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Summary.
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123 fenele'reSpondents living with spouses, averagingk2s6 children

under 6 years of age, fn ident1ca1 apartments in married student housing completed

“N

<

a survey containing some 1tems lnvestlgatlng opportunities for companionshlp with

the'ir spodsee.

v

“

R

A,

Jhe items *focused on time to be together without children and

’

On the average, respondents

the strategies used to obtain tﬁese opportunities.

reported less than two hours a day they could count on to be with their spouses

-,

without children. A majority of-the respondents indicated that the.couples'

most frequently used strategy to gain tﬁne together was to wait till the children

"were asleep or out of the apartment. Dissatisfaction with opportunltles for

’

i ¢

companlonshrp was assoc1ated with 1ower time estimates and with havrng to walt

°

fox such,o ortunities to occur.
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sistently relate -to indices of companionship.:
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- Cy, Finding Time for Companionship: Couples with Young Children. s

R. Steven Schiavo -
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¢ . ) ‘ Wellesley College , = ~ ’ N L ’ ‘
Companionship within the marital dyad can be considered both in terms of R
quantity“of interaction‘and‘initerms of the quality of the experiencé within the o .

- i .

* : :
. marital dyad. The current _paper focuses primarily upon factors'relatpd to the,

k]

quantity of time which the couple has available to them without the presen
o W - P .
children. This narrowly iefined componght of companionship is im

tant, howvever,

.
»

.8ince Rosenblatt (1974) has found that couples in public uch less, talk less,

and smile less when accompanied by children tha

en alone.t Consequentl§,.

1bute to an. affective bond at tbmes ~oy T

‘~

' although "children" may if themselves co

- s ‘..

S

Ae -
their presence may 1nterfere with e quality of the ﬁmnediate interpersohal ex=

‘perience. Foraéxamgle, thein, resence might 1nh1bxt thorough d1§cussion of .
- N . s " e NN . .
L certain tgsues. . R ' .; . R el . . .

¢ -The paper also_examines thq,means Qr strategies by which “the couple gains 3 . s

) ° v .
. "

opportunities to be alone together. Several recent theoretigal approaches -to 1nter-
- v “
oo

action empha51ze the importance.to an 1nd1vidual or a SOClal unit of being able to

1

contrql or, regulate 1ntru51ons from others -or distance from othersr " This point is

.
N “ .

made by Kantor and Lehr (1975) in discussion ogﬁgamlly process as well astag Altman ’
A . -

- (1975) in d1scussmng env1ronmental and social-psychologioal issues. in this sense,
a . N ~ . - .

e N .
the type and number of strategies a couple has available to_gain opportunities to

be ‘tofether away from theif children may have important consequences for their re- -,

N . - r/"-
- 7 dationship. .
/ . . . . .
A o N . / \
. . Subiects and method ‘Burveys were sent Yo all womer living with their families
§ - » !,

in three-bedroom apartments in married student “housing. Oogupation of these apart-

ments is limited to‘gouples with*two or more children. The'survey‘return rate

N

Y waB 79 QZ. 511 respondents separated frém their spou&es gn £ 9) were exclnded

'The analyses below are based on 123 respondents (73 7% of the total populati n)

- ,.
- e . ¢ /
o
- pd R :
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- chores which ones, if any,.could be counted upon to serve as "an opportunity to

(O ——--- Schiavo/2
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Subjec; characterﬂstics. average age: 27.3 years; average

PR

x\\rs marriﬁd 6.6;

number of chlldren.ranged from 2 - 5 (average = 2.6) with the. age of the oldest -
\ Y;«
averagi ’5///years, ‘13.1% O£ the respondents expected a chid within ‘six months

/
Ind addition, 19.3% were emzrently part- or full- time students having completed 14. 6

-~ s

-

2

years of education; 30.9% worked outside the‘home an average‘of 28.4 hours a‘week.

. . . K ¢ . B 2 ‘ . ’
Husbands of the respondents were primarily student® (90.37% were eirolled
part- or full-time),:

'

The majority of the husbands (75 9%) had progressed past’ the bachelor s _degree.

whilé 72.1% wéte employed an average of 28.8 hours a- week;

>
. All respondents lived in identical aparnments consisting’ of three bedrooms, L
" eat-in Kitchen, 11v1ng rooth, hall, and bathroom. . ‘ -
: ' - . Results ° T ) -
- o % A

e " ',
. B . N ~ ¢ . '- + -

Qpportunities for gompanionship‘ Ihe respondent was’ asked to estlmate the

-
.

count on" to be -with hen spouse a3

Responses ranged

number of hoxrs each day she "could usually

an opportunity to talk with or'just be with' w1thout children "

from '0-5 hours «with an average of 1. 9 hours-.

’

.Other ‘answers gave some h1nts regarding the condithons under which these  «~
couples were able to be aloné without the presence of children.

T ¢

Several questions
asked the usual rising times and bedtimes of each family membé;.

- i
. These answers
¢ L

were combined to reveal that only 23.1% of the couples had any time (i.e., at least

-
~ B

one-half hour or more) alone in the»morning before any child awoké., On the other’

[

\ - ~
hand, in the evening 75.47 had at leasts two hours while all children.were’ig‘bed
-and both spouses were awake. However, 7 6% of the couples had no time at all

i‘
LY

alone ‘without children awake in the evening. D {
The women were also asked to indicate from a list oﬁfseven c&pical household .
‘ ' <

talk with, spend time with, or just be’ with" their respective spouses (withdut

children). '/\hly 21.3%

PR 3
S

[P P -

of ‘the sample reported one or more chores provided an’.

opportunity for companionship. The mohtlfrequently chosen chores were::cleaﬂ-up‘

[ ¢

- Y < ,
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after meals (7.3%), shopping (7.3%), and meal preparatioq (3.37%). Although sharing

’ ] . N - . v . . ) ’ , .
household chores did not provide a frequent means of dttaining opportunities for -
¢ A I 4

companionship, the more chores shared with the spouse thetmore hours a day'the

. o . .
’ - N |
.

B respondent estimated the couple had together (x-= 0.22, df =,100 p,(:OS). -
o ‘. LAY > . . - L 3
’ : N Evaluation of opportunitiés to be with™ sgouse.. Respondents were asked to, rate .
. e : ) .

how they, fe1t about thei\\opportunities to b .th tﬁ%}r spouses: 66.4% reported

N .

oo

that they werefdissatisfied to some degree with the number and the way in which ‘,
¢, o, 3 ,
] they obtained ‘these opportunities to be together as a couple. Respondents evaluated L
. N 4 » !
& ’these opportunities more positively the more hours a day they spent with their
s - ®

v spouses-(r = ,30, df + 113, p<,01). In addition as 1uation increased

-

. N

y respondents were less 11ke1y to report that the physical features of their apart-

3
»

"ments (i.e., layout or size) hindered their marital relationship (r.= -.26, df = 117;
L S « . . . .

2<;01)..' Evaluation of these opportunities was unrelated to othel factors associated |

with the famiiy; number of children; age of oidest thiid;Anumber of hours husband( -

, B o . . N »

- was émployed; and the‘wife's employment status. ) . 5

An interesting factor did relate to the respondents' eva1uation of these

’
-
14 ..

opportunities. 1In other 4tems respondentg, reportad how they and their spouses ob-
4 " ;

. tained- time to be alone & individuals. Although the responients evaluation of

f=

. ) their opportunities to be with their spouses was unrelated to the privacy strategies

- . . ’

they used as individuals themselves, the respondents were less satisfied with'

~> 0

these coupIe opportunities if they teported that theiy husbands 1eft the apartment - T
/ T

as one means of his- achieving time alone (t = 2. 37 p<.05, df = 113). None of

the husband s other strategies nor his total number of privacy strategies‘were -

n

3 [ SN ‘. + L

related to .thé wife's evaluation of their opportunities together as a coup1e. -

o

Strategies used by the, couple to be together. On one item the respondent in—

dicated which ones, if any, of a list of eight were strategies that she and her °
spouse usuarly used if ~they "wanted fn opportunity td be it ogether to discuss things,
. , . R - y . |

. _Metc." The respondents also indicated which sing1e strategy they used most frequently.
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\ . » .
- . The strategiesflisted here in order of the respondents who reported theiéluse
- ™ ¢ ’
were:' wait till the children are as1eep“or busy (84.4%); ash the chifdren to | ;r

’ leave you alone. (51. 6‘7,), go to a room away from the children (Zl 0‘7), 1eave the o
- \ . -
Capartment (37. Y‘Z), it S no problem even with the children around (21. 34) ; doa’
A . .
‘ ‘task together (5 77°), and work; together on a progect (5. 77,). The number of .t
[ 3N )

. strategies endorsed ranged from 1- 5, with an ave‘ra‘ge eff 2.5,

A ]

The tota1 number of strategies used was unrelate.d both to subJective évaluation

" of the couple's 0pporthnit1es and to the number of hour's estima(ted to be tfogether '

s

. without children. How\ever ‘womeén who worked endorsed fewer totlal strategies than

A

women w1thput such extra fam111a1 demands (X working = 2.3, ¥ not.= 2.6, t'= 1.99, .

I

df = 120, p <.05). 1Irdividual strategies were also unrelated to aspects of °

. :
* M A * . - R
companionship. - ¢ N . ) ’ ‘ , .t : .

i~ A

’ . ? . N .
The principal method to get opportunities for companionship which was used

— “by most couples '(63 %) was to 'wait till ch11dren are asleep or busy." Other

. ) P - e J - H . (

methods reported to be used primaril)i were: go to a room (11.5% of the couples);

ask- the chil.dren to go away (9. 8‘7) ;, and leave the, apartment (9. O‘Z). Add.itional

analyses revealed that couples who primarily waited for companionship evaluated \

'

these opportunities siess pos‘itively than those who re1ied more frequently on other :

3 strategies (r_ = 0.20, p <. 05 df = 118). In addition, couples‘ who'.primarily waited .

Q PR \

were less 1ike1y than others to report that they could go to a room 50 B’ away- R

T
‘3

from the children’ (34. 2 vs. 53.37%, x2 = 4.50, p<.05, df = 1), afid were.less likely '

. 1- . 2 . / .

to report that being together as a coup1e was not a problem with thechildren

around (14 3 vs. 33 3%; X =‘6.14, P (.001, df = 1). It is interé"sting to note,

however, that qouple,s with 4 or 5 ¢hildren were least likely to report that they
- 8
used "waiting" as their most frequent stratégy (X = 6,78, p_( 0 , df = 2). - Number - '

s of chi1dren was- unrelated to endorsement of other strategies

3
BQ -
- . . . - - .
— - ﬂ‘ L ; ‘°
.

;- . 0 - -
> - ; “ .
o . .

. -t ) A .
\ 1) ‘ A ., ¥ ’ ‘




/ stereotyped

b

strategies to be together..

"~ gether (r =

~ occupy

. reserved for her/his own” IndiVidual use.

Husband'-'wife roles withid ﬁhé’fam'iiy:’

available to examine the~degree to Wthh the couples

. ,,K . .v‘(o

These items‘were selected as indicating less stereotyped relation-

- 3 . . . rl
Schiavo/S .7

Six itemS'from the-surveylwere

~ “ * . . . N

relationships were role-

er
]

ships since they reflectei either‘the wife's personal commitment@ extending

L4

beyond the family or the husband's 1nvolvement within the home

1) L)

.None of*the aspects of" companionship were related

expressed.any occupational goals (36.6% had 'such goals)

s\ " - "’

to whether the respondent

In addition, as indicated

‘above, the wife's current employment status 30. 9% work d) was related only to the
§

-

number of strategies in that couples :n which the w1fe was employed used fewer ‘

-

£

-~ ’
3
-
*

~

Two other items represented the husband's 1nvolvement with household tasks

the degree to wﬁich the husband shared in decorating the apartment and the number’

of* household chores which could be counted upon to prov1de an oppottunity for'

cdmpanionship.
sharing of household chores

df = 104 p £.05), and/was related td‘%umber of hours a day the COUpl‘?Spent to-

‘e « !

other aspects of companionShrp or to the-couplé's strategies for getting time

together s ’ ' 5

‘ .

Although responses to these two items were related (r

0. 22 df -ilOZ p <. 05), neither item correlated significantly with

s ¢
0.24,

.

.'r

*.
[}
. .

Respondents were also asked who usually granted children permission to use or

e LS
P

special objects, belongings, or places that the'wife ©or husband usually

Couples in which this permassion -

granting function was shared (as opposed to omes in which it Was.person-fixep)

A-g » - -

also reported using more strategies

&

(r £ 0.18, df = 113,_p_<.05).

couples were more likely to report being able to go ;}

-

- ~

\80.0 vs. 29.21, ggz

L4

10.88, df = 1, p_< 001). -

-

s

Among the particular strategies available

=

o achieve opportunities together as a couple.

,- these

. Ca

a room away,from the children

-

- * N Yo
, . - '

In addition, on an item asking the reSpondents how they attained opportunitfes

)
for personal privacy, one alternative was to ask the hugband to care for the

i Ed

L]

-

‘ z

Sy




.~\'( ¢ v - . L r .
children, Women who:reported using this method for attaining individual privacy X

- p .05, df = 118). 'These couples were more likely to leave the apartment .to be

" be counted upon to tare for the children were aIso less likely to 1nd1cate that

- shared. '(K = 3203; gg =1, p= .07)., However, neither of these indices were

. What time is available tends to occur after_children are asleep and, in some -.

'frequently had to wait for these opportunpities. also-reported that it was diffi-

) Schiavo/6

o, ) *

. . . . >

B
. >
N * ” - . /\
-

\ ~ . N .
also reported moreﬁstrategies in’ total used by the couple to be together (r = 0.2Q,. ~ .

SR Lt .

LY

together (491 vs. 29.97%, df =1, p {.05) and were less likely to report that
COmpanionship w3s not a problem with the children around (13.2 vs. '28.4%, .
. .\ Y . .

X% = 4,00, df = 1L 244:05). These respotidents whose spouses frequently could S

é »

! . - A .
e X ‘ . oL : i N

. Ks ) [

the apartment s physical featuras interfered with the marital rélationship, 1:

. .
‘ .

= 6.22 Jdf = ll6 P.< 05) Couples ‘in‘which the wife could use this strategy -

for herself tended alsooto be ones in which the permission - granting norms were

related to the othex: aspects of companionship or to other aspects of the family - \
- . v : s t N

s
.

e.g., number of children, wife's employment status. . o

P Y 1

. + < , Discussion . ) .
- . R t . . s ‘ a

LY
o

IR v

In summary; these analyses indicate that couples with young children estimate-_

* 4

having about two hours a day together alone but most have few mechanisms to Co

attain actively tHese opportunities for companionship within the da}ly routine,,
o 4

: . ‘. - /
. . ~ L4
families, in aSSociation with performing household tasks Reported dissatisfaction

with these opportunities is associated not only w1th loweY estimates of time
, 13
alone together, but also in reports that the primary mode of attaining these

1 Y ]

.
>

N . . gt R s - N
opportunities is to wait for them to occur. These am irical relationshi s ma
PP mp |P Y

‘u..,!...a‘u 5

reflect the couples experiences af being unable to ,control or*regulate children s
’ s RN - §~w - 7 .

intrusions or interference as was indicated by the factthat couples who most
\ L)

cult to be together when the children were around. The importance of this lack
of control is related to isgues discussed hy_Altman kl9?514and by;Kantor and

. . e e

Lehr (1975). . ) .




L)
.

-There are several related questions and issues raised by these findings.'

L & . , . ..
One such- éssue is. the extent to which twb hours a day is a shfficient quantity '
. % - ‘o - s

for the couple to share, In “the pppu%ation surveyed, the majority reported

o haVing fewer opportunities than desired which implies at least som€, normative‘
Y o \

coqpensus ;egarding eXpectations for the amount of time available to be together.,
. .
’ - (

ee

* Clearly, these expectations were not being met, The analyses did hot reveal

- N LY -

v

any corre1ate§ which might fagilitate haxing time to spend‘together alone.‘ i

s f Indeed, it is interesting that “the éstimated %nantity-of time was independent

.

’

-4

:)r N . . < , . . [
of whether ‘the spouses had work or school comhitments outside the home. Additional

. -
4 ‘. .

: study is’ needed to reveaI other family parameters which might felate to the "
o %X i . ¢« - ', -
“amount of time couples have Without the presence of children. ' o )
N “ e ; * . *
R ) Another issue re1ates to the quality of the time Spent together. The data
-\ . . . P

L suggest that these opportunities are available at the day's ‘end and for some,

in doing househo d chores. Lt‘is highly’possible that thesi contexts for being '
-~ . o .
' together if’ they are the primary ones . 1hh1b;t ‘the quality of the experience
4 l» L] -
since the spduses might not he able to epgage as fully as they might wish in
relationship-oriented\activities.' In this.light it might aiso be important?to\
investigate.;hether‘couples'differentiaily define opportdnities to "be with!'

» . e

> \ :

. - N "\ Lo .
. each other. ®For -some thesé opportunities’ could include being engaged in in-
T dependent activities in a quiet house; for others, sitting side By side watching

. . . v et
atelevision; and yet others might only feel they\are ,'with' each othér while

engaged in intimate discussion.« Couples with different definitions of compan-
’ —_— . ] ‘. “
. . ionship might well evaluate "and estimate aifferently these opportunities,
I . . ' R - - .
— . ~ Ad
The analyses indicated that there was nat a single, particular strategy
. - N > ‘ : ‘ ¢ )

-, v

which was successful in relation fo estimates of timé~together ‘or to'the subjective

f * 7, ¥,
evaluation of these opportunities. Sgﬁilarly, the sheer number of §trategies™
. . . . ) Saae ‘

used also did not relate to these putcomes. It is possible that the subjective

) . ) o} - R ‘
aspects of companionship (evaluation, estimated hohrs'together) and the .
"\ G ’ . o ¢ q P . - N v

“ERIC -« ¢ . . .

s . . . N . . .
'l . .

e
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s ) . A M ’ . ¢ . ’ v

Eehavibral methods adopted to attain these.opportunities may Be'related.in a
. 'c. Lt . ’ ’ ] v
oo ﬁmore complex way than was~possible to determine in ghis surVey It seems
- . M » . R . .‘ N e

likely tha;~a~part1cular means used to attaln such opportunities m1ghorbe more

. adaptive or functldnalqghan others; however, the relationship tmay be influenced &
- . { .o s [N

A .
\ b . ~ -~

' by family'or‘maritalnvariables_not'considered in-this,stddy. C L

- ' . ’ [ ’
- One faéto; which did’ relate to the subJectlve evaluatlon of compan?onship ’ ’

R ¢

Y opportun1t1es was whether couples .primarily wa1ted for chiIdren’to leave them - - s
* . . . - ’ . / . .
alone or used actively a means of’ obtalhlng time to be together. It seems . .
® { »

1mportant 1n this regard to investigate posslble factors whlch m1ght d1strngu1sh

» \ ]

-

between couples report1ng thrése modes. One d1st1ngu1sh1ng feature may be that ;
N . *
these couples dzsfer in their ablllty to set llmits with the1r chlldren. Another

mlght be that they d1ffer in the relative pr;orlty placed upon the}marltal '

* ‘/ -
-, . -

- . relatlonshlp as contrasted w1th parent-child 1nteract10n or the family as a

. ‘. .

- group. Theése féctors would relate to the coUple's effectiveness or willingness .

PR - . . . .

. A
iz . . . , )
. in controlling interference from children, . N T >

~

. " The results were 1nconclus1ve regard1ng the 1nfluence of the couples’ role- K
L3 ¢ 4 *
relitionships on companronship. For example, none of the aspects ofncompanion—
'\ - Ve - ! . ‘.. . ' ::' . ~ . ¢ \
P ship were consistently related to each of the sex-role indices nor were the
v . ‘ N ¢ - . ’ l‘ ; -~
> indices themselves consistently interrelated. Since the survey's original
. K : - s -, . . -'.
purpose was nof to examine the impact of sexgioles upon companionship, the
. . \ - -, ‘ . LN
pattern of results raise additional isswes which would be of interest to pursue '
v ’ K4 \0 )

in research focusing ‘more explicitly upon such variables: For examplq,.the .

- i -
[

+ aspect of companlonshlp which was .related to ‘more of the’ sex—role indices was

’

the total number of strateg1es frequently used as a means for obta1n1ng time '
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