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Researchers interested in the family as a context for leisure experiences and
activities are faced with the difficult and controversial question of how to con-
ceptualize family leisure in terms of factors such as experience, motivation and
outcome. In this paper it is argued that the controversies surrounding family
leisure research are due primarily to conflicting theoretical paradigms em-
ployed by researchers, reflecting different basic assumptions about the family
and about gender relations in society. Two broad theoretical paradigms are
identified, a social-psychological paradigm and a sociological-feminist paradigm.
The strengths and weaknesses of these two approaches are discussed. It is sug-
gested that conceptualizing family leisure as inherently contradictory allows for
more inclusive theorizing in which the insights of both paradigmatic ap-
proaches can be incorporated. Adopting this conceptualization for future family
leisure research may enhance a broader and more inclusive understanding of
this important phenomenon.
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Introduction

The term "family leisure" is widely used in the North American context.
It is part of everyday language, referring primarily to time that parents and
children spend together in free time or recreational activities. It is also a
term used with increasing frequency by scholars in the leisure studies field.
The adoption of this term seems to reflect growing recognition that leisure
is not an isolated aspect of life, but is inextricably connected to social context
and daily life experiences. Free time and leisure do not occur in a social
vacuum, and the most common social context for free time activities, at least
among married people, is the family (Kelly, 1983, 1993; Kinsley & Graves,
1983; Shaw, in press).

The concept of family leisure appears to be applicable in other cultural
contexts as well. Both Hantrais (1982) and Samuel (1992) have looked at
the importance of family leisure in France, and other researchers have ex-
amined the same phenomenon in the Netherlands (Te Kloeze, 1993), in
Poland (Parnicka, 1995) and in the United Kingdom (McCabe, 1993). In
addition, Samuel's (1996) book on family leisure gathers information on
family leisure from a range of different countries including Japan, Colombia,
Morocco, Israel and India.

Based on a paper presented at the NRPA Leisure Research Symposium, San Antonio, October
1995.
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Given the wide usage of this term, it would be reasonable to expect that
there is a commonly agreed upon meaning of the concept of family leisure.
However, this does not seem to be the case, and there are a number of
difficulties that researchers face in determining how to conceptualize family
leisure for both theoretical and empirical purposes. First, an issue that affects
all family researchers is the definition of the family. While the majority of
family research has focused on heterosexual married couples with children,
it is becoming increasingly evident that researchers need to take account of
the diversity of family types in modern society (Allen & Demo, 1995). This
would include single parent families, gay and lesbian families, blended and
non-custodial families, and families without children (see Acock & Demo,
1994 and Cheal, 1991). To date, very few studies have looked at family leisure
in "non-traditional" families (Shaw, 1992a), and the implicit assumption
seems to be that the concept of family leisure is applicable only to families
with children.

Apart from this initial problem of whether to include different family
types, leisure researchers also face additional challenges in denning the con-
cept of leisure within the family. While family leisure typically is used to refer
to activities that different family members participate in together, differences
are evident among researchers about the relevance of the experience asso-
ciated with such participation. Does the term family leisure imply not only
that all family members are involved in the same activity, but also that they
all experience the situation subjectively as leisure? That is, does it suggest
that family leisure activities are mutually enjoyable, valued and satisfying?
The data from research on family activities suggest that such an assumption
is problematic. While there is evidence that family activities are considered
important and are highly valued by parents (Kelly, 1983; Kelly & Kelly, 1994;
Horna, 1989; Samuel, 1993), other research suggests that such activities do
not always live up to the leisure ideal (Miller, 1995). Family activities can be
experienced as an added burden of work, including "emotion work," espe-
cially by women (Erickson, 1993; Shaw, 1992b). Moreover, these work com-
ponents of family leisure may be hidden by the ideology of familism which
idealizes family experiences and interactions (Hunter & Whitson, 1991).
Thus, to include only positive family leisure experiences is problematic em-
pirically as well as theoretically.

A related point of difficulty in identifying family leisure is the issue of
motivation. While leisure is often conceptualized as intrinsically motivated
activity which is neither instrumental nor goal-oriented (e.g., Neulinger,
1981), family activities may not necessarily fit this criterion. They may be
"relational leisure" in some situations, where the focus is on social interac-
tion with family members, but where considerable freedom of choice is main-
tained (Kelly, 1983). Or, family leisure may be role-determined, obligatory
participation based on expectations about family roles and responsibilities
(Kelly, 1983, 1993). Some writers implicitly suggest that family leisure is, or
should be, obligatory: that is, that parents should feel obligated to participate
in family activities with children (e.g., Parnicka, 1995), and others have dis-
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cussed family free t ime activities as "semi-leisure" associated with parental,
a n d especially ma te rna l , ro le obl igat ions ( H o r n a , 1989; Freysinger, 1994).
Taking the argument of maternal obligation further, other researches have
pointed to the ways in which women put considerable work and energy into
creating family leisure experiences for their partners/husbands and chil-
dren, thereby excluding the possibility of leisure for themselves (Bella, 1992).
This raises the issue, then, of whether obligatory, work-like situations should
be included under the umbrella of "family leisure" or not.

A third issue that has divided researchers interested in family leisure is
the question of outcomes. The main focus of family related leisure research
has been on the beneficial outcomes of family activities, such as improved
communication among family members, higher quality of family relation-
ships and enhanced family cohesiveness (e.g., see Orthner & Mancini, 1990).
Indeed, outcomes of family activities are often conceptualized as "benefits"
based on the assumption of a positive directional outcome (Orthner & Man-
cini, 1992). On the other hand, others have pointed out that there can also
be negative outcomes to family activities such as increased family conflict or
family workload stress (Rosenblatt, Titus, Nevaldine, & Cunningham, 1979;
Shaw, 1992b). Family activities can also act as constraints on individual leisure
and autonomous leisure, especially for mothers (Harrington, Dawson, &
Bolla, 1992; Samuel, 1992).

These controversies surrounding research on leisure and the family can
be seen to represent different ways of conceptualizing family leisure or dif-
ferent assumptions about the nature of family leisure. These differences will
not necessarily be solved by expanding the pool of empirical research stud-
ies. This is because conceptual assumptions and methodology are inter-
related, and different methodologies can lead to quite different research
findings. For example, research on the benefits of family leisure is likely to
fail to reveal conflictual or negative outcomes of family participation. Simi-
larly, if researchers focus on the conflicts, stress and self-denial associated
with family activities, the significance and value that parents place on such
activities may remain hidden.

The argument presented in this paper is that rather than seeking to
solve these controversies empirically, attention needs to be directed, first, to
the conceptual frameworks that are used to understand family leisure. The
differences of opinion about experiences, motivations and outcomes are not
simply definitional or methodological. Rather, at a more fundamental level,
they are due to the conflicting theoretical underpinnings or paradigms that
are employed by researchers in this area. Whether family leisure research
uses an explicit theory or not, research studies can be seen to rest on dif-
ferent basic assumptions about the family, about social roles within the fam-
ily, and about gender relations and the impact of broader social structural
factors on the family.

This paper focuses on two broad paradigms that are commonly used in
family leisure research. The first, and most widely used paradigm, is a social
psychological approach that focuses on interactions in the family, and on
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the positive benefits of leisure for improved relationships and communica-
tion among family members. The second paradigm is more sociological in
approach because it locates the family within the broader patriarchal system.
The emphasis here is on how societal gender relations affect the expression
and experience of leisure within the family. While any categorization of par-
adigms is an over-simplification, at least to some extent, it is argued that
most research on family leisure can be seen to fall into one or other of these
two broad groupings.

The purpose of this paper is threefold. First, the purpose is to identify
and describe the two main paradigms applied to the analysis of family leisure.
This is done through a discussion of the different assumptions and ap-
proaches used by researchers working within each paradigm. The second
purpose is to examine the strengths and weaknesses of these two identified
paradigms. The third purpose is to suggests ways in which family leisure
might be more usefully conceptualized by researchers through the incor-
poration of insights from both paradigmatic approaches. This more inclusive
approach to theorizing leads to suggestions about ways in which future em-
pirical research on family leisure might proceed that will enhance a broader
and more inclusive understanding of this important phenomenon.

Identifying Conflicting Paradigms

The dominant social psychological paradigm used in family leisure re-
search focuses on the family as a system of social interaction. The family is
seen to be the primary location for the development and expression of sig-
nificant social relationships (Bahr, 1991; Ishwaran, 1988; Kelly, 1993). It is
also seen as the main agent of socialization, responsible not only for chil-
dren's emotional and psycho-social development, but also for facilitating
adult transitions across the life course (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1975).

Applying this micro-level paradigm to family leisure has led to research
on the effect of family activities on intra-familial relationships. Although
causal relationships are difficult to prove empirically, the research from this
perspective has shown that family leisure activities are associated with positive
family interaction. For example, joint activities of married couples have been
shown to be associated with increased marital satisfaction (Hawks, 1991; Hol-
man & Jacquart, 1988; Orthner, 1975), and improved communications and
positive relational affect (Hill, 1988; Orthner, 1976; Orthner & Mancini,
1990). Family activities are also believed to have a positive effect on the
psycho-social development of both young children and adolescents (Orthner,
Barnett-Morris, & Mancini, 1993). In addition, although the effect on marital
stability is difficult to document, Hill (1988) found that shared time between
husbands and wives was a positive predictor of marital stability five years later.

Some consideration has been given to the type and interactional context
of family activities. That is, attention has been given to the differential effect
of "joint" activities, where family members actively interact, versus "parallel"
activities, such as television watching, where litde interaction occurs, or in-
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dividual activities that do not involve other family members. The research
has shown joint activities to have the greatest benefit in terms of family in-
teraction and marital satisfaction (Orthner, 1975). Parallel activities are less
likely to influence marital attachments, and high levels of individual leisure
of married people seem to have a negative impact on marital relationships
(Hawks, 1991).

It can be seen from this brief review that the emphasis of research within
this paradigm is on the benefits of leisure activities for families and for in-
dividual family members. Family leisure is seen as a bond of mutual interests
and expressions that tie families together. The assumption seems to be that
family leisure is a mutually positive and beneficial experience. There is also
an implicit assumption that family leisure is desired and represents freely
chosen participation, although researchers in this tradition have not directed
much attention towards empirical investigation of the experience or moti-
vation for such participation. The types of families studied by researchers
are typically married couples with children, although Orthner et al. (1993)
have also looked at the leisure of families at different stages of the life cycle.
In general, the focus is on the positive outcomes (benefits) of family leisure
among "traditional" two-parent families.

The types of theoretical frameworks that inform the research within this
dominant paradigm include exchange theory, family development theory
and systems theory (Orthner & Mancini, 1992). All of these theories focus
on interpersonal interaction among family members, although differential
emphasis is placed on the developmental and socialization tasks of families,
and on establishing family boundaries and enhancing cohesiveness. These
social psychology theories are also based on the assumption of balance within
families: that is, that balance is the norm, and that lack of balance indicates
a problem or dysfunctional family. This assumption of balance is especially
evident in exchange theory which is based on the conceptualization of family
interactions as equal and opposite exchanges between family members (Carl-
son, 1979). Thus researchers within this paradigm either implicitly or ex-
plicidy make the assumption that power is equally shared within the family
between the husband and wife, even though the specific roles for fathers
and mothers are not expected to be the same. Applying this assumption of
equity and balance to the issue of family leisure means that family activities
are not expected to be unequal or oppressive, and that differences between
male and female experiences are not generally explored.

In contrast, the alternate sociological family leisure paradigm puts pri-
mary emphasis on the impact of societal gender relations on the family and
individual family members. Within this perspective, the family is seen to be
part of, and inseparable from, the patriarchal organization of society (see
Cheal, 1991). Thus the family is thought to reflect dominant hegemonic
notions of masculinity and femininity, and to represent male privilege and
power. Following the writings of Jessie Bernard in the 1970s (Bernard, 1973),
researchers within this tradition do not assume a commonality of experience
in marriage. Rather, emphasis is put on the importance of recognizing "his"
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and "her" marriages, and on exploring the separate experiences of wives
and husbands, and fathers and mothers, within the family (Eichler, 1983).

Researchers working within this paradigm do not assume that power
differentials are overt or evident. While there is some empirical research that
provides evidence of male power in heterosexual relationships including
marriage (Close, 1989; Felmlee, 1994; Scanzoni, 1982), such inequality is not
always experienced as powerlessness by wives (O'Connor, 1991). This may
reflect an ideological effect, in that concepts of masculinity and femininity
may mask the lack of choice and restrictive gender role expectations for both
genders, and also hide the inferiorization of women's status (Green, Hebron,
& Woodward, 1990). In addition, familist ideologies which idealize the tra-
ditional family and traditional roles within the family are also seen to mask
gender-based inequities between wives and husbands (Anderson, 1987;
Green & Hebron, 1988).

This paradigmatic approach adopts a primarily macro-level perspective
on the family. It applies a cultural analysis of the impact of societal structures,
organization and ideologies to family relationships and activities. Researchers
base their analyses on feminist theory or on other related critical theory
approaches such as cultural theory, theories of ideology, Marxist- or socialist-
feminism (Close, 1989; Green et al., 1990; Keohane, Rosaldo, & Gelpi, 1982;
Mandell & Duffy, 1988; Pahl, 1984). Applying this perspective to family lei-
sure means that emphasis is put on exposing and analyzing inequality and
oppression within the family. There is no assumption that family leisure will
necessarily have positive outcomes, nor that it will be experienced similarly
by different family members.

Feminist and critical theory research on family leisure has looked at ways
in which familism and ideologies about femininity have restricted women's
leisure (Green et al., 1990; Hunter & Whitson, 1991). These ideological
structures are seen to impact on women's lives by reducing their options for
leisure and by encouraging women to put their children's and husband's
leisure needs before their own (Harrington et al., 1992). Ideologies are
shown to impact on everyday family activities as well as on special occasions
such as holidays, birthdays and Christmas celebrations (Bella, 1992; Deem,
1986). The focus of the research is on the negative impact of women's "ethic
of care" on their own opportunities for leisure (Henderson & Allen, 1991;
Henderson, Bialeschki, Shaw, & Freysinger, 1996). Other research in this
tradition has indicated that family activities are often experienced as "work"
rather than "leisure" by parents, especially by mothers (Shaw, 1992b), and
that fathers gain greater satisfaction from family leisure activities than do
mothers (Freysinger, 1994).

It can be seen, then, that researchers within this paradigm do not make
the assumption that family leisure is always experienced positively, that mo-
tivations are intrinsic or that outcomes are beneficial. On the contrary, family
leisure is typically conceptualized as a problem or a burden for women, even
though the work component may be hidden and thus remain unrecognized
by the participants themselves. There have been only a few empirical studies
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o n possible negative ou t comes of family leisure. O n e study by Rosenblatt and
his colleagues (1979) looked at conflict be tween family m e m b e r s on summer
vacations, a n d a re la ted study investigated t he re la t ionship be tween television
watching a n d family conflict (Rosenblat t & C u n n i n g h a m , 1976). In addition,
it has b e e n suggested tha t family leisure may have a negative impact on
women's lives through the reproduction and reinforcement of traditional
power-based gender relations (Shaw, 1994). Thus, although there is less em-
pirical research from this perspective, there is no assumption that outcomes
of family leisure will be beneficial.

The Strengths and Weaknesses of Competing Paradigms

It can be seen that the two competing paradigms are based on very
different assumptions about and conceptualizations of family leisure. It is
not surprising, then, that researchers from these two different perspectives
come to very different conclusions about the nature of family leisure. These
two perspectives also have different strengths and weaknesses.

The strength of the interactional paradigm has been the documentation
of the effect of family activities on family interactions and levels of commu-
nication. It is also clear from this body of research that family leisure is highly
valued by parents and spouses. The major weakness, though, has been the
failure, in much of this research, to recognize the significance of gender and
to locate the family within the broader social system. This means that scant
attention has been paid to men's and women's differential experiences of
family and of family leisure, and benefits of participation are often discussed
uncritically and assumed to accrue to both mothers and fathers, or to all
family members. Despite research on power differentials among heterosexual
couples, the idea of gender inequity is typically not incorporated either the-
oretically or methodologically into this body of research.

As a result, research within this paradigm has led to only a partial un-
derstanding of family leisure. The work component of family leisure remains
relatively ignored, as well as possible negative consequences of participation
such as constraints on individual leisure or family stress of conflict. Even
when there is some empirical evidence of increased family conflict during
shared leisure activities, there is a tendency for researchers to downplay the
possible negative consequences. For example, Orthner and Mancini (1980)
found diat shared activities can lead to increases in both positive and neg-
ative (conflictual) communication, but they suggest that these different
forms of communication together "serve as healthy mechanisms for reducing
family tensions and disagreements" (Orthner et al., 1993, p. 187). Thus, the
issue of unhealthy communication and the potential for physical conflict is
not addressed.

A related weakness of the interactional approach is the failure to rec-
ognize ideological aspects of family leisure. While family leisure may be
highly valued, the idealization of shared activities leads parents, and perhaps
researchers too, to ignore what Eichler calls "the ugly aspects of familial
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interactions" (1983, p. 54). In this respect, research on family leisure is not
different from other research on families which has traditionally focused on
the positive and functional aspects of families, and, until recently, has not
paid much attention to issues of family conflict, violence, wife battering or
child abuse (Cheal, 1991; Guberman & Wolfe, 1985).

The weaknesses of the interactional paradigm can be seen to be the
strengths of the sociological-feminist paradigm approach to research on fam-
ily leisure. In this latter paradigm, attention has been directed primarily to
the influence of power-based gender relations (Lipman-Blumen, 1984), and
this has led to examination of women's experiences of family leisure and
women's oppression within the family.

However, diis paradigm also displays certain weaknesses as well. There
is a tendency for some researchers within this tradition to downplay some of
the positive aspects of family leisure, just as researchers in the dominant
social-psychology tradition sometimes downplay possible negative aspects.
For example, in her book about women's experiences of Christmas traditions
and celebrations, Bella (1992) suggests that the term leisure may be irrele-
vant for women and that family leisure is, in reality "women's work." While
the work component of family leisure is evident in this and other research,
seeing all family leisure as part of women's oppression fails to recognize the
importance that women attach to children and to families, and ignores the
positive outcomes and satisfactions they can and do gain from such activities
in a variety of different situations.

The sociological-feminist paradigm of family leisure has also given scant
attention to men's and children's experiences of family leisure. Given the
inferiorization of women within the family (Green et al., 1990), it is logical
that the initial focus of critical research would be on women's experiences.
Nevertheless, there is relatively little analysis of men's experiences of family
leisure, or of the extent to which the work associated with family activities is
shared by fathers. Even less attention has been paid to children's experiences
of family leisure. While researchers from the social interactional paradigm
have noted the developmental benefits of family activities for children and
adolescents, the critical issues facing children such as the choice-obligation
dichotomy and the possibility of negative as well as positive outcomes for
children have not been addressed.

A further weakness of both paradigms is the failure to take into account
the question of diversity among families. Family activities in "non-traditional"
families such as single-parent families, blended or non-custodial families, gay
or lesbian families or families without children have received almost no at-
tention by researchers in either paradigmatic tradition. One exception has
been the recent research by Bialeschki and Pearce (1995) showing the sig-
nificance of leisure for lesbian families. One of the positive outcomes of
family leisure for these families was shown to be the establishment of a sense
of identity and autonomy as a lesbian family in a heterosexist society. In this
cultural context, family leisure was not experienced as oppressive by the
women, but had the potential to act as a site of cultural resistance.
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This example suggests that other types of families may also experience
family leisure in different ways. Levels of inequity may vary considerably in
different types of family, and while family leisure is not always beneficial and
ideal, it is clearly not always oppressive either. This new research on lesbian
families also suggests the need to examine the role of family leisure in fam-
ilies from different socio-economic and cultural backgrounds. Social class,
race and ethnicity as well as geographic and physical location may also im-
pact upon the experiences, motivations and outcomes of family activities
(Gardner, 1991). Recognition of diversity means recognition that family lei-
sure and the outcomes of family leisure are likely to be practised and ex-
perienced in a wide variety of ways.

Towards an Inclusive Conceptualization of Family Leisure

The two paradigms described earlier present views of family leisure that
are clearly disparate. In one view family leisure is characterized as a bond of
mutual interests and expressions that tie families together, while the alternate
view sees family leisure as one component of the system of gender-based
inequity and unequal power within the family. Nevertheless, given the
strengths and weaknesses of each paradigm, an approach which incorporates
the insights from each would seem to have potential usefulness.

One way to incorporate these two perspectives is to conceptualize family
leisure as inherently contradictory. Moreover, there are several levels on
which such contradictions can be seen to occur. First, there is a dialectical
or contradictory relationship between the social structure of family roles and
responsibilities and individual freedom or action in leisure (Kelly, 1993).
Thus, for example, becoming a parent is likely to lead to a decrease in "pure
leisure" and an increase in "role-determined leisure" (Kelly, 1983), and these
role-determined activities, with their obligatory connotations, may or may
not be experienced as leisure. Second, on the ideological level, and following
the Marxist usage of the notion, there is a contradiction between inequalities
and oppression in society and the ideologies which conceal such inequities
(Close, 1989; Green et al., 1990). Examination of the dominant "pro-family"
ideology, or familism, reveals contradictions, overt or hidden, between im-
ages of the ideal family and the reality of family for many married couples
(Miller, 1995). For example, pro-family ideology emphasizes togetherness
and joint activities, but this may hide violent and abusive interactions (Ei-
chler, 1986). Familism also incorporates the "society-wide belief that 'gay-
ness' and family are mutually exclusive concepts" (Allen 8c Demo, 1995, p.
112). Thus lesbian and gay families feel excluded from the community of
heterosexual families (Bialeschki & Pearce, 1995). Third, because of these
dominant ideologies of the family, individuals may face a contradiction be-
tween their initial expectations about family life and their actual lived ex-
perience. When marital relationships are based on "romantic love" between
partners and an expectation of equality and justice (Hatfield & Rapson,
1993), the impact of unequal societal gender relations on marriage partners
is typically not anticipated, and may lead to conflictual feelings about family
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activities. Fourth, on the level of individual experience, family leisure can
incorporate contradictory meanings and emotions simultaneously. That is,
family activities may be leisure and work at the same time, motivations may
be a complex mix of intrinsic and obligatory factors, and both positive and
negative outcomes may result from any one family leisure situation (Shaw,
1992a; Shaw, 1992b).

Because of these diverse ways in which contradictory aspects of family
leisure can manifest themselves, to conceptualize family leisure as contradic-
tory is to expect positive and negative aspects to coexist. Indeed, the coexis-
tence of positive and negative components in family leisure should not be
surprising for a number of additional reasons as well. The family represents
individuals' closest and most intimate relationships. The intensity of involve-
ment between family members, including both adult-partner relationships
and parent-child relationships, means that investment in such relationships
is extremely high. As a result, the emotions associated with such relationships
are intense, but may be either very positive or very negative, conflictual and
distressing, or rewarding and satisfying. There is also a tension in terms of
the voluntary or involuntary nature of such relationships. In North America
and in many other societies adult-partner relationships (including marital
relationships) are usually initially voluntary. But they also contain some non-
voluntary or obligatory aspects as well, because economic, legal and emo-
tional constraints may make divorce or separation either impractical or im-
possible (Eichler, 1983). As Eichler points out in her discussion of factors
that contribute to violence within families:

[these factors demonstrate] the paradoxical nature of family relationships: the
very factors that make intimacy between family members possible also make
violence between family members likely. In the emotional, as well as in all other
dimensions of familial relationships, intensity of interaction ranges from one
extreme to the other (1983, p. 57).

Family leisure activities, perhaps more than any other family activities,
best exemplify the contradictory nature of familial relationships. Leisure ac-
tivities typically involve high expectations about the quality of the experience,
and the level of involvement, the time spent together, and the intensity of
interaction between family members may be higher than in other types of
activity. For example, day trips and family vacations involve extended time
periods together and high expectations about family togetherness and
shared activities (Samuel, 1993). However, the range and diverse nature of
interests and skills among family members may also be high, making com-
mon, mutually satisfying activities difficult to find (Orthner & Herron, 1984).
Moreover, the societal view that family members have a right to influence
each other (Hotaling & Straus, 1980) may increase expectations about the
behaviour of family members, and exacerbate dissatisfaction over undesira-
ble behaviours.

All of these considerations support the expectation of contradictory ex-
periences associated with family leisure activities. They further suggest that
inclusive theorizing, which incorporates diverse and contradictory aspects of
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family life, may be a particularly important consideration for analysis of lei-
sure and the family. Indeed, family leisure may be an ideal topic for explo-
ration of the usefulness of this type of multi-paradigmatic thinking. The high
valuation and potential beneficial outcomes of family leisure are evident,
while at the same time ideologies that hide basic problems and inequities
may be particularly powerful in the leisure context. It is possible, then, that
research on the contradictory nature of family leisure may be important not
only for analyzing leisure situations, but also for understanding family rela-
tionships and family dynamics in general.

Future Research on Family Leisure

Acceptance of the idea of family leisure as contradictory leads to specific
suggestions for future research. First, it suggests the need to take gender and
gender-related power differentials into account in any family-related re-
search. This means recognizing that there is no single reality of family life,
but that women and men have separate experiences of marriage and family.
It also means that interactions or social exchanges between family members
should not be seen as necessarily reflecting interactions between equals.
Power-based gender relations in society influence the dynamics and decision-
making processes within the family (Lipman-Blumen, 1984; Lips, 1991). It
should be noted, though, that power itself can be contradictory (Close,
1989). Since power is a dynamic rather than static process, it is constantly
being negotiated and re-negotiated. Thus the power located in individual
action needs to be taken into account as well as the power associated with
social location (Foucault, 1983).

Second, there is a clear need for research to examine both the positive
and negative aspects of family leisure, and to actively and deliberately explore
possible contradictions. For example, researchers should explore not only
satisfactions associated with family activities, but also dissatisfactions. Satis-
factions and dissatisfactions may be separate and independent continua and
high (or low) levels on both dimensions may occur simultaneously. Other
apparently contradictory experiential aspects may also coexist, such as en-
joyment and frustration, pleasure and boredom, positive relational affect and
inter-personal conflict. Similarly, both intrinsic motivations and obligations
may be present at the same time for the same activity, and different types of
motivation may be either complementary or conflictual. In addition, it is
evident that the same family leisure activity can have both positive and neg-
ative outcomes and these can vary for different family members or can occur
simultaneously for an individual family member. Researchers, therefore,
need to be cognizant of these many ways in which contradictions can occur.
To explore just one aspect of family leisure, whether this is the positive,
beneficial aspect or the negative, oppressive aspect, is to gain only a partial
understanding of this complex type of interaction.

Another potential avenue for research is to explore the contradictory
aspects of family leisure for different family members. For example, women
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may experience and report higher levels of contradiction than men because
of the powerful societal messages directed towards women about the moth-
ering role. In addition, a neglected aspect of family leisure is the impact of
such activities on children and adolescents. Almost no data exist on the at-
titudes and reactions of children to family activities, nor of the outcomes,
beneficial or otherwise, for these family members. Since children and ado-
lescents have less decision-making power than parents, they may not always
desire or freely-choose to participate. Thus, for this group too, family leisure
may be a contradictory experience.

A third implication for future research is the need to look at diversity
among families as well as within families. Researchers need to look beyond
middle-class, two-parent, heterosexual families to explore the role of leisure
in the wide range of different family types and structures that exist today.
The type of family structure may well influence the experiences, motivations
and outcomes associated with family leisure. While lesbian families may see
family leisure as a way of gaining recognition as a family, single-parent fam-
ilies and blended families may have other needs and other concerns related
to their participation in family activities. The experience of family leisure,
and the contradictions associated with family activities, may also vary for
individual members of families according to the type and structure of their
family.

Recognizing diversity among families also implies looking at the differ-
ent relationships that exist within different families. While unequal power
may be evident in many relationships, this is not necessarily always the case.
For example, research has shown that the distribution of household labor is
affected by the power balance within the family, and by the gender role
attitudes and pro-feminist beliefs of both wives and husbands (e.g., Antill &
Cotton, 1988; Blaisure & Allen, 1995; Krausz, 1986). It seems logical to sug-
gest, therefore, that attitudes and beliefs may also affect the motivations,
outcomes, and level of contradictions experienced by women and men in
family leisure situations.

In general, acceptance of the idea of inherent contradiction means that
researchers should not fall prey to paradigmatic determinism, in which at-
tention is paid to only one side (whether positive or negative) of family
leisure. Instead, this approach will hopefully lead to a greater diversity of
research questions and issues, and a broader understanding of family leisure
as an important aspect of family life in contemporary society.

References

Allen, K. R., & Demo, D. H. (1995). The families of lesbians and gay men: A new frontier
in family research. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57 (February), 111-127.

Acock, A. C, & Demo, D. H. (1994). Family diversity and well-being. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Anderson, D. (Ed.). (1987). Family matters: Sociology and contemporary Canadian families. To-
ronto: Methuen.



110 SHAW

Antill, J. K. & Cotton, S. (1988). Factors affecting the division of labor in households. Sex
Rotes, 18(9-10), 531-553.

Bahr, S. J. (Ed.). (1991). Family research: A sixty-year review, 1030-1990. Toronto, ON: Lexing-
ton Books.

Bella, L. (1992). The Christmas imperative. Halifax, NS: Fernwood Publishing.
Bernard, J. (1973). The future of marriage. New York: Bantam Books.
Bialeschki, M. D., & Pearce, K. D. (1995, October). "Who we are and what we are": The cultural

construct of lesbian families. Paper presented at the NRPA Leisure Research Symposium, San An-
tonio, TX.

Blaisure, K. R., & Allen, K. R. (1995). Feminists and the ideology and practice of marital
equality. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 57(February), 5-19.

Carlson, J. E. (1979). The family and recreation: Toward a theoretical development. In W.R.
Burr, R. Hill, F. L. Nye, & I. L. Reeves (Eds.), Contemporary theories about the family: Research-based
theories (pp. 439-452). New York: The Free Press.

Cheal, D. (1991). Family and the state of theory. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Close, P. (Ed.). (1989). Family divisions and inequalities in modern society. London: The Mac-

Millan Press.
Deem, R. (1986). All work and no play? The sociology of women and leisure. Milton Keynes, UK:

Open University Press.
Eichler, M. (1983). Families in Canada today: Recent changes and their policy consequences. To-

ronto, ON: Gage Publishing.
Eichler, M. (1986). The pro-family movement: Are they for or against families'? Ottawa, ON: Ca-

nadian Research Institute for the Advancement of Women.
Erickson, R. J. (1993). Reconceptualizing family work: The effect of emotion work on per-

ceptions of marital quality. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 55(November), 888-900.
Felmlee, D. H. (1994). Who's on top? Power in romantic relationships. Sex Roles, 31(5-6),

275-295.
Freysinger, V. J. (1994). Leisure with children and parental satisfaction: Further evidence

of a sex difference in the experience of adult roles and leisure. Journal of Leisure Research, 26($),
212-226.

Foucault, M. (1983). The subject and power. In H. Dreyfus & P. Rainbow (Eds.), Michel
Foucault: Beyond structuralism and hermeneutics (pp. 208-220). Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Gardner, S. (1991). Exploring the family album: Social class differences in images of family
life. Sociological Inquiry, 61(2), 242-251.

Green, E., & Hebron, S. (1988). Leisure and male partners. In D. Wimbush & M. Talbot
(Eds.), Relative freedoms: Women and leisure, (pp. 33-47). Milton Keynes, UK; Open University Press.

Green, E., Hebron, S., & Woodward, D. (1990). Women's leisure: What leisure? London, UK:
Macmillan Educational.

Guberman, C, & Wolfe, M. (Eds.). (1985). No safe place: Violence against women and children.
Toronto, ON: Women's Press.

Hantrais, L. (1982). Leisure and the family in contemporary France. Leisure Studies, 14(\),
115-132.

Harrington, M. A., Dawson, D., & Bolla, P. (1992). Objective and subjective constraints on
women's leisure. Loisir et Societe, 15(1), 203-221.

Hatfield, E., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Love, sex and intimacy: Their psychology, biology, and history.
New York: Harper Collins.

Hawks, S. R. (1991). Recreation in the family. In S. J. Bahr (Ed.), Family research: A sixty-year
review, 1930-1990 (Volume 1, pp. 387-433). Toronto, ON: Lexington Books.

Henderson, K. A., & Allen, K. R. (1991). The ethic of care: Leisure possibilities and con-
straints for women. Loisir et Societe, 14(\), 97-113.



CONTROVERSIES AND CONTRADICTIONS 111

Henderson, K. A., Bialeschki, M. D., Shaw, S. M., & Freysinger, V. J. (1996). Both gains and
gaps: Feminist perspectives on women's leisure. University Park, PA: Venture.

Hill, M. S. (1988). Marital stability and spouses' shared tune Journal of Family Issues, 9, 427-
451.

Holman, T. B., & Jacquart, M. (1988). Leisure-activity patterns and marital satisfaction: A
further test. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 50, 69-77.

Horna, J. L. (1989). The leisure component of the parent role. Journal of Leisure Research,
21(3), 228-241.

Hotaling, G. X, & Straus, M. A. (1980). Culture, social organization, and irony in the study
of family violence. In M. A. Straus & G. T. Hotaling (Eds.), The social causes of husband-wife violence,
(pp. 3-22). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Hunter, P. L., & Whitson, D. J. (1991). Women, leisure and familism: Relationships and
isolation in small town Canada. Leisure Studies, 10, 219-233.

Ishwaran, K. (Ed.). (1988). The family and marriage. Toronto, ON: Wall & Thompson.
Kelly, J. R. (1983). Leisure identities and interactions. Winchester, MA: Allen & Unwin.
Kelly, J. R. (1993). Leisure-family research: Old and new issues. World Leisure and Recreation

Journal, 35(3), 5-9.
Kelly, J. R., & Kelly, J. R. (1994). Multiple dimensions of meaning in the domains of work,

family and leisure. Journal of Leisure Research, 26(3), 250-274.
Keohane, N. O., Rosaldo, M. Z., & Gelpi, B. C. (Eds.). (1982). Feminist theory: A critique of

ideology. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.
Kinsley, B. L., & Graves, F. (1983). The time of our lives: Explorations in time use. (Volume 2).

Ottawa, ON: Employment and Immigration Canada.
Krausz, S. L. (1986). Sex roles within marriage. Social Work, 31(6), 457-464.
Lipman-Blumen, J. (1984). Gender roles and power. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Lips,J. M. (1991). Women, men, and power. Mountain View, CA: Mayfield.
Mandell, N., & Duffy, A. (Eds.). (1988). Reconstructing the Canadian family: Feminist perspectives.

Toronto, ON: Butterworths.
McCabe, M. (1993). Family leisure budgets: Experience in the UK. World Leisure and Recre-

ation Journal, 35(3), 30-34.
Miller, L. J. (1995). Family togetherness and the suburban ideal. Sociological Forum, 10(3),

393-418.
Neulinger,J. (1981). The psychology of leisure (2nd ed.). Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas.
O'Connor, P. (1991). Women's experience of power within marriage: An inexplicable phe-

nomenon? The sociological review, 39(4), 823-842.
Orthner, D. K. (1975). Leisure activity patterns and marital satisfaction over the marital

career. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 37, 91-102.
Orthner, D. K. (1976). Patterns of leisure and marital interaction. Journal of Leisure Research,

8(1), 98-111.
Orthner, D. K., Barnett-Morris, L., & Mancini, J. A. (1993). Leisure and family over the life

cycle. In L. L. L'Abate, (Ed.), Handbook of developmental family psychology and psychopathology (pp.
176-201). New York: W. Thomas.

Orthner, D. K., & Herron, R. W. (1984). Leisure counseling for families. In E. T. Dowd (Ed.),
Leisure counseling: Concepts and applications (pp. 178-197). Springfield, IL: Charles C.Thomas.

Orthner, D. K., & Mancini, J. A. (1980). Leisure behavior and group dynamics: The case of
the family. In S. E. Iso-Ahola (Ed.), Social psychological perspectives on leisure and recreation (pp. 307-
328). Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas.

Orthner, D. K., & Mancini, J. A. (1990). Leisure impacts on family interaction and cohesion.
Journal of Leisure Research, 22(1), 125-137.



112 SHAW

Orthner, D. K., & Mancini, J. A. (1992). Benefits of leisure for family bonding. In B. L.
Driver, P. J. Brown, & G. L. Peterson (Eds.), Benefits of Leisure (pp. 289-300). State College, PA:
Venture.

Pahl, R. E. (1984). Divisions of Labour. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Parnicka, U. (1995). Leisure time and active recreation in families with pre-school age

children in Biala Podlaska. World Leisure and Recreation Journal, 37(3), 42-44.
Rapoport, R., & Rapoport, R. N. (1975). Leisure and the family life cycle. London: Routledge.
Rosenblatt, P. C, & Cunningham, M. R. (1976). Television watching and family tension.

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 38, 103-111.
Rosenblatt, P. C, Titus, S. L., Nevaldine, A., & Cunningham, M. R. (1979). Marital system

differences and summer- long vacations: Togetherness-apartness and tensions. American Journal
of Family Therapy, 7, 227-249.

Samuel, N. (1992). L'aspiration des femmes a l'autonomie: Loisir familial et loisir personnel.
Loisir et Societe, 15(1), 343-354.

Samuel, N. (1993). Vacation time and the French family. World Leisure and Recreation Journal,
55(3), 15-16.

Samuel, N. (Ed.). (1996). Women, leisure, and the family in contemporary society. Wallingford,
UK: C.A.B. International.

Scanzoni, J. (1982). Sexual bargaining: Power politics in the american marriage (2nd ed.). Chi-
cago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Shaw, S. M. (1992a). Research update: Family leisure and leisure services. Parks and Recre-
ation, 27(12), 13-16.

Shaw, S. M. (1992b). Dereifying family leisure: An examination of women's and men's eve-
ryday experiences and perceptions of family time. Leisure Sciences, 14(3), 271-286.

Shaw, S. M. (1994). Gender, leisure and constraint: Towards a framework for the analysis
of women's leisure. Journal of Leisure Research, 26(1), 8-22.

Shaw, S. M. (in press). Family activities and family leisure. In L. C.Johnson (Ed.), Canadian
families. Toronto, ON: Thompson Educational Publishing.

Te Kloeze, J. W. (1993). Familia ludens: A literature study focused on the Netherlands.
World Leisure and Recreation, 35(3), 10-14.


