered to exsiting

relationships with kin and old friends, whilst middle

class families usually had access to a range of

individual and collective mechanisms which facilitated

local social integration with other parents in an area

of considerable population turnover. It seems that the
conventional contrast made between settled inner city

communities and privatised households on housing
estates (Lockwood, 1966) is oversimple and neglects the

importance of intra-urban mobility.

Family Typologies

There is a paucity of concepts about family
differences other than those of class and parental

roles. In this research, families revealed some groupings

specific to shared care. For instance, sequences of care

frequency and size of carer set could be high stable,

continuous expanding, step expanding, low stable or

discontinuous. It is also possible to distinguish three

family types, which seem to have broader significance.

Firstly, there were the "home-centred" parents

referred to above. They had exclusive patterns of

sharing care and strong ideas about family unity,
children's vulnerability and parental responsibility.
Some of these families extended their wish for a

particularly close relationship with their own child to

openness to care for other children, too. In this

respect, they may form part of a wider grouping, which
also includes childminders with strong local roots and

exclusive foster mothers (Bryant et al. , 1980; Fanshel

1 966; Holman, 1980; Stich, 1980).
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Secondly, there were "independent" families, in which
both parents tended to lead active lives outside the

home and the mother was involved in paid daytime

work. These parents were more likely to emphasise
mothers' rights as well as responsibilities. The latter

were seen to require ensuring good care for the child
and not necessarily providing all of it oneself. Children
were mostly seen as resilient. Independence in children
was highly valued. It should be emphasised that these

families also held strong values about love and security
for the child, but were content if this was sometimes

provided by others. Apparently, some of the children
from independent families are looked after by mothers

in home-centred families during weekdays (Bryant et al.

1980). Their different values especially about the

mother-child bond could then be a source of tension, as

has been noted in studies of childminding (Erler 19 80a,

1980b; Mayall Sc Petrie, 1977). ' •

There was a third major group of families, which to

some extent may be seen as intermediate between the

other two. These can perhaps be termed "active"
families. Sharing care is of medium frequency, usually

by relatives or other local parents. In the latter case,

shared care was mostly reciprocal, in contrast to the

imbalances likely with the other two types of family.
Mothers' need for a break from children was recognised,
but usually mothers in these families would not work

long hours and were hesitant about prolonged

separation from their children.

Of course, there were exceptions to these categories
and some overlapping. It is also important to heed

Hartup's warning about "social mold" theories, that they

should take account of the contribution of the child to
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family patterns and not assume that it is only the

characteristics of parents which determine the style of

family life within broader social constraints (Hartup,

1975). Moreover, these family types could have

different expressions according to class. In the middle

class, active families were those most integrated in
street caring networks, whereas their working class

equivalents would be involved with a wide range of kin
and just one or two other local mothers.

Network Theory

It was clear that families did rely heavily on their
social network resources for most everyday and crisis

child care support. This was usually highly
differentiated according to distinct network segments,

in partial accord with the model of Litwak and Szelenyi

(1 969). In both classes, major care commitments tended

to call forth kin aid, whereas sudden brief emergencies
were seen to legitimise use of neighbours by virtue of

proximity alone. However, especially in working class

families, kin did also meet immediate care needs even

when they lived at some distance, whilst

"friend-neighbours" and paid carers dealt with routine
and longer emergency care needs in some middle class

families.

Whereas most sharing care was done only by people

living very close to the child, kin quite commonly

performed regular and quite frequent care functions

from distances up to 50 miles. Not only were kin seen

to perform major services for most families in spite of
constraints of distance (as was established 20 years

ago) but most parents themselves held a strong value

that their child care needs should be met primarily
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from within the resources of the nuclear or extended

family. The widespread wish for group care services
was not related to the unwillingness of kin to shoulder

responsibilities, but to a recognition that there were

aspects of children's needs which could not be readily
met within the network and were better done on a

communal basis.

Often sociological consideration of kin relationships
in general has masked the significance of particular

relationships. This study suggested that the special
salience of the granparent-parent-child triad in our

culture woud repay more detailed attention. For many

children, grandparents were the prime carers and main
attachment figures after parents. There were also

distinctive expectations and rights commonly associated
with grandparenthood.

Network services can inhibit people's geographical

mobility or ease its consequences. Middle class families'

mobility was facilitated by the fact that support was

rapidly forthcoming for routine needs from street

networks, that distance did not prohibit crisis care by

relatives and that child care could often be paid for.

Working class families could also maintain their kin

support over some miles, but loyalty to kin for

sociability and even more exclusively for child care

support could be a restraint on movement. At a time
of high unemployment, sensitivity to such social ties
should weigh with other considerations about whether

efforts should be made to develop work where people

live or to encourage people to move to where work

opportunities may appear greater, perhaps chimerically.
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With regard to network form, the notion of

connectedness was shown to be a useful one especially

when linked to concepts of exchange. However, the

meaning, history and context of connections require
more subtle elaborations than has been shown in the

recent trend to quantification, in which all links
between people are treated as comparable units.
Connections need to be differentiated according to

function. Sometimes, the main carers were those with
whom there was most frequent social contact, but
social interaction could also be quite separate from
care contacts or independent in frequency. As Cubitt
(1973) showed, it is rarely appropriate to deem

individual's total networks as dense or loose-knit, for

most people have several sectors, each of which is

largely separate from other sectors but has some

degree of internal connectedness. High connectedness

was to be found amongst kin, but also in middle class
street networks. This contradicts the view of Bott

(1971) that it was mainly middle class mobility which

predisposed them to loose-knit networks. Sharing care

amongst non-relatives who were interconnected was

more likely to develop into organised groups, such as

mini-playgroups or babysitting circles. Connectedness
was also an important means of providing

substitutability of carers and of disseminating
information and views about sharing care in general or

nursery schools and playgroups in particular.

It was apparent that Bott's restriction of

"connectedness" to situations where others know and

meet each other independent of the key family, whilst
a useful distinction in some respects, also excludes
some important kinds of relationship linkages (Bott,

1957 p.59). Quite often non-independent connections, as
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between the two sides of a kin set or amongst local

parents, provided significant channels of communication,

perhaps in arranging care or by necessitating balance

between "competing" carers. Others have drawn

attention to the fact that the overlap in networks of

father, mother and child is not total (Cochran 8c

Brassard, 1979). This often correponds to a temporal

distinction, in that mothers and children may have some

contacts in the weekdays entirely separate from those
shared by the whole family at week-ends or by parents

only in the evenings. Those which engage the whole

family are also more likely to involve men in care of
others' children.

The sharp distinction between networks and

organised groups (Barnes, 19 69) may not always hold up

in practice. Thus, a babysitting circle is a group with

boundaries, structures and organising principles, but

much of its day to day operations derive from

communications between members who know each other

as friends. Even more so mini-groups, street caring
networks and coffee groups exhibit some of the
characteristics of both groups and networks, because

the separation of "members" from others they are

connected with is only partial in function and timing.

Little attention has been given to network change.
Some networks are fairly stable, like those of many

working class families consisting of kin and well

established friends. Others may maintain their form but

frequently alter their composition, as in the rapid

turnover in some middle class street networks. This

study suggested important systematic alterations

related to status transitions over the life-cycle.

Marriage or even engagement to parents' siblings
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automatically tended to confer the trust of family
/

membership for care on the new spouse or fiance(e). On

the other hand, marriage and parenthood of a child's
aunt or uncle could mean that they were or were seen

to be less available for care, because of their

commitments to in-laws or to their own children.

Infirmity and death in the grandparent generation can

reduce a family's care resources in a major way, but

retirement sometimes increased involvement in sharing

care.

Developmental patterns were even more evident for
non-kin. Parenthood often led to a loss or filtering of

contact with old friends. New, more localised

friendships were then frequently developed with people

at the same life-stage, especially in relation to the
first child. It has been generally acknowledged that

parents affect children's friendships (Rubin, 1980), but it
is now clear that children often have significant impact
on parents' friendships, too, contrary to early research

findings (Babchuk, 1 965). This process of stage-grading
was emphasised by the daytime denuding of

neighbourhoods of most people except mothers with

young children and the retired. The very localised
nature of non-kin shared care and other daytime
contacts highlighted the importance for families at this

life-cycle stage of the physical and social character of

their immediate environs. Contacts with immediate

neighbours could bring care by people of varying ages,

but beyond that both care and contacts were

selectively associated with perceived similarity, as

Nahemow and Lawton (1 975) also found. Therefore,

opportunities to mix with other parents and hence

potential carers could depend greatly on the density of

young children in the street and the perceived
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friendliness locally.

The working class mothers did not appear more

restricted in their activity spaces within Edinburgh
than middle class mothers, as might have been

predicted. This was because working class families

usually had a wider range of kin in other parts of the

city, whilst middle class mothers daytime contacts

often centred on street friends. However, there was

evidence that middle class families had wider action

spaces relevant to shared care. For instance they could

often make use of indirect contacts to arrange for

babysitting and had the connections as well as the

money to arrange employment of au pairs or daily helps.

They also made greater use of nursery schools outside
their vicinity, which was more possible for many

because they could drive there.

*

Exchange theory

Concepts derived largely from the exchange of

commodities or women between groups of people in

technologically simpler societies were seen to give

insights into the interpersonal services of individual
families in a modern urban setting. It was also

apparent that the feelings and attitudes of recipients
of help with child care were vital factors in

determining whether exchange relationships were

initiated, maintained or ended. These need as much

understanding as the motivations of service-givers
which most researchers have considered (Abrams, 1980;

Burgess & Nielsen, 1 974; Titmuss, 1970). A strong sense

of social obligation to give something back for what
has been given was shown by respondents. This often
overrode apparent self-interest (cf. Mauss, 1 954).
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People's fears of imposing and concern not to receive

something for nothing suggests that those wishing to

give help may do well to accept some form of

repayment, even if it is in token form. Otherwise help

may not be asked for again and the helping relationship

may be curtailed, because the exchange is perceived by

the recipient as too unbalanced.

The hypothesised differences in types of exchange

and meanings of reciprocity amongst kin and non-kin
were largely corroborated with respect to shared care.

Kin aid was often given freely as a result of feelings
of responsibility, entitlement or intrinsic reward. It

often took the form of complementarity, rather than

reciprocity. Equivalence of return was particularly
avoided with grandparents, who would be hurt by the

implication that their motives consisted of something

other -than a sense of family responsibility.

Nevertheless, receiving help from kin did also usually

invoke feelings of obligation to make a return either by

token gifts or by other actual or potential services.
Thus reciprocity in relation to kin was usually tacit,

indirect and often delayed. With friends and neighbours,

equivalence in exchange was normally expected by the

receiver, though not necessarily the giver. It was felt
to be difficult to make demands on non-kin when some

kind of reciprocation was not possible. Balanced

exchange was preferable, as this avoided worries about

imposing or being imposed on. Strict equilibrium was

more characteristic of larger babysitting circles,
whereas smaller non-kin carer sets exhibited a desire

for less exact forms of reciprocity (McCormack, 1 97 6).
For both kin and non-kin, monetary returns were felt
to co-exist uneasily with affective closeness.

Therefore, cash payments for care were largely confined
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to carers of lower social or financial status.

The babysitting circle and its less formalised

equivalents demonstrated that natural service giving
based on proximity and not kinship can occur, pace

Abrams (1 97 8). However, being near-neighbours was a

necessary rather than sufficient condition for this.

Similarity of life-stage and mutuality of need were also

required for reciprocal exchange to occur. Whilst some

care between "local people" was provided on a single or

multiple pair basis, circles and street networks often

exhibited generalised exchange, which facilitated the

matching and storing of time surpluses and deficits
more readily than dyadic balance, just as money has

advantages over bartering. Generalised exchange

provided opportunities for wider social integration and

the diffusion of service obligations. On the other hand,
as both Hornstein (1 978) and Weitman (1 978) have

pointed out, some people are excluded or exclude

themselves from mutual aid networks, because they do

not fit membership criteria of residence, are of the

"wrong" family type or are not in favour of this way of

sharing care.

Forms of exchange were related to class, because of
the network differences. Vertical unbalanced exchange

with kin and vertical balanced exchange with paid
childcarers were found in both classes. Working class

exchange was nearly all dyadic, but a good many middle
class parents were linked to generalised horizontal

exchange networks. Horizontal pair exchange by middle

class families was nearly always with street friends,
whilst a few working class mothers reciprocated in this

way with their sisters.
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The issue of motivations for exchange rests to a

considerable degree on how far intangible benefits are

included in self-interest or not. Undoubtedly, most

people are reluctant to give, unless there is at least
some psychic "reward" (Abrams, 1 980). A number of

parents commented that they themselves or their
network members had definite limits in willingness to

look after others' children. On the other hand, it was

clear that most parents were reluctant to take

something without giving something back. Some offers

of help with care were not taken up, partly because

there would be little opportunity to return. The

strong values of putting children's needs first and not

imposing on others also suggested that considerations
other than self-interest were important in care

exchange relationships.

In considering exchange theory, social policy writers
have mainly considered limits of willingness to give, but

it seems equally important to understand to whom

people are prepared to turn for aid. Support was

forthcoming for the idea put forward in Chapter Four

that concentric "we-group" categories of legitimacy or

desirability for giving help may also apply to some

forms of accepting help. Most parents tried to avoid

dependency. The widespread value against imposing on

others and willingness to retain responsibilities within
networks lends little to support to the popular idea
that families may be wishing to abdicate from their

responsiblities. At the same time, it seemed that

friends and neighbours were rarely seen as suitable for

very frequent or extended care demands. With respect

to care and personal support it appears that most

people prefer to turn to kin and official agencies when

major needs . arise (see also A.Mitchell, 1981; Schaffer Sc



Schaffer, 1968).

Pointers for further research

Enterprises of discovery can extend awareness of

ignorance and uncertainty as well as of knowledge. It

is hoped that the value has been demonstrated of an

integrative approach to the study of family life, which

acknowledges the interplay of external and internal

relationships. This should be seen as complementing and

advancing studies of more limited scope or more

specific technique, rather than substituting for them.

Therefore, it is suggested that multiple perspectives on

families could be usefully extended, but more detailed
examination of some aspects are also required. The kind

of analysis carried out here needs testing with respect

to other geographical areas (rural as well as urban) and

different features of primary relations. It could also
be applied to other family types, such as one-parent

households, the very rich or the very poor. Psychology
and sociology have rightly given precedence to the

understanding of parents, but it is high time that the

contributions of adults and children outside the nuclear

household are examined. This should be done

interactively and not simply by shifting attention to

other parties one at a time, as has happened with

respect to fathers and siblings over the last decade.

Longitudinal studies which trace changes in parental

care, non-parental care and social relationships over

the life-cycle are called for. The important influence
on these of additional children and of the same child at

different ages was seen in this research and merits
further attention. The most striking need for specific

analysis in relation to sharing care would appear to be

the use of more objective assessments of children's
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social and personal development in order to examine

their association with parental life-style and sequences

of care.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Gil (1 973) has criticised the common tendency to

perceive policy only in terms of collective services,
whether residual or institutional. Like Titmuss, he

believed that a framework for policy analysis shold also
include the implications for the allocation of resources,

statuses, functions and rights within the context of

general social and economic relations. This evaluation

of shared care practices has revealed how families meet

their varying wishes and needs for assistance with
child care according to:-

1. personal or group loyalties i.e.
network care.

2. collective action i.e. nursery schools
and some playgroups.

3. the private market i.e. some
playgroups, paid
childcarers.

It is possible to generalise from this certain deficits
which either parents themselves or some outside
criterion suggests ought to be remedied, i.e. felt or

expert need. However, it is insufficient for a

researcher simply to document apparent needs to be

met or changes to be made, for these may require

changes in the attitudes of the general public or those
with power (e.g. about the economy, distribution of

resources, gender-based roles) which are unlikely to

occur at least in the short run. In particular, past

experience has shown that forms of sharing care which

require public expenditure have been especially

55 1



resistant to development at times of general economic

difficulty, partly because of their failure to gain
consensual approval. In consequence, it is important to

recognise that any implications from this research

which require substantial shifts of resources or

attitudes may well not be heeded or realised.

Given the considerable attention devoted to group

care in other research, there is less that is novel

about the findings on that aspect of care, so that will
be dealt with more briefly, before the implications of

non-group care are considered.

Group care

This study has assembled a strong case for the

availability of group care places in some form for

virtually all children well before the start of

compulsory schooling. The great majority of the families
interviewed met most of their routine and exceptional

shared care needs satisfactorily before the children
were three from within their networks or less

commonly by paying for care. Nonetheless, nearly all of
the parents felt their children needed and benefitted

from group experience apart from parents with at least

some professional staff from the age of 3. There was

little support for this before children are two, but a

fair amount of demand for group care opportunities to

begin between 2 and 3. There was little indication of

two types of family wanting entry at 3, one at 4, as

Plowden (1967) suggested, though some did want a

progression from a less to a more formal setting at

four. Even in this relatively problem-free sample, many

mothers and children and a few fathers would have felt

considerable pressure or frustration in coping without
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group care. Parental recollections of their own

experiences and expectations for their children
indicated that group care may also help reduce school

entry trauma and so reduce early disaffection with the

education system. Therefore, an argument for the

general expansion of financial support to pre-school
establishments can be made independent of (though not

contrary to) the interests of mothers who work or

want to work. Often the case for more nursery care

has been premised partly or mainly on the needs of

working mothers (e.g. Clarke-Stewart, 1982; Hughes et

al. , 1980), but there is a widespread hostility to the
idea that children should attend group care so that

mothers may work. The social and emotional needs of

children would be likely to gain more popular support

for such expansion. Furthermore, pre-schooling should

not be seen as a residual service, whose main functions
are compensation- or prevention for the disadvantaged.

They may also be valued for giving young children a

child-centred environment where they can interact with
others - something which is generally lacking in modern
towns designed largely with adults and traffic in mind

(Renner, 1982).

The similarity in what people wanted and gained
from group care lends support to the idea of

comprehensive centres, as advocated by Hughes et al.

(1980). However, it did seem that two main kinds of

setting were wanted. These corresponded broadly to

some features of the present distinction between

nursery schools and playgroups, such as the size,

intimacy and length of time the child stays. This could
be provided in the same local centre, but Ferri and her

colleagues (198 1) showed that it may be difficult for
staff in multi-purpose centres to be flexible to meet
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differing needs without also maintaining status

distinctions for different kinds of family. Some

standardisation is also helpful for activity planning and

staff organisation. Also many parents clearly liked a

range of choice and took advantage of the fact that

pre-school intake has no catchment areas in order to

"shop around". Where nursery school provision is high,

then playgroups are likely to lose custom. Then they

may need to adjust their role to that of a preparatory

setting rather than a substitute for nursery school, as

some already do. There was no support for the view
that different kinds of provision are needed in
different areas or for different classes. Indeed, it

would appear that policies which concentrate on

working class areas penalise families in middle class

districts. Although it may well be true that there are

a number of very poor families who are too hard

pressed for playgroups to be of relevance (van der

Eycken, 1 977a), it appeared from this sample that

preferences between nursery schools and playgroups

were related to attitudes which were independent of

class.

Contrary to professional opinion, the issue of

parental involvement in helping to run a group was not

a matter of central importance to many mothers, let

alone fathers. Most mothers were keen to help with
social and fund-rasing events, however. It would seem

that more flexibility is needed, for playgroups may

demand an involvement which some mothers do not want

and nursery schools may offer insufficient opportunity
for some mothers to meet others and be involved with

care of the children as they wish.
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It would seem desirable to make more effective

advice and supervision available to miscellaneous group

arrangements, some of whose standards fall below those

of official group care.

Attitudes to sharing care

Several policy commentators have pointed to the need
to ground our understanding of social policy in

knowledge of people's ordinary day to day lives (Cullen,
1 979; Sinfield, 1980). The analysis of non-group care

yielded much descriptive material about how children

spend their time in everyday life and with whom. This
can in itself be a valuable "backdrop" to all kinds of

understanding and decision-making (Lawson Sc Ingleby,

1 97 4). More specific conclusions may also be drawn.

It was shown in Chapter Two that many policy

pronouncements, research documents and "expert" advice
embodied attitudes unfavourable to non-maternal care.

These do not explain the many inhibitions most parents

felt about sharing care, as these mostly went back at

least one generation. They do lend support to the

antipathy, doubts or guilt felt by many about sharing
care. A more positive view of sharing care by the

public at large and by policy makers seems desirable in
the light of accumulating evidence that sharing care

more than occasionally is a normal part of most

children's early life. It may bring benefits of wider
social particpation and independence to both the child

and mother, provided that there is a stable home

offering reasonable care. This could also assuage the

guilt expressed by some of the women in this study

with regard to work or taking breaks from the child,
which they have been led -to believe is neglectful
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(Ungerson, 1 9 82). Individual families may gain from

assistance in extending their boundaries of trust from

an early age in order to avoid later difficulties for the

child at the time of entry to group care or school.

Low sharing was hardly ever due to the absence of

willing carers, so that more frequent use of existing
carers might be both more helpful and more acceptable

than extending the carer set.

Many mothers wanted to work part-time rather than

full-time or not at all, an arrangement which Gutan and

Permien (1980) also concluded was often best for

families. Therefore, fiscal and organisational changes

affecting the work hours of men and women, together

with official pronouncements more favourable to

mothers working part of the time, could be very helpful
to families.

It may be that chronic unemployment and

technological development will reduce the segregation
that has occurred in modern industrial societies

between work and home. As there are some people who

want to work more than they do (unemployed people

and some mothers), whilst others work very long hours,

it would seem that efforts to redistribute work time

would lead to greater equity, as well as more

opportunity for men to reduce the female preponderance

in child care (cf. Gronseth, 1 9 78). Of course, there is

strong organisational and ideological resistance to

changes in work arrangements. This means that many

parents have to make difficult adaptations in order to

enable the mother to pursue the activities for which
she was educated. This sample illustrated that many

qualifications and skills acquired by mothers at

considerable cost to themselves and society were lying
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fallow.

The role of professionals

Professionals impinge on shared care in two main

ways, as advisers and as group carers. These two

groups tend to be administratively separate and only

sometimes in close contact through the nursery school

medical services. It would seem that the excellent

information and support given by some health visitors

could be made more widespread and systematic. Parents

normally need this kind of assistance when the child is

aged about two. At that time, booking becomes

necessary and often children begin to become restless

and interested in group interaction. It could be that

more direct sharing of information by the Education

Department would be beneficial, though the evaluation
of some methods by Hayst'ead et al. (1980) revealed
little impact. Health visitors and other professionals

may also have a role to play in linking people more

effectively to trusting street networks.

Probably group carers would benefit from knowledge

about the prior care sequences of new entrants,

although this may not always be practical and might
sometimes be intrusive for families. Patterns of

previous shared care and the child's reactions to them,

experience of miscellaneous care, general

shyness/sociability and previous contacts with peers

can all . affect how the child adapts to group care.

More discussion with parents about their attitudes to

separation, settling and participation may also be

helpful to all concerned. In the past, the majority of
entrants to primary school have lacked (or been seen to

lack) previous experience of group care or even of any
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shared care. This has set the standard of expectations

about what newcomers can or cannot do (Valentine,

1956). Now that most children who start school have

been to some kind of pre-school group, it could well be

that ideas about their adaptability, social competence

and settling requirements may need revision.

As group care is seen by parents (and often by
teachers too according to Taylor et al., 1972) to be as

much a social experience as an educational one, then it
seems that group carers could also pay more attention
to their wider social functions for the whole family.

Some mothers would welcome more opportunity to use

the group as a means of becoming acquainted with
others. Those already closely involved in street

networks could well assist in the more systematic
dissemination of information about group care. Many

fathers have taken their children to or from group care

but have had no further involvement. Even during the

daytime a fair number of fathers are at home because

of shift work or unemployment, whilst some mothers

are out at work or do not want participation in the

sense of helping to look after the children. Perhaps
efforts to encourage parental involvement in group care

could be more sensitive to this diversity.

Family vulnerability and community support

This study was not directed at families with major
difficulties or child disorders, which have been well

investigated elsewhere (See e.g. Rutter, 1 975). It was

possible to identify some features of families not

facing severe environmental or interpersonal

difficulties, whose situation might be helped if there
was greater awareness by those involved in public
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services.

It has been found that high levels of stress occurs

for an especially large proportion of young mothers,

especially if they are more isolated and/or working
class (Brown et al., 1975; Gavron, 1 966; Richman, 1 978).

Responses by women to major role changes such as

parenthood can be greatly affected by the nature of
formal and informal supports available (Bain, 1 978; Burr,

1 973). From this study, comparative isolation from

social contacts and child care assistance largely

resulted from a combination of a lack of healthy close

kin in the city and non-engagement with street

networks. This was most pronounced before children

started to attend group care. Mothers with a reserved

personality or whose first language was not English
found particular difficulty in developing local support.

Seme working class mothers appeared to be especially
at a disadvantage if close kin were not available.

Families near to them would mostly have their needs
met by their kin, so there was less impetus for

reciprocal shared care to arise from mutual need as

well as fewer mechanisms for mixing compared with
middle class families. Such mothers might well find it
easier to mix if this was facilitated by contacts with
a Health Visitor or group carer. Cheap public transport

for the over 60's also helps maintain support by older

grandparents.

A small number of familes felt restrictions or

tensions because their particular child was very

difficult to leave with others. The extra demands of

twins placed greater stress on parents, yet made them

more reluctant to obtain relief, because of the

additional imposition. The time when parents usually
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had least help with child care was in the first year

yet this is the time when mothers may be especially
vulnerable to depression (Oakley, 1979). Yet parents

were reluctant to trust others' competence with their

baby or to impose the physical care required. Given
that grandparents were most trusted at this time, and

often made themselves especially available, families
without such aid could be particularly under stress.

There could also be a difficult time after a child was

two, when an isolated mother might feel pressured by

her child's expanding activity and interests. Health

Visitors had often ceased contact by this stage.

Parents were also more likely to be under more stress

with their first child. For mothers in particular this
entailed not only the obvious psychological adjustment
to the loss of work role and to the new responsibility
for a dependent human being, but also often a reduction

in social support as contacts with- former workmates
and other working friends tended to decline. This could

be compensated for by increased interaction with kin or

other local mothers, but usually the building up of local

relationships took time.

Although only one single parent was interviewed, it
became apparent from the arrangements made by couples

that families lacking two adults could be handicapped in
several ways in relation to shared care. Firstly,
internal sharing is impossible and this was often a

major help to mothers. Secondly, one parent cannot

"split" as couples do in order to reciprocate for

babysitting. Thirdly, single parents frequently work

during the day and so miss opportunities to make

contacts with local people as potential friends and

carers.
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It could be that both professionals and "natural

neighbours" (Collins S< Pancoast, 1977) could help isolated

or more "protective" families to join in more social

activities. It was also clear that group care contacts

could help involve such mothers more with other people.

When places do not match demand, there may be a case

for giving priority to families who are isolated, or who

have twins, first borns or a difficult child.

"Community care" has become a shibboleth in many

welfare fields. At its best it can represent the idea
of maintaining individuals who have health or social
difficulties outside of institutions, so that their lives
are as normal as possible. It can also be an excuse for

evading public responsibilities, placing more domestic

burdens on women or on community supports which do

not exist, at least in a form relevant to the people
concerned (Finch & Groves, 1980). Doubts have been

expressed about the viability of naturally occurring

neighbourhood supports apart from kin networks

(Abrams, 1 978). Fisher (1 975) averred that propinquity

may by itself engender "quite meagre mutual obligation"

(p. 7 4). However in America there has been successful

co-operation with "natural neighbours" for childminding

(Collins Sc Watson, 1 969).

In relation to shared care, the vitality of mutual

assistance amongst kin was confirmed. In both classes,

close kin often overcame considerable frictions of

distance not only for routine care needs, but also to

help with the kinds of "crises" such as mothers going
into hospital, which in less well supported families may

lead to reception of children into public care. However,

in the middle class area mutual help had developed on a

territorial basis with non-kin in the form of street
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care networks, babysitting circles and mini-groups.

Contrary to some assertions (e.g. Stacey, 1 969), these

self-help social systems did not require a comparatively
immobile population but were quite compatible with
considerable geographical mobility amongst those

concerned. These could serve as models for other kinds

of community support (e.g. for the elderly or

handicapped). It has been demonstrated that a high
rate of population turnover and relatively short-term

involvement in an area were not necessarily

incompatible with intensive neighbouring and ongoing
support, provided that the approporiate social skills

and/or communal norms and systems are present. This

supports the view that it is reciprocity rather than

altruism, or perhaps embracing altruism, which is the

key process in community care (Abrams, 1980; Leat, 1982;

Sundstrom, 1 983). Nevertheless, there were limitations
because of requirements of balance and similarity. This

meant that the families concerned had to have needs of

the same kind and that a family's need for help had to

be comparable to its capacity to give. However,

generalised exchange does mean that it should be

possible for the majority to share a small surplus of

giving such that a few with care deficits could be

incorporated without overburdening others. It would

appear that working class people might well need

greater opportunities for familiarisation with each

other before engaging in such a multiple care network.

Linkages between non-related families can sometimes
be based on complementary rather than reciprocal needs.

This was seen in the fairly common tradition for

teenagers to exchange care for cash with parents of

young children. Again this might be a concept

transferable to other kinds of needs.
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CONCLUSIONS

We have seen that shared care is a normal part of

most children's experience. It takes various forms
which evolve in association with developments in

families' social networks. Important transitions in

social life occur when a couple have their first child.
Further modification may well happen as the child's

needs and capacities are seen to change and as

additional children are born. Strongly held values and

beliefs have been transmitted from one generation to

the next which emphasise parental responsibility and

restrict the frequency and justifying circumstances for

sharing care. As a result it would seem that some of

those parents least likely to neglect their children
have taken a view of shared care which is very limiting
and may hamper a child in its social development.

However, some parents learnt from experience to be

more relaxed in this respect with later born children.

Parents' sex and class had a major impact on

patterns of shared care. Men were fairly marginal in

their contributions to care of other people's children or

arrangments to share care of their own. However, their

willingness and availability to give some relief to

mothers' predominant care was an important factor in

differentiating families. The uneven distribution of

domestic responsibilities and outside work opportunities
between men and women appeared to be taken for

granted by nearly all respondents. Criticisms of this
state of affairs mostly took the form of a desire for

marginal rather than fundamental changes. Social class
exerted its strong influence particularly through

contrasting perceptions of people inside and outside the

existing social network, which was also related to the
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nature of the neighbourhood in which people lived.
Children often affected directly or indirectly their

parents' relationships outside the family. This was

assisted by the emphasis on peer and kin relationships.
The comparative importance attached to these tended

to vary according to social class.

What may be inferred from such findings naturally

depends on the values of the person who makes the

inferences. An incrementalist could conclude from the

present study that most ordinary families are coping
all right with considerable network support. Anyone

supporting an institutional framework would suggest

that the expansion of group care services is necessary

to enhance the lives of the majority of children and

parents, as well as giving help to a minority with
extra needs. A radical marxist or feminist would find

much evidence of the wider range of resources and

choices open to middle class families or of the costs to

women, children, men and society from the unequal

divisions of responsibilty for care between men and
women. What is important is that such value

judgements should be linked to as full an understanding
as possible of families' everyday lives. It is hoped that

this study has demonstrated that our knowledge of the

care experiences of particular children in different

types of family is enhanced if we take account of the

shifting social relationships of both parents and

children inside and outside the family.
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Appendix 1

GLOSSARY

General Terms

SHARED CARE - any situation where a child who is living
with his or her parents is looked after by someone

other than the parents for any reason and for any

length of time.

SHARING CARE - the processes whereby children living
with their parents come to be in the charge of other

people.

CARER - anybody who looks after the child, other than

the parents.

BABYSITTER - a carer who looks after the child in the

evenings, i.e. when a young child would normally be

asleep.

GROUP CARE - all forms of non-residential shared care

outside a child's home in which a sizeable group of

children are involved. Legally, 3 children is the lower

limit, but the PPA recognises groups of 6 or more

children (Blackstone, 197 1). There are a wide range of

groups which fall within this definition (see

"Miscellaneous group care" below). In this study group

care normally refers to nursery schools, playgroups and

nurseries, i.e. forms of care which are usually attended

more than once a week.

GROUP CARERS - people who look after children in group

care - nursery nurses, nursery teachers, playgroup

leaders, assistants etc.
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Specific forms of care

LOCAL AUTHORITY DAY NURSERY - a facility offering
fulltime daytime care for children from babyhood to 5

years, with selective admission criteria (e.g. single

parent family; child "at risk").
LOCAL AUTHORITY NURSERY SCHOOL - Strictly, a nursery

school is an educational establishment for the under

fives which is independent from a primary school and
has a separate head. However, for the sake of brevity,
the term will be taken to include nursery classes (see

below), except when it is important to distinguish the

two.

LOCAL AUTHORITY NURSERY CLASS - an educational

establishment for the under fives, which is attached to

a primary school, sharing the same head.

PRIVATE DAY NURSERY - a day nursery run for profit.
PRIVATE NURSERY SCHOOL - a nursery school run for

profit.

WORK CRECHE (WORKPLACE NURSERY) - a day nursery

provided at a place of employment, usually with some

kind of subsidy by the employer.
COMMUNITY PLAYGROUP - a voluntary group for children

organised by a committee on a non-profit basis. The

distinction between community and private playgroups

follows the usage of Watt (1 976).

PRIVATE PLAYGROUP - a group run by an individual or

several individuals for profit.
MOTHER AND TODDLERS GROUP - unlike all the others, this
is a group where the parents (mothers) are present all

the time, so that it is not a form of shared care or

group care, as defined above.

MISCELLANEOUS GROUP C.ARE - this refers to a variety of

group care types which are normally omitted from

consderation. These include church creches, Sunday
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schools, sports creches, dancing classes, groups for

gifted children and creches set up to free parents for

occasional specific purposes, such as an adult literacy
scheme.

CHILDMINDER - a non-relative who looks after a child

away from the child's home for more than 2 hours a day

(N.Smith, 1977).

Modes of public intervention

PUBLIC PROVISION - group care provided by Local

Authorities under central government statute, i.e. day

nurseries, nursery schools and nursery classes.

REGULATED INDEPENDENT PROVISION - private, voluntary and

self-help arrangements of shared care outside the

child's home, which by Central Government statute have

been made subject to Local Authority registration,

inspection and stipulations. The main types are private
nurseries and nursery schools, work creches, playgroups

and childminders.

REGULATED AND SUPPORTED PROVISION - regulated

arrangements as above, which receive some Local

Authority funding, e.g. some playgroups, "professional"

childminders, daycarers.
NON-REGULATED SERVICES - shared care by relatives

anywhere and by non-relatives in the child's home or

for under two hours outside the child's home.
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Appendix 2

OUTLINE OF RELEVANT LEGISLATION. GOVERNMENT POLICY

DOCUMENTS AND GOVERNMENT SPONSORED REPORTS

This is not intended to be exhaustive, but to give

the major policy statements by governments and

recommendations to governments by officially sponsored

reports, which have had relevance to shared care since

1870. Scottish law is the same as English law with

respect to children's legislation, but is separate though

usually parallel in the field of Education. In some

instances, the date of implementation was later than

the year of enactment (e.g. Local Authority Social
Services Act, Equal Pay Act). Some Acts have not been

fully implemented yet (e.g. Children Act, 1 975). The

source of information for each item is indicated in

parentheses at the end of each section. An asterisk (*)

indicates that details are summarised from the

document itself.

1870 ELEMENTARY EDUCATION ACT - set the lower limit of

compulsory education at 5 years (Hadow, 1 933).

1872 BOARD OF EDUCATION REPORT - established the age

of 3 as the minimum for which grants for the

education of children could be made by Local

Authorities to voluntary schools (Hadow, 1933).

1905 REPORT OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION INSPECTORS -

children aged under 5 attending ordinary schools

were thought to be gaining no intellectual profit,
but were seen as suffering from drill teaching
methods. It was recommended that children under

5 should no longer attend primary schools, but go

to separate nursery schools (Hadow, 1 933).

1 908 REPORT OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION CONSULTATIVE

COMMITTEE - argued that nursery schools should
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cater only for those from unsatisfactory homes

and that care of under fives should otherwise

always be at home (Woodhead, 1 976).

1918 MATERNITY AND CHILD WELFARE ACT - for the first

time, this permitted local welfare authorities to

set up their own day nurseries and to receive

grants from the Ministry of Health. Fees could be

charged (N.Smith, 1977).

1918 (1) EDUCATION ACT, and (2) EDUCATION (SCOTLAND) ACT
- funds were made available for the first time for

local education authorities to set up their own

nursery schools, as well as aid voluntary schooling.

Nursery schools were to be free and to cater for

children aged 2 to 5 years old (Ferguson &.

Fitzgerald, 1 954; J.Tizard et al., 1 976).

1933 THE HADOW REPORT (The Report of the Consultative
Committee on Infant and Nursery Schools)

regretted the reduction in nursery school
facilities since 1900 and reaffirmed the value of

nursery education. Its significance for the

prevention and screening of physical and

devlopmental problems in children was emphasised.
Age 3 was regarded as a reasonable lower limit.

(*)

1943 BOARD OF EDUCATION WHITE PAPER "EDUCATIONAL

RECONSTRUCTION" - included the first government

acknowledgement that nursery schools are needed

in all districts and that even children from good

homes can benefit from them (Blackstone, 197 1).
1944 EDUCATION ACT. 8 - stated that Local Authorities

must "have regard" to the need to provide nursery

education for under fives, where this is considered

"expedient" (Plowden, 1 967).

1945 MINISTRY OF HEALTH CIRCULAR (221 /45) - advised

that day nurseries should concentrate on the



over-2's with special needs. The policy should be

for mothers of under-2's to be discouraged from

working (Fonda, 1 976; E.Wilson, 1 977a).

1946 EDUCATION (SCOTLAND) ACT. S. 1 - made it a duty for

Local Authorities to provide "adequate and

efficient provision" of "all forms of primary,

secondary and further education". Primary
education was defined as including that provided
in nursery schools and classes from the age of

two. The provision of nursery education would be

"deemed adequate if such provision is made at

centres where sufficient children whose parents

desire such education for them can be enrolled to

form a school or class of reasonable size". Thus,

it was a duty to provide nursery education for

over twos according to local demand. (*)

1946 NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE ACT. S. 22 - laid a duty on

Local 'Authorities to make arrangements for the
care of children under five. Also permitted Local

Health Authorities to contribute to voluntary

bodies for the same purpose. (*)

1946 "NOT YET FIVE" (Ministry of Education and Ministry
of Health circular) - sought to encourage women

to work in nurseries. It also suggested that any

mother could trust the quality of care to be as

good as home. The references to females but not

males implies that only women would want to

work in a nursery and that it was only mothers'

work which created the need for nurseries. (*)

1947 NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE (SCOTLAND) ACT - gave

almost identical instructions to those of the

English Act of 1 946. (*)

1948 CHILDREN ACT - set up the children's department in
Local Authorities to provide residential care. Day

care and preventive services in general were not
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considered. (*)

1 948 SCOTTISH HOME DEPARTMENT CIRCULAR NO. 6913 -

stated the principle of keeping families together

if at all possible (McBoyle, 1 963).

1948 NURSERIES AND CHILDMINDERS REGULATIONS ACT -

defined childminders as non-relatives who look

after children for a substantial part of the day
for reward. Nursery premises and persons who

acted as childminders were legally required to

register with Local Health Authorities. The latter

were given powers of inspection, imposition of

conditions and prosecution for non-compliance. (*)
1951 MINISTRY OF HEALTH ANNUAL REPORT - said that day

nursery places should go to those with health and

social needs, not to working mothers (J.Tizard et

al., 1 976).

1960 MINISTRY OF EDUCATION CIRCULAR 8/60 - asked Local

Authorities to keep provision for under-fives to

1957 levels. Expansion was ruled out on grounds

of economy. Part-time places were seen as a

means of making the same amount of provision
available to more children (J.Tizard et al., 1 976;

Whitbread, 1972).

1 963 CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS ACT - permitted for

the first time the expenditure by children's

departments on assistance in cash or in kind in

order to prevent reception into care or to

promote rehabilitation from care. (*)

1963 McBOYLE REPORT (Report of the Committe of the

Advisory Council on Child Care - "Prevention and

Neglect of Children") - advocated a preventive

family service for Scotland. (*)

1 964 KILBRANDON REPORT (Report by the Committee

appointed by the Secretary of State for Scotland -

"Children and Young Persons: Scotland")
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recommended a unified education department to

deal with children in need and recognised the

desirability of a broad family service. (*)

1964 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE ADDENDUM TO

CIRCULAR 8/60 - urged that nursery school places
were to be made available to assist trained

teachers to remain at work or return to work

(Tizard et al., 1976).

1 966 MINISTRY OF HEALTH CIRCULAR - day nursery places

could likewise be additionally provided for use by

nurses (J.Tizard et al., 1 976).

1 967 PLOWDEN REPORT (Report of the Central Advisory
Council for Edcuation (England) - "Children and

their primary schools") - recommended universal

nursery education on demand for children over 3.

Estimated that this would necessitate fulltime

places for 15% of those aged 3-5. (Note: a full

time nursery school place is shorter that a day

nursery full-time place and than normal full-time

working hours). It was thought that part-day

places would be needed for 50% of 3-4 year olds,

and 90% of 4-5 year olds. (*)

1 968 MINISTRY OF HEALTH CIRCULAR 37 /68 - averred that

whereever possible pre-school children should be

(a) at home, and (b) with their mothers (Hughes et

al., 1980).

1968 HEALTH SERVICES AND PUBLIC HEALTH ACT

introduced tighter controls over childminding and

private nurseries. Extended the 1 948 definition of

childminding to cover any out of home care by a

non-relative for more than two hours, whether for

payment or not (N.Smith, 1977).

1968 SEEBOHM REPORT (Report of the Committee on Local

Authority and Allied Social Services) - recommended

that unified social service departments be set up



in England and Wales, with a family orientation
and preventive functions. Responsibility for day

nurseries and supervision of childminding and

private groups would be transferred from Health

departments to the new Social Service

departments. Day nurseries should give priority to

families with poor health and adverse social
conditions. (*)

1 968 SOCIAL WORK (SCOTLAND) ACT - implemented the

general suggestions of the Kilbrandon Report, 1 964.
New Social Work departments were to be set up.

Section 4 stipulated that these would take over

from Health departments the responsibilities for

the supervision of minders, playgroups and private
nurseries. Under Section 59, Social Work

departments were given the power to provide day

nursery places themselves, but Health departments

retained a residual power under the N.H.S.

(Scotland) Act of 1 947 to provide them on health

grounds. In practice, the Social Work departments

came to have the main responsibility for running

day nurseries. (*)

1 968 DES/DHSS JOINT CIRCULAR 35 /68 - gave details of

the Urban Aid programme, which provided special
funds for pre-school facilities in "priority" areas.

This was initially for nurseries, but later applied
to playgroups too (Gittus, 1 976).

1970 INCOME AND CORPORATION TAXES ACT - included the

conditions for tax relief which are relevant to

shared care. Section 8 specified that a man whose

wife is earning has a personal allowance larger

than one whose wife is not working, because part

or all of a wife's earnings are disregarded up to a

fixed amount. Sections 108 and 109 stated that

tax is liable for "the annual profits and gains of
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a "trade, profession or vocation", which is taken

to include childminding. Section 181 showed that

anyone in paid work has to pay tax. This means

that parents who employ someone for domestic

duties such as child care have to arrange the

payment of income tax and National Insurance

contributions for that person, provided that the

level of the pay is above the personal allowance.

Section 189 described how tax relief on expenses

relating to a person's work only apply if the
costs are incurred "wholly, exclusively and

necessarily" for the performance of that work.

Child care costs are not considered to fall ' within

that description. (*)

1970 EQUAL PAY ACT - stated that employers should give
men and women equal pay and conditions of

employment, where the work is like or equivalent.

(*)

1970 LOCAL AUTHORITY SOCIAL SERVICES ACT - put into
effect the recommendations of the Seebohm report,

as the 1968 Scottish Act had done the same in

relation to the Kilbrandon Report. Social Service

Departments were to be established. The powers

to set up and run day nurseries and to supervise

private care arrangements were transferred from

Health departments. (*)

1971 "BEFORE FIVE" (Scottish Education Department

document) - supported the expansion of part-time

nursery school places. Also gave detailed
curriculum guidance. (*)

1972 "EDUCATION: A FRAMEWORK FOR EXPANSION (Government

White Paper) - withdrew the restrictions of

circular 8/60 and planned funding to achieve the

proposed growth of nursery school provision to

meet the targets of the Plowden Report, 1 967 (*)
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1972 "EDUCATION IN SCOTLAND: A STATEMENT OF POLICY

(Government White Paper) - similarly envisaged a

big rise in expenditure to expand nursery

education provision. Also advocated parental

involvement and giving priority to areas of social

need. (*)

1973 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CIRCULAR 2/72 - favoured

nursery classes attached to primary schools,

rather than separate institutions for the

under-fives. Followed Plowden in distinguishing
between day care for a minority who need it and

nursery education for the majority who want it.
It was the intention to establish nursery

education places for all who wanted it by 1982. (*)

1 973 SOCIAL WORK SERVICES GROUP CIRCULAR SW5 7 1 973

("Nursery Education") - encouraged co-operation
between education and social work departments in

deprived areas. (*)

1 975 CHILDREN ACT - dealt with adoption, custody and

residential care. There was no mention of

prevention or day care. (*)

1 975 EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION ACT - gave protection from

dismissal and demotion at work for mothers who

interrupted employment for pregnancy and who

returned to work within 29 weeks of confinement.

(*)

1 975 SEX DISCRIMINATION ACT - made unlawful

discrimination on grounds of sex where a man and

woman were doing comparable work. There were a

number of exceptions, including work in private
households. (*)

1978 DES/DHSS JOINT CIRCULAR ("Co-ordination of services

for children under five") - encouraged

interdepartmental co-ordination of pre-school

services and the establishment of supportive links



for childminders. (*)

19 80 CHILD CARE ACT - mainly consolidated earlier

legislation. It established a general duty to

promote the welfare of children. The powers with

regard to "preventive" work are esentially similar
to those of the 1 963 Act. (*)

19 80 EDUCATION (SCOTLAND! ACT. S. 1 - the duty of Local

Authorities to provide nursery education (subject

only to sufficient demand) was replaced by a

power to provide nursery schools and classes.

Nursery education was specifically excluded from
the duty to provide adequate and efficient

education. The shift from duty to power means

that a general discretion to operate facilities as

Local Authorities wish is substituted for the

previous obligation, which took account of parents'

wishes. (*)
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Appendix 3

SHARING CARE:

HISTORICAL AND ANTHROPOLOGICAL COMPARISONS

Perspectives from the past and from other kinds of

society can stimulate the sociological imagination in

many ways (Wright Mills, 1970). With respect to

sharing care, there has been a tendency to believe that
what occurs here and now is what should inevitably or

preferably occur. Therefore, it is important to

recognise that other possibilties exist, though Kitzinger

(1 978) has warned of the difficulty of transposing
child-care practices outside their original contexts. In

addition it is important to recognise regularities and

similarities, as well as differences.

The data needs to be treated with caution.

Historical research on childhood is in' its own infancy.
It has tended to concentrate on the nobility and use

restricted kinds of source materials such as, portraits,
family reference books and aristocratic biographies (e.g.

Aries, 1971; Hunt, 1970). These probably do not give a

fair overview of the range of practices and attitudes
even of the main period so far investigated, namely the
Middle Ages to the present day. Expanding sources of

information may revise current ideas about parenting
and children in earlier centuries. Even existing analyses
demonstrate that there have been divers ways of

bringing up children in different epochs ana in different
families in the same period.

Anthropological fieldwork has usually made little
detailed reference to child care. The main impetus to

consider younger children derived from a desire

particularly from the 1930's to the 1950's to test the
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applicability of Freudian theory and to a lesser extent

behaviourism to other kinds of society (Honigman, 1 975;

Jahoda, 1982; Whiting, 1 963). This was linked to a wish

to understand the more detailed mechanisms by which
culture might be transmitted through early socialisation

practices or even caused by them. There was

consequently considerable attention given to specific

feeding and training techniques but less concern with
children's wider social participation. According to

Freeman (1983), two of the most influential

anthropologists who paid close attention to

child-rearing (i.e. Mead and Benedict) were impelled by

a desire to demonstrate the supremacy of culture in
the nature/nurture debate. Hence their and others'

conclusions about the paramountcy of local social

processes as against more universal impulses may be

exaggerated, although Freeman's own work in this area

oversimplified the issues considerably too.

Attitudes to children

It seems that before the Enlightenment children were

much less segregated from adults in social and economic
activities than they are today. Aries (1971) has

assembled evidence to support his claim that not only
have ideas about children changed, but that the very

concept of childhood as distinct from adulthood is a

modern creation. This was less true of the very young

with whom we are concerned (Dasberg, 1 97 5).

Just as there has been a tendency to romanticise
some aspects of family relationships in the past

(Anderson, 1 983), so has there been a somewhat

contradictory pattern of denigrating the treatment of
children in former times. Several writers have cited
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largely anecdotal evidence that children were often

viewed with indifference or negativity by parents, as

judged by present-day standards (Hunt, 1970; Shorter,

1 976). Swaddling, whipping and the use of wet-nurses

were apparently quite common. De Mause (1971) has

concluded that there have been evolutionary stages in

parent-child relationships which have developed from a

pattern of cruelty and poor care . to the present-day

mode which hs described as helping and child-centred.

However, it is also possible to quote many instances
from a few centuries ago of love and sensitivity

expressed towards children, so that undoubtedly the

contrasts between then and now have been exaggerated

(Hardyment, 1 983; Mount, 1982). In Victorian times, some

fathers were very harsh, but some were highly

indulgent to their children (McKee Sc O'Brien, 1982b).

Nevertheless, there does appear to have been a shift in
attitudes over the last 200 years or so towards a view
of children as innocent and in need of affection and

public concern (B.Laslett, 1 973; Wolfenstein, 1954).

Anthropology has also shown that children can be
more integrated with adult activities sooner than

occurs in modern Britain. In other cultures, children

often engage in useful work and perform errands from
an early age (Benedict, 1938; Mead, 1961). Children who

attend Russian and Chinese kindergartens take part in

productive activities and assume simple communal

responsiblities (Bronfenbrenner, 1 972; Various, 1 973;

Kessen, 1 975). On the other hand, some peoples such as

the Manus resemble Westerners in their view of early

childhood as a time for play, exploration and freedom
from responsiblity (Mead, 1942). There are examples in
the literature of communities where parents are very

warm and loving to their children, but also (fewer)
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instances of apparent harshness and indifference (Mead,

1935, 1962a; Turnbull, 1 973).

Sharing care with other adults

Recent detailed analyses of household composition

have revised some common preconceptions about the

nature of family life before the Industrial Revolution

(Laslett &c Wall, 1972). In particular, P.Laslett (1977)
has been at pains to refute a common misconception
that most children were brought up with multiple
carers in extended kin households. It seems that in

most parts of pre-Industrial England fewer than 20% of

households were extended or multiple. Nuclear family
households may well have been more a precondition of

industrialisation than a consequence, which used to be a

widespread supposition. Anderson (1971b) found that
there was an increase in the number of households

which included grandparents in the 19th Century. This
occurred partly so that mothers were more free to go

and work in factories. Even so, it must be emphasised

that the examination of records concerning co-residence

tells us little about the actual interaction of family
members or the availability of carers living close at

hand but outside the child's own dwelling. It does seem

that care by relatives and servants was quite common

(Anderson, 1930b; Hunt, 1970; Peters, 1 975). Richer

parents often had little contact with their children

many of whom were largely cared for and even breast
fed by other people like nurses and governesses (Hunt.,

1970; Shorter, 1 97 6). However, the use of such auxiliary
carers was probably confined to a small proportion of

families (Hardyment, 1 983).
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In most less techonologically advanced cultures,
children usually live in a world where everyone knows

everyone else, so the issue of stranger care hardly
arises. In nearly all non-urban societies, kinfolk live

very close by, so that children can readily spend time
with them apart from their parents. Virtually

everywhere the nuclear family is recognised as a

fundamental unit (Murdock, 19 60). Normally this consists
of the mother, father and child(ren), but it can involve
mother and child only or even mother, mother's brother
and children (R.Adams, 1960; Zelditch, 1964). Yet in all

but one of the many societies whose ethnographic data
were scrutinised by Stephens (1 963) the nuclear family
lived within a larger residential group of relatives,

although often in separate households.

Generally sharing care means that a number of

females who are often related to each other by birth
or marriage take over care responsibilities from the

parents for considerable periods. This may occur to

free the mother for work or other activities, but also

results from a general presumption that child care is a

more communal responsibility, at least within the kin

group. This pattern is especially characterisitic of

settled agricultural communities (Barry & Paxson, 1971;

P.Smith, 1980; Weisner 8c Gallimore, 1977). Mothers'
involvement in productive activities is often

taken-for-granted, partly because work in the fields or

gathering can often take place without prolonged and

distant absence from the home or the child. In Alor,

mothers work in the fields from 2 weeks after giving

birth, while the babies are looked after by their

fathers, grandmothers and other relatives (Dunn, 1 977).

Even though weaning usually occurs at quite an

advanced age in non-industrial societies, a child may
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still be cared for frequently by another relative and

return to the mother when a feed is required (Schapera,

1971). Another factor is that in traffic-free

environments children may wander freely of their own

accord and spend time in other households or under the

general supervision of people other than parents (Cohen,

1 978; Minturn £* Lambert, 1964; Turnbull, 1961). Normally
several adults are available if a child is distressed.

The diffusion of care takes different forms. For

example, the Arapesh exhibit a gradual shift from

primary mother care to shared care by many other kin.

Among the Tchambuli there is close co-operation in child

care among a group of women from soon after birth

(Mead, 1935). In contrast the Kwoma practise sudden

independence training after initial maternal indulgence

(Whiting S* Child, 1953). Out of 186 societies rated by

Barry and Paxson (1971), in ©nly five was the mother

thought to be the exclusive caregiver in infancy. In 40%
of societies, people other than the mother made
substantial care contributions in the first year. Such

sharing arrangements occurred before the age of 4 in

80% of the societies. In Africa, each child often has

several major caregivers. A study of 18 Hausa children

aged 6-14 months revealed an average of 4 regular

caregivers, with a range of 1-10 (P.Smith, 1980).

Comparisons about the implications of very broad

differences in care practices from varied social and

physical environments are likely to be hazardous. Mead

(1 962a) and Kitzinger (1 978) have argued that such wide

dispersal of care provides children with attachments to

several protective adults rather than one or two, so

that there is less risk of deprivation or trauma if one

parent is absent or dies. However, it may be that the
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capacity for deep attachments to one individual are

reduced. Freeman (1 983) disagrees with such conclusions

and argues in favour or monotropy as a universal

phenomenon. He cited evidence that children in Samoa

form a primary bond to their natural or adoptive
mothers which is stronger than their attachments to

others.

It may be concluded that in nearly all cultures child
care is done predominantly by females, although

sometimes with major inputs by male relatives. Western

society is not atypical in that respect, but it is
unususual in concentrating care responsiblity onto just
one woman - the mother. The Six Cultures study

discovered that in their admittedly small samples the

Western mother had sole responsiblity for her baby for

three quarters of the time. This compared with one

third of the time amtong the Gusii of Kenya and less
than half the time amongst the other four communities

which were investigated (Minturn S* Lambert, 1964).

Care by older children

In our society, it is generally considered essential in
most circumstances for an adult to be supervising a

child, because older children are not normally given

major responsibilities and they spend much time away

at school. Moreover, the very young are seen as too

vulnerable to be left in the sole care of people lacking
adult maturity. However, in the Middle Ages, children
from 4 onwards were given responsibility for younger

ones (Dasberg, 1 975; Shorter, 1 976). Weisner and

Gallimore (1 977) showed that in many societies older

children assume considerable care responsibilities for

younger ones after weaning or toddlerhood. Indeed care
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by older siblings is more common than by grandparents

(Barry et al.f 1977). In places like Samoa and West

Africa, 6-10 year olds play a large part in the

socialisation and discipline of infants (Mead, 1961;

P.Smith, 1 979). These "child-nurses" are usually girl

relatives. In Samoa, young children form important

secondary bonds to their older sisters or cousins who

look after them frequently (Freeman, 1 983).

Outside modern Westernised societies with their

diversity of nurseries and playgroups, any form of

structured, adult-led group care seems to have been

rare. On the other hand, separate play areas are

commonly found where children of all ages occupy

themselves with only partial supervision by adults

(Konner, 1972; Turnbull, 1961). As soon as a child is

mobile, he or she may join such a mixed-age play group

(Konner, 1975). Less emphasis is placed on peer-only
interaction than is generally the case in Western

institutions. In non-urban environments, there is also
less need for adults' immediate presence to protect

young children from hazards. Exposure to the abilities,

styles and interests of various age levels can broaden

younger children's range of experience and it may give
older ones practice for parenthood and pro-social

behaviour (Korbin, 1 977; Mussen S* Eisenberg-Berg, 1977).

However, it may also reinforce sex-typing and give
children less adequate stimulation than adult care

(Parke, 1981; Sutton-Smith, 1977).

Internal sharing

In times goneby, European fathers appear generally to

have been stricter. They probably had more control

over patterns of care than nowadays. However, they
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did little looking after children themselves - at least

in the higher social echelons (Aries, 1971; Brill, 1 973;

Bunt, 1970). Whilst the image of the distant patriarch

may well be atypical or innacurate (Mount, 1982), little
is known about fathers' direct care of children in the

past.

In some cultures, fathers involve young children in
their daily routines or look after them during lengthy

periods at home (Mead, 1935, 1942; Stephens, 1 963). This

often occurs only after weaning however. In some

communities older male kin spend much time cradling or

playing with young children (Turnbull, 196 1). On the

other hand, fathers' contributions to child care are

very limited in some societies. The Six Cultures study

rated American fathers highest on child care

involvement (Minturn Sc Lambert, 1964; Whiting &c Child,
1 953). It seems 'that father care in non-Western

societies is probably greatest among gathering and
small-scale communities. Even when fathers spend a lot

of time with their children, routine and practical care

is often left to the women to perform (West & Konner,

1976).
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Appendix 4

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

Please note that questions were asked in the

context of a semi-structured interview, so that the

order and wording were not precisely as stated here
but adjusted to the course of the conversation in each

interview.

In every family, just one 3 year old child was the
focus of the interview and is referred to as C in the

questionnaire. M denotes the mother and F the father.

Some questions were put onto written forms (A-G).

These are described after the main interview schedules

at 'the end of this appendix. Form H gives the outline

of the 2 week dairy record of C's carers and activities.

I. THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

INTERVIEW DETAILS

Date, time and length of interview

People present at interview

BASIC FAMILY DATA

C's date of birth

C's sex

C's birth order

Ages and sexes of C's siblings
Is family complete or not?

Other household 'members - age, sex, kind of person
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NON-GROUP CARE

First year - who looked after C, when, how often, for
how long, where and for what reason? Who took

the initiative and how was it arranged? How did
the child react to care? Where did the care take

place and what travel arrangements were

involved?

Second year - as first year

Third year - as first year

Has C ever asked to stay with other people? In what

circumstances?

Have you looked after the carers1 children?

What difference does it make to C if care is at home

or away?

Who is the current main daytime carer?

Who is the current second daytime carer?

Who is the current main evening carer

Who is the current second evening carer?

How often do you use an evening babysitter?
Have you ever used a paid babysitter? In what

circumstances?

Do you have any reciprocal care arrangements?

Do you belong to a babysitting circle or group?

If not, what do you think about them?

If yes, how many members are there? How is it

organised? How did it develop? How far are

fathers involved in the circle? How did you come

to join the circle?

GROUP CARE

Has C been to any form of group?

In the case of a group other than a playgroup or

nursery school, what kind of place was this, how
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did C react and what was the purpose of the

arrangement?

Did C go to a mother and toddler group?

If yes, what was the experience like?
At what age did C start at playgroup or nursery school

(if applicable)?

At what age did C change group, if at all?
What is the group currently attended? Where is it?
How many children and staff are there at the group?

What are the days and hours of attendance?

Who takes and collects C? How do they get there?

How did C react when he/she first started?

How have C's reactions changed?

Before C started, how did you think he/she would

react?

What do you think is the best way to help children
settle in a group?

What changes in C's behaviour have you noticed?
What worries, if any, did you have about C going?
How many children did C know at the group before

starting?
How have the other children there affected C?

Why did you decide that C should go to playgroup or

nursery school?

Why did you choose that particular group?

Why did you choose that age for starting?

What difference would it have made if C had started

earlier or later?

How did you first learn about the group?

Have you received any advice from a professional

person?

What benefits have there been for C?

What benefits have there been for M?

What benefits have there been for F?

What disadvantages have there been for C?
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What disdavantages have there been for M?

What disdavantages have there been for F?

What are your views about the staff?
What are your views of the facilities?

What improvements (if any) would you like to see in
the group?

What improvements (if any) would you like to see in
the general provision for pre-school children round

here?

What kind of involvement does M have with the group?

What kind of involvement would M like with the group?

What kind of contact does F have with the group?

How much interaction do M and F have with other

parents?

NON-USERS OF GROUP CARE

Do you expect C to go to a playgroup or nursery

school?

Is C booked into a playgroup or nursery school?

When do you think C will start?

Why would you like C to go?

Why did you choose that particular group ?

What hours and days do you expect C to attend for?

What kind of involvement would M like?

How did you first learn about the group you expect C

to go to?

Have you been given advice by a professional person?

What difference would it have made if C could have

started earlier?

How do you think C will react?
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COSTS OF CARE

What are the weekly costs of group care?

What are the weekly costs of non-group care?

What is the cost per hour for an evening babysitter (if

applicable)?

FUTURE PLANS

Do you expect C to change playgroup or nursery before

starting school?

If so, what would the change be?

Do you envisage any changes in the days and hours of

attendance for C before starting school?
Do you foresee any changes in your babysitting

arrangements?

C'S SIBLINGS AND CARE '

From what age(s) did C's older sibling(s) attend a group?

What kind of group was this?
How did they get on?

How did this affect arrangements for C?

How, if at all, do you think you may change

arrangements for a younger sibling, based on your

experience with C?

NETWORK RELATIONSHIPS

Could you please tell me which relatives C has seen in
the last year (See form A)? For each one, where

do they live and how often has face to face

contact occurred? Are they working? Do they

have a car?

How old are C's grandparents?
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If a grandparent is dead, how long ago did they die?
What does C call his/her grandparents?

Do the grandparents have any health problems?

Did F's and M's relatives know each other, before M and

F met? If so, how well?

Do the two sides of the family meet each other?

Do your family know your friends?
Which relatives, if any, have you been away on holiday

with since C was born?

How many cousins under 5 does C have?

What kind of contact does C have with his/her cousins?

Could you tell me about your friends who are important
to C (See Form B)? Where do they live? How

often does C meet them? Which ones are single?
If they have children, how old are they?

How did you come to know them?

Have you made any friends through C? If so, how?

Have there been friends you have less contact with as

a result of having children? If so, which ones and

why?

Do your friends mostly know each other or not?

How do you get on with people in the street?

How do you get on with the people next door?
How many people in the street have become friends?
How many young children are there in the street?

Does C play with children in the street?

How many friends does C have in the street?

THE CHILD'S ATTACHMENTS (SEE FORM CI

a. Adults

Is the child equally fond of both parents or more close

to one?

Description of people who are ranked first, second and
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third in the child's fondness list

Total number of people in the list

Number of kin in the list

Number of parents' friends in the list

Number of group care staff in the list
Number of females in the list

b. Children

Total number in the list

Number who are relatives

Number who are female

Number who do not live locally

Number at each age

Details of anyone C does not like

THE CHILD'S DEVELOPMENT

Was the birth straightforward? If not, what

complication were there?

Was F present at birth?

How well prepared for parenthood did M feel?

How well prepared for parenthood did F feel?

What worries have you had as parents?

Has C's development been normal?

Has C had any serious illnesses? If so, what and when?

Details of any time C has been in hospital overnight -

duration, reasons, age

Details of any time C has been apart from parents

overnight - carer, duration, reasons, age, home or

away

How did X react to these separations?
Who would be the first choice person for an overnight

stay now?

What arrangements would the family make if M had to
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go into hospital (a) for a few nights (b) for an

extended period?
How would you describe C's personality?
What kind of things does C enjoy doing most?

How does C get on with other children?

How does C get on with adults he/she does not know
so well?

PARENTS' PERSONAL DATA

Note The same questions were asked of both F and M in

turn

Date of birth

Area where brought up

Occupations of parents (i.e. MM, MF, FM, FF)

How old were you when your mother went back to work

after having children (a) Part-time (b) Full-time?

Number of siblings and birth order

Did you attend any form of group before you were five?
Who would have been the main person who babysat for

you when you were a child?

What experience of young children did you have before

you were married?

Did you ever act as a babysitter? If yes, who for and

in what circumstances?

Did you have any major separations from your parents

as a child? If so, give details

Did anyone close to you die, when you were a child? If

so, who was it and how old were you?

What type of secondary school did you attend?

What has been your highest qualification?

How do you think your childhood experiences have

affected your views about care of children and

babysitting, the kinds of thing we have been
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talking about?

F'S WORK

Note Non-working fathers were asked about their last

job and how long ago they became unemployed

What is your job (and position)?
Where do you work?

How do you travel to work?

How long does it take to get there?

What are your normal hours of work?

How long have you been with your present employer?

What are the good things about your job?

What are the things which are not so good about your

job?
How much contact does C have with your workplace?

How much contact does C have with the people you

work with?

M'S WORK

a. All mothers

Did you work until you were married or until you had

children?

What was your job, then?

When you stopped work, when did you think you would

go back to work?

What did you miss about work?

What were you glad to have given up?

What work have you done since C was born? Give
details

Did you work in between children? Give details



b. Mothers currently working

What is your current job (and position)
Where do you work?

How do you travel there?

How long does it take?
What are your normal working hours?

How long have you been with your present employer?
What are the good things about your job?

What things are not so good?

Why did you go back to work?

What effects do you think your working has had on C?

How much contact does C have with your workplace?

How much contact does C have with the people you

work with?

What are F's views about M's return to work?

What are F's views about working mothers in general?

What are M's views about working mothers in general?

c. Mothers not currently working

What are the benefits of being at home?

What disadvantages are there?

What are F's views about working mothers?

Would you consider working at a time when F could

look after the children?

When does M expect to return to work, if at all?

INCOME

What is F's net weekly take home pay

What is M's net weekly take home pay
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PARENTS' OPINIONS ABOUT CARE AND CHILDREN

Answers to attitude questions on Forms D, E, F

What do you think has most effect on a child's

personality?

What age, if any, do you think is most important for

affecting a child's personality?
What has influenced your attitudes about care of young

children?

It seems that many more children now go to some kind
of playgroup or nursery school than in the past.

What do you think of this change?

What do you think about the differences between

playgroups and nursery schools?
At what age have you found C most enjoyable?
At what age has C been most difficult?

FAMILY1 LIFE AND PARENTAL ROLES

How long have you been married?
How long did you know each other, before that?
What do you think helps most to make a happy family?
Is there anything which gets in the way of happiness

for your family?
Answers to the questions about housework and care of

children from Form E

In your family, who does what in the following
activities?

Shopping

Cleaning the house

Cooking

Washing up

Washing clothes

Bathing C

Nappy changing (when C was younger)
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Does the pattern for housework differ from before you

had children?

How often and for what reasons does F look after C

while M is not there?

How often do you go out together in the evenings?
How often do you go out separately?

What are F's main interests?

What are M's main interests?

Where have you been for your main holiday each year

since C was born?

CLASS

What social class would you say you belong to?

What does class mean to you?

What other classes are there?

STRESS

Malaise Inventory Scores from Form G

What pressures do you have as parents?

How do these compare with other pressures on you?

HOUSING AND MOBILITY

How long have you lived at the present address?

How long have you lived in the present area?

Why are you living in Edinburgh?

Why did you come to this part of Edinburgh?

Housing tenure

Does C have his/her own bedroom?

What kind of garden do you have?

What is the area round here like for playspace?

Do you use the playspace much?

Do you own a car?
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Who drives in the family?
Does M have access to a car in the daytime?

If you have a car, what difference has this made to

care arrangements for C?

If you do not have a car, what difference might it have

made to have one?

NEIGHBOURHOOD

What is the name of this area?

What do you think of it as an area for bringing up

children?

What advantages are there for children in this area?

What disadvantages are there for children in this area?

What do you think of this area for adults?
What are the advantages for adults?

What are the disadvantages for adults?

Would you like to move anywhere else? If so, where?

Would you say you are similar to other people round

here?
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II. RESEARCH FORMS

FORM A

Contact? with relatives?

The following information was obtained about each

relative, who had been seen by the child at least once

in the last year:-

Relationship to child
Area of residence

Approximate frequency and duration of
contacts with the child

Working or not

Has a car or not
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FORM B

Contacts with non-kin

The following information was obtained about friends
or neighbours who were considered by the parents to

be important to the child:-

Nature of relationship to parents

Marital status

Area of residence

Approximate frequency and duration of

contact with the child

Ages of children

FORM C

The Child's Attachments

A list was made of the adults C was thought to be

most fond of, in order. The person's relationship to the

child was noted. A similar list was made of the

children C was said to be most fond of, with their age

and relationship to C. A note was also made of any

person C was thought to dislike.
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FORM D

Parents' views about sharing care at different ages

Parents were asked to indicate at which age they

thought it was all right for a child to be away from
his or her parents in the following circumstances:-

1. With relatives or friends

For brief periods

Regularly for part of the day

Regularly for the whole day

2. In a playgroup or nursery centre or nursery school

For brief periods

Regularly for part of the day

Regularly for the whole day

In each case, parents were asked to indicate an age at

half yearly intervals from 6 months to 5 years.
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FORM E

Views about care of young children

Parents were asked to respond to a number

statements with one of the following:-
1. Disagree
2. Strongly disagree
3. Agree

4. Strongly agree

5. Feel neutral about

6. Have mixed feelings about

These were the statements:-

1. Care of young children should be the
equal responsibility of both parents.

2. Children under five should not

normally attend any form of day care for
the whole day.

3. It should be made easier for fathers
of young children to work for shorter
hours.

4. There should be a money allowance
to encourage mothers of young children to
stay home.

5. It benefits the family if the mother
works at least part-time.

6. Mothers of young children should
not normally work at all during the day.

7. Boys and girls need to be treated
differently by their parents.

8. It helps children to have experience
outside the home for a full day from 3-5.

contd.
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FORM E (Contd.)

9. Children under five are harmed if
both parents work fulltime.

10. Part-time experience outside the
home is good for children under three.

11. Day care centres should be used
only by families with special needs.

12. Any parents who wishes to should
be able to use a day care centre.

13. Children should be encouraged to
be independent from their parents.

14. Housework should be mainly a
woman's responsibility.

In addition*, parents were asked to complete the

following sentence:-

What I feel most strongly about in
relation to the care of young children
is
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FORM F

Views about types of care

Parents were asked to note which care arrangements

from the following list they thought to be the two

which were most helpful to families and the two which
were least helpful.

1. Corporation day nursery

2. Private day nursery

3. Nursery school or class

4. Private school or kindergarten

5. Playgroup run by mothers

6. Playgroup run by trained staff
7. Workplace creche or nursery

8. Childminder

9. Mother and children's group

S 0 4



FORM G

Malaise Inventory

N.B. By mistake, one question was omitted from the

original inventory used in the Isle of Wight and C.H.E.S.

studies.

Parents were asked to state how many of the

following questions they answered "Yes" to.

1. Do you often have back-ache?

2. Do you feel tired most of the time?

3. Do you often feel miserable or
depressed?

4. Do you often have bad headaches?

5. Do you usually have great difficulty in
falling asleep or staying asleep?

6. Do you usually wake unnecessarily
early in the morning?

7. Do you wear yourself out worrying
about your health?

8. Do you often get into a violent rage?

9. Do people often annoy or irritate you?

Contd.
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FORM G (Contd.)

10. Have you at times had a twitching of
face, head or shoulders?

11. Do you often suddenly become scared
for no good reason?

12. Are you scared to be alone when
there are no friends near?

13. Are you easily upset or irritated?

14. Are you frightened of going out alone
or of meeting people?

15. Are you constantly keyed up or
jittery?

16. Do you suffer from indigestion?

17. Do you often suffer from upset
stomach?

18. Is your appeteite poor?

19. Does every little thing get on your
nerves and wear you out?

20. Does your heart often race like mad?

21. Do you often have bad pains in your
eyes?

22. Are you troubled with rheumatism or
fibrositis?

23. Have you ever had a nervous
breakdown?
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FORM H

Daily Record

Parents were asked to complete a daily record for

two weeks. In practice it was nearly always the

mother who did so. A standard form was provided for

each day and this was divided into sections for

breakfast, morning, lunch, afternoon and evening. For

each session, the following were recorded:-
Place where child is

Person(s) in charge

Other adults and children present

Main activities

Incidents or meetings with others

Any other comments

Parents were requested to describe any person

mentioned if it was not clear and to record the ages

of individual children present, except when the child

was at group care.
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Appendix 5

ADDITIONAL TABLES

A1 to A20
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TABLE A1 - CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN

OF WORKING MOTHERS

1950's - ABERDEEN1

Working mothers with pre-school children

Care arrangement Part-time Full-time

Maternal grandmother 1+7% 59%

Paternal grandmother Wo 27%

Other relative 6% Wo

Stranger 6% 9%

Institution 6% 35%

Mother and/or father Wo -

1969 - ENGLAND AND WALES2
Part-time Full-time

Relative/neighbour 35% b9/o

Paid minder 6% 15%

Paid domestic k% 6%

Nursery 8% 13%

Father Wo 7%

Mother works at home 13% 11+%

197U - FIFE3
Part-time Full-time

Grandmother 30% 1+7%

Other relative (often
father) 52% 25%

Childminder Under 1% 3%

Pre-school group 3% 5%

Child with mother 10% 9%

Other 3% 12%

Cont'd...
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PART 2

. TABLE, ,A1 - CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN

OF WORKING MOTHERS

1971+ - ENGLAND AND WALES1*

Note : Care in groups is excluded. Figures do not total 100%,

as some families use more than one arrangement.

Part-time Full-time

Relatives 29% 33%

Friend/Neighbour 7% 7%

Mother 12% 12%

Father U8% 22%

Other 2% 2%

1979 - GREAT BRITAIN^

Care arrangement
Part-
time

Full¬
time

Not
working Total

Relative outside household 17% 38% 1% 6%

Neighbour or Friend 6% 1% 1% 2%

Childminder 2% 5% 0% 1%

Other individual 2% 2% 0% 1%

Nursery/Primary school 15% 19% 11% 12%

Playgroup/Day nursery 39% 25% 27% 29%

Other household member 2% 11+% 0% 1%

Receiving day care 69% 81+% 39% 1+8%

Not receiving day care 31% 16% 61% 52%

Cont'd...
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PART 3

TABLE A1 _ CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN

OF WORKING MOTHERS

1982 - U.K.6
Note : These were the latest figures from the Office of Population

Censuses and Surveys. Care by mothers while working is

excluded. There is no differentiation between part-time

and full-time working.

Away from Home

10%

mm

11%

11%

Total Own Home

Relative 30% 20%

Father 37% 37%

Non-Relative 2226 11%

Day Care Centre 11% -

Sources:-

1. THOMPSON, Barbara, and FINLAYSON, Angela, (1963)
"Married women who work in early motherhood", British
Journal of Sociology, pp 15>0-l63

2. HUNT, Audrey, (1968)
"A Survey of Women's Employment". Government Social
Survey, H.M.S.O.: London

3. WATT, Joyce, (1979)
"Co-operation in Pre-school Education". Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Aberdeen: Aberdeen

h. BONE, Margaret, (1977)
"Pre-school children and the need for day care"•
D.H.S.S.j London

5. GENERAL HOUSEHOLD SURVEY, (1979),
O.P.C.S., H.M.S.O.: London

6. CLARKE-STEWART, Alison, (1982)
"Day Care". Fontana: Glasgow
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TABLE A2
_ DISTRIBUTION OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC

GROUPS IN THE TWO WARDS

Data comes from aggregation of enumeration district figures for the

10% sample of 1971 Census. N0te that the socio-economic grouping

differs somewhat from social class categories, in that it is more

detailed and takes more account of employment organisation and

position. Numbers given are absolute, but rounded to the nearest

50, so that * represents under 2$. Thus, they correspond to roughly

one tenth of the total figures for households in the relevant groups.

APPROX.
SOCIAL

S.E.G. S.E.G. DESCRIPTIONS CLASS EDINBURGH MILBURN WHITLAW

1-5 Employers, managers, Mostly I 3»300 300 50
professionals and and II
intermediate non- with some

manual 11 IN

6-7 Junior Non-manual, Mostly III, 2,150 100 1$0
personal service with some

IV.

8-10 Foremen, supervisors IIIM and 5.300 50 250
skilled and semi- IV
skilled manual

11 Unskilled manual V 1,050 * 50

12-17 Own account, farmers, Mixed and 800 50 50
armed forces and unclassified
occupations
inadequately described

Source :- 10% sample of the Census, 1971 Scotland at Enumeration
District Level.

612



TABLE A3 - RANKING OF THE TWO AREAS

ON SELECTED ITEMS FROM THE 1971 CENSUS

Unfortunately the study took place just before detailed information

from the 1981 Census became available. The ranking on each item

refers to the order of the 23 Edinburgh wards from the least favour¬
able (l) to the most favourable (23) for that item. In brackets are

the actual values for the item.

MILBURM WHITLAW

A. HOUSING ITEMS

1. % of persons living in households
with over lj? persons per room. 23 (2%) U (l6%)

2. % of households living in dwellings
with over 6 rooms. 22 (28%) 2= (2%)

3. % of households with no bathroom
or shower. 16 (3%) 3 (U5%)

% persons in owner occupied
households. 22 (75%) lh (53%)

5. % persons in council housing. 23 (O.U%) 15 (13/4)

B. OTHER ITEMS

6. % population aged under 5» 21= (5%) 8 (7%)

7. Total population (l6,i|00) (16,100)

8. Population change 1961-1971 (-1,000) (-2,000)

Source CENSUS 1971» SCOTLAND. County Report, Edinburgh City,

HMSO, 1973
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TABLE A4 - OTHER INFORMATION ON THE TWO AREAS

1. Persons per acre^
2

2. Problem area rating (max = 43)
r

3. Child problem rating (max = 11Y
2

4. Quartile of wards ranked for

(a) Poverty

(b) Child problems

(c) Physical health

(d) Mental health

5. Ranking* out of all 23 Edinburgh
wards for reception into care
of children •

6. Ranking* out of 23 for children
receiving free school meals •

7. Ranking* out of 23 for Index of
Special Need (based on indicators
of child health and welfare.

8. Ranking* of 1977 birth rate (the
year when £he study children
were born).

9. Ranking? of illegitimate births
in 1977 .

MILBURN

25

3

0

LOWEST
QUARTILE

LOWEST
QUARTILE

LOWEST
QUARTILE

SECOND
QUARTILE

18=

23

20

18

19

WHITLAW

14+

13

1

HIGHEST

QUARTILE

SECOND

QUARTILE

HIGHEST
QUARTILE

LOWEST

QUARTILE

10

21

17

SOURCES

1. KEIR, David, "The TV,ird. Statistical Account of Scotland: The City
of E^inburgh". Collins: Glasgow, (1966)

2. BUGLASS, D., DUFFY, J., and KREITMAN, N., "A Register of social
indices by local government area in Edinburgh and, the
Lothians". Scottish Office: Edinburgh, (1980)

3. JOSEPH, Anne, "Under Five in Edinburgh". E.P.A.G.: Edinburgh,
(1974)

Tv,is refers to the ranking of Milburn and Whit law within the 23
Edinburgh wards ranging from the least favourable (l) to the
most favourable (23) for that item.
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TABLE AS - PRE-SCHOOL GROUP PROVISION IN

THE WQ AREAS

1. Pre-school places, as % children aged 3 - 5? (with ranking of

wards out of 23 from lowest to highest)*. This includes

nursery schools and classes, private nursery school, playgroups

and toddler play centres, but excludes day nurseries and child-

minders1.

MILBURN WHITLAW

56% (1U) 52% (16)

2. Full-time day care places at day nurseries and registered child-

minders. as % of children under five1.

MILBURN WHITLAW

1.2% (12) 0.52% (1U)

2
3. Number of nursery classes and schools .

MILBURN WHITLAW

2
Number of voluntary and private playgroups .

MILBURN WHITLAW

SOURCES

1. JOSEPH, Anne, "Under five in Edinburgh". E.P.A.G. : Edinburgh,
197U

2. Social Work Department leaflets.

Figures in parentheses refer to the ranking of Milburn and Whitlaw

for these characteristics within the 23 Edinburgh wards. Rank¬

ings range from highest percentage (l) to lowest percentage (23).
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PART 1

IM !£_ - DETAILS OP THE SAMPLE

1. FIRST STAGE SAMPLE

Number of children whose names and addresses were obtained 261*

No longer living at that address (a) Interviewed - 6

(b) Not inter¬
viewed - 169

Family abroad for two years

Child had died

Error - the family had no child under three

Available for interview at the same address

175

1

2

1

8$

2. SECOND STAGE SAMPLE

Families still living in the area 3 years after birth date 85

Interviewed in pilot study

Interviewed in main study

Refused interview

18
Refusal rate = 85 x 100 = 21%

k

63

18

3. SAMPLE BREAKDOWN BY AREA

MILBURN WHITLAW TOTAL

First stage sample 131 133 2SU

Families moved/not available 81* 95 179

Total left in area 1+7 38 85

Refused interview 9 9 18

Pilot interview 2 2 1*

Main study interview 36 27 63

Interviewed after positive reply
to letter 30 13 U3

Interviewed after doorstep
reminder 8 16 21*

6l6 Continued



PART 2

TABLE A6 - DETAILS OF SAMPLE (Continued)
SAMPLE BREAKDOWN BY SEX

MILBURN WHITLAW Total

NATURB OF REFUSALS

A. Father responsible 7 Father refused at door - no reason given 5

Mother agreed, but father later overruled
because of work commitments 2

B. Mother responsible 8 Mother refused at door - no.reason 2

Mother refused because of 'problems' 1

Mother declined because of recent death
in family 1

Mother refused - spoke no English 1

Father agreed, but mother later overruled
because too busy 1

Mother refused because of privacy 2

C. Hot clear 3 Consent for'n returned with refusal 1

Appointments made, but family were
repeatedly not home 2
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TABLE A7 - INTERVIEW CHARACTERISTICS

(MAIN STUDY ONLY)

TIME OP INTERVIEW MILBURN WHITLAW Total

7.00 - 7.15 3 12 15

7.30 - 7.1*5 13 8 21

8.oo - 8.15 11+ 3 17

8.30 3 0 3

DAYTIME 3 1+ 7

DURATION OP INTERVIEW

1 - I4 hours 2 3 5

2 - 2-f hours 8 8 16

3 - 3i hours 7 9 16

3i - 34 hours 15 1+ 19

1+ -hi hours 1+ 3 7

Parents' presence at interviews

Both parents all the time 32 21 53

Mother only- 1 2 3

Mother all the time, father part
of the time 3 3 6

Mother and father interviewed
separately, but fully 0 1 1

PRESENCE OP THREE YEAR OLD IN EVENING INTERVIEWS

Child present all the time 0 8 8

Child present part of the time 1 3 1+

CHILD'S AGE AT INTERVIEW IN MONTHS

36 2 2 h

37 11 6 17

38 7 1+ 11

39 7 8 15

ho 3 h 7

1+0+ 6 3 9
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TABLE A8

PERSONS USED FOR DAYTIME CARE

Number of families using this person as main carer

Number of families using this person as second carer
At q



TABLE A9a

USE OF RELATIVES OTHER THAN GRANDPARENTS FOR CARE

This table shows the number of families using the designated type of
relative as one of the first three carers in the three years con¬
sidered.

TYPE OF RELATIVE YEAR ONE YEAR TV/0 YEAR THREE

mz/mzh 11 n 11

mb/mbw 5 7 h

fz/fzh 3 3 h

fb/fbv l 3 3

other kin 5 7 11

TABLE A9b

USE OF DAILY HELPS FOR CARE

Number of families using -
daily help in first three
carers

YEAR ONE YEAR WO YEAR THREE

6 h 2
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table a10

main and second carers

daytime evening

main second main second
types op carer carer carer carer carer

mm/mf 16 11 18 10

circle 3 k 13 11

parents siblings 5 11 8 10

fm/ff 7 7 k 7

other friends/
neighbours 18 20 s 7

other kin 3 k 3 5

kin + non-kin care

kin 31 33 3k 32

non-kin 31 2k 29 18

nobody 1 6 1 3

grandparents + other kin care

grandparents 23 18 22 17

other kin 8 IS 11 IS
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TABLE All

day and evening care in the diary
fortnight

n =58

Number of families who shared
care at least once:-

a. day only

b. evening only

c. both

d. neither

Total

19

5

15

19

Middle
Class

Ik

11

3

Working
Class

5

3

h

16

Number of families who did not
share care:-

day or evening (d)

daytime (b + d)

evenings (a + d)

19

2b

38

3

5

17

16

19

21

Number of Sessions Home and Away

day away

Care by

friends/neigh-
bohrs/circle

36

Care

by Care by

kin others *

29 1*0

day home 11 10

evening away 0

evening home 11 10

* Excludes one child in hospital
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TABLE A12

S^RINGCAREOPOTOM^TO^E^SCMLBRM
This is a summary of characteristics of those children from outside
the nuclear family, who spent at least one session with the key child
and his/her parent(s) in the absence of their own parents.

1. NUMBER OF SESSIONS PER FAMILY WITH A CHILD WHOSE PARENTS WERE MOT
THERE

Sessions own

Working Middle child was cared
Class Class Total for by others

NOT AT ALL 17 7 2k (19)
1-2 Sessions 9 7 16 (20)
3+ Sessions 2 16 18 (19)

28 30 N= 58 (58)

2. NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO STATED WITH THE KEY FAMILIES

Number of
Children

Working
Class

Middle
Class TOTAL

0 17 Families 7 Families 2I4 Families

1 6 ft 3 9

2 h It ii 8

3 -
ft 8 8

k -
It 1 " 1 "

5 1 tt 1 " 2 "

6 -
It 5 5

12 It 1 1 "

TOTAL NUMBER
of CHILDREN 19 Children 86 Children 105 Children

3. KINDS OF CHILDREN CONCERNED (As described by parents in the diary)

working- Middle-
Class Class TOTAL

Next Door/Neighbour Children 9 20 29

Friend's Children 1 17 18

Key Child's Friends 3 15 18

Older Siblings Friends 6 33 39

Sibling of Child's Friend 0 1 1

19 86 105

623 Cont *d



PART 2

TABLE Ai ?

SHARING CARE OF OTHER PEOPLE'S CHILDREN

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AGED 2-h WHO STAYED WITH THE KEY FAMILIES

NUMBER OF FAMILIES

Number of Poor Children
Working
Class

Middle
Class Total

None 2b 15 39

One b 6 10

Two - 6 6

Three - 2 2

Four mm 1 1

SEX AND AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE CHILDREN CONCERNED

Age or Sex not noted — 6

Aged under Two - 2

BOYS GIRLS

Aged 2 - b = 32 (16) (16)
Aged 5-10 = 50 (20) (30)
Aged 11+ = 15 ( o) (15)

SEX OF OLDER SIBLINGS' FRIENDS WHO STAYED WITH THE FAMILY

Same Sex = 32 Older Brothers ' Male Friend

Older Sisters' Female Friend

Opposite Sex = b Older Brothers ' Female Friend

Older Sisters* Male Friend

Sex not noted = 2

SEX AND AGE OF THOSE DESCRIBED AS CHILD'S OWN FRIEND

8

2h

2

2

(a) Number of children of same or opposite sex as Key child

(b)

Same Sex = 15 Boy's Male Friend
Girl's Female Friend

Opposite Sex = 3 Boy's Female Friend

Girl's Male Friend

Number of children at each age

Aged 2 1
" 3 7
" 1+ 7

"5 2

"7 l

8

7

2

1
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TABLE A13

OVERNIGHT STAYS

PERSONS STAYED WITH OVERNIGHT IN FIRST THREE YEARS

Type of Carer Number of Children (N = 63)

At least At least
one night 5 nights

Maternal Grandparents 21 12

Paternal Grandparents 12 7

Friends/Neighbours 13 0

Maternal Aunt/Uncle 8 k

Paternal Aunt/Uncle 6 1

Hospital 5 2

Paid Help/Au Pair 3 0

NOTE - some children stayed with more than one person.

NUMBER OF NIGHTS SPENT HOME AND AWAY
Number of children (N = 63)

Number of Nights At Carers
in 3 years At Home Home

NONE 15 29

1 - 7 nights 12
>

lU

8-19 nights 0 9

25 - 98 nights 0 11

NUMBER OF CHILDREN STAYED WITH EACH TYPE OF CARER EACH YEAR

26

22

13

Year Year Year
One Two Three

.

RELATIVES

CO

5
IT

FRIENDS/
NEIGHBOURS

11
AU PAIR/
PAID HELP

HOSPITAL
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'TABLE A14

NUMBER OF SESSIONS SPENT WITH DIFFERENT KINDS OF CARE

The following show the number of sessions in the diary fortnight spent

by the children with father alone (internal sharing), with people

other than parents (non-group external sharing) and in group care

(group external sharing). One child's data is omitted as he spent

considerable time in hospital, so N = 57.

T = Total number
of sessions

For all the children

M = Mean number
of sessions

per child

(M

Sessions when both parents
were absent 1U1+ 2.5

Sessions when father was there
but not mother 111 1.9

Total Sessions Mother away
excluding Group Care 21+5 1+.3

Sessions in group care and
miscellaneous groups 373 6.5

Total sessions child was away
from Mother 618 10.8

Total sessions in the Diary
fortnight (ll+ days x 3
sessions) 2391+ 1+2
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TABLE A15

PLACES CHILDREN WENT TO AWAY FROM HOME

This is based on places mentioned in the diary fortnight by the

58 families who kept records. Asterisks refer to notes at the end.

NUMBER OF FAMILIES *

Place/Activity Working Middle
Total Class Class

N = 58 N = 28 N = 30

Over 15 children

Shops 50 24 26

Group Care or Misc. Groups 49 22 23

Friend or Neighbours Homes 43 14 29

Relative's Homes 36 23 13

Park 34 15 19

A walk 23 10 13

Doctors, Clinic, Dentist
Hospital 20 7 13

Outing to country or seaside 19 5 14

5-15 Children

Church ** 13 3 10

Swimming Baths 12 4 8

A drive in the car 10 5 5

Museum/Art Gallery 6 3 3

Library 5 0 5

Less than 5 children
TOTAL

Sibling Activity *** )
Fair or Festival ) 4

Zoo or Safari Park )

Father's workplace 3

Con'td
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TABLE A15 cont'd

TOTAL

Mother's Workplace **** 2

Childminder's Home 2

Hairdressers 2

Mother & Toddler Group 2

School 1

Hospital (i.e. Child admitted? 1

Family's new home 1

Holiday Home 1

Street Party 1

Watching Trains 1

Bonfire 1

Note - this refers to the number of children whose diary

gave the relevant place/activity at least once.

Usually, there would be one or a few instances for

each child.

Children's attendance at Sunday school was included

under misc. care so rather more had attended a
J

religious establishment than this figure suggests.

This excludes accompanying sibling to or from school,

as this was probably unevenly recorded.

**** This would exclude situations where mother worked

at home.



TABLE A16

REASONS FOR GROUP CARE

Reasons mentioned NUMBER OF
FAMILIES

(N = 63)

FOR CHILD TO MIX 55 C

PLAY OPPORTUNITIES 31 C

PREPARATION FOR SCHOOL 26 c

INDEPENDENCE FOR CHILD 20 c 10 or more

families

FOR CHILD TO LEARN 18 c

CHILD WAS BORED 11 c

A BREAK FOR MOTHER 8 M

SOCIAL NORM

FOLLOW OLDER SIBLING

7

7

0

0
6-8 families

EXTERNAL AUTHORITY FOR CHILD 6 c

PRESSURE ON PARENTS 6 p

TO HELP CHILD SHARE 5 c

TO HELP WITH CHILD1S BEHAVIOUR h c

TO WIDEN HORIZON'S FOR CHILD k c 5 or fewer

TO ASSIST MOTHER'S WORK/STUDY 3 M

FOR CHILD TO HAVE FUN b c

CHILD WISHES TO ACCOMPANY OR DO SAME
AS SIBLING 3 c

Notes 1. For the 13 families whose child had not yet started group
care, reasons relate to planned arrangements rather than
previously made arrangements.

2. Most families mentioned several reasons, so there is much
double recording.

*2Z C = Child-Based Reason P = Parents-Based Reason

M = Mother-Based Reason 0 = Other reason
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PART 1
TABLE All

FORMATION OF THE CLASS INDEX USED IN THE STUDY

1. Class Indicator IJsed

Each family was allocated to a score of 1 or 2 on each class
indicator. If information was not available (only a few
instances) the averages of other indicators was used. The
final class index score was the sum of each family of the score
on every indicator.

MEANING OF THE SCORE

Indicator

1. Father's Father's
Occupation

Score 1

Registrar General's
Classification IIIM,
IV or V

Score 2

Registrar General's
Classification I,
II or IUN

2. Mother's Father's
Occupation - ditto - - ditto -

3. Father's Present
Occupation - ditto - - ditto -

1*. Mother's Occupation
before pregnancy - ditto - - ditto -

5. Father's Schooling Local Authority/
Religious

Private, fee-paying

6. Mother's Schooling - ditto - - ditto -

7. Father's
Qualifications

Only School or minor
Post-School

Qualifications

Nursing, Diploma or
Degree Qualific¬
ations

8. Mother's
Qualifications - ditto - - ditto -

9. Father's Self
Description

Working-Class or
ordinary

Middle-Class or

Professional

10. Mother's Self
Description - ditto - - ditto -

11. Family Income (net
of Tax, National
Insurance)

Under £11*0 per
week

£11*0 and over per
week
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PART 2

TABLE A17

FORMATION OF THE CLASS INDEX USED IN THE STUDY

Total Class Index Used

The class index for each family was the sum of its scores on each
of the 11 indications above, thus giving a maximum possible score
of 22 and a minimum of 11. N - * - »

TOTAL AREA 1

(Milburn)
AREA 2

(Whitlaw)

Middle

Class

r

Intermediate^

22

21

20

19

18

17

16

Working

Class

15

ll+

13

12

11

Ml XXkx

KM X XxTXXX

xx/xxxx^
' S j XXXX

3 X

Xxxx

Xxx

-L | X

X

X

XX

X

X

X

xxxx

XXX A XX

XXxxxxxx

XXXXXA

Summary Class Indexes
The above index was subdivided with three degrees of distinction,
(l) Two Fold This is the main class index used.

Label Total Class Number of
Index Score families

Middle Class

Working Class

(16 - 22)
(11 - 15)

33

30

(2) Three Fold

Solid Middle
Class

Intermediate

(18 - 22)
(1U - 17)

25

15
Solid Working
Class (11 - 15) 23

(3) Four Fold
Solid Middle
Class

Intermediate
Middle Class

Intermediate

Working Class
Solid Working
Class

681

(18 - 22)

(16 - 17)

(11+ - 15)

(11 - 13)

25

8

7

23



TABLE A18

CLASS AND OVERNIGHT STAYS

Overnight Stay with Relatives

1. Approximate Number of Nights
spent with relatives before
3rd birthday

Middle
Class

Working
Class

NONE 20 12

1-5 8 3

6-98 5 15

CHI-SQUARE < 0.05

2. Overnight Stay with Friends/Neighbours

NONE 26 21+

1-1+ 7 6

3. Overnight Stay with Au Pair or Paid Help

NONE 30 30

1 - 5 3 0

U. Total Number of Nights of Sharing Care

Approximate Total Number of Nights
apart from Parents
(Excluding Hospital Stays)

Middle
Class

(N=33

Working
Class

N=30)
NONE 17 11

1-9 13 5

10 - 98 3 11+

CHI-SQTJARE <0.005
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TABLE Alq

ADULT NETWORK CHANGES RELATED

TO CHILDREN

FAMILIES WHO HAD LESS CONTACT WITH SOME FRIENDS AS A RESULT OF
HAYING CHILDREN (N = 62)

Number of Families % Families

Children made no difference 21 3h%

Some decrease in contact 27 k3%

Big decrease in contact 12+ 23%

KIND OF FRIEND THERE WAS LESS CONTACT WITH

Number of Families

None 21

Most old Friends 8

Friends at a distance 10

Mother's Former Colleagues 9

Single Friends 8

Other 6

62

FAMILIES WHO HAD MADE FRIENDS THROUGH THEIH CHILDREN

Number of Families

N0ne 13 21%

Reinforced earlier friendships 9 lH/o

Made one 1$

Made Two or more 22

Becoming acquainted at group care 23

69/o

62

Cont'd
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TABLE A19 cont'd

k. MEANS OF BEFRIENDING PEOPLE THROUGH CHILDREN

Number of Families (N = 62)

Meeting another local parent
at park, shops or street 22

Meeting at group care 19

Meeting at hospital/clinic 13

Other 2

Note • Some families had made friends in more than one way.

63U



TABLE A20

CONTACTS WITH OTHER CHILDREN

Contacts with non-kin children in the diary fortnight

Middle
Class

(N = 30)

Working
Class

(N = 28)

TOTAL

(N = 58) °i

NONE 0 1+ 1+ 7%

1 - 8 16 20 36 62%

9-22 il+ 1+ 18 18%

CHI-SQ. = 9.91+3 Sig. = 0.007

Contacts with Kin children in the diary fortnight

Middle
Class

Working
Class TOTAL %

NONE 27 ll+ 1+1 71%

1-8 3 11+ 17 29%

9-22 0 0 0 0%

CHI-SQ. = 9.337 Sig. = 0.002

Number of Sessions spent with Non-Kin children in the diary
fortnight

Middle Class

Working Class

11 15

Hi
15

■

N = 30

N = 28

KEY

j1 None - Two daytime sessions CHI-Sq. = 12.883
Three - Seven " " Sig. = 0.002

Eight or more "

635



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Note that references to articles in books give the

editors' names and date of publication only. Full details
of the books concerned are to be found in the entry

under the editors' names.

Several references in the text to works issued by

organisations have given their initials only. These are

listed here together with the full title of the

organisation so that the full reference can be traced in

the bibliography.

C.E.R.I. CENTRE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND

INNOVATION

C.H.E.S. CHILD HEALTH AND EDUCATION STUDY

C.P.R.S. CENTRAL POLICY REVIEW STAFF

C.R.C. COMMUNITY RELATIONS COMMISSION

D.E.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE

D.H.S.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY

E.O.C. EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION

G.H.S. GENERAL HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

N.E.R.S. NATIONAL ELFRIDA RATHBONE SOCIETY



O.E.C.D. ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND

DEVELOPMENT

O.P.C.S. OFFICE OF POPULATION, CENSUSES AND SURVEYS

P.P.A. PRE-SCHOOL PLAYGROUPS ASSOCIATION

S.E.D. SCOTTISH EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

S.P.P.A. SCOTTISH PRE-SCHOOL PLAYGROUPS ASSOCIATION

S.W.S.G. SOCIAL WORK SERVICES GROUP

T.U.C TRADES UNION CONGRESS

*********

ABERCROMBIE, Patrick, and PLUMSTEAD, Derek, (1949)

"A Civic Survey and Plan for the City and Royal
Burgh of Edinburgh". Oliver and Boyd: Edinburgh

ABRAHAM, J. H., (ed.) (1977)

"Origins and Growth of Sociology". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

ABRAMS, Philip, (1 978)

"Community Care: Some Research Problems and
Priorities", in Barnes and Connolly (eds.) 1978

ABRAMS, Philip, (1980)

"Altruism and Reciprocity; Altruism as Reciprocity".
Rowntree Research Unit. Working Paper No. 10:
Univerity of Durham

ABRAMS, Philip, DEEM, Rosemary, FINCH, Janet, and ROCK,
Paul, (eds.) 1981

"Practice and Progress: British Sociology
19 50-19 80". George Allen & Unwin: London

537



ADAMS, B. N., (1967)

"Interaction theory and the social network",
Sociometrv. 30, 1, pp. 64-78

ADAMS, Bert N., (1970)

"Isolation, function and beyond: American kinship in
the 1960's", Journal of Marriage and the Family,
32, pp. 575-598

ADAMS, B. N., (1971)

"The Social Significance of Kinship", in Anderson
(ed.) 1971

ADAMS, R. N., (1960)

"The Nature of the Family", in Goody (ed.) 1971

ADAMSON, Gilvray, (1 968)

"Should Foster Mums be paid?", New Society, 12, pp.
268-269

ADAMSON, Gilvray, (1 97 3)

"The Care-Takers". Bookstall Publications: London

AINSWORTH, Mary D. Salter, (1962)

"The effects of maternal deprivation: a review of
findings and the controversy of research strategy",
in W.H.O., 1962

AINSWORTH, Mary D. Salter, (1965)

"Further research into the adverse effects of
maternal deprivation", in Bowlby (1 965)

AINSWORTH, Mary D. Salter, BELL, Sylvia and STAYTON,
Donalda J., (1 974)

"Infant-mother attachment and social development",
in Richards (ed.) 1974

AJZEN, leek, and FISHBEIN, Martin, (1977)

"Attitude-Behaviour Relations: A Theoretical
Analysis and Review of Empirical Research",
Psychological Bulletin. 84, 5, pp. 888-918

63 8



ALBRECHT, Ruth, (1954)

"The Parental Responsibilities of Grandparents",
Marriage and Family Living, pp 201-4

ALDOUS, Joan, OSMOND, Marie W. and HICKS, Mary W. (1971)

"Men's work and men's families", in Burr et al.
(eds) 1979

ALLAN, Graham, (1979)

"A Sociology of Friendship and Kinship". George
Allen 8c Unwin: London

ALLBESON, Janet, and DOUGLAS, John, (1982)

"National Welfare Benefits Handbook 1982/3". Child
Poverty Action Group: London

ALLEN, Vernon L., (1981)

"Self, social group and social structure: surmises
about the study of children's friendships", in Asher
and Gottman (eds.) 1981

ALTMAN, Irwin, (197 5)

"The Environment and Social Behaviour".
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company: Monterey,
California

AMBROSE, Anthony, (1978)

"Human social development: an

evolutionary-biological perspective", in McGurk (ed.)
1978

ANBUHL, Jurgen, (1976)

"Tagesmutter - keine gefahrliche Notlosung", Sozial
Padagogische Blatter, 27, pp. 69-73

ANDERSON, Michael, (ed.) (1971a)

"The Sociology of the Family". (1st. Edition)
Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

539



ANDERSON, Michael, (1971b)

"Family. Household and the Industrial Revolution", in
Anderson (ed.) 1971a

ANDERSON, Michael, (ed.) (1980a)

"The Sociology of the Family". (2nd. Edition)
Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

ANDERSON, Michael, (1980b)

"The Relevance of Family History", in Anderson (ed.)
1980

ANDERSON, Michael, (1 983)

"How much has the family changed?", New Society.
66, pp. 143-146

ANDERSON, Theodor R., and EGELAND, Janice A., (1961)

"Spatial aspects of social area analysis", American
Sociological Review. 2 6, pp. 392-398

ANESHENSEL, Carol S., FRERICHS, Ralph R., and CLARK,
Virginia A., (1981)

"Family Roles and Sex Differences in Depression",
Journal of Health and Social Behaviour. 22, pp.
379-393

ANTONUCCI, T., (1976)

"Attachment: A Life-span Concept", Human
Development, pp. 135-142

APPLE, Dorrian, (1 95 6)

"The Social Structure of Grandparenthood", American
Anthropologist. 58, pp. 656-663

ARCHIBALD, W. Peter, (1976)

"Psychology, sociology and social psychology: Bad
fences and bad neighbours", British Journal of
Sociology, 27, 2, pp. 115-129

640



ARGYLE, Michael, (19 83)

"A friend in need", New Society, pp. 335-336

ARIES, Phillipe, (1971)

"Histoires des populations francaises". Editions du
seuil: Paris

ARMISTEAD, Nigel, (ed.), (1974)

"Reconstructing Social Psychology". Penguin Books
Ltd.: Harmondsworth

ARON, Raymond, (1967)

"Main Currents in Sociological Thought".
Volume 2. Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

ARTHUR, Ransom J., (1971)

"An Introduction to Social Psychiatry". Penguin
Books Ltd.: Harmondsworth

ASHER, Steven R., and GOTTMAN, John M., (1981)

"The Development of Children's Friendships".
Cambridge University Press: Cambridge

ASHER, Steven R., and RENSHAW, Peter D., (1981)

"Children without friends: social knowledge and
social skill training", in Asher and Gottman (eds.)
1981

BABCHUK, Nicholas, (1 965)

"Primary friends and kin: a study of the
associations of middle class couples", Social Forces.
43, pp. 482-493

BACHRACH, Peter, and BARATZ, Morton S., (1 962)

"Two Faces of Power", American Political Science
Review. 5 6, pp. 947-9 5 2

BACKETT, Kathryn Chrisop, (1977)

"The Negotiation of Parenthood". Ph. D. Thesis:
University of Edinburgh

6; 1



BACKETT, Kathryn C.r (1980)

"Images of Parenthood", in Anderson (ed.) 1980

BACKETT, Kathryn C., (1982)

"Mothers and Fathers". The Macmillan Press Ltd.:
London

BAERS, Maria, (1 954)

"Women workers and home responsibilities",
International Labour Review. 69, pp. 338-354

BAIN, Alastair, (1978)

"The Capacity of Families to cope with Transitions:
A Theoretical Essay", Human Relations. 31, 8, pp.
675-688

BALDWIN, David A., (1978)

"Power and social exchange", The American Political
Science Review, 72, pp. 1229-1242

BANNISTER, Mrs. M., (1967)

"Note of reservation on nursery education", in
Plowden Report 1967

BANTON, Michael, (ed.) (1966)

"The Social Anthropology of Complex Societies".
A.S.A. Monograph 4, Tavistock Publications: London

BARCLAY, J. B., (ed.), (1979)

"Looking at Lothian". Royal Scottish Geographical
Society: Edinburgh

BARKER, Diana, (1 972)

"Young people and their homes: spoiling and keeping
close in a South Wales town", Sociological Review,
pp. 569-590

BARKER, Roger G„ (19 63)

"On the nature of the environment", Journal of
Social Issues. XIX, 4, pp. 17-3 8

642



BARKER, Roger G., (1965)

"Explorations in Ecological Psychology", American
Psychologist. 20. pp. 1-14

BARNES, Frances, (1 975)

"Accidents in the first three years of life", Child:
care, health and development. I, pp. 421-433

BARNES, J. A., (1969)

"Networks and Political Process", in Mitchell (ed.)
1969

BARNES, Jack, and CONNELLY, Naomi, (eds.) (1978)

"Social Care Research". Bedford Square Press:
London

BASHAM, Richard, (1978)

"Urban Anthropology". Mayfield Publishing Company:
Palo Alto, California

BARRY III, Herbert, and PAXSON, Leonora M., (1971)

"Infancy and Early Childhood", Ethnology. 10, pp.
466-508

BARRY III, Herbert, JOSEPHSON, Lili, LAUER, Edith, and
MARSHALL, Catherine, (1977)

"Agents and techniques for child training",
Ethnology, 16, pp. 191-230

BATTER, Bonnie B., and DAVIDSON, Christine V., (1979)

"Wariness of strangers: reality or artifact?",
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry. 20, pp.
93-109

BEAIL, Nigel, (forthcoming)

"Fathers' involvement in pregnancy, childbirth and
early infancy". Ph. D. Thesis: University of London

BEAIL, Nigel, and McGUIRE, Jacqueline, (1 982)

"Fathers - Psychological Perspectives". Junction
Books: London

643



BECKER, Gary S. (1 965)

"A theory of the allocation of time", The Economic
Journal. 75, pp. 493-5 1 7

BECKER, Howard S., (1967)

"Whose side are we on?", Social Problems. pp.
239-249

BECKER, Jacqueline M. T., (1977)

"A learning analysis of the development of
peer-oriented behaviour in nine month old infants",
Developmental Psychology, 13, 5, pp. 481-491

BEFU, Harumi, (1977)

"Social Exchange", American Review of Anthropology,
6, pp. 255-281

BELL, Colin, (1968)

"Middle Class Families". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

BELL, Colin, MCKEE, Lorna, and PRIESTLY, Karen, (1 983)

"Fathers, childbirth and Work". Equal Opportunities
Commission: Manchester

BELL, Colin, and NEWBY, Howard, (eds.) (1977a)

"Doing Sociological Research". George Allen & Unwin:
London

BELL, Colin, and NEWBY, Howard, (1977b)

"Introduction: The age of methodological pluralism",
in Bell and Newby (eds.) 1977

BELL, N.W. and VOGEL, Ezra F., (eds.) (1960)

"A Modern Introduction to the Family". The Free
Press of Glencoe: New York

BELL, R.Q., (1970)

"A reinterpretation of the direction of effects in
studies of child Socialization", in Danziger (ed.)
1970

644



BELL, Wendell, and BOAT, Marion D., (19 5 7)

"Urban neighbourhood and informal social relations",
American Journal of Sociology, pp. 391 -398

BELSKY, Jay, (1980)

"A Family Analysis of Parental Influence on Infant
Exploratory Competence", in Pedersen (ed.), 1980

BELSKY, Jay, and STEINBERG, Laurence D., (1 978)

"The Effects of Day Care: A Critical Review", Child
Development. 49, pp. 929-949

BELSON, William A., (1967)

"Tape Recording: Its Effect on Accuracy of Response
in Survey Interviews", Journal of Marketing
Research, 4, pp. 253-260

BENEDICT, Ruth, (1938)

"Continuities and discontinuities in cultural
conditioning", Psychiatry, 1, pp. 161-167

BERFENSTAM, Ragnar, and OLSSON, Inger William, (1973)

"Earlv Child Care in Sweden". Gordon and Breach:
London

BERGER, Peter, (1966)

"Invitation to Sociology". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

BERGER, Peter, and KELLNER, Hansfried, (1 965)

"Marriage and the Construction of Reality",
Diogenes. 46, pp. 1-24 F75

BERGER, Peter, and LUCKMANN, Thomas, (1971)

"The Social Construction of Reality". Penguin
University Books: Harmondsworth

BERNAL, Judith F„ (1 973)

"Night waking in Infants During the First 14
Months", Developmental Medicine and Child
Neurology, 15, pp. 760-769

645



BERNSTEIN, Basil, (1971),

"Class, codes and control". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

BEYNON, H., and BLACKBURN, R. M., (1972)

"Perceptions of Work". Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge

BIGELOW, Brian J., and LA GAIPA, John J., (1980)

"The development of friendship values and choice",
in Foot et al. (eds.) 1980

BIRCHAL, D., (1974)

"Day care for pre-school children", Concern. No. 15,
pp. 21-23

BLACKBURN, R. M„ and MANN, Michael, (1979)

"The Working Class in the Labour Market".
Macmillan: London

BLACKSTONE, Tessa, (1971)

"A Fair Start: The Provision of Pre-school
Education". Allen Lane - The Penguin Press: London

BLACKSTONE, Tessa, (1973)

"The Structure of Nursery Education", in Chazan
(ed.) 1973

BLANKEN, Toni, (1 973)

"Pre-school collectives in the Soviet Union", in
Roby (ed.) 1973

BLATCHFORD, Peter, BATTLE, Sandra, and MAYS, Julia,
(1982)

"The First Transition - Home to Pre-school".
N.F.E.R.-Nelson: Windsor, Berks

BLAU, Peter M., (1960)

"Structural Effects", American Sociological Review.
25, pp. 179-193

646



BLAU, Peter, (1964)

"Exchange and Power in Social Life". John Wiley &
Sons: New York

BLAU, P. M., and DUNCAN, 0. D., (1975)

"Measuring the Status of Occupations", in Coxon
and Jones (eds.) 1975

BLAXTER, Mildred, and PATERSON, Elizabeth, (1982)

"Mothers and Daughters". Heinemann: London

BLEHAR, Mary Curtis, (1 975)

"Anxious attachment and defensive reactions
associated with day care", in Bronfenbrenner and
Mahoney (eds.) 1975

BLEHAR, Mary C., (1977)

"Mother-child interaction in day-care and
home-reared children", in Webb (ed.) 1977

BLOCK, Jeanne H„ (1 976)

"Issues, problems and pitfalls in assessing sex
differences: A critical review of the psychology of
sex differences", Merrill-Palmer Quarterly. 22, 4,
pp. 283-308

BLOMART, J., (1 963)

"Attitudes maternelles et reactions a l'entree au

jardin d'enfants". Acta Psychologica. 21, pp. 75-99

BLUMER, Herbert (1 954)

"What is wrong with social theory?", American
Sociological Review, pp. 3-10

BLUMER, Herbert, (1 956)

"Sociological analysis of the variable", American
Sociological Review. 21, 6, pp. 683-690

BLURTON-JONES, N., (ed.) (1972)

"Ethological Studies of Child Behaviour". Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge

547



BLURTON-JONES, N.( (1974)

"Ethology and Socialisation", in Richards (ed.) 19 74

BLURTON-JONES, N., ROSETTIE FERREIRA, M. C., FARQUAR
BROWN, ML, and MACDONALD, L., (1 978)

"The Association between Perinatal Factors and
Later Night Waking". Developmental Medicine and
Child Neurology, 20, pp. 427-434

BOISSEVAIN, Jeremy, (1973)

"Preface", in Boissevain and Mitchell (eds.) 1973

BOISSEVAIN, Jeremy, (1974)

"Friends of Friends". Basil Blackwell: Oxford

BOISSEVAIN, Jeremy, and MITCHELL, J. Clyde, (eds.), (1973)

"Network Analysis in Human Interaction". Mouton Sc
Co.: The Hague

BONE, Margaret, (1977)

"Pre-school Children and the Need for Day-care".
H.M.S.O.: London

BOSS, Peter, (1973)

"Day care for the Pre-school child: Policy and
practice in England and Wales", in Roby (ed.) 1973

BOSWELL, D. M., (1969)

"Personal crisis and the mobilisation of the social
network", in Mitchell (ed.) 19 69

BOTT, Elizabeth, (1 957)

"Family and Social Network". Tavistock
Publications: London

BOTT, Elizabeth, (1971)

"Family and Social Network". (2nd Edition) Tavistock
Publications: London

6 4 3



BOARD OF EDUCATION, (1933)

"Infant and Nursery Schools" (The Hadow Report).
H.M.S.O.: London

BOULTON, Mary Georgina, (1 983)

"On Being A Mother". Tavistock Publication: London

BOURNE, Richard, (1982)

"What use is the census?", New Society. pp.
291-292

BOWERMAN, Charles E., and DOBASH, Rebecca M. (1974)

"Structural Variations in Inter-sibling Affect",
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 36, pp. 48-54

BOWLBY, John, (1 965)

"Child Care and the Growth of Love". (2nd. Edition)
Penguin: Harmondsworth

BOWLBY, John, (1 969)

"Attachment". Penguin: Harmondsworth

BOWLBY, John, (1 973)

"Separation: Anxiety and anger". Penguin:
Harmondsworth

BOYLE, Mary, (1976)

"The great divide", Focus on Social Work and
Service in Scotland. No. 47, pp. 10-12

BRADBURN, Norman M., and SUDMAN, Seymour, (1981)

"Improving Interview Method and Questionnaire
Design". Jossey-Bass: San Francisco

BRAITHWAITE, John (1 979)

"Ineguality, crime, and public policy". Routledge Sc
Kegan Paul: London

649



BRILL, Kenneth, (1 973)

"The English Law Relating To Children", in Stroud
(ed.) 1973

BRIM, Orville, (1960)

"Family structure and sex-role learning by
children", in Bell and Vogel (eds.) 1960

BRINKMANN, Wilhelm, (1982)

"Interfamilie Erziehung im Kleinkindalter
Probleme. Chancen. Perspetiven". in Brinkmann and
Renner (eds.) 1982

BRINKMANN, Wilhelm, and RENNER, Karl, (eds.) (1982)

"Die Padagogik und ihre Bereiche". Ferdinand
Schoningh: Paderborn

BROCK, Rosalind, (1978)

"Day Care for the under fives", Journal of Maternal
and Child Health, pp. 150-156

BRODERICK, Carlford C., (1971)

"Beyond the five conceptual frameworks: A decade
of development in family theory", Journal of
Marriage and the Family. 33, pp. 139-159

BRODY, Gene H, and ENDSLEY, Richard C., (1981)

"Researching Children and Families: Differences in
approaches of child and family specialists", Family
Relations. 30, pp. 275-280

BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, (1972)

"Another world of children", New Society, pp.
278-286

BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, (1974)

"An American Perspective", in D.H.S.S., 19 74

BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, (1975)

"Is Early Intervention Effective?", in
Bronfenbrenner and Mahoney (eds.) 1975

S 5 0



BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, (1977)

"Towards an experimental ecology of human
development", American Psychologist. 32, pp.
513-531

BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, (1979)

"The Ecology of Human Development". Harvard
University Press: Cambridge, Mass.

BRONFENBRENNER, Urie, and MAHONEY, Maureen A., (eds.)
(1 975)

"Influences on Human Behaviour". The Dryden Press:
Hinsdale, Illinois,

BRONSON, Wanda C., (1975)

"Development in behaviour with age-mates during
the second year of life", in Lewis and Rosenblum
(eds.) 1975

BROWN, George W., NI BHROLCHAIN, Maire, and HARRIS,
Tirril, (1975)

"Social Class and Psychiatric Disturbance among
Women in an Urban Population", Sociology, pp.
225-254

BROWN, George W., and HARRIS, Tirril, (1978)

"Social Origins of Depression". Tavistock
Publications Ltd: London

BROWN, Roger, (1 965)

"Social Psychology". Macmillan: New York

BRUNER, Jerome, (1980)

"Under Five in Britain". Grant Mclntyre: London

BRYANT, Bridget, HARRIS, Miriam, and NEWTON, Dee, (1980)

"Children and Minders". Grant Mclntyre: London

BUCHER, R„ CHARLES, Fritz, and QUANTARELLI, E. L„ (1956)

"Tape-recorded interviews in social research",
American Sociological Review, 21, pp. 3 5 9-364

651



BUGLASS, D., DUFFY, J., and KREITMAN, N., (1980)

"A Register of Social and Medical Indices bv Local
Authority Area in Edinburgh and the Lothians".
M.R.C. Unit for Epidemiological Studies in
Psychiatry : Edinburgh

BULMER, Martin, (1979)

"Concepts in the analysis of qualitative data",
Sociological Review, 27, 4, pp. 65 1 -677

BUNDESMINISTER FUR JUGEND, FAMILIE UND GESUNDHEIT,
(1980)

"Das Modellproiekt Tagesmiltter - Abschlussbericht
der wissenschaftlichen Begleitung". Verlag W.
Kochhammer: Stuttgart

BURGESS, Robert L., (1981)

"Relationships in Marriage and the Family", in Duck
and Gilmour (eds.) 1981a

BURGESS, Robert L., and NIELSEN, Joyce McCarl, (1974)

"An experimental analysis of some structural
determinants of equitable and inequitable exchange
relations", American Sociological Review, pp.
427-443

BURLINGHAM , Dorothy, and FREUD, Anna, (1 943)

"Infants with no Families". George Allen & Unwin:
London

BURR, Wesley R., (1973)

"Theory Construction and the Family". John Wiley S<
Son: New York

BURR, Wesley R., HILL, Reuben, NYE, F. Ivan, and REISS, Ira
L. (eds.) (1 979)

"Contemporary Theories about the Family".
Volume 1 - "Research-Based Theories". The Free
Press: New York

652



BURT, Ronald S., (1976)

"Positions in networks", Social Forces. 5 5, 1, pp.
93-122

BURT, Ronald S., (1977)

"Positions in social networks", Social Forces. 5 6,
PP. 106-131

BUSFIELD, Joan, (1974a)

"Family Ideology and Family Pathology". in
Armistead (ed.),

BUSFIELD, Joan, (1974b)

"Ideologies and Reproduction", in Richards (ed.) 1974

BUSFIELD, Joan, and PADDON, Michael, (1977)

"Thinking about Children". Cambridge University
Press: Cambridge

BUTTERWORTH, Eric, and WEIR, David, (1970)

"The Sociology of Modern Britain". Fontana/Collins:
London

BUTTIMER, A., (1972)

"Community", in Stewart (ed.) 1971

CALDWELL, Bettye M., WRIGHT, Charlene, HONIG, Alice S„
and TANNENBAUM, Jordan, (1970)

"Infant day care and attachment", American Journal
of Orthopsychiatry. 40, 3, pp. 391-412

CALDWELL, Bettye M„ (1 973)

"Infant day care - the outcast gains
respectability", in Roby (ed.) 1 973 D114b

CANNELL, Charles F„ and KAHN, Robert L., (1968)

"Interviewing", in Lindzey and Aronson (eds.) 1968

653



CAPLAN, Gerald, and KILLILEA, Marie, (197 6)

"Support systems and mutual help". Grune and
Stratton: New York

CAREW Jean W., (1980)

"Experience and the development of intelligence of
young children at home and in day care".
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, Vol 45, 6-7, University of Chicago
Press: Chicago

CAREY, William B„ (1970)

"A simplified method for measuring infant
temperament". The Journal of Paediatrics, 77, No. 2,
pp. 188-194

CENSUS, (1971)

County Report - Edinburgh City.

H.M.S.O.: Edinburgh

CENTRAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR EDUCATION (ENGLAND)
(1967)

"Children and their Primary Schools" (The Plowden
Report). H.M.S.O.: London

CENTRAL POLICY REVIEW STAFF, (1978)

"Services for Young Children with Working
Mothers". H.M.S.O.: London,

CENTRE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND INNOVATION, (1982)

"Caring for Young Children". O.E.C.D.: Paris

CHALLIS, Linda, (1974)

"Day care needs of the under fives", Greater
London Intelligence Quarterly, pp. 5 3-5 8

CHALLIS, Linda, (1980)

"The Great Under-fives Muddle". Bath Social Policy
Papers: University of Bath

554



CHALLMAN, Robert C., (1932)

"Factors Influencing Friendships Among1 Preschool
Children", Child Development, 3, pp. 146-158

CHAMBOREDON, Jean-Claude, and PREVOT, Jean, (1 973)

"Le metier d'enfant: definition sociale de la prime
enfance et fonctions differentielles de l'ecole
maternelle", Revue Francaise de Socioloaie. 14, pp.
295-335

CHAPLIN, James B„ (1975)

"The social worker's role in day care", Roval
Society of Health Journal. 95, p. 229-232

CHAZAN, Maurice (ed.) (1 973a)

"Education in the early years". Faculty of
Education: University of Swansea

CHAZAN, Maurice, (1973b)

"The Developmental Needs of Young Children", in
Chazan (ed.) 1973

CHAZAN, Maurice, LAING,- Alice, and JACKSON, Susan, (1971)

"Just before School". Basil Blackwell: Oxford

CHILD CARE ACT, (1980)

H.M.S.O.: London

CHILD HEALTH AND EDUCATION STUDY (Undated)

Unpublished data received from Albert Osborn
personal communication

CHILDREN ACT, (1948)

H.M.S.O.: London

CHILDREN ACT, (1975)

H.M.S.O.: London

855



CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS ACT, (1963)

H.M.S.O.: London

CHISHOLM, Michael, (1971)

"A sociological portrait: location", New Society, 18,
PP. 1029-1032

CHRISTENSEN, Harold T„ (ed.) (1964)

"Handbook of Marriage and the Family". Rand
McNally: Chicago

CICOUREL, Aaron V., (1967)

"Fertility, Family Planning and the Social
Organization of Family Life: Some Methodological
Issues", Journal of Social Issues, 23, 4, pp. 57-81

CLARK, Burton R., (1 95 6)

"Organisational adaptation and precarious values: A
case study", American Sociological Review, 21, pp.
327-336

CLARK, Donald H., (1967)

"The Psychology of Education". The Free Press: New
York

CLARK, Margaret M. (1979)

"Developments in pre-school education and the role
of research", in Clark and Cheyne (eds.) 197 9

CLARK, Margaret M. and CHEYNE, William M. (Eds.) (1 979)

"Studies in pre-school education" Hodder and

Stoughton: London

CLARKE, Ann Margaret, and CLARKE, Alan, (1976)

"Early Experience: Myths and Evidence". Open
Books: London

CLARKE-STEWART, Alison, (1 973)

"Interaction between Mothers and their Young
Children: Characteristics and Consequences".
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child

6 5 6



Development, Vol. 38, Nos. 6-7 University of Chicago
Press: Chicago

CLARKE-STEWART, Alison, (1980)

The Father's Contribution to children's cognitive
and social development in early childhood". in
Pedersen (ed.), 1980

CLARKE-STEWART, Alison, (1 982)

"Day Care". Fontana: Glasgow

CLARKE-STEWART, K. Alison, UMETT, Bonnie J., SNOW,
Margaret Ellis and PEDERSON, Julie A., (1980)

"Development and prediction of children's
sociability from 1 to 2 1/2 years", Developmental
Psychology, pp. 290-302

CLAUSEN, John A., (1964)

"Family Structure, Socialisation and Personality", in
Hoffman and Hoffman (eds.) 1964

CLEGG, Alec, and MEGSON, Barbara, (1 973)

"Children in Distress". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

COCHRAN, Moncrieff M., and BRASSARD, Jane Anthony,
(1979)

"Child Development and Personal Social Networks",
Child Development. 50, pp. 601-616

COHEN, Jill, (1 979)

"Patterns of parental help", Educational Research.
21, 3, pp. 186-193

COHEN, Ronald, (1 978)

"Altruism: Human. Cultural or what?", in Wispe (ed.)
1978

COHEN, Sarale E., (1978)

"Maternal Employment and Mother-child
Interaction" Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 24, pp.
189-197

657



COLLINS, Alice H., and PANCOAST, Diane L., (1977)

"Natural Helping Networks". National Association Of
Social Workers: Washington, D. C.

COLLINS, Alice H., and WATSON, Eunice L., (1 969)

"Exploring the neighbourhood family day care
system", Social Casework, pp. 527-533

COMER, Lee, (1974)

"Wedlocked Women". Feminist Books: Leeds

COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR

SCOTLAND, (1964)

"Children and Young Persons - Scotland" (The
Kilbrandon Report). H.M.S.O.: Edinburgh

COMMITTEE OF THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON CHILD CARE, (1963)

"Prevention of Neglect of Children" (The McBoyle
Report). H.M.S.O.: Edinburgh

COMMITTEE ON LOCAL AUTHORITY AND- ALLIED SOCIAL

SERVICES, (1 968)

"Report of the Committee on Local Authority and
Allied Services (The Seebohm Report). H.M.S.O.:
London

COMMUNITY RELATIONS COMMISSION, (1975)

"Wednesday's Children". C.R.C.: London

COOTE, Anna, and HEWITT, Patricia, (1980)

"The Stance of Britain's Maior Parties and Interest
Groups", in Moss and Fonda (Eds.) 1980

CORNELIUS, Steven W., and DENNEY, Nancy Wadsworth,
(1975)

"Dependency in day-care and home-reared children",
Developmental Psychology, 11, 5, pp. 575-582

CORSARO, William A., (1981)

"Friendship in nursery school: social organization in
a peer environment", in Asher and Gottman (eds.)
1981

S 5 8



COX, Maureen V., (ed.), (1980)

"Are Young Children Egocentric?". Batsford: London

COXON, A. P. M., and JONES, C. L., (eds.) (1975)

"Social Mobility". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

CRABTREE, Tom, (1976)

"Where's father?", New Society. 35, pp. 486-487

CRAWFORD, Marion, (1981)

"Not disengaged: Grandparents in literature and
reality, an empirical study in role satisfaction",
Sociological Reveiw. 29, pp. 499-51 9

CROWE, Brenda, (1 973)

"The Playgroup Movement". George Allen 5c Unwin:
London

CUBITT, Tessa, (1 973)

"Network density among urban families". in
Boissevain and Mitchell (eds.) 1973

CULLEN, Ian, (1979)

"Urban social policy and the problems of family
life", in Harris (ed.) 1979

CUNNINGHAM-BURLEY, Sarah Jane, (1983)

"The Meaning and Significance of Grandparenthood".
Ph. D. Thesis: University of Aberdeen

CURRIE, Andrew M„ (1965)

"Whitlaw. Edinburgh". M. A. Dissertation:
University of Edinburgh

DANIEL, W. W„ (1981)

"Maternity rights: the symbol and the power", New
Society. 58, pp. 147-148

S 5 9



DANZIGER, Kurt, (1970)

"Socialization". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

DANZIGER, Kurt, (ed.) (1971a)

"Readings in Child Socialization". Pergamon Press:
London

DANZIGER, Kurt, (1971b)

"Introduction", in Danziger 1971a

DASBERG, Lea, (1 975)

"Groot brenaen door kleinhouden - als historische
Verschiinsel". Boom Meppel: Holland

DAVIDSON, F„ (1970)

"Day care centers in Paris and its suburbs", in
Kadushin (ed.) 19 70

DAVIE, Ronald, BUTLER, Neville, and GOLDSTEIN, Harvey,
(1 972)

"From birth to seven". Longmans: London

DAVIES, Martin, (1974)

"The current status of social work research",
British Journal of Social Work. 4, pp.281-303

DAVIS, Howard H., (1979)

"Beyond Class Images". Croom Helm: London

DAY, Christine, (1 975)

"Company Day Nurseries". Institute of Personnel
Management: London

DE MAUSE, Lloyd, (1971)

"The Evolution of Childhood", in Jenks (ed.) 1982

660



DENNEY, Anthony, (1966)

"Children in Need". SCM Press: London,

DENZIN, Norman K., (1970)

"The Research Act in Sociology". Butterworth & Co.:
London

DENZIN, Norman K., (1977)

"Childhood Socialisation". Jossey-Bass: London

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE/DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY, (1978)

"Co-ordination of Services for children under five".
Joint Circular to Local Authorities

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY, (1974)

"The Family In Society - Dimensions of Parenthood"
H.M.S.O.: London

DICKENS, Wenda C., and PERLMAN, Daniel, (1981)

"Friendship over the life-span", in Duck and Gilmour
(eds.) 1981b

DOHRENWEND, Barbara Snell, and DOHRENWEND, Bruce P.,
(eds.), (1974)

"Stressful Life Events - Their Nature and Effects".
John Wiley and Sons: New York

DOMINIAN, Jack, (1982)

"Depression". Fontana: Glasgow

DONACHY, William, (1979)

"Parental Participation in Pre-school Education", in
Clark and Cheyne (eds.) 19 79

DONALDSON, Margaret, (1 978)

"Children's Minds". Fontana: London,

86 1



DOUGLAS, J. W. B., (1975)

"Early Hospital Admissions and Later Disturbances
of Behaviour and Learning." Developmental Medicine
and Child Neurology. 17, pp. 456-480

DOUGLAS, J. W. B., LAWSON, Annette, COOPER, J. E., and
COOPER, Elizabeth, (1968)

"Family Interaction and the Activities of Young
Children", Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry. 9, pp. 157-171

DOUGLAS, J. W. B., and BLOMFIELD, J. M., (1958)

"Children under Five". George Allen & Unwin: London

DOUGLAS, Mary, (ed.), (1973)

"Rules and Meanings". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

DREITZEL, Peter (Ed.), (1973)

"Childhood and Socialization". Macmillan Publishing
Company: New York

DUCK, Steve, (1980)

"With a little help from my friends", New Society,
pp. 228-229

DUCK, Steve, and GILMOUR, Robin, (1981a)

"Personal Relationships". Volume 1 - "Studying
Personal Relationships". Academic Press: London

DUCK, Steve, and GILMOUR, Robin, (1981b)

"Personal Relationships". Volume 2 - "Developing
Personal Relationships". Academic Press: London

DUCK, Steve, and GILMOUR, Robin, (1981c)

"Personal Relationships". Volume 3 - "Personal
relationships in disorder". Academic Press: London

662



DUNN, Judy, (1977)

"Distress and Comfort". Open Books: London

DUNN, Judith, (1980a)

"Individual Differences in Temperament", in Rutter
(ed.) 1980

DUNN, Judith, (1980b)

"Feeding and sleeping", in Rutter (ed.) 1980

DUNN, Judy and KENDRICK, Carol, (1 979)

"Interaction between young siblings in the context
of family relationships", in Lewis and Rosenblum
(eds.) 1979

DUNN, Judy, and KENDRICK, Carol, (1980)

"The arrival of a sibling: changes in the patterns
of interaction between mother and first-born
child", Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
21, pp. 119-132

DUNN, Judy, and KENDRICK, Carol, (1982)

"Siblings: Love. Envy and Understanding". Grant

Mclntyre: London

DWECK, Carol S., (1981)

"Social-cognitive aproaches in children's
friendships", in Asher and Gottman (eds.) 198 1

EASTERBR00KS, M. Ann, and LAMB, Michael E., (1979)

"The relationship between quality of infant-mother
attachment and infant competence in initial
encounters with peers", Child Develpment, 50, pp.
380-387

ECKERMAN, Carol 0., WHATLEY, Judith L„ and KUTZ, Stuart
L„ (1 975)

"The growth of social play with peers during the
second year of life", Developmental Psychology. 11,
1, pp. 42-49

663



EDGELL, Stephen, (1980)

"Middle Class Couples". George Allen and Unwin:
London

EDINBURGH CITY SOCIAL WORK DEPARTMENT (1977)

Directory of services and information leaflets
about playgroups and day care: Edinburgh

EDUCATION (SCOTLAND) ACT, (1946)

H.M.S.O.: London

EDUCATION (SCOTLAND) ACT, (1980)

H.M.S.O.: London

EDWARDS, Carlyn Pope, and LEWIS, Michael, (1979)

"Young children's concents of social relations:
social functions and social objects", in Lewis and
Rosenblum (eds.)

EKEH, P. P., (1974)

"Social Exhanae Theory - The Two Traditons".
Heinemann: London

ELIAS, Peter, (1980)

"Employment Prospects and Equal Opportunity", in
Moss and Fonda (Eds.) 1980

ELLIOTT, K., (ed.) (1970)

"The Family and its Future". CIBA Foundation
Symposium: University of London

EMLEN, Arthur C., (1 973)

"Slogans, slots and slander: The myth of day care
need", American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 43, 1,
pp. 23-36

EMLEN, Arthur C., (1974)

"Day Care for whom?", in Schorr 197 4

6 6 4



EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION ACT, (1 975)

H.M.S.O.: London

ENDSLEY, Richard C., and BRODY, Gene H., (1981)

"Professional isolation of child and family
specialists as revealed in a time series analysis of
parent-child relations research methods", Family
Relations. 30, 1, pp. 5-16

EPSTEIN, A. L., (1969)

"The Network and Urban Social Organisation", in
Mitchell (ed.) 1969

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION, (1978)

"I want to work .... but what about the children?".
E.O.C.: Manchester

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION, (1979)

"With all my worldly goods I thee endow ... except
my tax allowances". E.O.C.: Manchester

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION, (1980)

"Women and Government Statisitics". E.O.C.:
Manchester

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION, (1 984)

"Work and the Family". E.O.C.: Manchester

EQUAL PAY ACT, (1970)

H.M.S.O.: London

ERIKSON, Erik H„ (1 965)

"Childhood and Society". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

ERLER, Gisela, (1980a)

"Eltern im Tagesmiitter Modell - eine umstrittene
Zielgruppe". in Bundesminister fur Jugend, Familie
und Gesundheit 1980

665



ERLER, Gisela, (1980b)

"Tagesmiitter und Eltern - ein Feld mit
S topperst.einen", in Bundesminister fur Jugend,
Familie und Gesundheit 1980

ESKOLA, Irja, (1973)

"Children's day care in Finland", in Roby (ed.) 1973

ETAUGH, Claire, (1974)

"Effects of Maternal Employment on Children: A
Review of Recent Research", Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 20, 2, pp. 71-98

EVERITT, John C., (1976)

"Community and Propinquity in a City", Annals of
the Association of American Geographers, 6 6, 1, pp.
104-1 16

EVERSLEA, David, and BONNERJEA, Lucy,

"Social Change and Indicators of Diversity", in
Rapoport et al. (eds.) 1982

FANDETTI, D. V., (1978)

Review of "A Challenge of Day Care" by S.
Provence, Child Welfare, 57, pp. 60-62

FANSHEL, David, (1966)

"Foster Parenthood".
Press: Minneapolis

FARIS, Robert E., (1964)

"Handbook of Modern

Chicago

FEIN, Greta C-., and CLARKE-STEWART, Alison, (1 973)

"Day Care in Context". John Wiley & Son: New York

FERGE, Susan, (1973)

"The development of the protection of mothers and
children in Hungary", in Roby (ed.) 1973

University of Minnesota

Sociology". Rand McNally:

666



FERGE, Zsusza, (1 978)

"Hungary", in Kamerman and Kahn 1978

FERGUSON, Lucy Rau, (1970)

"Dependency Motivation and Socialization", in Hoppe
et al. (eds.) 1970

FERGUSON, S. M. and FITZGERALD, H., (1 954)

"Studies in the Social Services", part of the
"History of the Second World War". Longmans,
Green & Co.: London

FERRI, Elsa, (1978)

"Integrating services for the under-fives", Concern.
No. 27, pp. 20-24

FERRI, Elsa, BIRCHALL, Dorothy, GINGELL, Virginia, and
GIPPS, Caroline, (1981)

"Combined Nursery Centres". Macmillan: London

FERRI, Elsa, BIRCHALL, Dorothy, GINGELL, Virginia, and
GIPPS, Caroline, (1982)

"Combined Nursery Centres: A reply to John Oates'
review", Early Childhood. 2, 4, pp. 18-21

FILKIN, Camilla, and WEIR, David, (1972)

"Locality", in Gittus (ed.) 1972

FINCH, Janet, (1982)

"Plowden's reversal: playgroups not nursery
education", Early Childhood, 2, 9, pp. 30-31

FINCH, Janet, and GROVES, Dulcie, (1980)

"Community Care and the Family: A case for equal
opportunities", Journal of Social Policy, 9, 4, pp.
487-51 1

FIRESTONE, Shulamith, (1973)

"The Dialectic of Sex". Paladin: St. Albans

S 6 7



FIRTH, Raymond, (1956)

"Two Studies of Kinship in London". Athlone Press:
London

FIRTH, Raymond, HUBERT, Jane, and FORGE, Anthony, (1969)

"Families and their Relatives". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

FISHBEIN, Martin, (ed.) (1967)

"Readings in Attitude Theory and Measurement".
John Wiley: New York

FISHBEIN, Martin, and RAVEN, B. H., (1967)

"Beliefs and Attitudes", in Fishbein (ed.) 1967

FISHER, Claude S., (1 975)

"The study of urban community and personality",
Annual Review of Sociology. 1, pp. 67-89

FISHER, Claude, (1981a)

"Making friends in the city", New Society. 5 7, pp.
301-302

FISHER, Claude S., (1981b)

"The Public and Private Worlds of City Life",
American Sociological Review, 46, pp. 306-316

FLETCHER, Ronald, (1 973)

"The Family and Marriage in Britain". (3rd. Edition)
Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

FONDA, Nickie, (1976)

"Current entitlements and provisions: a critical
review", in Fonda and Moss (eds.) 197 6

FONDA, Nickie, and MOSS, Peter, (eds.) (1 97 6)

"Mothers in Employment". Brunei University: London

8 6 8



FOOT, Hugh C.( CHAPMAN, Antony J., and SMITH, Jean R.,
(1980)

"Friendship and Social Relations in Children. John
Wiley & Sons: New York

FORDER, Anthony, (1974)

"Concepts in Social Administration". Routledge &
Kegan Paul: London

FORSE, Michel, (1981)

"La sociabilite", Economiaue et statistiaue. pp.
39-48

FOX, Robin, (1 967)

"Kinship and Marriage". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

FRANKENBERG, Ronald, (1965)

"Communities in Britain". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

FRANKENBERG, Ronald, (1966)

"British Community Studies: Problems of synthesis",
in Banton (ed.) 1966

GARDINER, Jean, (1975)

"Women's Domestic Labour", New Left Review. 3 3,
pp. 47-58

GARFINKEL, Harold, (1 95 9)

"Aspects of the Problem of Common-Sense
Knowledge of Social Structures", Transactions of
the 4th World Congress of Sociology, 4, pp 51-65

GARVEY, Anne, (1974)

"The Children's Community Centre", Where. No. 98,
pp. 328-331

GARVEY, Catherine, (1974)

"Some properties . of social play", Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 20, 3, pp. 163-180

6 S 9



GARVEY, Catherine, (1977)

"Play". Open Books: London

GAVRON, Hannah, (1 966)

"The Captive Wife". Routledge & Kegan Paul: London

GEERTZ, Clifford, (1 975)

"The Interpretation of Cultures". Hutchinson:
London

GENERAL HOUSEHOLD SURVEY, (1979)

"Day Care of Children Under Five". H.M.S.O.: London

GEORGE, Vic, and WILDING, Paul, (1976)

"Ideology and Social Welfare". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

GESELL, Arnold, (1951)

"The First Five Years of Life". Methuen: London

GEWIRTZ, Jacob L., (1976)

"The attachment acquisition process as evidenced
in the maternal conditioning of cued infant
responding (particularly crying)", Human Relations,
PP. 143-155

GIBSON, Geoffrey, (1972)

"Kin family network: overheralded structure in
past conceptualisations of family functioning",
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 34, pp. 13-23

GIDDENS, Anthony, (1976)

"New Rules of Sociological Method". Hutchinson:
London

GIL, David, (1969)

"Mother's Wages - An Alternative Attack on

Poverty". National Conference on Social Welfare,
Columbia University Press: New York

670



GIL, David G., (1973)

"Unravelling Social Policy". Schenkman Publishing
Company: Cambridge, Mass.

GINSBERG, G., (1979)

"What parents want". London Borough of
Wandsworth

GINSBERG, Susannah, (1976)

"Women, work and conflict", in Fonda and Moss
(eds.) 1976

GITTUS, Elizabeth, (1972)

"Key Variables in Social Research". Volume 1
"Religion, Housing. Locality". Heinemann: London

GITTUS, Elizabeth, (1976)

"Flats, families and the under-fives". Routledge Sc
Kegan Paul: London

GLASER, Barney G., (197 8)

"Theoretical Sensitivity". The Sociology Press: Mill
Valley, California

GLASER, Barney G., and STRAUSS, Anselm L., (1 967)

"The Discovery of Grounded Theory". Aldine
Publishing Company: Chicago

GLASS, Netta, (1947)

"Eating, sleeping and elimination habits in children
attending day nurseries and children cared for at
home by mothers", American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry. 5 9, pp. 69 7-71 1

GLUCKMAN, Max, and EGGAN, Fred, (1 966)

"Introduction", in Banton (ed.) 19 68

GOLDBERG, E. M., (1965)

"The Normal Family", in Younghusband (ed.) 1965

671



GOLDBERG, E., Matilda, and HATCH, Stephen, (1981)

"A New Look at the Personal Social Services".
Policy Studies Institute: London

GOLDSMITH, H. H., and GOTTESMAN, I. I., (1981)

"Origins of variation in behavioural style: a
longitudinal study of temperament in young twins",
Child Development. 52, pp. 91-103

GOLDTHORPE, John H„ and HOPE, Keith, (1974)

"The Social Grading of Occupations: A New Approach
and a Scale". Clarendon Press: Oxford

GOLDTHORPE, John H., and LLEWELLYN, Catriona, (1977)

"Class mobility: Intergenerational and work life
patterns", British Journal of Sociology, 28, 3, pp.
269-302

GOLDTHORPE, John H., and LOCKWOOD, David, (1 9 63)

"Affluence and the British Class Structure",
Sociological Review, 11, pp. 133-163

GOLDTHORPE, John H., LOCKWOOD, David, BECHHOFFER, Frank,
and PLATT, Jennifer, (1 969)

"The Affluent Worker in the Class Structure".

Cambridge University Press: Cambridge

GOODEY, B., (1971)

"Perception of the Environment". Occasional Paper
No. 17, Centre for Urban and Regional Studies:
University of Birmingham

GOODY, Jack, (1962)

"On nannas and nannies", Man, 62, pp. 179-184

GOODY, Jack, (ed.) (1971)

"Kinship". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

GORDEN, R. L., (1 975)

"Interviewing: Strategy, Technigues and Tactics".
Dorsey Press: Homewood

672



GOUDER, John C„ (1975)

"A note on the declining relation between
subjective and objective class measures", British
Journal of Sociology. 26, pp. 102-109

GOULDNER, Alvin W., (19 60)

"The Norm of Reciprocity: A Preliminary Statement",
American Sociological Review, 25, 2, pp. 161-178

GOVE, Walter R„ (1972)

"The Relationship Between Sex Roles, Marital
Status, and Mental Illness", Social Forces, 51, 4, pp.
34-44

GRAHAM, Hilary, (1979)

"Prevention and Health: Every Mother's Business", in
Harris (ed.) 1979

GRAHAM, Hilary, (1982)

"Building a Feminist Methodology: The Case of the
Survey Method". Paper given at the B_SA conference
on "Gender and Society"

GRANT, Nigel, (1968)

"Soviet Education". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

GRAY, Anne, (1979)

"The Working Class Family as an Economic Unit", in
Harris (ed.) 1979

GREEN, Bryan S. R„ (1971)

"Social Area Analysis and Structural Effects",
Sociology, pp. 1-19

GREEN, Elsie Hart, (1 933)

"Friendships and Quarrels Among Preschool Children",
Child Development, 4, pp. 237-252

GREEN, Maureen, (1 976)

"Goodbye Father", Routledge & Kegan Paul: London

673



GREER, Germaine, (1971)

"The Female Eunuch". Paladin: London

GREIF, Esther Blank, (1977),

"Peer interactions in pre-school children", in Webb
(ed.) 1977

GRONSETH, Erik, (1978)

"Work Sharing: A Norwegian Example", in Rapoport
and Rapoport (eds.) 1978

GRUNOW, Dieter, and HEGNER, Friedhart, (eds.) (1980)

"Welfare or bureaucracy". Oelgeschlager, Gunn &
Hain: Cambridge, Mass.

GUDAT, Ulrich, and PERMIEN, Hanna, (1980)

"Die kinderpsvchologischen Untersuchungen im
Tagesmiitter Proiekt", in Bundesminister fur Jugend,
Familie und Gesundheit 1980

HADOW REPORT, (1 9 33)

See Board of Education

HAGEN, Elizabeth, (1973)

"Child care and women's liberation", in Roby (ed.)
1973

HALBERTSMA, H. A., (1 968)

"Informal systems of mutual assistance among kin
and neighbours in case of illness and death". Paper
to the First International Conference on Social
Science and Medicine: Aberdeen

HALFPENNY, Peter, (1 979)

"The analysis of qualitative data", Sociological
Review, 27, 4, pp. 799-825

HALL, John, and JONES, D. Caradog, (1950)

"Social Grading of Occupations", British Journal of
Sociology, pp. 31-55

67;



HALL, Peter, (1974)

"The new geography: games of space chess", New
Society, 28, pp. 693-695

HALL, Peter, (1981)

"The way from San Jose", New Society. 57, pp.
525-526

HALSEY, A. H„ (1980)

"Education can compensate", New Society. 5 2, pp.
172-173

HALSEY, A. H., and SMITH, T., (1976)

"Pre-school Expansion : Its Impact on Parental
Involvement and on the struture of Provision".
Social Science Research Council, Final Report, Grant
Number HR 2915/2: London

HAMILTON, Marshall L., (1972)

"Evaluation of a parent and child center program",
Child Welfare, 50, pp. 248-258

HANDER, Ellen, (1972)

"The comparative effectiveness of 4 pre-school
programs: a sociological approach", Child Welfare.
51, pp. 550-559

HANNERZ, Ulf, (1980)

"Exploring the City". Columbia University Press:
New York

HANNON, Peter, (1978)

"Minders of our future", New Society. 44, pp.
304-305

HARDYMENT, Christina, (1 983)

"Dream babies". Jonathon Cape: London

HARPER, Charles L. (1 978)

"New evidence on the impact of day-care centres
on children's psycho-social development", Child
Welfare. 57, pp. 527-531

675



HARRE, Rom, and SECORD, P. F., (1972)

"The Explanation of Social Behaviour". Basil
Blackwell: Oxford

HARRINGTON, Molly, (1965)

"Resettlement and self-image", Human Relations. 18,
pp. 115-137

HARRIS, C. C., (1974)

"A Sociological Standpoint", in D.H.S.S., 1974

HARRIS, C. C., (1977)

"The Changing Relationship between Family and
Societal Form in Western Society", in Anderson (ed.)
1980

HARRIS, Chris, (ed.) (1979)

"The Sociology of the Family: New Directions for
Britain". Sociological Review Monograph, No. 28:
University of Keele

HARTER, Susan, (1973)

"Piaget's Theory of Intellectual Development", in
Zigler and Child (eds.) 1973

HARTUP, Willard W., (1975)

"The Origins of Friendship", in Lewis and Rosenblum
(eds.) 1975

HARTUP, Willard W., (1978a)

"Children and their friends", in McGurk (ed.) 1978

HARTUP, Willard W., (1978b)

"Perspectives on child and family interaction: past.
present and future", in Lerner and Spanier (eds.)
1978

HASSENSTEIN, B., (1974)

"Kritik der wissenschaftliche Begrundung des
Tagesmutterprojekts", Zeitschfrift fur Padagogik,
20, pp. 929 et seq.

676



HATFIELD, Elaine, WALSTER, G. William, and PILIAVIN, Jane
Allyn, (1978)

"Equity Theory and Helping Relationships", in Wispe
(ed.) 1978

HAWKES, Glenn R„ (1978)

"Who will rear our children?", Family Coordinator.
27, pp. 159-166

HAY, William C., (1977)

"Theorists and theoretical frameworks identified
by family sociologists", Journal of Marriage and
the Family, pp. 5 9-65

HAYES, Donald S., (1978)

"Cognitive bases for liking and not liking among
pre-school children", Child Development. 49, pp.
906-909

HAYES, Donald S., CHEMELSKI, Bruce E„ and PALMER, Melvin,
(1982)

"Nursery Rhymes and Prose Passages: Pre-schoolers'
Liking and Short-Term Retention of Story Events",
Developmental Psychology. 18, pp. 49-5 6

HAYSTEAD, J., HOWARTH, V., and STRACHAN, A., (1980)

"Pre-school Education and Care". Hodder and

Stoughton: Edinburgh

HECKATHORN, Douglas, (1979)

"The anatomy of network linkages", Social Science
Research. 8, p. 222-252

HEINICKE, Christoph M., (1 956)

"Some effects of separating two year old children
from their parents", Human Relations, IX, pp.
105-176

HEINICKE, Christoph M., BUSCH, Fred, CLICK, Phyllis, and
KRAMER, Estelle, (1972)

"Parent child relations. adaptation to nursery

school, and the child's task orientation: a contrast
in the development of two girls", in Westman (ed.)

677



1972

HENDERSON, Scott, (1977)

"The social network, support and neurosis", British
Journal of Psychiatry. 131, pp. 185-191

HENDRIX, Llewellyn, (1 979)

"Kinship, social class and migration", Journal of
Marriage and the Family. 41, pp. 399-407

HERBST, P. G., (1960)

"Task differentiation of husband and wife in family
activities", in Bell and Vogel (eds.) 1960

HERMANN, Alice, and K0ML0SI, Sandor, (1972)

"Early Child Care in Hungary". Gordon and Breach:
London

HEYW00D, Jean, (1973)

"Changing Responses", in Stroud (ed.) 19 73

HIGHBERGER, Ruth, (1955)

"The relationship between maternal behaviour and
the child's early adjustment to nursery school",
Child Development. 26, 1, pp. 49-61

HILL, Reuben, (1 965)

"Decision making and the family life-cycle", in
Shanas and Streib (eds.) 1965

HILL, Reuben, (1981)

"Theories and research designs linking family
behaviour and child development: a critical
overview", Journal of Comparative Family Studies,
XII, 1, pp. 1-18

HILL, Reuben, F00TE, Nelson, ALDOUS, Joan, CARSON, Robert,
and MACDONAL, Robert, (1970)

"Family Developments in Three Generations".
Schenkman Publishing Company: Cambridge, Mass.

678



HILL Reuben, and RODGERS, Roy C., (1964)

"The Developmental Approach", in Christensen (ed.)
1964

HOCK, Ellen, (1 978)

"Working and non-working mothers with infants:
perceptions of their careers, their infants' needs
and satisfaction with mothering", Developmental
Psychology. 14, 1, pp. 37-43

HOCK, Ellen, (1980)

"Working and Non-working Mothers and their
Infants", Merrill-Palmer Quarterly. 2 6 , pp. 79-101

HOCK, Ellen, CHRISTMAN, Karen, and HOCK, Michael, (1980)

"Career-related decisions of mothers of infants",
Family Relations. 29, pp. 325-330

HOFFMAN, Lois Wladis, (1961)

"The father's role in the family and the child's
peer group adjustment", Merrill-Palmer Quarterly.
7, pp. 97-105

HOFFMAN, Lois W. and HOFFMAN, Martin L., (1 964)

"Review of Child Development Research". Russell

Sage Foundation: New York

HOFFMAN, Lois Wladis, and MANIS, Jean Denby, (1978)

"Influences of children on marital interaction and
parental satisfactions and dissatisfactions", in
Lerner and Spanier (eds.) 1978

H0GGART, Richard, (1 973)

"Changes in Working-class Life", in M. A. Smith et
al. (eds.) 1973

H0LMAN, Robert, (1 973)

"Supportive services to the family", in Stroud (ed.)
1973

679



HOLMAN, Robert, (1975)

"You and research: Day care for the under fives",
Social Work Today. 6, 18, pp. 586-7

HOLMAN, Robert, (197 6)

"Inequality in Child Care", Poverty Pamphlet. No. 26

HOLMAN, Robert, (1980)

"Exclusive and inclusive concepts of fostering", in
Triseliotis (ed.) 1980

HOLSTI, Ole R., (1 969)

"Content analysis for the social sciences and the
humanities". Addison-Wesley: Reading,
Massachusetts

HOMANS, George C., (1958)

"Social Behaviour as Exchange", American Journal of
Sociology. 63, pp. 597-606

HONEY, Michael, (1 97 3)

"Day care and play for under fives in Greenwich".
Bulletin of the Greater London Research and
Intelligence Unit, pp. 72-80

HONIGMAN, John G., (197 6)

"The Development of Anthropological Ideas". The
Dorsey Press: Homewood, Illinois

H0PKINS0N, Angela, (1976)

"Single mothers: the first year. Scottish Council
for Single Parents: Edinburgh

HOPPE, Ronald A., MILTON, G. Alexander, and SIMMEL,
Edward C. , (eds.) (1970)

"Early Experiences and the Process of
Socialization". Academic Press: New York

H0RNSTEIN, Harvey A., (1 978)

"Promotive tension and prosocial behaviour", in
Wispe (ed.) 1978

6 8 C



HORTON, Frank E., and REYNOLDS, David R., (1970)

"Effects of urban spatial structure on individual
behaviour", Economic Geography, pp. 36-48

HUBERT, Jane, (1 965)

"Kinship and Geographical Mobility in a Sample from
a London Middle-Class Area", The International
Journal of Comparative Sociology. 6, pp. 61-80

HUBERT, Jane, (1974)

"Belief and Reality: Social Factors in Pregnancy and
Childbirth", in Richards (ed.) 1974

HUGHES, Martin, MAYALL, Berry, MOSS, Peter, PERRY, Jane,
and PETRIE, Pat, (1980)

"Nurseries Now". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

HUNT, Audrey, (1968)

"A survey of women's employment". Government
Social Survey: London

HUNT, D., (1970)

"Parents and Children in History". Basic Books: New
York

HUTCHEON, Pat Duffy, (1972)

"Value theory: towards conceptual clarification",
British Journal of Sociology. 23, pp. 172-187

HUTT, Corinne, (1972)

"Males and Females". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

HUTT, Corinne, (1 978)

"Sex-role differentiation in social development", in
McGurk (ed.) 197 8

HUTTON, Geoffrey, (1 975)

"Social Environment in Suburban Edinburgh". Joseph
Rowntree Memorial Trust: York

S 8 1



ILLINGWORTH, Ronald, and ILLINGWORTH, Cynthia, (1972)

"Babies and Young Children". Churchill Livingstone:
Edinburgh

INCOME AND CORPORATION TAXES ACT (1970)

H.M.S.O.: London

INEICHEN, Bernard, (1981)

"The housing decisions of young people", British
Journal of Sociology. 32, 2, pp. 252-258

INNES, Sue, (1976)

"Day nurseries - second best?", Focus on Social
Work and Service in- Scotland. No. 52, pp. 20-22

IRISH, David P., (1964)

"Sibling Interaction: A neglected aspect in family
life research", Social Forces. 42, 3, pp. 279-288

IRVING, Henry W„ (1977)

"Social Networks in the Modern City", Social
Forces. 55, 4, pp. 867-880

ISAACS, Susan, (1932)

"The Nursery Years". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

JACKSON, Brian, and JACKSON, Sonia, (197 9)

"Childminder: A study in action research".
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London

JACKSON, Sonia, (1971)

"The Illegal Childminders". Cambridge Educational
Development Trust: Cambridge

JACKSON, Sonia, (1974)

"The educational implications of unsatisfactory
childminding". The Childminding Research Unit:
Cambridge

682



JACKSON, Sonia, (1975)

"A new policy for childminders", New Society, 8, 13,
pp. 19-20

JAHODA, Gustav, (1982)

"Psychology and Anthropology". Academic Press:
London

JARVIE, Mar.garet, (197 5)

"Patterns of interaction in a group of marriages
under stress". M. Phil. Thesis: University of
Edinburgh

JENKINS, Sue, BAX, Martin and HART, Hilary, (1980)

"Behaviour problems in pre-school children", Journal
of Child Psychology and Psychiatry", 21, pp. 5-17

JENKS, Christopher, (ed.) (1982)

"The Sociology of Childhood". Batsford: London

JOHNSEN, Kathryn P., and LESLIE, Gerald R„ (1965)

"Methodological notes on research in childrearing
and social class", Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 11, pp.
345-358

JOHNSON, Ronald C., and MEDINNUS, Gene R., (1969)

"Child Psychology - Behaviour and Development".
John Wiley & Sons: New York

JONES, Emrys, and EYLES, John, (1977)

"An Introduction to Social Geography". Oxford

University Press: Oxford

JOSEPH, Anne, (1974)

"Under five in Edinburgh". Edinburgh Child Poverty
Action Group: Edinburgh

JOSEPH, Anne, and PARFITT, Jessie, (1 972)

"Playgroups in an area of social need". N.F.E.R.:

Reading, Berks.

633



JOSEPH, Sir Keith, (1972)

"The Cvcle of Deprivation". Speech to the
Pre-School Playgroups Association: London

KADUSHIN, Alfred, (ed.) (1970a)

"Child Welfare Services". The Macmillan Company:
New York

KADUSHIN, Alfred, (1970b)

"Adopting Older Children". The Harvard Common
Press: Harvard, Mass.

KAGAN, Jerome, (197 3)

"Introduction", in Fein & Clarke-Stewart 1973

KAGAN, Jerome, (1979)

"The Growth of the Child". Methuen: London

KAGAN, Jerome, KEARSLEY, Richard B., and ZELAZO, Philip R.,
(1979)

"The effects of infant day-care on psychological
development", in Kagan 1979

KAGAN, Jerome, and MOSS, Howard A., (1960)

"The stability of passive and dependent behaviour
from childhood through adulthood", Child
Development. 31, pp. 5 77-5 9 1

KAGAN, Jerome, and MOSS, Howard A., (1962)

"Birth to Maturity". John Wiley and Sons, Inc.: New
York

KAHANA, Boaz, and KAHANA, Eva, (1970)

"Grandparenthood from the perspective of the
developing child", Developmental Psychology, 3, 1,
pp. 98-105

KAHANA, Eva, and KAHANA, Boaz, (1971)

"Theoretical and research perspectives on
grandparenthood", Aging and Human Development, 2,
pp. 26 1-268

68;



KAHL, Joseph A., and DAVIS, James A., (1 955)

"A comparison of indexes of socio-economic status",
American Sociological Review, pp. 317-325

KAHN, Alfred J., (1966)

"Planning for the Welfare of Children". Columbia
University Press: New York

KAMERMAN, Sheila B„ and KAHN, Alfred J., (eds.), (1 97 8)

"Family Policy: Government and Policy in fourteen
countries". Columbia University Press: New York

KAMMEYER, Kenneth, (1967)

"Birth Order as a Research Variable", Social Forces,
46, pp. 71-80

KAMMEYER, Kenneth C. W., and BOLTON, Charles D„ (1968)

"Community and family factors related to the use
of a Family Service Agency", Journal of Marriage
and the Family. 30, pp. 488-498

KARRE, Marianne, (1 973)

"Social Rights in Sweden before School starts", in
Roby (ed.) 1973

KEELEY, Barbara, (1968)

" 1,200 Playgroups". Pre-School Playgroups
Association: London

KEIR, David, (ed.) (1966)

"The Third Statistical Account of Scotland: The Citv
of Edinburgh". Collins: Glasgow

KERR, Virginia, (1973)

"One step forward - two steps back", in Roby (ed.)
1973

KESSEN, William, (1 975)

"Childhood in China". Yale University Press: New
Haven

685



KILBRANDON REPORT, (1964)

See Committee appointed by the Secretary of State

KINGSLEY, R. M., (1 969)

"An Industrial Day Nursery". Institute of Personnel
Management: London

KITZINGER, SHEILA, (1 978)

"Women as Mothers", Fontana Books: Glasgow

KLEIN, David M., JORGENSEN, Stephen R., and MILLER, Brent
C„ (1 978)

"Research methods and developmental reciprocity in
families", in Lerner and Spanier (eds.) 1978

KLEIN, Josephine,
_ (1965)

"Samples from English Cultures". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

KLEIN, Robert P., and DURFEE, Joan T., (1 979)

"Prediction of Pre-school Social Behaviour from
Soicio-emotional Development at One Year", Child
Psychiatry and Human Development. 9, pp. 145-151

KLUCKHOHN, Florence Rockwood, and STRODTBECK, Fred L.,
(1961)

"Variations in Value Orientations". Row, Peterson
and Co.: Evanston, Illinois

KOHN, Melvin, (1963)

"Social Class and Parent-child Relationships - An
Interpretation", American Journal of Sociology, 68,
4, pp. 471-480

KOHN, Melvin L., (1969)

"Class and Conformity". The Dorsey Press:
Homewood, Illinois

KOHN, Melvin L., and CARROLL, Eleanor, E., (1969)

"Social Class and the Allocation of Parental
Responsiblities"; Sociometry, 23, pp. 372-392

686



KOHN, Melvin L., and SCHOOLER, Carmi S., (1969)

"Class, Occupation and Orientation", American
Journal of Sociology. 34, 5, pp. 659-677

KONNER, M. J., (1972)

Infants of a foraging people", in Blurton-Jones (ed.)
1972

KONNER, Melvin, (1975)

"Relations among infants and juveniles in
comparative perspective", in Lewis and Rosenblum
(eds.) 1975

KORBIN, Jill, (1977)

"Anthropological contributions to the study of
child abuse", International Child Welfare, 35, pp.
23-33

KORNER, Anneliese F. . (1974)

"The effect of the infant's state on the
caregiver", in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 1974

KOTELCHUK, Milton, (1976)

"The Infant's Relationship to the Father:
Experimental Evidence", in Lamb (ed.) 19 76

KRAUSZ, Ernest, (1969)

"Sociology in Britain". Batsford: London

LABOUR RESEARCH, (1980)

"Workplace nurseries", Labour Research, pp. 17 6-177

LA GAIPA, John J., (1981a)

"A systems approach to personal relationships", in
Duck and Gilmour (eds.) 1981a

LA GAIPA, John J., (1981b)

"Children's Friendships", in Duck and Gilmour (eds.)
1981b

587



LAMB, Michael E.f (1975)

"Fathers: Forgotten Contributors to Child
Development", Human Development. 18, pp. 245-266

LAMB, Michael (ed.), (1976a.)

"The Role of the Father in Child Development".
John Wiley & Sons: New York

LAMB, Michael, (1 976b)

"The Role of the Father: An Overview", in Lamb
(ed.) 1976

LAMB, Michael E., (1 97 6c)

"Interactions between Eight Month Old Children and
their Fathers and Mothers", in Lamb (ed.) 197 6

LAMB, Michael E., (1977a)

"The development of mother-infant and
father-infant attachments in the second year of
life", Developmental Psychology. 13, 6, pp. 63 7-6 48

LAMB, Michael E., (1977b)

"Father-infant and mother-infant interaction in
the first year", Child Development. 48, pp. 167-181

LAMB, Michael E., (1 978)

"The influence of the child on marital quality and
family interaction during the prenatal, perinatal
and infancy periods", in Lerner and Spanier (eds.)
1978

LAND, Hilary, (1 978)

"Who cares for the family?", Journal of Social
Issues. 7, pp. 257-284

LAND, Hilary, (1979)

"The Boundaries between the State and the
Family", in Harris (ed.) 1979

688



LAND, Hilary, (1981)

"Parity begins at home: women's and men's work
and its effects on their paid employment". Equal
Opportunities Commission: Manchester

LAND, Hilary, and PARKER, Roy, (1978)

"Family Policies in Britain: The Hidden Dimensions",
in Kammerman and Kahn (eds.) 19 73

LA PlfeRE, R. T., (1967)

"Attitudes versus actions", in Fishbein (ed.) 19 67

LA ROSSA, Ralph, and LA ROSSA, Marleen Mulligan, (1981)

"Transition to Parenthood". Sage Publications Inc.:
Beverley Hills, California

LASCH, Christopher, (1977)

"Haven in a Heartless World". Basic Books: New
York

LASKO, Joan Kalhorn, (1 95 4)

"Parent behaviour towards first and second

children", Genetic Psychology Monographs. 49, pp.
97-134

LASLETT, Barbara, (1 973)

"The Family as a Public and Private Institution",
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 35, p. 480-492

LASLETT, Peter, (1977),

"Family Life and Illicit Love in Earlier
Generations". Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge

LASLETT, Peter, and WALL, Richard, (eds.) (1972)

"Household and Family in Past Time". Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge

LAWSON, Annette, and INGLEBY, J. D., (1974)

"Daily routines of pre-school children: effects of
age, birth order, sex and social class, and
develpmental correlates", Psychological Medicine, 4,

689



pp 399-415

LAZARSFELD, Paul, PASANELLA, Ann K„ and ROSENBURG,
Morris, (1972)

"Continuities in the language of social research".
The Free Press: New York

LEACH, Edmund, (1970)

"Levi-Strauss". Fontana: London 1970

LEACH, Edmund, (1982)

"Social Anthropology". Fontana: London

LEACH, Penelope, (1974)

"Babyhood". Penguin: Harmondsworth

LEACH, Penelope, (1 979)

"Who Cares?". Penguin: Harmondsworth

LEAT, Diana, (1 982)

"Analysing Reciprocity". Unpublished Paper, Policy
Studies Institute: London

LEAT, Diana, (1 983)

"Getting to know the neighbours". Research Paper
No. 83-2, Policy Studies Institute: London

LEBOVICI, S., (1962)

"The concept of maternal deprivation: a review of
research", in W.H.O., 19 62

LECOULTRE, Denise, (1 976)

"Family, employment and the allocation of time", in
Fonda and Moss (eds.) 1976

LEE, Gary R. (1979)

"Effect of Social Networks on the Family", in Burr
et al. (eds.) 1979

690



LEE, Terence, (1968)

"Urban Neighbourhood as a Socio-spatial Schema",
Human Relations. 21, 3, pp. 241-267

LEICHTER, Hope Jensen, and MITCHELL, William B., (1967)

"Kinship and casework". Russell Sage Foundation:
New York

LEIDERMANN, P. H„ TULKIN, S. R. , and ROSENFELD, A.,
(eds.) (1977)

"Culture and Intimacy". Academic Press: New York

LEINHARDT, Samuel, (ed.) (1977a)

"Social Networks". Academic Press: New York

LEINHARDT, Samuel, (1977b)

"Introduction", in Leinhardt (ed.) 1977

LERNER, Richard M., and SPANIER, Graham B„ (1978a)

"Child Influences on Marital and Family Interaction:
A Life-span Perspective". Academic Press: New York

LERNER, Richard M„ and SPANIER, Graham B„ (1978b)

"A dynamic interactional view of child and family
development", in Lerner and Spanier (eds.) 1978

LESTER, Marilyn, and HADDEN, Stuart C., (1980)

"Ethnomethodology and grounded theory
methodology", Urban Life. 9, 1, pp. 3-33

LEVINE, Sol, and SCOTCH, Norman A., (eds.), (1970)

"Social Stress". Aldine Publishing Company: Chicago

LEVI-STRAUSS, Claude, (1963)

"Structural Anthropology". Basic Books: New York

LfiVI-STRAUSS, Claude, (1971)

"The Prinicples of Kinship", in Goody (ed.) 1971

S 9 1



LEVITAN, Sara, and BELOUS, Richard S., (1981)

"Working wives and mothers: what happens to
family life", Monthly Labour Review, pp. 26-30

LEVY, David M., (1 943)

"Maternal Overprotect ion". Columbia University
Press: New York

LEVY-BRUHL, Odile, (1 95 6)

"L'adaption a l'ecole maternelle", Enfance. 9, pp.
57-64

LEWIN, Kurt, (1 936)

"Principles of Topological Psychology". McGraw-Hill:
New York

LEWIS, Michael, and FEIRING, Candice, (1978)

"The Child's Social World", in Lerner and Spanier
(eds.) 1978

LEWIS, Michael, and FEIRING, Candice, (1979)

"The child's social network: social obiect, social
functions, and their relationship", in Lewis and
Rosenblum (eds.) 1979

LEWIS, Michael, and ROSENBLUM, Leonard A., (eds.) (1974a)

"The Effects of the Infant on its Caregiver". John
Wiley & Sons: New York

LEWIS, Michael, and ROSENBLUM, Leonard A., (1974b)

"Introduction", in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 1974

LEWIS, Michael, and ROSENBLUM, Leonard A., (eds.) (1975)

"Friendship and Peer Relations". John Wiley & Sons:
New York,

LEWIS, Michael, and ROSENBLUM, Leonard A., (eds.) (1 979)

"The Child and its Family". Plenum Press: New York

692



LEWIS, Michael, and WEINRAUB, Marsha, (1976)

"The Father's Role in the Child's Social Network", in
Lamb (ed.) 197 6

LEWIS, Michael, YOUNG, Gerald, BROOKS, Jeanne, and
MICHALSON, Linda, (1 975)

"The beginnings of friendship". in Lewis and
Rosenblum (eds.) , 1975

LIEGLE, Ludwig, (1970)

"Familienerziehung und sozialer Wandel in der
Sowiet Union". Queller & Mayer Verlag: Heidelberg

LIEGLE, Ludwig, (1974)

"Sozialisationsforschung und Familienpolitik",
Zeitschrift fur Padagogik, pp. 427-445

LIGHT, Paul, (1979)

"The Development- of Social Sensitivity". Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge

LIGHT, Paul, (1980)

"The Social Concomitants of Role-taking", in Cox

(ed.) 1980

LIGHTMAN, Eric, (1980)

"Social Policy and Social Networks: Some
Theoretical and Empirical Questions". Paper
presented to a Symposium on "Helping Networks and
the Welfare State", University of Toronto

LIJLESTROM, Rita, (1978)

"Sweden", in Kamerman and Kahn (eds.) 1978

LINDZEY, Gardner, and ARONSON, Elliott, (eds.) (1 968),

"The Handbook of Social Psychology". Addison
Wesley: Reading, Mass.

LITTMAN, Richard A., MOORE, Roger C. A., and PIERCE,
John, (19 57)

"Social Class Differences in Child-rearing: A Third
Community for Comparison with Chicago and

693



Newton", American Sociological Review, 22, pp.
694-704

LITWAK, Eugene, (19 60a)

"Occupational mobility and extended family
cohesion", American Sociological Review, pp. 9-21

LITWAK, Eugene, (1960b)

"Geographic mobility and extended family cohesion",
American Sociological Review, pp. 385-39 4

LITWAK, Eugene, and SZELENYI, Ivan, (19 69)

"Primary Group Structures and their Functions: Kin,
Neighbours and Friends", American Sociological
Review, pp. 465-48 1

LOCAL AUTHORITY SOCIAL SERVICES ACT (1970)

H.M.S.O.: London

L0CKW00D, David, (1 9 66)

"Sources of variation in working-class images of
society", Sociological Review, pp. 249-267

LOFLAND, John, (1971)

"Analyzing Social Settings". Wadsworth Publishing
Corporation: Belmont, California

LOMAX, Carol M., (1979)

"Psychological Research and Early Education", in
Clark and Cheyne (eds.) 1979

LUKES, Steven, (1974)

"Power - A Radical View". Macmillan: London

LYNN, David B., (1974)

"The Father - His Role in Child Development".
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company: Monterey,
California

694



LYTTON, Hugh, (19 74)

"Comparative yield of three data sources in the
study of parent-child interaction", Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly. 20, pp. 53-64

McARTHUR, Charles, (1956)

"Personalities of first and second children",
Psychiatry, 19, 47-5 4

McBOYLE REPORT, (1963)

See Committee of the Advisory Council in Child
Care

McCALL, Robert B., (1977)

"Challenges to a science of developmental
psychology", Child Development. 48, pp. 337-344

McCANDLESS, Boyd C., BILOUS, Carolyn, and BENNETT, Hannah
Lou, (1961)

"Peer Popularity and dependence on adults in
pre-school age socialization", Child Development. 32,
PP. 511-518

MCCARTHY, Barry, (1981)

Studying personal relationships". in Duck and
Gilmour (eds.) 1981a

MACCOBY, Eleanor E., and JACKLIN, Carol Nagy, (1980)

"Psychological Sex Differences", in Rutter (ed.) 19 80

McCORMACK, Geoffrey, (1 97 6)

"Reciprocity", Man. 11, pp. 89-103

MCDONALD, Lynn, (1969)

"Social Class and Delinguency". Faber and Faber:
London

McFADYEN, Ian, (1 977)

"Planning locally". Paper presented to the
Craiglockart Conference: Edinburgh

695



McGILLICUDDY-DE LISI, Ann V., SIGEL, Irving E. and JOHNSON,
James E„ (1979)

"The family as a system of mutual influences:
parental beliefs. distancing behaviours. and
children's representational thinking", in Lewis and
Rosenblum (eds.) 1979

McGRATH, Joseph E., (ed.), (1970)

"Social and Psychological Factors in Stress". Holt,
Rinehart and Winston Inc.: New York

McGREW, W. C., (1972a)

"How children react to newcomers", New Society,
pp. 55-57

McGREW, W. C. (19 72b)

"Aspects of social development in nursery children
with emphasis on introduction to the group", in
Blurton-Jones (ed.) 1972

McGURK, Harry, (ed.), (1978)

"Issues in Childhood Social Development". Methuen:
London

MACINTYRE, Sally, (1979)

"Some issues in the study of pregnancy careers",
Sociological Review, 27, 4, pp. 755-771

MCKEE, Lorna, and O'BRIEN, Margaret, (eds.) (1982a)

"The Father Figure". Tavistock Publications: London

MCKEE, Lorna, and O'BRIEN, Margaret, (1982b)

"The father figure: Some current observations and
historical perspectives", in McKee & 0'B.rein (eds.)
1 982a

MACKIE, Lindsay, and PATULLO, Polly, (1977)

"Women at work". Tavistock Publications: London

696



MAIER, Henry W., ('1 965)

"Three Theories in Child Development". Harper &
Row: New York

MAIN, Mary B., (1977)

"Analysis of a peculiar form of reunion behaviour
seen in some day-care children: its history and
sequelae in children who are home-reared", in Webb
(ed.) 1977

MANNING, Margaret, and HERMAN, J., (1981)

"The relationships of problem children in nursery

schools", in Duck and Gilmour (eds.) 1981c

MANNERINO, Anthony P., (1980)

"The development of children's friendships", in Foot
et al. (eds.) 1980

MARCUS, Joseph, CHESS, Stella, and THOMAS, Patricia,
(1972)

"Temperamental Individuality in the Group Care of
Young Children", Early Child Development and Care.
1, pp. 313-330

MARROW, Alfred J., (1969)

"The Practical Theorist - The Life and Work of
Kurt Lewin". Basic Books: New York

MARSH, Alan, (19 79)

"Women and shiftwork". Office of Population,
Censuses and Surveys, H.M.S.O.: London

MARSHALL, T. H„ (1970)

"Social Policy in the twentieth century".
Hutchinson University Library: London

MARTENSSON, Solveig, (1977)

"Childhood Interaction and Temporal Association",
Economic Geography, pp. 99-125

697



MATAS, Leah, AREND, Richard A., and SROUFE, L. Alan,
(1 978)

"Continuity of adaptation in the second year: the
relationship between quality of attachment and
later competence", Child Development. 49, pp.
547-546

MATTERSON, E. M., (1975)

"Play with a Purpose for Under-Sevens" (2nd.
Edition) Penguin: Harmondsworth

MATZA, David, (1964)

"Delinquency and Drift". John Wiley St Sons: New
York

MATZA, David, and SYKES, Gresham M., (1961)

"Juvenile Delinquency and Subterranean Values",
American Sociological Review. 26, pp. 712-719

MAUSS, Marcel, (1954)

"The Gift". (Translated by Ian Cunnison) Cohen and
West: London

MAYALL, Berry, (19 82)

"Mind that child", Social Work Today, 13, 43, p. 4

MAYALL, Berry, and PETRIE, Pat, (1 977)

"Minder, Mother, and Child". University of London
Institute of Education: London 1977

MAYER, Adrian C., (1966)

"The significance of guasi-groups in the study of
complex societies", in Banton (ed.) 1966

MAYNTZ, R„ HOLM, K., and HUEBNER, R., (197 6)

"Introduction to Empirical Sociology". Penguin
Education: Harmondsworth

MAYO , Marjorie, (ed.) (1977)

"Women in the Community". Routledge St Kegan Paul:
London

698



MEAD, George Herbert, (1 934)

"Mind, Self and Society". University of Chicago
Press: Chicago

MEAD, Margaret, (1935)

"Sex and temperament in three primitive societies".
Routledge Sc Kegan Paul: London

MEAD, Margaret, (1942)

"Growing up in New Guinea". Pelican Books:
Edinburgh

MEAD, Margaret, (1961)

"Coming of age in Samoa". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

MEAD, Margaret, (1962a)

"Male and Female". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

MEAD, Margaret, (19 62b)

"A cultural anthropologist's approach to maternal
deprivation", in W.H.O., 1962

MEAD, Margaret, and WOLFENSTEIN, Martha, (1954)

"Childhood in Contemporary Cultures". University of
Chicago Press: Chicago

MERTON, Robert K., and KENDALL, Patricia L., (1945/6)

"The Focussed Interview", American Journal of
Sociology. 18, pp. 465-6

MILLAR, Susanna, (1 968)

"The Psychology of Play". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

MILLER, Louise, and DYER, Jean, (1975)

"Four pre-school programs: their dimensions and
effects". Monographs of the Society for Research
in Child Development, Vol. 44, Nos. 5-6, University
of Chicago Press: Chicago

699



MILLER, Norman, and MARYAMA, Geoffrey, (1976)

"Ordinal position and peer popularity", Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 3 3, 2, pp.
123-131

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND MINISTRY OF HEALTH, (1946)

"Not yet five". H.M.S.O.: London

MINTURN, L„ and LAMBERT, W. W., (1964)

"Mothers of Six Cultures". John Wiley &. Sons: New
York

MINUCHIN, Salvador, (1974)

"Families and Family Therapy". Tavistock: London
1974

MITCHELL, Ann K„ (1981)

"Someone to turn to". Aberdeen University Press:
Aberdeen

MITCHELL, J. Clyde, (1966)

"Theoretical Orientations in African Urban Studies",
in Banton (ed.) 1966

MITCHELL, J. Clyde, (ed.) (1969a)

"Social Networks in Urban Situations". The
University Press: Manchester

MITCHELL, J. Clyde, (1969b)

"The Concept and Use of Social Networks". in
Mitchell (ed.) 1969

MOORE, Terence W., (1 963)

"A Report from the Child Study Centre", in Yudkin
and Holme (1 963)

MOORE, Terence, (1 969)

"Stress in normal childhood", Human Relations. 22,
3, pp. 235-250

700



MOORE, Terence, (1975)

"Exclusive early mothering and its alternatives:
the outcome to adolescence", Scandinavian Journal
of Psychology. 16, pp. 255-272

MORGAN, David H„ (1 975)

"Social Theory and the Family". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

MORGAN, David H„ (1979)

"New directions in family theory", in Harris (ed.)
1979

MORGAN, Patricia, (1974)

"Against clinging: monkeys and mothers", New
Society, pp. 537-540

M0R0NEY, Robert M., (1976)

"The Family and the State". Longmans: London 197 6

MORSBACH, G., KERNAHAN, P., and EMERSON, P., (1931)

"Attitudes to nursery school", Education Research.
23, 3, pp. 222-223

MORTON, Teru L. and DOUGLAS, Mary Ann, (198 1)

"The Growth of Relationships", in Duck and Gilmour
(eds.) 1981b

MOSKOWITZ, Debbie S., SCHWARTZ, J. Conrad, and CORSINI,
David A., (1979)

"Initiating Day Care at Three Years of Age: Effects
on Attachment", Child Development. 48, pp.
1271-1276

MOSS, H. A., (1967)

"Sex, age, and state as determinants of
mother-infant interaction". Merrill -Palmer
Quarterly, 13, pp. 19-36

701



MOSS, Peter, (1976)

"The current situation", in Fonda and Moss (eds.)
1976

MOSS, Peter, (1978)

"Alternative models of group child-care for
pre-school children with working parents". Equal
Opportunities Commission: Manchester

MOSS, Peter, (1980)

"Parents at Work", in Moss and Fonda (eds.) 19 80

MOSS, Peter, and FONDA, Nickie, (eds.), (1980a)

"Work and the Family". Temple Smith: London

MOSS, Peter, and FONDA, Nickie, (1980b)

"Introduction", in Moss and Fonda (eds.) 19 80

MOSS, Peter, and FONDA, Nickie, (1980c)

"The Future Prospect", in Moss and Fonda (Eds.)
19 80

MOSS, Peter, and PLEWIS, Ian, (1976)

"Who wants nurseries?", New Society. 36, p. 188

MOSTOW, E., and NEWBERRY, P., (1 975)

"Work Role and Depression in Women", American
Journal of Orthopsychiatry. 45, 4, pp. 538-548

MOTTERSHEAD, Peter, (1978)

"A survey of child-care for pre-school children
with working parents: costs and organisation".
Equal Opportunities Commission: Manchester

MOUNT, Ferdinand, (1982)

"The Subversive Family". Jonathon Cape: London

MUELLER, Edward, (1979)

"(Toddlers + Toys) = (An autonomous social system),
in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 197 9

702



MUELLER, Edward, and LUCAS, Thomas, (1579)

"A developmental analysis of peer interaction
among toddlers", in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 1975

MURDOCK, Georege P., (1960)

"The Universality of the Nuclear Family", in Bell
and Vogel (eds.) 1960

MURRAY, Ann D., (1975)

"Maternal Employment Reconsidered", American
Journal of Orthopsychiatry. 45, pp. 739-791

MUSSEN Paul, and EISENBERG-BERG, Nancy, (1977)

"Roots of Carina. Sharing, and Helping". W. H.
Freeman: San Francisco

MYRDAL, Alva, and KLEIN, Viola, (195 6)

"Women's Two Roles". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London,

NAHEMOW, Lucille, and LAWTON, M. Powell, (1 975)

"Similarity and propinquity in friendship formation",
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 2,
pp. 205-21 3

NATIONAL ELFRIDA RATHBONE SOCIETY, (1 976)

"Changing Childminders". National Elfrida Rathbone
Society: London

NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE ACT (1946)

H.M.S.O.: London

NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE (SCOTLAND) ACT (1947)

H.M.S.O.: London,

NEUGARTEN, Bernice L., and WEINSTEIN, Karol K., (1964)

"The Changing American Grandparent", Journal of
Marriage and the Family. 26, pp. 199-204

703



NEWLYN, W. T., (1962)

"Theory of Money". Oxford University Press: Oxford

NEWSON, John, and NEWSON, Elizabeth, (1 963)

"Patterns of Infant Care". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

NEWSON, John, and NEWSON, Elizabeth, (1970a)

"Four Years Old in an Urban Community". Penguin:
Harmondsworth

NEWSON, John, and NEWSON, Elizabeth, (1970b)

"Concepts of Parenthood", in Elliott (ed.) 1970

NEWSON, John, and NEWSON, Elizabeth (1976)

"Parental Roles and Social Contexts", in Marten

Shipman (ed.) 19 76

NIE, Norman H., HULL, C. Hadlai, FRANKLIN, Mark N.,
JENKINS, Jean G., SOURS, Keith S., NORUSSIS, Marija J.,
and BEADLE, Viann, (1980)

"SCSS - A user's guide to the SCSS Conversational
System". McGraw-Hill: New York

NIMMO, Ian, (1969)

"Portrait of Edinburgh". Robert Hale: London

NISSEL, Muriel, (1980)

"Women in Government Statistics: Basic Concepts
and Assumptions", in Equal Opportunities Commission
1980

NOBLE, Mary, (1973)

"Social Network: its use as a conceptual framework
in family analysis", in Boissevain and Mitchell (eds.)
1 973

NURSERIES AND CHILDMINDERS REGULATIONS ACT (1 948)

H.M.S.O.: London

704



NURSERY CONCERNED, (1 983)

Nursery Concerned Newsletter: Edinburgh

OAKLEY, Ann, (1972)

"Are husbands good housewives?", New Society, 19,
pp. 337-340

OAKLEY, Ann, (1974a)

"Housewife". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

OAKLEY, Ann, (197 4b)

"The Sociology of Housework". Martin Robertson:
Bath

OAKLEY, Ann, (1 979)

"The Baby Blues", New Society, 48, pp. 11-12

OAKLEY, Ann, (1980)

"Need for nurseries", Review of Hughes et al.
"Nurseries Now", New Society. 51, p. 670

OAKLEY, Ann, (1981)

"Interviewing women: A contradiction in terms", in
Roberts (ed.) 1981

OFFICE OF POPULATION, CENSUSES AND SURVEYS, (1980)

"Classification of Occupations", H.M.S.O.: London

OPPENHEIM, A. N., (1966)

"Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement".
Basic Books: New York

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND
DEVELOPMENT, (1 975)

"Child Care Programmes in Nine Countries". Report
of the Working Party on the Role of Women in the
Economy, U. S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare: Washington

705



OSBORN, Albert, (1931a)

"Measures of ability, behaviour and maternal
depression". Unpublished Paper: University of
Bristol

OSBORN, Albert, (1981b)

"Under-fives in school in England and Wales",
Educational Research, 23, 2, pp. 96-104

OSBORN, Albert, (1984)

"Maternal Employment, Depression and Child
Behaviour", in Equal Opportunities Commisssion 1984

OSBORN, Albert F., and MORRIS, Tony C., (1979)

"The rationale for a composite index of social
class and its evaluation", British Journal of
Sociology, 30, 1, pp. 39-60

0SB0URNE. B„ (1975)

"Working mothers and childminding in the central
district of Lewisham". London Borough of
Lewisham: London

OTTO, Luther B., (1975)

"Class and Status in Family Research". Journal of
Marriage and the Family. 37, pp. 315-332

PACKMAN, Jean, (1 963)

"Child Care Needs and Numbers". George Allen Sc
Unwin: London

PACKMAN, Jean, (1973)

"The incidence of need", in Stroud (ed.) 1973

PAHL, R. E„ and PAHL, J. M., (1971)

"Managers and their wives", Allen Lane - The
Penguin Press: Harmondsworth

PARKE, Ross D., (1981)

"Fathering". Fontana: Glasgow

706



PARKER, Roy, (1974)

"Social Administration in search of generality", New
Society, pp. 5 66-5 68

PARKER, Roy, (1981)

"Tending and Social Policy", in Goldberg and Hatch
(eds.) 1981

PARKER, Stanley, (1973)

"Relations between work and leisure", in M. A.
Smith et al. (eds.) 1973

PARKER, Stanley, (1975)

"The sociology of leisure: progress and problems",
British Journal of Sociology, 26, pp. 91-101

PARLETT, Malcolm, and DEARDEN, Garry, (1977)

"Introduction to Illuminative Evaluation: Studies in
Higher Education". Pacific Soundings Press:
California

PARLETT, Malcolm, and HAMILTON, David, (1972)

"Evaluation as illumination: A new approach to the
study of innovatory programmes". Occasional Paper
No. 9, Centre for research in educational sciences:
University of Edinburgh

PARSONS, Talcott, (1 949)

"The Social Structure of the Family", in Abraham
(ed.) (1977)

PARSONS, Talcott, (1955)

"The Isolated Conjugal Family", in Anderson (ed.)
1 980

PARSONS, Talcott, and BALES, Robert F„ (1956)

"Family. Socialization and Interaction Process".
Routledge Sc Kegan Paul: London

707



PARSONS, Talcott, (1965)

"A Reply to his Critics", in Anderson (ed.) 1971

PARTEN, Mildred B., (1932)

"Social Participation among Pre-school Children",
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XXIV, pp.
243-269

PARTEN, Mildred B., (1 933)

"Social Play among Preschool Children". Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology. 28, pp 136-147

PATTERSON, Max, (1972)

"Parents matter most". Speech to the Pre-School
Playgroups Association: London

PAWLBY, Susan J. (1931)

"Infant-mother Relationships", in Duck and Gilmour
(eds.) 1981, Vol 2.

PAYNE, Geoff, (1973)

"Comparative sociology: some problems of theory
and method", British Journal of Sociology, 24, pp.
13-29

PEDERSEN, Frank A., (ed.), (1980)

"The Father-infant Relationship". Prager: New York

PEDERSEN, Frank A., YARROW, Leon J., ANDERSON, Barbara J.
and CAIN, Richard L. Jr., (1 979)

"Concpetualization of father influences in the
infancy period", in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 1979

PENN, Helen, (1 982b)

"Who cares for the kids?", New Statesman. 103, pp.
6-8

PETERS, H. F. M., (1975)

"Kind en Jeugdige in het begin van de moderne
Tiid". Taconis bv.: Wolwega

708



PETERSON, D. R., and MIGLIORINO, G., (1970)

"Pancultural factors of parental Behaviour in Sicily
and the United States, in Danziger (ed.) 1970

PHILLIPS, D. L„ (1971)

"Knowledge from what?". Rand, McNally & Co.:
Chicago

PHILLIPS, Melanie, (1976)

"What kind of care?", New Society. 3 6, p. 420

PIAGET, Jean, (1 959)

"The Language and Thought of the Child". Routledge
Sc Kegan Paul: London

PILLING, D., and PRINGLE, Mia Kellmer, (1978)

"Controversial Issues in Child Development". London

PINKER, Robert, (1971)

"Social Theory and Social Policy". Heinemann:
London

PINKER, Robert, (1979)

"The Idea of Welfare". Heinemann: London 1979

PI0TRK0WSKI, Chaya S., (1978)

"Work and the Family System". The Free Press: New
York

PLATT, Jennifer, (1 969)

"Some problems in measuring the jointness of
conjugal role-relationships", Sociology, 3, pp.
287-297

PLATT, Jennifer, (1971)

"Social Research in Bethnal Green". Macmillan:
London

709



PLOWDEN REPORT, (19 67)

Seee Central Advisory Committee for Education

POPPER, Karl, (1974)

"Conjectures and Refutations". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

PRE-SCHOOL PLAYGROUPS ASSOCIATION, (Undated)

"Parents and playgroups". Pre-School Playgroups
Association: London

PRINGLE, Mia Kellmer, (1 975)

"The Needs of Children". Hutchinson: London

PRINGLE, Mia Kellmer, (1 978)

"Overview", in Pilling & Pringle 1978

PRINGLE, Mia Kellmer, and NAIDOO, Sandhya, (1975)

"Early Child Care in Britain". Gordon and Breach:
London

PRIEST, Robert F., and SAWYER, Jack, (1967)

"Proximity and Peership: Bases of Balance in
Interpersonal Attraction", American Journal of
Sociology, pp. 6 3 3-649

PRZEWORSKI, Adam, and TEUNE, Henry, (1970)

"The Logic of Comparative Social Inguiry". John
Wiley: New York

PUTALLAZ, Martha, and GOTTMAN, John M., (1981)

"Social skills and group acceptance", in Asher and
Gottman (eds.) 1981

RADCLIFFE-BROWN, A. R., (1977)

"On social structure", in Leinhardt (ed.) 1977

RADCLIFFE-BROWN, A. R., (1960)

"Introduction to the analysis of Kinship Systems",
in Bell and Vogel (eds.) 1960

710



RADCLIFFE-BROWN, (1952)

"Joking Relationships", in Goody (ed.) 1971

RADINSKY, Elizabeth K., (1970)

"Follow up study on Family Dav-care Services", in
Kadushin (ed.) 1970

RALLINGS, E. M., and NYE, F. Ivan, (1 979)

"Wife-employment, Family and Society", in Burr et
al. (eds.) 1979

RAPHAEL, Adam, (1980)

"Mother's place is in the home", The Observer. 7th
December, 1980

RAPOPORT, Rhona, and RAPOPORT, Robert, (1974)

"Four themes in the sociology of leisure", British
Journal of Sociology. 25, pp. 215-229

RAPOPORT, Rhona, and RAPOPORT, Robert, (1975)

"Men, Women and Equity", Family Coordinator. 24,
pp. 421-432

RAPOPORT, Rhona, and RAPOPORT, Robert, (1976)

"Dual Career Families Re-examined". Martin
Robertson: Oxford

RAPOPORT, Rhona, and RAPOPORT, Robert N., (eds.) (1978)

"Working Couples". Routledge S< Kegan Paul: London

RAPOPORT, Rhona, RAPOPORT, Robert, and STRELITZ, Fiona,
(1 977)

"Fathers. Mothers and Others", Routledge S* Kegan
Paul: London

RAPOPORT, Robert, and RAPOPORT, Rhona, (1971)

"Early and Later Experiences as Determinants of
Adult Behaviour", British Journal of Sociology. 22,
pp. 16-30

7 11



RAPOPORT, Robert N., FOGARTY, Michael P., and RAPOPORT,
Rhona, (1982)

"Families in Britain". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

RAPOPORT, Robert, and RAPOPORT, Rhona, (1982)

"British Families in Transition". in Rapoport,
Fogarty & Rapoport (eds.) 1982

RAVETZ, J. R., (1971)

"Scientific Knowledge and its Social Problems".
Oxford University Press: Oxford

REICH, Ben, and ADCOCK, Christine, (1976)

"Values, attitudes and behaviour change". Methuen:
London

REIN, Martin, (1976)

"Social Science and Public Policy". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

REISS, Paul J., (1962)

"The Extended Kinship System: Correlates of and
Attitudes on Frequency of Interaction", Marriage
and Family Living, 24, pp. 333-339

RENNER, Karl, (1982)

"Vorschulerziehung als Rekonstruktion von

Kindheit?", in Brinkmann and Renner (eds.) 1982

RENSHAW, Jean R., (1976)

"An experience of the dynamics of the overlapping
worlds of work and family life", Family Process, pp.
143-165

RENSHAW, Peter D., (1981)

. "The roots of peer interaction research: a

historical analysis of the 19 30's". in Asher and
Gottman (eds.) 1981

712



RICH, Adrienne, (1977)

"Of Woman Born". Bantam Books: New York

RICHARDS, M. P. M., (1974)

"The Integration of a child into a social world".
Cambridge University Press: Cambridge

RICHARDS, M. P. M. (1977)

"An ecological study of infant development in an

urban setting in Britain", in Leidermann, Tulkin and
Rosenfeld (eds.) 1977

RICHARDS, M. P. M., DUNN, J. F., and ANTONIS, B., (1977)

"Caretaking in the first year of life: the role of
fathers, and mothers' social isolation". Child: care,
health and development, 3, pp. 23-36

RICHMAN, Naomi, (1976)

"Depression in Mothers of Pre-school Children",
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry. 17, pp.
75-78

RICHMAN, Naomi, (1978)

"Depression in mothers of young children", Journal
of the Royal Society of Medicine, 71, pp. 489-493

RICHMAN, N., STEVENSON, J. E. and GRAHAM, P. J., (1 975)

"Prevalence of behaviour problems in 3 year-old
children: An epidemiological study in a London
Borough", Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 16, pp. 277-287

ROBB, Barbara, (1981)

"Maternal employment and children's sex-role
perceptions", Educational Research, 23, 3, pp.
223-225

ROBERTS, Robert E., and O'KEEFE, Stephen J., (1981)

"Sex Differences in Depression Reexamined", Journal
of Health and Social Behaviour. 22, pp. 394-400

713



ROBERTS, Helen, (ed.) (1981)

"Doing Feminist Research". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

ROBERTSON, Alexander, (1971)

"Social Class Differences in the Relationship
between Birth Order and Personality Development",
Social Psychiatry, 6, 4, pp. 172-128

ROBERTSON, G., (1979)

"Housing tenure and labour mobility in Scotland".
Economics and Statistics Unit Discussion Paper No.
4: Edinburgh

ROBERTSON, James, and ROBERTSON , Joyce, (1970)

"Young children in Brief Separation". Tavistock
Child Development Research Unit: London

ROBERTSON, Joan F., (1975)

"Interaction in three generation families: toward a
theoretical perspective", Aging and Human
Development, 6, 2, pp. 103-110

ROBERTSON, Joan F., (1977)

"Grandmotherhood: A Study of Role Conceptions",
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 39, pp.
165-173

ROBERTSON ELLIOTT, Faith, (1978)

"Occupational commitments and paternal
deprivation", Child: care, health and development, 4,
pp. 305-315

ROBINSON, John P., YERBY, Janet, FIEWEGER, Margaret, and
SOMERICK, Nancy, (1977)

"Sex-role differences in time use", Sex Roles, 3, pp.
443-458

ROBINSON, Nancy M., ROBINSON, Halbert B., DARLING, Martha
A., and HOLM, Gretchen, (1980)

"A World of Children". Brooks Cole: Monterey,
California

7 1 4



ROBINSON, W. S. (1950)

"Ecological correlations and the behaviour of
individuals", American Sociological Review, 15, pp.
351-357

ROBY, Pamela, (ed.) (1 973a)

"Child Care - Who Cares?". Basic Books: New York

ROBY, Pamela, (1973b)

"Child Care - What and whv?", in Roby (ed.) 1973

RODGERS, Barbara, (1968)

"Comparative Social Administration". Atherton
Press, Inc.: New York

ROKEACH, Milton, (1 973)

"The Nature of Human Values". The Free Press: New
York

ROLLINS, Boyd C., and GALLIGAN, Richard, (1978)

"The developing child and marital satisfaction of
parents", in Lerner and Spanier (eds.) 1978

R00PNARINE, Jaipaul L., and LAMB, Michael, (1978)

"The effects of day care on attachment and
exploratory behaviour in a strange situation",
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 24, pp. 85-95

ROSSER, Colin, and HARRIS, C. C., (1961)

"Relationships through marriage in a Welsh urban
area", Sociological Review, 9, pp. 293-321

ROSSER, Colin, and HARRIS, Christopher, (1965)

"The Family and Social Change". Routledge & Kegan
Paul: London

ROSSI, Alice, (1 968)

"Transition to Parenthood", Journal of Marriage and
the Family, pp. 26-40

7 1 5



ROSSI, Peter H., (1 955)

"Why families move". The Free Press: Glencoe,
Illinois

RUBENSTEIN, Judith L„ HAWES, Carollee, and BOYLE,
Patricia, (1981)

"A two year follow-up of infants in
community-based day care", Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 22, 3, pp. 209-218

RUBIN, Zick, (1980)

"Children's Friendships". Fontana: Glasgow

RUSHWORTH, Monica, (1968)

"Social Networks and Social Origins. A study of
relational patterns and activities of forty
middle-class housewives". M. Sc. Thesis:
University of Edinburgh

RUSSELL, Candyce Smith, (1974)

"Transitions to Parenthood: Problems and

Gratifications", Journal of Marriage and the Family,
pp. 294-302

RUTTER, Michael, (1975)

"Helping Troubled Children". Penguin: Harmondsworth

RUTTER, Michael, (1980a)

"Maternal Deprivation Reassessed". (2nd. Edition.)
Penguin Books: Harmondsworth,

RUTTER, Michael, (1980b)

"The Long-term Effects of Early Experience",
Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology, 22, pp.
800-815

RUTTER, Michael (ed.), (1 980c)

"Scientific Foundations of Psychiatry". William
Heinemann Medical Books Ltd.: London

7 1 6



RUTTER, Michael, and BROWN, George, (1966)

"The reliablity and validity of measures of family
life and relationships in families containing a
psychiatric patient", Social Psychiatry, 1, 1, pp.
38-53

RUTTER, Michael, TIZARD, Jack, and WHITMORE, Kingsley,
(1970)

"Education. Health and Behaviour". Longmans:
London

SAFILIOS-ROTHSCHILD, Constantine, (1973)

"Parents need for child care", in Roby (ed.) 197 3

SAILER, Lee Douglas, (1978)

"Structural equivalence: Meaning and Definition,
Computation and Application", Social Networks, 1,
pp. 73-80

SAMEROFF, Arnold, (1 975a)

"Transactional Models in Early Social Relations",
Human Development". 18, pp. 65-79

SAMEROFF, Arnold J. (1 975b)

"Early Influences on Development: Fact or Fancy?",
Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 20, pp. 267-294

ST.JOHN-BROOKS, Caroline, (1980)

"Doing the nursery STOMP", New Society. 51, pp.
236-237

ST.JOHN-BROOKS, Caroline, (1981)

"In the real world...", New Society. 56, pp. 275-276

SCARR, Sandra, (1969)

"Social introversion-extraversion as a heritable
response", Child Development, 40, pp. 823-832

SCHAFFER, H. R., (ed.) (1971a)

"The Origins of Human Social Relations". Academic
Press: London

717



SCHAFFER, H. R., (1971b)

"The Growth of Sociability". Penguin:
Harmondsworth

SCHAFFER, Rudolf, (1977)

"Mothering". Open Books: London

SCHAFFER, H. R., (1978)

"The Development of Interpersonal Behaviour", in
Tajfel and Fraser (eds.) 1978

SCHAFFER, H. R., and EMERSON, Peggy, (1964)

"The Development of Social Attachments in Infancy".
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 29, no 3, University of Chicago Press:
Chicago

SCHAFFER, H. R., and SCHAFFER, Evelyn B., (1968)

"Child Care and the Family". Occasional Papers on
Social Administration No. 25, G. Bell & Sons Ltd:
London

SCHATZMAN, Leonard, and STRAUSS, Anselm L., (1 973)

"Field Research". Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey

SCHMUTZLER, K. H-J., (1976)

"Mutter oder Tagesmutter? Ein neuer Streit um
die Vorschulerziehung". Sozialpadagogische Blatter,
27, pp. 74-83

SCHORR, Alvin, (1974)

"Children and Decent People". Basic Books: New
York

SCHUTZ, Alfred, (1972)

"The Phenomenology of the Social World".
Heinemann: London

7 1 8



SCHWARTZ, Howard, and JACOBS, Jerry, (1979)

"Qualitative Sociology". The Free Press: New York

SCHWARTZ, J. Conrad, STRICKLAND, Robert G., and KROLICK,
George, (1974)

"Infant day care: Behavioural effects at pre-school
age", Developmental Psychology, 10, 4, pp. 502-506

SCOTT, J. W., and TILLEY, L. A.,

"Women's Work and the Family in Nineteenth
Century Europe", in Anderson (ed.) 1980

SCOTT, Marvin B., and LYMAN, Stanford M., (1968)

"Accounts", American Sociological Review, 3 3, pp.
46-62

SCOTTISH EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, (1971)

"Before Five". H.M.S.O.: London

SCOTTISH EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, (1980)

"Statistical Bulletin". S.E.D.: Edinburgh

SEARS, Robert R., (1950)

"Ordinal position in the family as psychological
variable", American Sociological Review, 15, pp.
397-401

SEELEY, John R., SIM, R. Alexander, and LOOSLEY,
Elizabeth W., (1 95 6)

"Crestwood Heights". University of Toronto Press:
Toronto

SEEBOHM REPORT, (1 968)

See Committee on Local Authority and Allied
Services

SECOMBE, Wally, (1974)

"The Housewife and Her Labour under Capitalism",
New Left Review, 83, pp. 3-26

719



SEED, Philip, and THOMSON, Margaret, (1977)

"All Kinds of Care". University of Aberdeen Social
Work Department: Aberdeen

SELLTIZ, Claire, JAHODA, Marie, DEUTSCH, Morton and COOK,
Stuart W., (1965)

"Research Methods in Social Relations". Methuen:
London

SEWELL, William H., and HALLER, Archie 0., (195 6)

"Social Status and the Personality Adjustment of
the Child", Sociometrv. pp. 114-125

SEX DISCRIMINATION ACT (1975)

H.M.S.O.: London

SHANAS, Ethel, and STREIB, Gordon P., (1965)

"Social Structure and the Family: Generational
Relations". Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey

SHARP, Clifford, (1980)

"The Economics of Time". Martin Robertson: Oxford

SHIELDS, M. M., (1981)

"Parent-child Relationships in the middle years of
Childhood", in Duck and Gilmour (eds.) 1981b

SHINMAN, Sheila M., (1981)

"A Chance for every Child?". Tavistock Publications:
London

SHIPMAN, M. D., (1972)

"Childhood - A Sociological Perspective". N.F.E.R.

Publishing Company: Windsor

SHIPMAN, Marten, (ed.) (1 976)

"The Organisation and Impact, of Social Research".
Routledge & Kegan Paul: London

720



SHORTER, Edward, (1 976)

"The Making of the Modern Family". Collins: London

SIEGEL, Alberta E., and HAAS, Miriam B., (1 965)

"The working mother: a review of research", Child
Development". 34, pp. 513-542

SIEGEL, Sidney, (1956)

"Nonparametric Statistics". McGraw-Hill Kogakusha:
Tokyo

SILLS, David L., (ed.), (1968)

"International Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences".
The Macmillan Company and Free Press: New York

SILVERMAN, David, (1970)

"The Action Frame of Reference", in Thompson and
Tunstall (eds.) 1971

SIMEY, Margaret, (1976)

"Cuts can be kind if the people care", Municipal
Review, pp. 24-25

SINFIELD, Adrian, (1978)

"Analyses in the Social Division of Welfare",
Journal of Social Policy", 7, 2, pp. 129-156

SINFIELD, Adrian, (1980)

"Meeting client need: an ambiguous and precarious
value", in Grunow and Hegner (eds.) 1980

SJ0EUND, Arne, (1973)

"Day care institutions and children's development".
Saxon House-Lexington Books: Farnborough, Hants

SLUCKIN, W„ (1964)

"Imprinting and Early Learning". Methuen: London

721



SMITH, C. J., (1978)

"Historic South Edinburgh". Charles Skilton: London

SMITH, Charles W., (1979)

"A Critique of Sociological Reasoning". Basil
Blackwell: Oxford

SMITH, Michael A., PARKER, Stanley, and SMITH, Cyril S.,
(1973)

"Leisure and Society in Britain". Allen Lane: London

SMITH, David M., (1977)

"Human Geography: a Welfare Approach". Edward
Arnold: London

SMITH, M., (1972)

"Interviewing in market and social research".

Routledge & Kegan Paul: London

SMITH, N. J., (1977)

"A Brief Guide to Social Legislation". Methuen:
London

SMITH, Peter, K., (1978)

"Play is only one way to learn", New Society, 48,
pp. 180-182

SMITH, Peter K., (1 979)

"How many people can a young child feel secure
with?" New Society, pp. 504-506

SMITH, Peter K., (1980)

"Shared care of young children: Alternative models
to Monotropism", Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 26, 4,
pp. 371 -387

SMITH, Peter K., (1 982)

"Does fantasy play matter?", Early Childhood, 2, 5,
pp. 9-13

722



SNOW, Margaret, JACKLIN, Carol Nagy, and MACCOBY,
Eleanor E., (1981)

"Birth order differences in peer sociability at
thirty three months", Child Development, 52, pp.
589-595

SOCIAL TRENDS, (1 979a)

H. M. S. 0.: London

SOCIAL TRENDS, (1979b)

"Looking after the under-fives", New Society, 49, p.
8 3

SOCIAL WORK (SCOTLAND) ACT, (1968)

H.M.S.O.: London

SOCIAL WORK SERVICES GROUP, (1973)

"Nursery Education". Circular SW5/1975

SOCIAL WORK SERVICES GROUP, (1976)

"Scottish Social Work Statistics". H.M.S.O.:

Edinburgh

SPANIER, Graham B., LERNER, Richard M., and AQUILINO,
William, (1978)

"The study of child-family interactions.- A
perspective for the future", in Lerner and Spanier
(eds.) 1978

SPENCER, Liz, and DALE, Alan, (1 979)

"Integration and regulation in organisations: A
contextual approach", Sociological Review, 27, 4, pp.
679-702

SPITZE, Glenna P., and WAITE, Linda J., (1981)

"Women's Employment: the role of husband's
perceived attitudes". Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 43, pp. 117-124

723



STACEY, Margaret, (1969)

"The myth of community studies", British Journal of
Sociology. 20, pp. 134-147

STACEY, Margaret, (1981)

"The Division of Labour Revisited or Overcoming the
Two Adams", in Abrams et al. (eds.) 1981

STAUB, Ervin, (1972)

"Instigation to Goodness: The Role of Social Norms
and Interpersonal Influence", Journal of Social
Issues, 28, 3, pp. 131-150

STEIN, Susan, (1 973)

"The Company Cares for the Children", in Roby (ed.)
1973

STEPHENS, William N., (1 963)

"The Family in Cross-cultural Perspective". Holt,
Rinehart Sc Winston: New York

STEVENS, Auriol, (1981)

"What mothers learn at play", The Observer, 10th
May, 1981

STEVENSON, Jim, and ELLIS, Carole, (1 975)

"Which Three Year-olds Attend Pre-school
Facilities?", Child: Care, health and development, 1,
pp. 397-41 1

STEWART, Murray, (ed.) (1972)

"The City". Penguin: Harmondsworth

STEWART, Robert 3., (1983)

"Sibling attachment relationships: Child-infant
interactions in the strange situation",
Developmental Psychology, 19, 2, pp. 192-199

STICH, Jutta, (1980)

"Die Tagesmutter - ihr Erfahrungen im
Modellproiect". in in Bundesminister fur Jugend,
Familie Und Gesundheit 1980

724



STOKES, Randall, and HEWITT, John P., (197 6)

"Aligning Actions", American Sociological Review, 41,
pp. 838-849

STOLZ, Lois Meek, (1960)

"Effects of maternal employment on children:
Evidence from research", Child Development, 31, pp.
749-782

STOLZ, Lois Meek, (1 967)

"Influences on Parent Behaviour". Tavistock
Publications: London

STREIB, Gordon F., (1958)

"Family Patterns in Retirement", Journal of Social
Issues, 14, pp. 46-60

STROUD, C. Eric, (1972)

"The Yearbook of Social Policy in Britain". London

STROUD, John, (1965)

"An Introduction. to the Child Care Services".
Longmans: London

STROUD, John, (ed.), (1 973)

"Services for children and their families".
Pergamon Press: Oxford

SUNDSTROM, Gerdt, (1983)

•"Caring for the Aged in Welfare Society". Liber
Forlag: Stockholm

SUSSMAN, M. B., and BURCHINAL, L. G., (1962)

"The Kin Family Network in Urban-Indus trial
America", in Anderson (ed.) .1971

SUTTON, Andrew, (1981)

"A new movement in preschool provision", Early
Childhood, 2, 1, pp. 10-11

725



SUTTON-SMITH, Brian, (1977)

Comment on "My Brother's Keeper: Child and Sibling
Caretaking" by Weisner and Gallimore, Current
Anthropology, 18, 2, pp. 169-190

SUTTON-SMITH, Brian, and ROSENBERG, 3. G., (1970)

"The Sibling". Holt, Rinehart and Winston : New
York

SWEETSER, Dorian Apple, (1963)

"Intergenerational ties in Finnish urban families",
American Sociological Review. 33, 2, pp. 236-246

SWIFT, James, (1982)

"Minding children in Germany", Early Childhood. 2, 9,
pp. 4-10

SWIFT, Joan W., (19 64)

"Effects of early group experience", in Hoffman and
Hoffman (eds.) 1964

TAYLOR, Lord, and CHAVE, Sidney, (1964)

"Mental Health and Environment". Longmans: London

TAYLOR, Philip H., EXON, Gail, and HOLLEY, Brian. (1972)

"A Study of Nursery Education." Schools Council
Working Paper 41. Evans/Methuen: London

THOMAS, Alexander, and CHESS, Stella, (1977)

"Temperament and Development". Brunner/Mazel Inc.:
New York

THOITS, Peggy A., (1981)

"Undesirable Life Events and Psychophysiological
Distress", American Sociological Review. 46, pp.
97-109

THOMPSON, Barbara, (1975)

"Adjustment to School", Educational Research. 17,
pp. 128-136

726



THOMPSON, Barbara, and FINLAYSON, Angela, (1963)

"Married women who work in early motherhood",
British Journal of Sociology, pp. 150-163

THOMPSON, Kenneth, and TUNSTALL, Jeremy, (1971)

"Sociological Perspectives". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

TITMUSS, Richard, (1968)

"Commitment to Welfare". George Allen Sc Unwin:
London

TITMUSS, Richard, (1970)

"The Gift Relationship". George Allen and Unwin:
London

TITMUSS, Richard, (1976)

"Essays on the Welfare State" (3rd Edition). George
Allen and Unwin: London

TIVERS, Jacqueline, (1978a)

"Constraints on spatial activity patterns: Women
with vouna children". Occasional Paper No. 6:
University of London

TIVERS, Jacqueline, (1978b)

"How the other half lives: the geographical study
of women", Area, 10, 4, pp. 302-306 P4B

TIZARD, Barbara, (1974)

"Early Childhood Education". N.F.E.R.: Windsor

TIZARD, Barbara, (1977)

"Adoption: a second chance". Open Books: London

TIZARD, Barbara, PHILPS, Janet, and PLEWIS, Ian, (1976a)

"Play in pre-school centres - I. Play measures and
their relation to age, sex and I.Q.", Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 17, pp. 25 1-264

727



TIZARD, Barbara, PHILPS, Janet, and PLEWIS, Ian, (1 976b)

"Play in pre-school centres - II. Effects on Play
of the Child's Social Class and of the Educational
Orientation of the Centre", Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry. 17, pp. 265-274

TIZARD, Jack, (1976)

"Effects of day care on young children", in Fonda
and Moss (eds.) 1976

TIZARD, Jack, MOSS, Peter, and PERRY, Jane, (197 6)

"All Our Children". Temple Smith: London D118

TIZARD, Jack, and TIZARD, Barbara, (1971)

"The Social Development of Two-year Old Children
in Residential Nurseries", in Schaffer (ed.) 1971

TOOMEY, D. M., (1971)

"Conjugal roles and social networks 'in an urban
working class sample", Human Relations, 2 4, 5, pp.
417-431

TOWNSEND, Peter, (1957)

"The Family Life of Old People". Penguin Books:
Hamrondsworth

TOWNSEND, Peter, (1 979)

"Poverty in the United Kingdom". Allen Lane and
Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

TRADES UNION CONGRESS, (1977)

"The Under Fives". T.U.C.: London

TRISELIOTIS, John (ed.), (1980)

New Developments in Fostering and Adoption".
Routledge and Kegan Paul: London

TROLL, Lillian E„ (1970)

"Issues in the Study of Generations", Aging and
Human Development, pp. 199-218

728



TROLL, Lillian, BENGSTON, Vern, and McFARLAND, Diane,
(1 979)

"Generations in the ramilv". in Burr et al. 1979

TURNBULL, Colin M., (1961)

"The Forest People". Chatto &. Windus: London

TURNBULL, Colin M., (1 973)

"The Mountain People". Jonathon Cape Ltd.: London

TURNER, Chris, (1967)

"Conjugal roles and social networks - A
re-examination of a hypothesis", Human Relations,
20, pp. 121-130

TURNER, Christopher, (1 969)

Family and Kinship in Modern Britain". Routledge &
Kegan Paul: London

UNGERSON, Clare, (1982)

"Women and carina: Skills, tasks and taboos". Paper
to the BSA Conference on "Gender and Society"

VALENTINE, C. W., (1956)

"The Normal Child". Penguin: Harmondsworth

VALLIER, Ivan, (ed.) (1 977)

"Comparative methods in sociology". University of
California Press: Los Angeles

VANDELL, Deborah L. and MUELLER, Edward C., (1980)

"Peer play and friendship during the first two
years", in Foot et al. (eds.) 1980

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, (1977a)

"The Pre-school Years". (4th Edition) Penguin:
Harmondsworth

729



VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, (1977b)

"Community Nurseries". Where. 133, pp. 282-4

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, (1 978a)

"Under Five in Liverpool". Unpublished Paper:
London

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, (1 978b)

"The Politics of Day Care", Where. 137, pp. 102-4

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, (1978c)

"The industrial nursery", Where. 135, p. 56-57

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, MITCHELL, Lynn, and GRUBB, Jane,
(1979)

"Pre-schoolina in England. Scotland and Wales".
Report for a Conference of the Council of Europe

VAN DER EYCKEN, Willem, and SHINMAN, Sheila, (1975)

"Socio-economic constraints on the public use of
Community Playgroups". Social Science Research

Council, Final Report, Grant Number HR 19 44/1:
London

VARIOUS AUTHORS, (1 97 3)

"Children of China", International Child Care
Review". Special Issue

VON CRANACH, Barbara V., HUFFNER, Ute, MARTE, Fritz, and
PELKA, Rainer, (1976)

"Einschatzskala zur Erfassung gehemmter Kinder im
Kindergarten". Praxis der Klnderpsvchologie. pp.
146-155

WAITE, Linda J., (1980)

"Working wives and the family life cycle", American
Journal of Sociology. 86, 2, pp. 272-294

• WALDINGER, Gloria, (1 979)

"Subsidised Adoption: A Special Case of Paying
People To Parent". Dissertation for D.S.W.,
University of Los Angeles: Los Angeles, California

730



WALDROP, Mary F., and HALVERSON, Charles S., (1975)

"Intensive and extensive peer behaviour:
longitudinal and cross-sectional analysis", Child
Development, 46, pp. 19-26

WALKER, Lilian, P., (1965)

"An urban study". M.A. Dissertation: University of
Edinburgh

WALLSTON, Barbara, (1973)

"The effects of maternal employment on children",
Journal of Child Psvcholoy and Psychiatry. 14, pp.
81-89

WALTERS, James, and STINNETT, Nick, (1971)

"Parent-child Relationships: A Decade Review of
Research", Journal of Marriage and the Family, 33,
pp. 70-111

WANDSWORTH, LONDON BOROUGH OF, (1978)

"Day care for the under-fives". Development
Officer's Report, L. B. of Wandsworth: London

WARREN, Jonathon R„ (1966)

"Birth Order and Social Behaviour", Psychological
Bulletin. 65, 1, pp. 38-49

WARREN, Neil, and JAHODA, Marie, (eds.) (1 973)

"Attitudes". Penguin Books: Harmondsworth

WATSON C. J., (1973)

"Household movement in West Central Scotland".
Occasional Paper no. 26, Centre for Urban and
Regional Studies: University of Birmingham

WATSON, D., (1980)

"Caring for Strangers". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

73 1



WATSON, W., (1970)

"Social Mobility", in Butterworth and Weir (eds.)
1970

WATT, Joyce, S.f (1 976)

"Pre-school Education and the Family". Social
Science Research Council: London

WATT, Joyce, S., (1979)

"Co-operation in P.re-school Education". Ph. D.
Thesis: University of Aberdeen

WEBB, Roger A., (1977a)

"Social Development in Childhood: Day-care programs

and research. John Hopkins University Press:
Baltimore

WEBB, Roger A., (1977b)

"Introduction", in Webb (ed.) 1977

WEBB, Roger A., OLIVERI, Mary Ellen, and HARNICK, Frances
S„ (1977)

"The socialization of intelligence: the implications
for educational intervention', in Webb (ed.) 1977

WEINRAUB, Marsha, and LEWIS, Michael, (1 977)

"The determinants of children's responses to
separation". Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, Vol. 42, No. 4,
University of Chicago Press: Chicago

WEISNER, Thomas S., and GALLIMORE, Ronald, (1977)

"My Brother's Keeper: Child and Sibling Caretaking",
Current. Anthropology", 18, 2, pp. 169-190

WEITMAN, Sasha R., (1978)

"Prosocial Behaviour and its Discontents", in Wispe
(ed.) 1978

732



WEST, Mary Marshall, and KONNER, Melvin J.,

"The role of the father: an anthropological
perspective", in Lamb (ed.) 1976

WESTMAN, Jack C., (ed.) (1972)

"Individual Differences in Children", John Wiley Sc
Sons: New York

WHITBREAD, Nanette, (1972)

"The Evolution of the Nurserv-Infant School".

Routledge 5c Kegan Paul: London

WHITE PAPER, (1972a)

"Education: A Framework for Expansion". H.M.S.O.
London

WHITE PAPER, (1972b)

"Education in Scotland: A Statement of Policy".
H.M.S.O.: Edinburgh

WHITING, B. (ed.) (1963)

"Six Cultures". John Wiley Sc Sons: New York

WHITING, John W. M., and CHILD, Irvin L., (195 3)

"Child Training and Personality Development". Yale

University Press: New Haven

WHITLAW PLAY ASSOCIATION, (1977)

"Looking forward to play in Whitlaw". Whitlaw
Play Association: Edinburgh

WHYTE, William H., (1960)

"The Organization Man". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

WICKS, Malcolm, (1 983)

"Enter Right: The Family Rights Group", New
Society, p. 29 7

733



WIDLAKE, Paul, (1971)

"Does nursery education work?", Child Education, 48,
pp. 23-28

WILBY, Peter, (1980)

"An advocate for children", New Society, 5 3, pp.
126-127

WILLIAMS, Ann W., WARE, John E., and DONALD, Cathy A.,
(1981)

"A Model of Mental Health, Life Events and Social
Supports Applicable to General Populations", Journal
of Health and Social Behaviour", 22, pp. 324-336

WILLIAMS, Robin M. Jr., (1968a)

"The Concent of Values", in Sills (ed.) Vol. 16 1968

WILLIAMS, Robin M. Jr., (1968b)

"The Study of Norms", in Sills (ed.) Vol. 11 19 68

WILLMOTT, Phyllis, and CHALLIS, Linda, (1977)

"The Groveway Project". Department of the
Environment: London

WILLMOTT, Peter, and YOUNG, Michael, (1960)

"Family and Class in a London Suburb". Routledge 5c
Kegan Paul: London

WILLNER, Milton, (1965)

"Day Care: A Reassessment", Child Welfare. 44, 3,
pp. 125-133

WILSON, Brian, (1981)

"Lothian's stand", New Society, p. 263

WILSON, Elizabeth, (1 977a)

"Women and the Welfare State". Tavistock
Publications: London

734



WILSON, Elizabeth, (1977b)

"Women in the Community", in Mayo (ed.) 1977

WILSON, Ronald S., BROWN, Anne M., and MATHENY, Adam P.,
(1971)

"Emergence and persistence of behavioural
differences in twins", Child Development. 42, pp.
1381-1398

WINNICOTT, Donald W., (1957a)

"The Child and the Family". Tavistock Publications:
London

WINNICOTT, Donald W., (1957b)

"The Child and the Outside World". Tavistock
Publications: London

WISPE, Lauren, (ed.) (1978)

"Altruism, Sympathy and Helping". Academic Press:
New York

WOLFE, Alvin W., (1978)

"The Rise of Network Thinking in Anthropology",
Social Networks. 1, pp. 53-63

WOLFENSTEIN, Martha, (1954)

"Fantasies for and about children", in Mead and
Wolfenstein (eds.) 1954

WOLFF, Sula, (1 969)

"Children under Stress". Allen Lane-The Penguin
Press: London

WOOD, Michael, (1 978)

"Marcel Mauss", New Society. 43, pp. 124-126

WOODHEAD, Martin, (1 976)

"Intervening in Disadvantage". N.F.E.R.: Windsor

735



WORLD HEALTH ORGANISATION, (19 62)

"Deprivation of Maternal Care: A Reassessment of
its Effects". Public Health Papers No. 14, W.H.O.:
Geneva

WRIGHT, Derek, (1971)

"Sex differences", New Society, pp. 825-828

WRIGHT MILLS, C., (1970)

"The Sociological Imagination". Pelican Books:
Harmondsworth

WRONG, Dennis, (1961)

"The oversocialized conception of man in modern
sociology", American Sociological Review. 26, 2, pp.
183-193

WYNN, Margaret, (1970)

"Family Policy". Michael Joseph: London

YARROW, Leon J., (1964)

"Separations from parents during early childhood",
in Hoffman and Hoffman (eds.) 1964

YARROW, Marian Radke, (1 963)

"Problems of methods in parent-child research",
Child Development, 34, pp. 215-226

YARROW, Marion Radke, (1975)

"Some perspectives on research on peer relations",
in Lewis and Rosenblum (eds.) 1975

YARROW, Marian Radke, et al., (1962)

"Child-rearing in families of working and
non-working mothers", Sociometry, 25, pp. 122-140

YARROW, M. Radke, CAMPBELL, J. D., and BURTON, R. V.,
(1970)

"The reliability of maternal retrospection", in
Danziger (ed.) 1970

736



YOUNG, Fay, (1 98 3)

"Concerned about nursery cuts", The Scotsman.
Tuesday, 24th January, 1983 p. 6

YOUNG, Ken, and MILLS, Liz, (1 978)

"Understanding the Assumptive Worlds of
Governmental Actors". Report for the SSRC: School
for Advanced Urban Studies, University of Bristol

YOUNG, Michael, and WILLMOTT, Peter, (1957)

"Family and Kinship in East London". Penguin Books:
Harmondsworth

YOUNG, Michael, and WILLMOTT, Peter, (1973)

"The Symmetrical Family". Routledge & Kegan Paul:
London

YOUNGHUSBAND, Eileen, (ed.) (1965)

"Social Work with Families". George Allen and
Unwin: London

YUDKIN, Simon, (1967)

"0-5: A Report on the Care of Pre-school Children".
George Allen & Unwin: London

YUDKIN, Simon, and HOLME, Anthea, (1 963)

"Working Mothers and their Children". Michael
Joseph: London

ZELDITCH, Morris Jr., (1964)

"Family, Marriage, and Kinship", in Faris (ed.) 19 64

ZIGLER, Edward, and CHILD, Irwin L„. (eds) (1973)

"Socialization and Personality Devlopment".

Addison-Wesley Publishing Company: Reading, Mass.

ZIGLER, Edward F., and GORDON, Edmund W., (1982)

"Day Care". Auburn House Publishing Company:
Boston, Massachusetts

737



ZUNICH, Michael, (1962)

"The relationship between maternal behaviours and
attitudes towards children", The Journal of Genetic
Psychology, 100, pp. 15 5-165

738


