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Abstract: 

In this paper we develop the concept of family display by responding to David MŽƌŐĂŶ͛Ɛ 

suggestion that researchers should consider whether ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͛ ĂƌĞ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶǀey a 

͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ Family. We do so by applying the concept to the accounts of migrant family children 

living in an English city, and those of adults that grew-up in Mennonite communities in Mexico 

and Canada. Analysis uniquely shows that migrant family children do display a type ŽĨ ͚ FĂŵŝůǇ͕͛ 

and that this is influenced by familial constructs privileged by intended audiences. We 

contribute further by arguing that whilst some families do display core values attached to 

FĂŵŝůǇ ͚ƚǇƉĞƐ͕͛ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ MĞŶŶŽŶŝƚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ 

researchers should be cognisant of applying this concept to all contexts. This is because the 

priority for display may not be the presentation of legitimate Family, but other features of 

collective identity.   
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Introduction  

This article expands and tests JĂŶĞƚ FŝŶĐŚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ (2007).  In 2007, Finch 

ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ďƵŝůĚƐ ŽŶ MŽƌŐĂŶ͛Ɛ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ 

family is no longer defined by biology or household, but has͕ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ͕ ďĞĐŽŵĞ Ă ƐĞƚ ŽĨ ͚ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͛ 

ƚŚĂƚ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ͚ĚŽŶĞ͛ ;MŽƌŐĂŶ͕ ϭϵϵϲ͖ ϮϬϭϭͿ͘ FŽƌ FŝŶĐŚ͕ ͚ĚŽŝŶŐ͛ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ĞŶŽƵŐŚ and family 

practices must also ďĞ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚ͛ ƚŽ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŝĨ they are to show ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞƐĞ ĂƌĞ ŵǇ 

ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁŽƌŬ͛ ;ϮϬϬϳ͗ ϳϯͿ͖ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ͘ In her original article, 

Finch invites scholars to develop the concept further and, in 2011, David Morgan suggests that 

ŽŶĞ ǁĂǇ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ĚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ŝĨ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͛ ĂƌĞ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ 

ĐŽŶǀĞǇ Ă ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͖ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ĨĂŵŝůǇ (membership and 

behaviours) but displaying Family (type which incorporates particular values). For him, such 

ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ ͚ƚŚĞ ĚĞƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŝŶ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ 

core values attached to family͛ (2011: 63) and he uses, as an exemplar; the Christian Family. In 

an empirical examination of this conceptual development, “ĞǇŵŽƵƌ͛Ɛ (2015) study of families 

that live in commercial homes1 (eg family hotels and guest houses) shows that these families do 

display a specific type of family; in this study the Commercial Home Family. The current article 

further addresses this gap in research identified by Morgan (2011) by applying the lens of family 

display to data from two distinct studies and communities  - accounts of migrant family children 

living in a northern English city, and accounts of adults talking about their lives as children 

growing-up in a Mennonite community (some of whom migrated from Mexico to Canada).  In 

doing so, we expand and test the concept of family display and contribute by uniquely showing 

that while some family members do ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ĐŽƌĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ƚŽ FĂŵŝůǇ ͚ƚǇƉĞƐ͛ researchers 

should also be wary of applying this concept to all contexts. 
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Overall, we argue that in the context of migrant families living in a northern English city, family 

display is Ă ƵƐĞĨƵů ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ƚŽŽů ďĂŐ͛ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐ (Finch, 2007) and 

that some children within some ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ĚŽ ƵƐĞ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ Ă ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ 

Family; variously the Assimilated Family, and a Family with culturally specific family values, here, 

the Polish Family. WĞ ĂůƐŽ ĂƌŐƵĞ͕ ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĂƚ FŝŶĐŚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ ĂĨƚĞƌ ĐĂƌĞĨƵů 

consideration, because the family is not always the unit of display. In the case of children in 

Mennonite families, we show, for example, that what might first appear as a Mennonite Family 

display is, instead, a display of broader community; the particular Mennonite Community of 

which they are part. By doing so, we further contribute by arguing that it is important to be 

reflexive in our analysis and to think beyond the theoretical framework we are applying as 

researchers.  

 

The data presented are taken from the narratives of children, and adults discussing their 

childhood. This is because the views of adults in the studies considered have been discussed 

elsewhere (Walsh, 2018: McNamee, 2016) but, more importantly, because all the authors have 

an interest in highlighting the active participation of children in their family practices (McNamee 

and Seymour, 2012; Walsh, 2015). 

 

Conceptual Framework  

IŶ ŚĞƌ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ĂƌƚŝĐůĞ͕ FŝŶĐŚ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ ďƵŝůĚƐ ŽŶ MŽƌŐĂŶ͛Ɛ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ 

family is ŶŽ ůŽŶŐĞƌ ƚŚĞ ͚ĨŝǆĞĚ͛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ Ă ŶƵĐůĞĂƌ ĨĂŵŝůǇ - defined by biology, co-residence or 

marriage - ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĐŚĂŶŐĞĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ͘ ‘ĂƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ŝƐ ŶŽǁ ͚ ĚŽŶĞ͛ and family 

ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ Ă ƐĞƚ ŽĨ ͚ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚĂŬĞ ŽŶ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂted with family (Morgan, 

1996, 2011).  This approach has since been shown to be useful, particularly when circumstances 

do not reflect the dominant normative familial model, for example, same-sex relationships 

(Weeks et al., 2001).  Finch argues, however, that contemporary family needs ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚ͛ 

ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ͚ĚŽŶĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ďŽƚŚ ĐŽŶǀĞǇĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶĚ 

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ďǇ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŝĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂƐ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐ ͞ĨĂŵŝůǇ 

ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͛͟ ;ϮϬϬϳ͗ ϲϲͿ͘ She goes on to assert that the reasons that display matters to modern 



families are that: family no longer equates to household; the fluidity of family and family life over 

time; and the relationship between family and personal identities (2007: 68-71). As such, by 

ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ŝŶ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͕ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ Ăŝŵ ƚŽ ƐŚŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞƐĞ ĂƌĞ ŵǇ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ĂŶĚ 

ƚŚĞǇ ǁŽƌŬ͛ ;ϮϬϬϳ͗ ϳϯͿ͘  The example Finch provides is of a father becoming more attentive to his 

non-resident children in the period post-divorce.  This ŝƐ Ă ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͕͛ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ 

parenting practices shows his children, and the broader audience, that despite him not living with 

his children anymore, his relationship with them remains familial and of a high quality (2007: 74).  

 

As noted, in the 2007 article, Finch also invites others to refine and expand the concept of family 

display. Subsequent applications of theory primarily examine why display matters within 

ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇƐ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ŝƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ͚ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ĨĞĂƚƵƌes that we 

ŵŝŐŚƚ ĚĞĨŝŶĞ ĂƐ ͞ƚŽŽůƐ ŽĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͟ Ğ͘Ő͘ ƉŚŽƚŽƐ͕ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ĂƌƚĞĨĂĐƚƐ͕ ŚĞŝƌůŽŽŵƐ ĂŶĚ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ͛ 

(Finch, 2007: 77). Examples of familial constructs and relationships to which the lens of family 

display has been applied include: KĞŚŝůǇ ĂŶĚ TŚŽŵƐŽŶ͛Ɛ (2011) exploration of the construction of 

mothering; CĂƌƚĞƌ Ğƚ Ăů͛Ɛ ;ϮϬϭϱͿ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŽĨ ĐŽƵƉůĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ůŝǀĞ ĂƉĂƌƚ; PŚŝůŝƉ͛Ɛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽĨ ƉŽƐƚ-

divorce fathering; and Almack͛Ɛ (2008) study of lesbian parent couples. Others examine familial 

contexts that resonate with those discussed in this paper, that is when familial norms and cultural 

norms intersect.  Hayes and Dermott (2011), for example, consider the role of family display in 

dual-heritage families (2011) and Carver (2014) shows how family display occurs in marriage 

narratives constructed in UK immigration applications. Elsewhere, Walsh also shows display to 

be a strategy employed by migrants when establishing their new lives in the host country (2018) 

and in the transnational context (2015).   

 

Writing in 2011, Morgan (2011) responds to Finch (2007), by suggesting that researchers should 

examine if family display is employed by family members in order to display a specific type of 

FĂŵŝůǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ĐŽƌĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ FĂŵŝůǇ ͚ƚǇƉĞ͕͛ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ƚŚĞ CŚƌŝstian Family.  Indeed, 

Seymour (2015) has shown how families who live in family-run boarding houses, hotels and pubs, 

are obliged to carry out family production and reproduction in ways that also display the 

Commercial Home Family.  That is, family members are deployed to show that, while the host 



family is an integral/essential element of the business location, they are not privileged over 

guests; it is ͚Ă ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇŶĞƐƐ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůůǇ ĞǆƉĞĚŝĞŶƚ͛ (2015: 122).  This is, 

however, the ŽŶůǇ ƐƚƵĚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƐ ƚŽ MŽƌŐĂŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚhis article, therefore, 

interrogates additional empirical data to address the knowledge gap he identifies.  

 

Scholars have also responded to Finch (2007) by ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛, 

ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐ ŝĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů͛ ŝŶ ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ͕ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ 

ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ŶŽƌŵƐ ͚ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͛ ĂŶĚ Žƌ ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ ďǇ Ă ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ;Dermott and Seymour, 2011). 

Indeed, in 2007, Finch explicitly acknowledges the role of the audience of display, stating that 

͚ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐŽŶǀĞǇĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ďǇ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŝĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ 

ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͖͛ ͚ƚŚĞǇ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁŝĚĞƌ 

ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ŽĨ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͛ (Finch, 2007: 66-67).  She later builds on this, but emphasises that, for her, 

family display is primarily concerned with conveying meaning to those within, and not audiences 

external to, the family unit (Finch, 2011). Heaphy (2011) argues, however, that the wider 

audience is significant and that the concept of family display is flawed, because some family 

constructs are privileged and perceived to be more legitimate than others; their displays are 

ŵŽƌĞ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ďĞ ũƵĚŐĞĚ ĂƐ ͚ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů͛͘ Gabb (2011), for example, considers when teenage 

children of lesbian parent couples choose not to display family ʹ to omit displays ʹ in order to 

ĂǀŽŝĚ ŚŽŵŽƉŚŽďŝĐ ďƵůůǇŝŶŐ͘ FŽƌ HĞĂƉŚǇ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͕ ͚ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ Žƌ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ 

are weak displays͛ ;2011: 37) ĂŶĚ ĐĂŶ ƌĞƐƵůƚ ŝŶ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƚŽ ǁŚŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ĂƌĞ ͚ĐŽŶǀĞǇĞĚ͛ ;FŝŶĐŚ͕ 

2007) ʹ the potential audience (whether within or external to the family) - being unwilling to 

receive, interpret and validate them as desirable alternatives to family.  

 

Walsh (2018) argues that display is complicated further in the context of multi-cultural 

communities. This is because, as Morgan argues, types of practices ʹ cultural, gendered and 

family ʹ ŽǀĞƌůĂƉ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ͘ FŽƌ Śŝŵ͕ ͚ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ƐƚĂƌƚ Ĩƌom scratch as they 

are going about family living.  They come into (through marriage or parenthood, say) a set of 

practices that are already partially shaped by legal prescriptions, economic constraints and 

ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;MŽƌŐĂŶ͕ ϮϬϭϭ: 7). Werbner (2007), for example, argues that the wearing of 



the hijab within Islam is perceived as an external cultural and religious symbol of female modesty 

and familial honour.  As such, family may be the site where both familial and cultural practices 

are displayed. Seymour and Walsh (2013) argue, therefore, that what is perceived to be an 

acceptable or successful family practice or display, may differ depending on both the family and 

ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌ͛Ɛ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ŽĨ ŽƌŝŐŝŶ and culturally located familial practices may also constitute 

͚ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ in relation to the normative cultural construct in any given context. 

SƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ͕ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͚ does not always reveal the positive nature of family relationships, 

ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ďĞ ͛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů͕͛ ĂŶĚ ŝĨ ͚ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƐƚ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ŚŝŐŚ͛ 

(Seymour, 2011: 109). Indeed, Walsh (2018) argues that migrant families may engage in family 

ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚Žŵŝƚ͛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ͕ ĂƐ Ă ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ƚŽ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ 

validation in the host country.  She does not, however, consider in her article if this results in 

theƐĞ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ Ă ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ FĂŵŝůǇ͘   

 

LŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ ;ƚǇƉĞͿ ĐĂŶ͕ ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĂůůŽǁ ƵƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ 

the activities element of family display/practices, and examine cases where they reinforce or 

disrupt hegemonic discourses of family. For while families are carrying out the activities that 

sustain and reproduce the individuals who make up each family (Hughes and Valentine, 2011), 

they also confirm or contest prevalent ideologies around family (Seymour, 2015). This paper, 

ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ ƚĞƐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ďǇ ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ some families do 

ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ Ă ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ FĂŵŝůǇ, ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ ďǇ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƐ ͚ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚ͛ ;HĞĂƉŚǇ͕ 

2011) by a particular audience.  In doing so, we also affirm that cultural practices can overlap 

ǁŝƚŚ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ;MŽƌŐĂŶ͕ ϮϬϭϭͿ ďƵƚ ƵŶŝƋƵĞůǇ ƌĞǀĞĂů ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ be the 

primary unit of display.   

 

The Empirical Studies: 

The data that inform this paper are drawn from two distinct studies and communities: WĂůƐŚ͛Ɛ 

study of migrant families living in a northern UK city (2015, 2018) and MĐNĂŵĞĞ͛Ɛ interviews with 

adults recollecting their childhoods in Mennonite communities. The following sections describe 

the data on which we draw, the research methods and present the analysis of each data set. 



 

Study 1 ʹ Migrant Family Display: The Context 

The accounts of migrant children presented here were produced as part of a broader study that 

aimed to examine the role of family display in an increasingly culturally diverse city in the north 

of England.  Mulvey (2010) argues that prevalent political and media narratives related to 

immigration can influence individual and community attitudes towards the topic. It is therefore 

important to note that, at the time of this study ʹ 2013 ʹ  the media in the UK continued to depict 

all immigration as a problematic issue, that also presented a challenge ƚŽ ͚BƌŝƚŝƐŚ͛ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů 

identity (Mulvey, ϮϬϭϬͿ͘ TŚĞ UK͛Ɛ ŶĞǁůǇ ĞůĞĐƚĞĚ ĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ 

and in their subsequent political term, ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ŝŵŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͛, 

grounded in a need to kerb supposedly undue pressure on the welfare system and public services.  

These intersecting political and media narratives implied that some migrant groups were 

͚ǁŽƌƚŚǇ͕͛ ǁŚŝůƐƚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ƵŶǁŽƌƚŚǇ͛ ŽĨ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ UK ;‘ŽďŝŶƐŽŶ, 2010). Both the 

government and the Labour Party in opposition also continued to have a pro-assimilationist 

stance on community cohesion (Sharma, 2008); all black and minority ethnic people living in the 

UK, and migrants, were expected to conform to a white, Christian form of ͚ BƌŝƚŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ ;Kundnani, 

2007; Uberi and Modood, 2013). Embedded within these narratives was the attitude that all living 

in the UK should be competent speakers of English (BBC, 2013).   

 

The study 

To examine the role of family display in community relations, ten migrant families were recruited 

by distributing posters and flyers in local community spaces and via the researchers pre-existing 

networks, previously developed as a community development worker. Migrant families 

represented a range of migratory backgrounds and were from a number of countries. This study 

was also conducted from a participatory family research perspective (Gabb, 2008) and methods 

were adopted with a view to engaging effectively with adults, and children and young people as 

active agents in their families (McNamee and Seymour, 2012). Whilst the broader study included 

participant observation in public spaces and interviews with British born community members, 

the focus here is on family group interviews and one-to-one interviews conducted with members 



of the ten migrant families. Of the ten families, nine included children, and three included 

children between 7 ʹ  18 living in the family home.  Data presented are therefore taken from three 

family group interviews to which family children contributed, and four subsequent one-to-one 

interviews with children over the age of seven. Those  that were interviewed, and therefore able 

to speak for themselves, were all children or young people from families of Eastern European 

origin (three Polish and one Slovakian).   

 

The focus groups and one-to-one interviews were audio recorded, and transcribed verbatim. 

Data were analysed thematically; transcripts were read and re-read, and codes identified, which 

were then systematically applied to the data. This led to the emergence of a number of key 

themes, and the data set was then analysed with these in mind (Mason, 2002).  A broad range of 

themes were identified, two of which are relevant to the arguments presented here: migrant 

families, including their children, engaged ŝŶ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ƐŽ ĂƐ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ĂŶ ͚ AƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞĚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ 

type; and that children of Polish families engaged in family practices reflective of Polish culture 

ĂŶĚ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ƐŽ ĂƐ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ Ă ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ ƚǇƉĞ͘ 

 

The Assimilated Migrant Family. 

In the UK, cohesion policies are, then, assimilationist in character (Mulvey, 2010) and, as noted, 

at the time of the study, anti-migrant narratives dominated policy and the mass media (Uberi 

and Modood, 2013). Consequently, children interviewed felt that there may be negative 

consequences if their family displayed in ways that identified ƚŚĞŵ ĂƐ ͚ŽƚŚĞƌ͛ ŝŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƉůĂĐĞƐ͖ 

they understood that, as argued by Walsh and Seymour͕ ͚ŝĨ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ 

ĐŽƐƚ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ŚŝŐŚ͛ (2013: 696).   Ruta, a Polish teenager, reported, for example, ƚŚĂƚ͗ ͚I ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚ 

ƐŽŵĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ΀ƚŚŝŶŬ΁ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ĐŽŵĞ ŚĞƌĞ ĨƌŽŵ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ 

ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ͕ ůŝŬĞ͕ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛͘ AƐ ƐƵĐŚ͕ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ŝŶ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ ŵŝǆĞĚ environments, 

were driven to actively display that their family had ͚ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞĚ͛ ƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞd to be 

British norms. Further, ŝŶ ůŝŶĞ ǁŝƚŚ GĂďď͛Ɛ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͕ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ also omitted 

displaying in ways that might reveal their migrant family origins. In public, for example, Matus 

(Slovakian, age ten) rejected ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ “ůŽǀĂŬŝĂŶ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ.  He stated, for example, 



ƚŚĂƚ ŚĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ͚EŶŐůĂŶĚ͛ ŝŶ ĨŽŽƚďĂůů ŵĂƚĐŚĞƐ ĂŶĚ he was clear in his decision to 

not engage with other Slovak children at school.  In addition to this, he intentionally avoided  

Slovak community events with his family, stating that, ͚I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŐŽ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĐŽƐ I͛ŵ Ăƚ 

ĨŽŽƚďĂůů ΀͙΁ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƌĞĂůůǇ ůŝŬĞ ŝƚ͘  Iƚ͛Ɛ ďŽƌŝŶŐ͛͘  IŶƐƚĞĂĚ͕ ŚĞ ĐŚŽoses to attend public, typically English 

activities - ŶŽƚĂďůǇ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ EŶŐůĂŶĚ͛Ɛ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐƉŽƌƚ͕ ĨŽŽƚďĂůů ʹ with English friends. 

 

This desire to display as an Assimilated Family is exemplified particularly well in family displays 

grounded in when and where children chose to speak the language of their country of origin. As 

noted, assimilationist policy and media narratives at the time of the study emphasised that all 

people living in the UK ʹ including migrants - should be competent speakers of English (BBC, 

2013).   As such, Matus chose to display in ways that reflected this expectation by only speaking 

“ůŽǀĂŬŝĂŶ ͚ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞ͕ ŽŶ ŚŽůŝĚĂǇ [in Slovakia]͕ ǁŚĞŶ ŵǇ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ ŚĞƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ŚŝƐ ŵƵŵ͕ LĞŶŬĂ͕ 

confirmed that Matus asked her to not speak Slovakian in public.  Similarly, Daniella (Polish, age 

seven) was resistant to learning the Polish language; even when she was with her Polish friends 

at school, they spoke ͚ŝŶ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ƚŽ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ͛ ĂŶĚ ƐŚĞ stated that she only spoke Polish when 

ƐŚĞ ͚ĐŽŵĞƐ ŚŽŵĞ͘  I ĚŽ ŝƚ ŵŽƐƚůǇ ƚŝŵĞƐ Ăƚ ŚŽŵĞ͛͘  FƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ ƐŚĞ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ƐƉĞĂŬ PŽůŝƐŚ ͚ŝŶ ĨƌŽŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 

ƐǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ ďŽǇƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌŶĞƌ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƐŚĞ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ƚĞĞŶĂŐĞƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ĐĂƵƐĞ ƚƌŽƵďůĞ͛͘ 

Lech, despite his rejection of Polish families he saw ĂƐ ͚ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞ EŶŐůŝƐŚ͕͛ ĂůƐŽ ŶŽƚĞd that 

͚ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ͕ ǁŚĞŶ I͛ŵ ŝŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƉůĂĐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ΀PŽůŝƐŚ΁ ĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ͕ I ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ũƵƐƚ ƐƉĞĂŬ EŶŐůŝƐŚ͕͛ ĂƐ Ěid 

Ruta, who overtly stated that this is ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŶŽƚ ǁĂŶƚŝŶŐ ͚ƚŽ ďĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ͛͘  HĞƌĞ͕ these 

children, are agentic family members, and the rejection of symbols of their migrant familial 

identity͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐĞĞŵŝŶŐůǇ ͚BƌŝƚŝƐŚ͛ ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ŶŽƌŵƐ͕ is a key feature of their strategy 

to display as an Assimilated Family. 

 

DŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ 

The migrant family displays of young family members are, however, multifaceted. As noted 

above, when in public spaces, Lech and Ruta displayed as an Assimilated Family.  At other points 

in time, however, they also displayed ͚ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ͛ ƚŽ Ă ŚŽŵĞ ĂƌĞĂ ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ; those from their 

country of origin living in close geographical proximity. On these occasions, Ruta and Lech, for 



example, displayed ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ ŶŽƌŵƐ͕ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚs cultural ͚ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ͛͘  These 

siblings engaged ŝŶ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŝƌƌŽƌed another type of family; the Polish Family. As 

argued by Seymour and Walsh (2013), what is perceived to be a successful family display can be 

culturally located, and analysis shows that these young family members displayed in line with 

their perception of Ă ͚ƉƌŽƉĞƌ͛ Polish Family.  For Ruta, a Polish family is different to a British 

ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ͚do things together and more, like, not having anyone separate.  Supporting 

ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ͘  BĞŝŶŐ ĐůŽƐĞ͛. Similarly, for Lech: 

 

͚PŽůŝƐŚ ĐĂƌĞ ŵŽƌĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ relationships between their families ʹ I think.  Family, for 

PŽůŝƐŚ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ĂŶĚ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ I ƐĞĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ EŶŐůŝƐŚ 

ƉĞŽƉůĞ ΀͙΁ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞŵ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͘  TŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ũƵƐƚ MƵŵ͕ DĂĚ ĂŶĚ 

ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ůŝŬĞ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ŝĨ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŐƌĂŶĚĂĚƐ͕ ŶĞƉŚĞǁƐ͛͘ 

 

For these young people, the values and practices they described are claimed as uniquely Polish, 

and they actively engaged in displaying ͚ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂ ŽĨ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ƚŽ [the Polish] 

ĨĂŵŝůǇ͟ ;MŽƌŐĂŶ͕ ϮϬϭϭ͗ ϲϯ, our insertion).  One way Ruta displayed these familial values was by 

͚ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ͛ ŚĞƌ ŵŽƚŚĞƌ͗ ͚I ũƵƐƚ ůŝŬĞ ĐŽŽŬ ĨŽŽĚ ĨŽƌ ŚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĞŶ ǁĞ ĐůĞĂŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞ͕ I ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ͛͘   

She also reflected these values in the importance she placed on having regular contact with her 

adult sister, husband and nephew, in London, and she ensured that she was present at annual 

ĨĂŵŝůŝĂů ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͗ ͚WĞ ǁĞŶƚ ůĂƐƚ ǇĞĂƌ Ăƚ ΀ŵǇ ŶĞƉŚĞǁ͛Ɛ΁ ďŝƌƚŚĚĂǇ͛͘   

 

Whilst these family displays were primarily intended for immediate family members, they were 

both shaped by familial values perceived as Polish, and were more intense during events 

ĐĞůĞďƌĂƚŝŶŐ PŽůŝƐŚ ĨĞƐƚŝǀĂůƐ͘  AƐ ƐƵĐŚ͕ ƚŚĞƐĞ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͛ were observed by, and were perhaps 

also intended for a broadĞƌ PŽůŝƐŚ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ͘  Aƚ PŽůŝƐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͕ ‘ƵƚĂ͕ ͚ŐŝǀĞƐ ŽƵƚ ĨŽŽĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ 

ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ͕ ůŝŬĞ͕ ŚŽƚ ƐƚƵĨĨ͘  TŚĞŶ ǁĞ ŐŝǀĞ ƐĂůĂĚƐ ŽƵƚ ΀͙΁ I ǁĂƐ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ŵǇ ŵƵŵ͛͘  “ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ LĞĐŚ 

stated that he continued ƚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞƐĞ PŽůŝƐŚ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ͚ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŵǇ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŽĞƐ͛ Ănd, as 

such, he was ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ PŽůŝƐŚ ĞǀĞŶƚƐ ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞĚ ďǇ ŚŝƐ ŵƵŵ͗ ͚I ĂůǁĂǇƐ ŐŽ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ I ĚŽ ƚŚĞ 

ŵƵƐŝĐ ĨŽƌ ŝƚ ΀͙΁ I͛ŵ ƚŚĞ DJ ĨŽƌ ŝƚ͛͘ TŚŝƐ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚed Ă ƵŶŝĨŝĞĚ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ŽĨ Ă Polish 



FĂŵŝůǇ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ ǁŽƌŬƐ͕͛ ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ĂǁĂǇ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞŝƌ country of origin.  In this multi-cultural context, 

ǁŚĞƌĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ĨƌĂŐŝůĞ͕ LĞĐŚ ĂŶĚ ‘ƵƚĂ͛Ɛ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ ʹ as young 

family members of the Family ʹ served to reify what they perceived to be a legitimate Polish 

familial identity. 

 

TŚĞ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ FĂŵŝůǇ ŝƐ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ ďǇ LĞĐŚ͛Ɛ ƉĞũŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽŶĞ ǁŚĞŶ 

ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ PŽůŝƐŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘  FŽƌ Śŝŵ͕ ƚŚĞǇ 

were ͚ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďĞ ŵŽƌĞ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ƚŚĂŶ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ΀͙΁ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ ƚŽ EŶŐůŝƐŚ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ 

΀͙΁ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ Ĩŝƚ ŝŶ ΀͙΁ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ũƵƐƚ ƚƌǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ͕ ůŝŬĞ͕ ůŽƐĞ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ǁŝƚŚ PŽůŝƐŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛͘   AƐ 

such, for Lech, the failure to display successfully (Almack, 2008) - by engaging in what he 

perceived to be legitimate Polish Family practices - located these migrant families outside of 

Polishness.  By contrast, both Ruta and Lech attended the Polish church a number of times a 

week, although their mum did not.  Ruta did so to connect with her mostly Polish friends, 

ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͕ ͚I ĐĂŶ ũƵƐƚ ƐƉĞĂŬ ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ƚŚŝŶŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ͛͘  FƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ ĨŽƌ LĞĐŚ͕ ƚŚŝƐ 

was ͚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ƐƚŽƌǇ͘  BĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǁĞ͛ǀĞ ŵŽǀĞĚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ŐŽƚ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ 

in ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛͘ WŚŝůƐƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞs with their claim that they wanted their family to be 

ǀŝĞǁĞĚ ͚ůŝŬĞ͕ ŶŽƚ ĂŶǇ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĨƌŽŵ ĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛ ;‘ƵƚĂͿ ĂŶĚ ͚ũƵƐƚ͕ ůŝŬĞ͕ ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ;LĞĐŚͿ͕ ƚŚŝƐ 

ĂůƐŽ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ Ă ďƌŽĂĚĞƌ ͚PŽůŝƐŚŶĞƐƐ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ĞǆƚĞŶĚƐ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛͘  IŶ ƚŚŝƐ 

context, then, analysis shows that, as Morgan (2011) suggests, cultural displays merge with family 

displays and consequently influence what individuals perceive to be correct familial behavior.   

 

Discussion here, therefore, affirms that some migrant family members do engage in family 

displays in order to achieve validation and recognition with a particular audience (Walsh, 2018).  

Analysis presented, also expands the concept of family display by showing that some children, as 

agentic members of the family unit (McNamee and Seymour, 2012), do engage in displays 

associated with ͚ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚ ƚŽ͛ Ă ͚ ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ Family (Morgan, 2011: 63); here variously 

the Assimilated Family and the Polish Family. It is, however, apparent that these migrant family 

children should also be acknowledged as community members developing creative strategies to 

ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ Ă ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ƚŽ ͚ďĞůŽŶŐ͛ ƚŽ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ůŽĐĂů ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ Žƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŚŽŵĞ ĂƌĞĂ ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ͘  



Discussion also shows that in the context of migration, displays that may be interpreted as 

cultural are, as Morgan (2011) suggests, incorporated into what can also be interpreted as family 

displays.  Here, then, we show that whilst the primary unit of display is the family, the boundary 

between displays of family and community are in fact blurred and, interdependent. This is 

examined in more detail in the following section. 

 

Study 2 - Mennonite Communities: The Context 

The data which inform the following discussion are drawn from interviews with eight adults 

(seven women and one man) recalling their childhood experiences of growing up in a Mennonite 

culture, conducted by McNamee. Before describing the participants further, to contextualise this 

study it is useful to provide a brief background to the Mennonite groups in North America, but 

specifically in this research, in South Western Ontario, Canada.  

 

The origins of the Mennonite faith stem from the Protestant reformation in 16th Century Europe. 

Mennonites are part of the Anabaptist movement, whose religious beliefs emphasisĞ ďĞůŝĞǀĞƌ͛Ɛ 

baptism, pacifism, and separation from the world. Migration has been and still is central to the 

experience of the Low-German speaking Mennonites, whose experiences of childhood are 

discussed here (Loewen, 2015). Originating in Switzerland, Germany and Holland, the 

Anabaptists have a long history of religious persecution, which has resulted in a parallel history 

of migration from their native territories to Eastern Europe, Russia, North America and South and 

Central America in search of community isolation, increased economic opportunities and 

freedom from persecution (Epp, 2008). Migration to Canada, following the Russian revolution, 

ǁĂƐ ƉƌŽŵƉƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ CĂŶĂĚŝĂŶ GŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ŽĨĨĞƌ ŽĨ ůĂŶĚ͕ freedom from state involvement and 

the promise that they could educate their children as they wished. This promise was reneged 

upon when the demands of the English settlers were emphasised and anyone who failed to send 

their children to the new state schools with instruction in English could be fined and/or 

imprisoned. This threat to their culture resulted in the wholesale migration of thousands of 

Mennonites to form colonies in Mexico and elsewhere in South America. Today, the migratory 

relationship between the Mennonite colonies of Mexico and Canada continues; but this 



migration is primarily a result of economic need as families migrate seasonally or more 

permanently. It is not unusual, then, for Mennonite families living in Canada to have a history of 

living in Mexico. Central to the Mennonite way of living, their faith and their culture, is 

conservative tradition. TŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ Ɛeparateness from the world is emphasised, there are a 

range of cultural practices that are unique to the community, and families are patriarchal and 

dominated by the Church brotherhood. 

  

The Study 

There has been very little written about Mennonite communities and, in particular Mennonite 

children. There are a number of memoirs which give wonderful accounts of what it was like to 

ŐƌŽǁ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ;ƐĞĞ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ KĂƚŝĞ FƵŶŬ WŝĞďĞƌ͛Ɛ (1997) TŚĞ “ƚŽƌĞŬĞĞƉĞƌ͛Ɛ 

Daughter ĂŶĚ ƐŽŵĞ ǁŽƌŬƐ ŽĨ ĨŝĐƚŝŽŶ Ğ͘Ő͘ MŝƌŝĂŵ TŽǁĞƐ͛ (2004) novel A Complicated Kindness) 

but from a sociological perspective ʹ and particularly in relation to issues around childhood - 

work in this area is sadly lacking.  The data presented here are therefore taken from a broader 

study that aimed to learn from interviewees about their recollections of growing up in a 

Mennonite family and community. This was prompted by an observation from a social worker in 

the community (whose childhood was formed in a conservative Mennonite community), that 

head teachers did not recognise Mennonite chiůĚŚŽŽĚƐ ĂƐ ͚ŶŽƌŵĂů͛ ĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚƐ͕ but rather 

problematised Mennonite children. Subsequently, McNamee wanted to understand in what 

ways being a Mennonite child, migrating to and living in Canadian culture, impacted the 

experience of childhood. Speaking to adults about their childhoods enabled the researcher to 

explore issues relating to family, culture, belonging, agency and identity.  

 

The interviewees who took part in the study all lived in Canada and were aged between mid-20s 

and mid-40s, and access to them was gained via a connection with a prominent figure in the 

community. Seven women and one man were interviewed. The family background of most of the 

interviewees were Low-German speaking2 and most participants had spent phases of their 

childhoods in Mexico. Some also came from very large families ʹ one woman had 17 siblings ʹ 

while other families were much smaller. All of the women interviewed had gone on to higher 



education, either straight from school or in later life, and all were working in professional 

occupations. While they may have distanced themselves from the more conservative 

communities, all of the interviewees remained within the Mennonite culture in professional or 

service roles.  In this way, these adults are atypical of the general experience of (conservative) 

Mennonites, and children from Mennonite families in South Western Ontario. It should also be 

noted that there is not one Mennonite culture. Within the Mennonite faith there have been many 

shifts and splits which have fragmented the community. Communities range from very 

traditional, conservative orders to more liberal orders, each with associated cultural practices. In 

terms of their descriptions of their experiences of childhood, however, the similarities within 

their accounts of childhood indicate that we can assume commonality of experience across the 

boundaries of these orders.      

 

The interviews conducted were semi-structured in nature, they were audio recorded with the 

participĂŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ĂĨƚĞƌ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ǀĞƌďĂƚŝŵ ĂŶĚ returned to 

interviewees for comment.  Thematic analysis was then conducted; after reading and re-reading 

the transcripts, codes were applied which led to the emergence of themes, and the data set was 

scrutinized according to those themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006).  A number of themes were 

revealed but, in this paper, we focus on that which is most relevant to the discussion; that whilst 

MĞŶŶŽŶŝƚĞ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ĚŽ ĞŶŐĂŐĞ ŝŶ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐ͛ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶ order to display family or Family but, 

ƌĂƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ͚ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ͛ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ MĞŶŶŽŶŝƚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘  

 

Displaying Mennonite Community Belonging. 

As noted previously, types of practices ʹ cultural, gendered and family ʹ overlap and influence 

each other (Morgan, 2011).  As such, constructions of childhood also differ between cultures, 

families and communities. Childhood in the developed West is characterised as a time of play, 

freedom from responsibility, and innocence (McNamee, 2016). Within the Mennonite 

community, and for families therein, while children are loved and welcomed, childhood is, 

instead, a time of work, obedience and responsibility. Mennonite parents are, therefore, 

expected to ƌĂŝƐĞ Ă ŐŽŽĚ ǁŽƌŬĞƌ ĂŶĚ Ă ŵĞŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŚƵƌĐŚ͗ ͚ƚƌĂŝŶ ƵƉ Ă ĐŚild in the way he 



ƐŚŽƵůĚ ŐŽ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŚĞŶ ŚĞ ŝƐ ŽůĚĞƌ ŚĞ ǁŝůů ŶŽƚ ĚĞƉĂƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚ͛ ;PƌŽǀĞƌďƐ, 22). In this sense, the 

expectations placed on children are important to Mennonite families and communities as it is 

through the raising of children that the church and the community continues. Menno Simons (the 

founder of this faith) spoke about raising children as follows: 

  

͚TĞĂĐŚ͕ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ͕ ĂĚŵŽŶŝƐŚ͕ ƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶ͕ ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ĐŚĂƐƚŝƐĞ ƚŚĞŵ͕ ĂƐ ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ 

require.  Keep them from naughty, wicked children among whom they hear and learn 

nothing but lying, cursing, swearing, fighting and knavery.  Have them instructed in 

reading and writing, bring them up to habits of industry and let them learn such trades as 

are suitable, expedient and adapted to their age and constitƵƚŝŽŶ͟ (Simons, 1557)  

 

Although written in 1557, the recollections of the interviewees illustrate childhoods which largely 

follow this prescription. Certainly, there were many examples of parental discipline which 

ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ĞǆĐĞĞĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŵŽŶŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ͚ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ĐŚĂƐƚŝƐĞ͛ ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ ƚŚĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ŝƚ 

remains common that education past a basic level is frowned upon, with children leaving or being 

removed from school between the ages of 12 and 14. As one interviewee said 

  

͞AŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ;ƐŝŐŚͿ ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ ĂůƐŽ ƐŚĂŵĞ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ŐŽ ƚŽ ƐĐŚŽŽů ƉĂƐƚ ĂŐĞ ŽĨ ϭϮ ŝŶ MĞǆŝĐŽ͘ Iƚ͛Ɛ͕ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ 

ŐŽ ƚŽ ƐĐŚŽŽů͕ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐĞĚ͘ Aƚ ĂŐĞ ϭϮ͕ ǇŽƵ ƐƚĂƌƚ ďĞŝŶŐ Ă ǁŽŵĂŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞ͘ YŽƵ 

start your cleaning, sewing, you do all that and your toys get put away. Or given to 

ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ĞůƐĞ ͙  and yoƵ ƚĂŬĞ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŝŶ ǇŽƵƌ ǁŽƌŬ͟ ;IŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ EͿ 

 

Further, family practices within the Mennonite community are highly gendered, with many of 

the women in this study reporting beginning to cook and care for siblings from the age of seven, 

with ŐŝƌůƐ͛ ǁŽƌŬ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ƉůĂĐĞ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽŵĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ďŽǇƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĨĂƌŵ͘ WŚŝůƐƚ 

engaging in these gendered and cultural practices might be perceived to be family members 

ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ŽĨ Ă ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ ŽĨ FĂŵŝůǇ - the Mennonite Family - the data reveal stories 

about conformity to community norms, obedience and a lack of choice. ‘ĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ͚ ƚŚŝƐ 

ŝƐ ŵǇ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ǁŽƌŬƐ͕͛ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ ƚŽ ůĞĂǀĞ ƐĐŚŽŽů Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĂŐĞ ŽĨ ϭϮ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂĚŽƉƚ ƉƌĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ 



practices results ŝŶ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ͚ƐŚĂŵĞ͛ ǁŝthin the community; these practices are an external 

display of belonging to the Mennonite community not Family. 

 

Similarly, the most visible marker of identity for this community is the traditional dress worn by 

women and girls. Dresses all follow the basic pattern of modesty ʹ high neckline, long sleeves, 

calf length dresses ʹ while fabric may be quite colourful, it is usually a dark background on to 

which flowers of a lighter colour are printed. After baptism or marriage, women and girls wear a 

black kercŚŝĞĨ͘ GŝƌůƐ͛ ŚĂŝƌ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŬĞƉƚ ŽĨĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐĞ ĂŶĚ ďƌĂŝĚĞĚ ;AŶŐƵůŽ, 2004). Whilst this 

gendered practice could, again, be seen to be a clear display of the Mennonite Family, it is argued 

ŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ͕ ĂŐĂŝŶ͕ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚ ƵŶŝƚ ŽĨ ͚ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛͘ TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚhere are 

differences in dress standards according to which church or colony the group belongs to ʹ for 

example, Swiss Mennonites wear white caps rather than the black kerchief of the Russian 

Mennonites. Clothing, then, displays belonging to a particular group beyond the immediate 

͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛. These displays may only be understood by insiders who are familiar with the often very 

small variations which indicate membership (e.g. the depth of a hem on an apron). When asking 

͚ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ĂƐ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ƚŚĞ ĂŶƐǁĞƌ ŚĂƐ ƚŽ ďĞ not only other Mennonite 

communities, but the rest of the world. By their clothing Mennonite women signal their 

separateness from the world, a defining feature of their community (Epp, 2008). As one 

intervieǁĞĞ ƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚ͕ ƚŚĞ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐ ŵĞĂŶƐ ͞ƉƵďůŝĐůǇ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ ǇŽƵƌ ĨĂŝƚŚ͟ 

(Interviewee A).  

  

This is further reinforced by the fact that all of the women interviewed remembered with 

pleasure the first time they were allowed to wear pants or trousers rather than the traditional 

dress ʹ a transition which allowed them to stop wearing their faith.  More difficult in the telling 

however were the stories of feelings of difference from their peers at school which were 

prompted by having to wear traditional dress: 

  

͞ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƐĐŚŽŽů ǁĂƐ Ă ŶŝĐĞ ĞƐĐĂƉĞ ĨƌŽŵ ŚŽŵĞ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ Ɛƚŝůů Ă ŶŝŐŚƚŵĂƌĞ͘ BĞĐĂƵƐĞ͕ ǇŽƵ 

know we had to wear the traditional dress and we had to have our hair done the 



traditional way. and I remember people asking me, like not only did we have the 

traditional dress but they had this crazy thing where you had to wear this apron over 

ƚŽƉ ŽĨ ŝƚ ĂŶĚ I ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ ŬŝĚƐ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ŵĞ ĂŶĚ ͞ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ͍͕͟ ͞ǁŚǇ ĂƌĞ ǇŽƵ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ 

ƚŚĂƚ͍͟ ĂŶĚ I ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĂǇ ͞ĂƉƌŽŶ͘͟ WĞůů ĨŽƌ ĂŶ EŶŐůŝƐŚ child, an apron is something you 

ǁĞĂƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŬŝƚĐŚĞŶ ǁŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐ͕ ƌŝŐŚƚ͍ TŚĞǇ ũƵƐƚ ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ ŐĞƚ ŝƚ͘ AŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ŽƵƌ 

hair! That was a big one. It had to be braided as you can see there [indicates photograph] 

ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŬŝĚƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ŵĂŬĞ ĨƵŶ ŽĨ ƵƐ ƐŽ ŵƵĐŚ͘ Iƚ ǁĂƐ Ă ŶŝŐŚƚŵĂƌĞ͟ ;IŶƚĞƌǀiewee B) 

       

FŽƌ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ͚B͕͛ ƐĐŚŽŽů ǁĂƐ Ă ͚nice escape͛ from home because home was a place of harsh 

discipline and hard work. HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ŶŝĐĞ ĞƐĐĂƉĞ͛ ǁĂƐ Ă ͚nightmare' for her because of 

the bullying that she and her sisters encountered, oŶ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ ŽĨ ͚ ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞŶĞƐƐ͛ 

(Epp, 2008). Again, clothing as a feature of family display is not primarily about displaying 

membership of family or displaying the values of a Mennonite Family but, in this example, what 

is displayed is membership of a cultural / religious group.  Although Walsh (2018) has usefully 

highlighted that the culturally assimilated families in the UK can choose to omit culturally located 

elements of family ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƐĞƌǀĞ ƚŽ ͚ŽƚŚĞƌ͛ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ŝƐ not available to 

children in Mennonite communities. Instead, children are expected to demonstrate and to 

highlight their cultural difference and tradition. The wearing of traditional clothing is intended to 

be a marker of difference that demonstrates adherence to tradition, faith, cultural identity and 

community, to those within and beyond that community.  

 

Accounts of Mennonite community members, therefore, appear to raise questions about the 

possible links between the ability to display and the ability to exercise agency, and whether the 

two are linked.  Linked to this, both empirical examples presented here, also allow a further 

ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ͚ƚŽŽůƐ͛ ŽĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ;FŝŶĐŚ͕ ϮϬϬϳͿ͘ AƐ ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚ in the article, for 

example, some tools such as language may be used or omitted through choice, but others, such 

as clothing, are less able to be hidden or displayed at will. This applies whether those displaying 

are children or adults. As such we can give further interrogation to the role of specific tools in 



conveying a successful display, especially in public spaces. These issues are considered in the 

conclusion. 

 

The example of Mennonite community display shows that display can be a largely visual act that 

needs to be understood in context to be deconstructed as intended by the participants. The 

audience for the display, whether they are other members of the family, community or 

neighbourhood, or indeed researchers, need to understand the intent of the displayers in order 

for the display to be successful. Previously, a successful family display has been discussed in terms 

ŽĨ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ Žƌ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ͚ǁŽƌŬƐ͛ ;Seymour, 2015). The 

Mennonite data presented show that a display can be unsuccessful if it is read through the wrong 

lens; as a family display when it is intended as a display of a specific community.  

 

 

Conclusion  

This paper contributes by testing the concept of family display in a number of discrete ways.  

Firstly, we re-iterate that family display can be employed ƚŽ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ Ă ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ͚ƚǇƉĞ͛ and 

ǁĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂů ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚AƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚĞĚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůǇ͛͘  

Further, we confirm that family display does matter and we add to knowledge by showing that it 

can be a strategy used ďǇ ƐŽŵĞ ŵŝŐƌĂŶƚ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͕ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ Ăŝŵ ŽĨ ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ͚ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ͛ ŝŶ 

ƚŚĞŝƌ ŶĞǁ ŚŽŵĞ͘ CŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ͕ ǁĞ ĂĨĨŝƌŵ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ is a useful addition to the 

conceptual ͚ƚŽŽů ďŽǆ͛ ĨŽƌ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ.  

 

In addition to this, we also develop the concept in a number of ways.  Firstly, analysis presented 

shows that family display cannot always be assumed to have positive outcomes. This is because, 

whilst family display has transgressive potential to broaden hegemonic norms around family, 

display which finely differentiates between Family types may contribute to segregational 

discourses and practices. In the context of migration, for example, data presented show that 

family display can have negative outcomes; the discursive practice of talking about an almost 

ŝŶƚĂŶŐŝďůĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ͚PŽůŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚BƌŝƚŝƐŚ FĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͛ ĞƚĐ͘ reduces individuals to 



ŚŽŵŽŐĞŶŽƵƐ ͚ƚǇƉĞƐ͕͛ ŝƐ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ĚŝǀŝƐŝǀĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ reproduced in some migrant family 

children.  Similarly, Mennonite children displaying cultural difference and tradition through their 

clothing can have negative repercussions in the mainstream Canadian culture.  

 

In the discussion presented, we also raise important new questions about the relationship 

between family display, the role of structure, and whether, and to what extent, individuals are 

agentic in engaging in displays. We do so by considering different contexts in which children and 

young people have varying levels of agency and, therefore, ability to make choices in relation to 

display. There is, for example, evidence that children in some Eastern European migrant families 

do engage in family display and they are active agents that negotiate various audiences.  It is also 

suggested, however, that this occurs more as children get older and have more agency to act 

autonomously of their parents.  This relationship between ability to display and ability to exercise 

agency provides a fruitful area of further research linking Family and Childhood Studies. 

 

By drawing on data that compares family life in the context of migration, we have uniquely 

examined the blurring and complexity of the boundary between cultural and family displays. 

CŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ĚĂƚĂ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ MŽƌŐĂŶ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ family ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĂƌĞ ͚ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ 

ƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇ ƐŚĂƉĞĚ ďǇ ůĞŐĂů ƉƌĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;MŽƌŐĂŶ, 

2011: 7).  Our analysis stresses, however, that the latter need to be shared by displayers and the 

audience for the family display to be successful. The article, therefore, empirically develops the 

family practices approach by showing situations where cultural and family displays are 

interdependent and overlap.  WĞ ĂůƐŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ͚ ĨĂŵŝůǇ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ͛ ďǇ ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ ƚhat 

display of both family and culture can have a dual function of showing familial legitimacy and 

supporting positive identity creation in a new community. These accounts show, however, that 

children may be conflicted in their displays, in that they are making complex decisions about how 

to display in different spaces. In contrast to the discussion of Polish families, for example, the 

Assimilated Family does not exist in terms of display for these Mennonite children.  Rather, the 

practice, instead, displays difference rather than assimilation ʹ although within the community 

itself such display does confirm belonging.  In part, this contrast with Polish young people in the 



UK context is due to the limited - or thin (Klocker, 2007) - agency exercised by children within 

Mennonite communities.  As such, we argue that, whilst the examples presented do display 

The Family as well as family, we must be careful of how we read displays and ensure that we 

understand them from the point of view of those enacting them. Researchers should, instead, be 

cautious of applying a concept that has been enthusiastically adopted and they need to fully 

interrogate the intentions of those they study to ensure they do not mis-ascribe displays.  Indeed, 

in this article we show that the priority for display may not necessarily be the presentation of 

legitimate family, but other features of collective identity: the Mennonite community are 

ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ ͚ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŵǇ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ǁŽƌŬƐ͛͘   

 

Notes 

1. Commercial Homes are small-scale hospitality establishments offering accommodation in domestic 

settings such as small hotels, bed and breakfast, guest and public houses, or farms. The paying guests 

interact with, and may share space, with the families who live in and run these businesses (Lynch 2005).  

2. Low-German is an oral tradition. Worship and instruction in schools within the colonies is primarily in 

High German which is written. 

 

Funding details: MĐNĂŵĞĞ͛Ɛ study with Mennonite communities was funded by KŝŶŐ͛Ɛ UŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ 

College (Canada), and WĂůƐŚ͛Ɛ study with migrant families was conducted as part of a broader 

PhD study,  funded by a University of Hull (England) scholarship.  

 

The authors of the article declare that there is no conflict of interest. 

 

Acknowledgements: The authors gratefully acknowledge the contribution made by research 

participants, without whom this work would not have been possible. We also thank the editor 

of the journal, and the peer reviewers of the article, for their comments and suggestions.  

 

References: 



Almack, K. (2008) Display Work: Lesbian Parent Couples and their Families of Origin Negotiating 

New Kin Relationships, Sociology, 42(6): 1183-1199. 

Angulo, C.T. (2004) Mennonite language, culture, history and education: a general overview and 

review of the literature, Unpublished M.Ed. thesis, Texas Tech University. 

BBC News (2013) Eric Pickles:  Immigrants Must Learn to Speak English, 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-23271315 

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology, Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2): 77-101. 

Carter, J, Duncan, S, Stoilova, M. and Phillips, M. (2015) Sex, love and security: accounts of 

distance and commitment in LAT relationships, Sociology, 50(3): 435-452. 

Carver, N. (2014) Displaying Genuineness: cultural translation in the drafting of marriage 

narratives for immigration application and appeals, Families, Relationships and Societies, 3(2): 

271-286. 

Dermott, E. and Seymour, J. (eds) (2011) Displaying Families: A New Concept for the Sociology 

of Family Life, Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Epp, M. (2008) Mennonite women in Canada: a history, Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press. 

Finch, J. (2007) Displaying Families, Sociology, 41(1): 65-81. 

Finch, J. (2011) Exploring the Concept of Display in Family Relationships, in E. Dermott and J. 

Seymour (eds) Displaying Families: A New Concept for the Sociology of Family Life, Great 

Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 197-205. 

Gabb, J. (2008) Researching Intimacy in Families, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Gabb, J. (2011) Troubling Displays:  The Affect of Gender, Sexuality and Class, in E. Dermott and 

J. Seymour (eds) Displaying Families: A New Concept for the Sociology of Family Life, Great 

Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 38-60. 

Haynes, J. and Dermott, E. (2011) Displaying Mixedness: Differences ad Family Relationships, in 

E. Dermott and J. Seymour (eds) Displaying Families: A New Concept for the Sociology of Family 

Life,  Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 145-159. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-23271315


Hughes, K. and Valentine, G. (2011) Practices of Display: The Framing and Changing of Internet 

Gambling Behaviours in Families, in E. Dermott and J. Seymour (eds) Displaying Families: A New 

Concept for the Sociology of Family Life,  Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 122-125. 

Heaphy, B. (2011) Critical Relational Displays, in E. Dermott and J. Seymour (eds) Displaying 

Families: A New Concept for the Sociology of Family Life, Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 

19-38. 

Kehily, M. J. and Thomson, R. (2011) Displaying Motherhood:  Representations, Visual Methods 

and the Materiality of Maternal Practice, in E. Dermott and J. Seymour (eds) Displaying 

Families: A New Concept for the Sociology of Family Life, Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 

61-80. 

Klocker͕ N͕ ϮϬϬϳ͕ ͚AŶ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ͞ƚŚŝŶ͟ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͗ CŚŝůĚ ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ŝŶ TĂŶǌĂŶŝĂ͕͛ ŝŶ ‘, 

Panelli, S, Punch and E, Robson (eds) Global perspectives on rural childhood and youth: Young 

rural lives, New York: Routledge. 

Kundnani, A. (2007) The End of Tolerance, London: Pluto Books. 

Loewen, R. (2015) A village among the nations: Low German migrants and the idea of 

transnationalism in the history of Mennonites in Canada, The Conrad Grebel Review, 33(1).  

Lynch, P.A. (2005) Reflections on the Home Setting in Hospitality, Journal of Hospitality and 

Tourism Management, 12(1): 37-49. 

Mason, J. (2002) Qualitative Researching, London: Sage. 

McNamee, S. (2016) The Social Study of Childhood: an introduction, London: Palgrave Macmillan 

McNamee, S. and Seymour, J. (2012) Towards a Sociology of 10-12 Year Olds? Emerging 

ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͞ŶĞǁ͟ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ŽĨ ĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚ͕ Childhood: A Journal of Global 

Child Research, 20(2): 156-168. 

Morgan, D. (1996) Family Connections, Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Morgan, D. (2011) Rethinking Family Practices, London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Mulvey, G. (2010) When Policy Creates Politics:  The problematizing of immigration and the 

consequences for refugee integration in the UK, Oxford Journals Online, 23(4): 437-462. 



Phillips, G. (2013) Relationality and moral reasoning in accounts of fathering after separation in 

ĚŝǀŽƌĐĞ͗ ĐĂƌĞ͕ ŐĞŶĚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ Ăƚ ͚ĨĂŝƌŶĞƐƐ͕͛ Families, Relationships and Societies, 2(3): 409-

24. 

Robinson, D. (2010) New immigrants and migrants in social housing in Britain: discursive 

themes and lived realities. Policy and Politics, 38(1): 57-77. 

Seymour, J. (2011) ͚FĂŵŝůǇ HŽůĚ BĂĐŬ͛͗ DŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ FĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ “ŝŶŐůĞ-Location 

Home/Workplace, in E. Dermott and J. Seymour (eds) Displaying Families: A New Concept for the 

Sociology of Family Life, Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan, 160-174. 

Seymour, J. (2015) The Transgressive Potential of Families in Commercial Homes, in E. Casey and 

Y, Taylor (eds) Intimacies, Critical Consumption and Diverse Economies, Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan, pp. 107ʹ125. 

Seymour, J. and Walsh, J, 2013, Displaying Families, Migrant Families and Community 

Connectedness:  The Application of an Emerging Concept in Family Life, Journal of Comparative 

Family Studies, XLIV(6) 689-698. 

Sharma, S. (2008) Sleep-walking Into Segregation: The Backlash Against Multiculturalism and 

claims for a Differentialist Citizenship. 

http://www.surrey.ac.uk/cronem/files/conf2009papers/Sharma.pdf 

Simons, M. (1557) The Education of Children, http://www.mennosimons.net/ft056-

education.html    

Uberoi, V. and Modood, T. (2013) Inclusive Britishness:  A Multiculturalist Advance, Political 

Studies, 61(1): 23ʹ41. 

Towes, M. (2004) A Complicated Kindness: a novel, Canada: Knopf Canada. 

Walsh, J. (2015) Displaying Across Borders: The Role of Family Display in Maintaining 

Transnational Intergenerational Relations, in I, Juozeliuniene and J, Seymour (eds) Family Change 

in Times of De-Bordering in Europe and Global Mobility: resources, processes and practices, 

Vilnius: Vilnius University Press, pp. 340-358. 

Walsh, J. (2018) Migrant Family Display:  A Strategy for Achieving Recognition and Validation in a 

Host Country, Sociological Research Online, 23(1). 



Werbner, P. (2007) Veiled Interventions in Pure Space Honour, Shame and Embodied Struggles 

among Muslims in Britain and France, Theory, Culture and Society, 24(2), 1661-186. 

Weeks, J., Heaphy, B. and Donovan, C. (2001) Same Sex Intimacies: Families of choice and other 

life experiments, London: Routledge. 

 


