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mappings of family forms appeared to reveal strong regional diversity: more nuclear
in the southern part of the country, more extended in the north.

Linkages between space, time and social dimensions were far from established.
Thus Descamps focused on the “unstable family” of the rural proletariat as a
predominant feature of family life in the south but did not identify the household
type of the rich landholding classes in this region or search for the family patterns
of the rural proletariat in the north. As for the question of the family’s relationship
to social change, it remained wide open.

A new impetus for understanding family forms came in 1981 with the data
published by Rowland on two communities in the North of Portugal (Rowland
1981). Using a militar;y list of 1827, he found a comparatively large proportion of
complex households.” More qualitative analysis, based on notanal records in
another Minho community, led to the hypothesis of a stem family system in
landholding peasant families (Branddo and Rowland 1980). Finally, using data
from the 1960 national census, Rowland presented a clearer picture of household
composition and formation in different regions of the country. In a concluding
article, Rowland (1984) considers the possibility of a regional comparison between
a“north west Iberian stem family system™ and a “Mediterranean neolocal household
formation system.” The distinction is based on the high incidence of complex
households in the north, especially in the Minho (roughly corresponding to the
districts of Braga, Viana and Oporto), suggesting the presence of a pattern of
patrilocal residence after marriage; and a predominant “nuclear” household system
in the south. At the same time, Rowland emphasizes the importance of cultural
values in shaping family behavior.

Further studies in the 1980s provided detailed data on family forms and
demographic patterns, primarily on rural communities in the north of Portugal
Social anthropologists, historians, demographers, and sociologists carried out
valuable in-depth studies drawing on a variety of sources (Feijé 1983; Brettell [986;
Pina Cabral 1984, 1986; O'Neill 1984; Nunes 1986, Dures 1987, Amorim 1983;
Branddo 1985; Bastos 1988; Bouquet 1984; Iturra 1985, Ferreira de Almeida [986;
Lourencgo 1991).

With respect to household composition and formation, evidence from these local
studies for the eighteenth, nineteenth and the twentieth centuries lends support to
earlier data on the importance of complex households in the north of the country.
However, it also emphasizes intra-regional variation in household composition, as
well as differences between social and occupational groups.” Both Feij6 (1983) and
Pina Cabral (1986) establish a positive correlation between wealth and bousehold
complexity. Nunes (1986) goes a step further and differentiates the households in
the parish according to the occupation of household heads. Although no multiple
family households could be found for the year 1878 to which the data refers, the
incidence of extended family households was only high among farmers, that is, in
a social group with stable and permanent bonds to land and agricultural work.
Economic determinants—especially labor needs and inheritance strategies—would
thus appear to be relevant to an explanation of complex family patterns in
northwestern Portugal. Nevertheless, some of the studies suggest that other factors
might also be pertinent. Brettell (1986) observes that residence patterns have less
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to‘do with land tenure arrangements and more to do with the availibility of housing,
migration patterns and culturally-specific attitudes about the appropriateness of
women living on their own.

In attempting to understand the social processes which influence family patterns
in northwestern Portugal various studies directed their attention to strategies of
inheritance and postmarital residence. In 1986, when Feijé and Nunes (1986)
presented a summary of the debate on household composition and household
reproduction in northwestern Portugal, the evidence seemed difficult to interpret.
In the study on the parish of Lanheses in the Minho, Brettell (1986) stressed that
women were frequently favored heirs of the third share.” However, she believed
that the granting of the share in this parish was used primarily as a form of old-
age insurance, and not as a mechanism for maintaining a family patrimony intact
through a matrilineal or a patrilineal line, In short, heirship strategies in the parish
would seem to preclude “the kind of corporate ownership prevalent in parts of
northeastern Spain where stemn-family households are also associated with some
form of impartibility or preferential partibility” (Kertzer and Brettell 1987, p. 97).

Other studies presented a slightly different picture. In his work on present-day
world-views and community relations in two villages in the Alto Minho, Pina
Cabral (1984) suggests that daughters in the past were sometimes favored heirs;
he insists, however, on a cultural norm which defends the equal rights of all the
children to inheritance. More important than this data is Pina Cabral’s description
of the symbolic importance of the “casa” (household) in this region. The “casa”
is defined as the elementary social unit composed of the group of people who share
a common pool of resources, the unit being ideally self-sufficient as far as food
production was concerned. Finally, Brandio (1985), on the basis of nineteenth-
century notarial records for a parish in the Alto Minho, showed that landed families,
disposing freely of one third of the patrimony, tended to pass it on to a “favored”
heir. Non-favored heirs received a share of the parental patrimony which allowed
them to emigrate, to marry or to remain single in the natal household.

Feij6 and Nunes conclude that wnequal partibilicy is what seems to be
characteristic of inheritance practices in the region (Feijo and Nunes 1986, p. 256).
However, they warn that “the situation described does not correspond to the one
that would be expected from the operation of a stem family system” (p. 264), since
the principle of partibility prevails even when partibility is unequal.

It was more or less at this point in time (1985) and in the debate that we began
fieldwork in two parishes of the Baixo Minho. Our initial goal then was to study
the relation over the Jast fifty years between social change in rural society and part-
time farming families. The aim was to understand how family patterns and
organization had changed in the context of economic, social and cultural
transformations. However, while doing exploratory observation in our first parish,
we stumbled upon a present-day multiple family farm-—{ull-time peasant farmers,
landowners, where the older generation had favored the eldest son (46 vears old
in 1985) with a third of the patrimony and where the parental generation lived in
separate appartments but still owned and tilled one field while maintaining usufruct
rights over the patrimony. The surprise effect came from the fact that we were inside
a sub-region which, according to the plotting of family patterns and inheritance






242 JOURNAL OF FAMILY HISTORY Vol 19/No. 3/1994

appear: 69.2 percent of total class positions were linked to land and agriculture,
1.2 percent were landowners who did not work the land, 10.9 percent were wealthy
peasant farmers, 15.7 percent were sharecroppers or small peasant farmers, 7.8
percent were part-time farmers and 33.6 percent were agricultural laborers.

Other class locations were mainly linked to independent non-agricultural
activities such as crafts, trade or shopkeeping and building. In Lemenhe, in 1946,
these independent workers represented 19 percent of total class locations whereas
industrial wage-laborers only represented 8.1 percent. Most of these wage-laborers
worked in the local building or carpentry industries; only three (1.1 percent of total
class positions) worked in large-scale factories in distant parishes, two as carpenters
and one in a textile factory.

Life in these rural communities before the Second World War and in the forties
is described by all as a world of “misery” and hard labor. Food was poorly varied
and not plentiful. Working hours were long and tasks exceedingly heavy.
Nevertheless, social and economic conditions were not the same for all households.
Distribution of households’ according to the class location of the head of household
and the household’s standard of living shows that in 1946 two-thirds of the
households are considered to have had a poor (32 percent) or passable (36 percent)
standard of living. The poor and very poor were mostly agricultural wage-laboring
families but also included artisans (weavers, basket-makers, shoemakers) and non-
qualified industrial wage-laborers. Access to a prestigious craft or trade (carpentry,
stonemasonry, water-mills) and/ or to land seems to have increased the household’s
resources considerably. Thus the households of most craftsmen, part-time farmers
and sharecroppers are considered to have had a passable standard of living (that
is, enough food to feed a family all the year round) whereas wealthy peasants, large
landowners, the priest and the school teacher, are considered to have had “more
than passable” or “rich” households. .

Distribution of households according to their kin composition” showed that
simple family households formed the overwhelming majority, representing slightly
over 70 percent of the total (72.1 percent in Lemenhe and 70.9 percent in
Gondifelos). The figure for complex households is 16.3 percent in Lemenhe and
13.1 percent in Gondifelos. Complexity arises mostly from extension but multiple
households represent 2.9 percent of all households in Lemenhe and 3.6 percent in
Gondifelos. The proportion of solitaries is relatively high (7 percent in Lemenhe
and 12.8 percent in Gondifelos) but “no family households™ only represent 4.6
percent (Lemenhe) and 2.7 percent (Gondifelos) of the total.

Analysis of household composition by class location of the head of household,
as well as detailed examination of the types of household within each broad category
of the typology, revealed some interesting features of household composition.

(A) In the first place, complexity arises in various social groups but in different
proportions. For example, in Gondifelos, complex households represent 47 percent
of wealthy farmer households (n=34) but also 7.7 percent of poor farmer houscholds
(n=39), 6.8 percent of independent worker households (n°=44), 19.5 percent of part-
time farmer households (n=41), 11.3 percent of non-qualified industrial wage-
laborer households (n=62), and 11.6 percent of agricultural laborer households
(n=86). Proportions of solitaries also vary according to social class: the households
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of wealthy peasants have an extremely low proportion (3 percent) of solitaries while
poor peasant and agriculturallaborer households have particularly high percentages
of solitaries (20.5 percent and 25.6 percent, respectively). ”

(B) Secondly, a detailed analysis of the composiuon of complex or simple family
households showed that the contents of complexity, or of nuclearity, could differ
considerably from one social class to another. The most flagrant example of this
difference existed, in both communities under study, between simple family
households amongst wealthy peasants and simple family households amongst
agricuitural laborers, Both social groups have comparatively low percentages of
simple family households (in Gondifelos, 44.1 percent and 57 percent respectively).
However, in wealthy farmer households, the simple family category is almost
entirely made up of couples with or without children. By contrast, in the agricultural
laborer households, 43 percent of the simple family households are single-parent
households with children or rather, except for one case, single-mothers {celibate,
widowed or with husband absent from the village) with children.

In the same way, complexity does not necessarily overlap with “stem family”
characteristics. In wealthy peasant households, multiple families with two couples
belonging to different generations predominate; but no case of a celibate mother
and her children living with an older couple emerged. By contrast, this latter type
of multiple family was quite common among agricultural laborer households.

The interpretation of the continuities and discontinuities in the household
composition results led to analysis of individual and family life histories, with a two-
fold objective: the understanding of household formation practices and the processes
leading to certain types of kin compositions; and the understanding of the norms
and family finalities underlying these practices. This qualitative analysis was
undertaken in relation to households with some kind of bond to agricultural work.

Through individual and family histories, it was possible to identify certain norms
which permeated family life in general in the recent past. The obligation of mutual
aid between different generations but also between all households in the village was
continually stressed. It was accompanied by acceptance of patterns of unequal
reciprocity associated with social and status distinctions. Thus parents and children
owed each other sustenance and services over the life course but a child’s
indebtedness to his parents—for having being brought into the world and having
received sustenance in childhood-—was considered almost irredeemable. In the same
way, husband and wife were considered as working partners in the management
of household resources but the woman’s debt in relation to her husband was greater
than her husband’s to her. Unequal reciprocity terms also permeated relations
between the richer and the poorer households.

Residence, marriage and succession ideals were always considered in the context
of these broader principles of collective exchange and survival, Ideally a young
couple should live independently, but account should first be taken of their
households’ andjor their parents’ present and future needs. Residence ideals
underlined this constantly. For example, all parents approved of children, or at
least one child, living in or within “helping” range and co-residence was seen as
a desirable condition for implementation of mutual aid principles.
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women. Celibate mothers sometimes left their children with grandmothers or
grandparents to go and earn money in town; very often they set up houschold with
their parents and cared for them in their old age.

In this context, mutual aid relations were not viewed in strictly “familial terms.”
Close kin—sons and daughters, husbands and fathers—often had to leave in order
to make a living. Norms of assistance, in spite of the distance separating close kin,
tried to bring back resources to those who remained in the village. For example,
unmarried children in town, like those who lived with their parents, were obliged
to send part of their salary home. But those who remained often had to fend for
themselves, and more or less expected it. Thus mutual aid between neighboring
households, between solitaries with no kin relationship, often replaced mutual aid
within the family. Exchange relations were also sometimes established between rich
and poor households. Thus two spinster agricultural wage-laborers left their small
house to a wealthy peasant farmer who lived next door in exchange for food and
care in their old age. Single women usually fared better than single men, as services
and food circulated within feminine networks.

When these networks failed, local charity, organized on the basis of households,
channelled some food to the more destitute households. Rich peasant women recall
the weekly organization of bags filled with potatoes or bread which certain “poor”
came to fetch on such and such a day. Patrimony, when it happened to exist, was
viewed as a kind of old age insurance for those who possessed it: it could be sold
or exchanged in return for food and care.

Oral history materials and analysis of confessional rolls thus suggest that a variety
of family forms co-existed in the communities under study in the recent past. The
stem family, associated with preferential partibility and a corporate household
system, predominated socially and culturally amongst the wealthy peasants.
“Complex” families were present in other social groups but the patterns and social
meanings of complexity were not always the same. In sharecropper households,
complexity was actuated by familism based on mutual aid and the maximization
of labor energies. This did not always lead to long-term co-habitation of three
generations. In agricultural laborer households, complex families integrated other
types of kin composition. It was rare to find two co-residing couples and more
likely to find lone-parent families living with a couple, with a relative or with another
ione-parent family. In other words, the complex household could follow from
diverse family dynamics.

RECENT EVOLUTION OF THE COMMUNITIES AND PRESENT CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE PEASANT STEM FAMILY

New constraints on family life emerged during the last three decades. Factories
spread nearer or into the communities under study, calling upon men, women and
children to fill their ranks. Transport facilities also opened up working opportunities
in distant parishes, creating intense day-to-day migrations between the more
agricultural panshes and the more industrialized areas. Emigration to north
European industrialized countries {mainly France, Germany and, more recently,
Switzerland) gave non-qualified wage-laborers, both agricultural and industrial,
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easicr opportunities to migrate. Above all, these changes enabled a huge transfer
of the working population from the agricultural sector to the industrial sector
(primarily labor-intensive, low-wage industries). New demands were also placed
gradually on farming activities, in attempts to create a more “modernized,” market-
producing sector. Tractors and state subsidies appeared in the sixties and milk
production for the market was highly incentivated in the seventies. The 1960s and
1970s also increased the integration of families in social security, health and
educational institutions. Old-age pensions for all professional groups were created
fzfter the revolution (25th of April 1974) and a new state-run hospital was built
in Vila Nova de Famalicio in the seventies. A private secondary school existed
in Famalicdo since the nineteen-forties but state-run secondary schools were opened
in the sixties. Social and political life also changed substantially with the revolution:
the leading citizens (rich landowners, wealthy peasant farmers) who had controlled
local institutions during the dictatorship were challenged; and new protagonists—
qualified industrial workers with trade-union experience, industrial entrepreneurs
liberal professionals-—appeared on the scene. ’

In this setting, the power and the prestige of the wealthy peasant family declined
considerably. Agriculture itself, already despised in the past as a wage-laboring
activity, became devalued as a subsistence activity and only valued in the form of
profit-earning, mechanized farming. Stable wage-labor in the industrial and service
sector, as well as upward mobility through education, began to dominate the
aspirations of the poorer families.

Analysis of the data on social structure and household composition in the eighties
reflect these transformations. Social differentiation continues to be strongly marked
butis patterned along new occupational categories. Thus agricultural wage-laborers
have diminished drastically (4.2 percent of total individual class locations in
Lemenhe in 1981) but qualified and non-qualified industrial wage-laborers represent
6.6 percent and 24.3 percent of total locations. Other class locations with links to
land and agriculture have seen their relative importance reduced. In Lemenhe, for
example, wealthy peasant farmers only represent 1.8 percent and poor peasant
farmers 7.7 percent of total locations. On the contrary, the proportion (5.9 percent)
of part-time farmers has increased slightly, the most common situation being that
of small or medium landowners or sharecroppers who also work as industrial wage-
laborers outside the farm. Certain artisans such as basket-makers, weavers and shoe-
makers have disappeared but independent workers and small entrepreneurs
(carpenters, builders, masons, seamstresses, hairdressers, trademen) represent 13
percent of total locations. Some new socio-occupational categories are cropping
up: non-qualified wage-laborers in the service sector (5.9 percent), jobs linked to
technical and intermediary professions in the teaching and health sectors (2.6
percent), large industrial entrepreneurs (1.3 percent).’

. In a context of demographical growth {Lemenhe had 708 residents in 1940, 873
in 1960 and 1175 in 1981; Gondifelos had 1215 residents in 1940, 1486 in 1960 and
‘1857 in 1981), the relative percentages of simple family households (71.8 percent
in Lemenhe in 1981 and 72.6 percent in Gondifelos in 1985) have not changed
greatly. The proportion of solitaries (6.7 percent in Lemenhe and 3.5 percent in
Gondifelos) and the proportion of no family households (1.3 percent in Lemenhe
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Transition from dependence in the house to independent (or semi-independent)
family life was thus very contingent on the econoniic, demographic and interactional
dynamics of the household. Parents sought to combine the goal of continuiry with
precaution as to the person and the right time to establish a favored heir inside
the house. If there were many children, the transition was often delayed. If there
was only one farmer son and parents were willing and rich enough, marriage and
separate apartments and economies inside the house could be organized without
much postponement. Antdnio, bornin 1911, had only one sister. Having given proof
of excellent farming and organizational qualities as well as consideration for his
parents, the latter agreed to negotiate his marriage and his taking over of the farm
when he was twenty-eight. Anténio married a rich peasant neighbor’s daughter and
his sister married the same neighbor’s eldest son. This son was given the third share
upon his marriage and his wife (Anténio’s sister) brought money and forest-land.
Antdnio thus kept almost all the patrimony of the house. He and his parents had
separate kitchens but often ate together in Antonio’s kitchen. The parents
maintained usufruct rights over the house and the property. According to Anténio,
they did this for precaution’s sake and “to maintain the power in their hands.”

When, as frequently happened, the house had more than one son working on
the land, severe conflict between siblings sometimes broke out. Anténio’s brother-
in-law had no problem with his younger brother because the latter was promised
a good inheritance by an uncle and aunt with no children. On the contrary, in the
Martim household, the two younger brothers were not very pleased with the parents’
idea to favor the elder brother. One of them, a carpenter living in a nearby parish,
tried to negotiate a larger share in money. Another farmer brother (born in 1917),
considered by his parents and the neighbors to be less responsible and capable than
his brothers, was led by his elder brother and his parents to accept a field and money
as his legitimate share. The “arrangement” (arranjo), as farmers call it, was carried
out but the brother in guestion moved out and cut off relations with his elder
brother’s household from then on. Migration was difficult in the late thirtes, so
he became a small farmer and day laborer. Some brothers in a similar situation
would decide to stay on celibate in the favored heir’s household but this decision
was also contingent on the relationship between siblings.

The values of patrimonial continuity, precaution, parental authority and
preference for male heirship led to a general pattern of late marriage, masculine
heirship (not necessarily the eldest) and preferential partibility among wealthy
farmers. Negotiation between these factors as well as consideration of other
constraints (number and sex of children, alternative opportunities, size of
patrimony, etc.) could lead to slightly different family dynamics. For example,
daughters with no brothers and those who married them often escaped the late
marriage pattern. Thus Noémia, born in 1916, had two elder brothers who were
drowned. She was nineteen and her husband twenty-four when they married with
both parents®approval. Their marriage “joined up™ two large farms, permitting both
continuity and enlargement. Her parents demanded that the husband move into
the bride’s house and this decision led to closer living arrangements: Noémia’s
mother did the cooking and everyone ate at the same table in the parents’ kitchen.
According to Noémia, this 1s easier when the two women are mother and daughter
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used to sharing a kitchen. Exagerated precaution or the inferior size of patrimony
could also lead to common living arrangements. Parents were sometimes afraid
that the farm was not large enough to support two kitchens, in which case they
preferred to maintain authority and control not only over the farm but also over
dormestic arrangements and expenditure.

Married life of wealthy peasant farmers is described by men and women in terms
of hard agricultural work and a permanent effort to “defend” the patrimony and
subsistence production for the family. Early married life is very often dominated
by the necessity to save up money to finish paying off the legitimate shares of other
children or by the effort to enlarge or better a farm by buying a few more fields.
Women describe their life as being simultaneously “in” and “out” of the house. They
were responsible for housework and cooking and had to give orders in the home.
But they valued and often preferred working in the fields. Many of them refer that
“I never liked being a prisoner in the house. What I really liked was working in
the fields.” In the latter context, women had some important responsibilities: the
labor processes (cutting grass to feed the animals, hoeing the maize or bean fields)
carried out preferentially by women agricultural laborers were controlled by the
mistresses of the house, even if “outside work” as a whole was under the authority
of the master of the house.

Marriage brought children and, for most of the women interviewed, at least seven
or eight successive pregnancies. Couples aspired to having quite a few children but
not too many. As Manuel (born in 1918) put it, “if you had a lot of children, it
was easier to do the work. It was important to have several children. One was
nothing, it had to be at least three or four. Because if one of them was to stay,
to give continuity, there was always one who did not like farming, another who
did, a daughter who got married, another who was too weak to work and so forth.
Then there comes a time when you feel tired and you don’t want 1o see thirigs going
to ruin, you want continuity.” Procreation practices stressed this ideal of having
various children but also tried to impose certain limitations. However, the ways
and means of limitation seem to have been few and access to information scarce
and far apart. Thus most women say that all they attempted to do was to space
pregnancies by breast-feeding for a long time. They say that this did not always
work, as they began working in the fields shortly after giving birth. They also
mention the fact that they did not feel it was right to “avoid children” as the church
preached strongly against it. In some cases, men knew how to exercise birth control
and did so with or without their wives consent. For example Emilia (born in 1910
and married when she was nineteen), having almost died in childbirth with her first
baby, was never against it. Her husband had a brother who was a doctor and was
“more informed” on those matters. Emilia and her husband had three children.

Later life transitions, such as widowhood or the gradual passing on of farming
responsibilities, do not seem to have represented drastic modifications in daily life.
Family histories suggest that parents took advantage of parental authority and adult
children’s dependency on family patrimony to organize this transition in ways that
did not create a sudden and complete reversal of family roles and statuses. Favored
heirs were promised preferential partibility but were made to wait. If parents were
over seventy or handicapped by the time of succession, the granting of the third
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The foregoing study of family life in two communities describes a small fragment
of Minho rural society, strongly influenced by patterns of social, economic and
demographic changes during the last fifty years. Results show that the stem family
system as a regional and one and only pattern was not to be found in the Baixo
Minho. The stem family was however the predominant family form amongst
wealthy peasani farmers, being based on a preference for impartibility and a favored
heirship system, long-term co-residence of different generations and subordination
of individual and conjugal aspirations to the goal of maintaining a family property
intact. Results also show that a variety of family forms coexisted in rural
communities and that socioeconomic variables were determinant factors underlying
differential family norms and practices. Finally, analysis of the wealthy peasant
stem family in time reveals that family dynamics have evolved from a farm family
system orientated by self-sufficiency and “favored™ succession to a farm family
system underlining profit-earning and “supported” succession. Continuity is still
valued but takes into account new values and resources: more varied employment
opportunities, children’s vocational tendencies and motivations, notions of justice
stressing norms of absolute equality in a context where wealth and subsistence do
not depend primarily on maintaining the family farm intact through the generations.

NOTES

1. In the parish of Montaria, complex families were sixteen percent of the total; in
the parish of Ancora, they were twenty percent.

2. For a summary of the evidence, see Feljé and Nunes 1986,

3. Property during the latter nineteenth century and until the overthrow of the Salazar
regime in the 1970s was transmitted according to the Civil Code of 1867. This code called
for the equal division of property among all heirs but made a distinction between the legitima
{two thirds of the assets that had to be divided among heirs in the direct line of ascent or
descent) and the third share (tergo), the remaining third that could be disposed of freely
by the legator.

4. The data referring to family patterns was presented by Medeiros in 1982, at the
conference on “Les Campagnes portugaises de 1870 a 1930, Paris, Centre Culturel
Portugais. See also Moreira da Silva 1976.

5. 1t was possible to determine the class location of 79 percent of the adult population
over esighteen years old. Individual class location was determined on the basis of two
indicators: profession and occupational status.

6. 1t was possible to determine the class location of 69 percent of the adult population
over eighteen years old.

7. 86 percent of households in Lemenhe in 1946 were classified according to the class
location of the head of household.

8. Classification of houscholds according to kin composition was based on the
Hammel-Laslett classification scheme but allowed for a more detailed subdivision of
households within each main household type (people living alone, no family households,
single family households, extended family households, multiple family households).

9. In Lemenhe, in 1981, 75.8 percent of class locations of the adult population were
obtained. Apart {rom the class locations mentioned in the text, there were also 1.9 percent
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of “bourgeois” class locations and 0.6 percent of “semi-independent worker™ locations (workers
who have a job in the industrial or agricultural sector and also do independent work).

{0, Primary schooling became obligatory in 1911 but the number of schools and teachers
per thousand children were very low for several decades. In 1920, only 23.5 percent of all
Portuguese children between 7 and 11 years were registered in primary school (Moénica 1978,
p. 3613 in 1930, 29.3 percent and in 1940, 36.7 percent. 1o 1940, in the municipality of Vila
Nova de Famalicfio, there were only 10 teachers per thousand children between 7-13 years
old (Ménica 1978, p. 365).
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