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ABSTRACT

Recently developed models of family power view power
as an ability to influence others in situations of conflict
of interest which is demOnstrated‘by the process of inter-
action between individuals (Olson, Cromwell, & Klein, 1975;
Osmond, 1978; Rollins & Bahr, 1976). Among the variables
specified as influences on marital power by marital power
theorists are}the resources exchanged by marital partners,
the perceived equity of the exchange (Osmond, 1978), and
the partnersf perceptions of the extent of their power in
influencing spouses (Rollins & Bahr, 1976). The present
study‘cémpared dual careef and single career coupies, in
which‘one or both partners are involved in professional
careers; on perceived marital equity, sex role orientation
of‘spouses, and four dimensions of marital power, including
influence attempts, perceived powér, and two types of
influence strategies., |

Fifty dual career couples and fifty single career
couples, selected chiefly from membership lists of
professionals' organizations and matched for type of
occupation and the presence or absence of children in the
family, volunteered for participation. Couples completed
the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974); a self-report
measure of equity developed for this study; Bahr's Role

Measure of Conjugal Power (Bahr, 1972); and a self-report

scale of influence strategies (Davis, 1975). Couples also
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resolved experimentally created conflicts from Olson and
Ryder's (1970) Inventory of Marital Conflicts (IMC).
Audio recordings of couples' IMC discussions were content
analysed for influence attempts of each spouse.

'Tests of career orientation hypotheses indicated that
dual and single career couples differed on feminine sex
role orientation, with single career wives viewing themselves
as more feminine than did dual career wives. Tests ofvgendér

hypotheses indicated that wives viewed their marriages as

more equitable than their husbands did, with husbands
rating themselves as over-benefitting and wives rating
themselves as slightly under-benefitting compared to their
partners., Wives ténded to use control of material |
resources (meaﬁs control) as an influence strategy more
than hﬁsbgnds did. For dual career coﬁples, but not single

career couples, gender of spouse and masculine sex role

orientation were significant predictors of marital power
variables, particularly influence attempts and use of

appeals to one's credibility as an influence strategy.

The direction and extent of relationships among
dependent variables were found to depend on couples'
career orientation and the gender of the spouse. Perceived

equity was positively related to perceived marital power

for husbands and for wives, to use of credibility as an
influence strategy for dual career partners, and to
femininity for dual career husbands. For single career

partners, perceived equity was negatively‘relatéd to the
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use of means éontrol. Masculine sex role orientation was
positively associated with the use of credibility as an
influence strategy for all subgroups, as well as with
perceived power for wives. TFor dual career husbands,

masculinity was negatively associated with the frequency

of influence attempts. Additional relationships were found
between some buf not all marital power variables.
These fesults support marital power theories which

assert the importance of perceived equity'(Osmond,'l978)

and of perceived power (Rollins & Bahr, 1976) as determinants
of other power variables. These results-also re-affirm

the multi-dimensionality of the concept of marital power,
since not all marital power variables were related to each
other nor equally predicted by non-power variables (Olson,
Cromwell, & Klein, 1975). Several means by which spouses'’
gender affects marital power and the importance of sex

role orientation.as a predictor of self-reported marital

power are suggested by the findings.
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Marriage partners succeed in resolving countless life
issues during the course of their relationship. The range
of decisions fhey face ensures that disagreement between
partners on some issues is inevitable, necessitating that
one spouse's opinion prevails over the other's some of
the time. vThe occurrence of this process raises many
unanswered questions about its nature. By what means does
one spouse influence his partner? Under what conditions
does one spouse permit the other to dominate? What
 characteristics of individuals and of their relationship
determine how one partner influences the other? Thesé
questions have been the'concefn of research on marital
pbwer‘and are the central questions of the present
investigation.

Power is the ability to make or alter group choices,
according to Turk (1975), who has identified this
characteristic as common to all definitions of power.
Several models have been developed recently for the
anélysis of the capacity to make of alter choices within
a marital partnership (Olson, Cromwell, & Klein, 1975;
Osmond, 1978; Rollins & Bahr, 1976). The subsequent
discussion will identify each model prior to delineating the
relationship between the variables of the present study

as a function of these models.




Reeent Models of Family Power

The first Qf three recently developed models of the
nature of power is Olson, Cromwell & Klein's (1975).
According to their model, power cannot be understood
separately from the system in which it appears. Marital
power is thus a component of the functioning of a total.
family, both affecting and affected by all other relationehips
within the family and by the family's external social
eontext. The reciprocally or circularly causal relation-
ship of many family life variables to marital power requires
that'power be identified by observing fegularities in the
interaction processes of marital partners, rather than
gsolely through determination of the outcomes of interaction.
In other worde, the outcome of a difference of views is
less salient for the understanding of marital power than
is the process by which the outcome is determined. The
dimensions of power include spouses' preceptions, moti-
"vations to apply power, and behaviors demonstrating power.
Consequently, both objective observation and subjective
-self-reports of family members are required in the
analysis of power relations. Family processes which may
be understood by power dynamics ineclude decision-making,
problem-solving, negotiating differences, and responding
to crises.

A second recently developed model of family power‘

by Rollins &_3ahrﬁi(l976) shares Olson, Cromwell and Klein's




(1975) view that power is a characteristic of social
interaction, rather than a characteristic of an individual.
From Rolli_ns & Bahr's perspective, power is demonst‘rated
only in situations where individuals have a conflict of
interest, since only in these instances does potential
power become an observable behavior, Each'partner
may have more influence than the other in.specific
- situations. Power is therefore relative between spouses,
depending on the issue and the context in which it is
exerted. Power may be distinguished from attempts to
influence, which may be called control attempts, and from
control, which is behavior demonstrating power., The
determinants of power in any situatién are resources and
authority. Resources are "anythihg‘that one partner may
make»availablé tb the other, helping the latter éatisfy ~
his needs or attain his‘goals" (Rblliné & Bahr, 1976,
p. 621)., Marital authority is a reflection of social norms
determining which partner ought to have control over |
specific marital issues. The exercise of power; or control,
is ultimately deférmined by the spouses' perceptions of
resources and authority, with modifications resulting from
counter-control attempts by the marital partner or by
external others against the initiator's control attempts.
The third model of marital poWer, develdped recently
by Osmond (1978), is more explicit about the processes of
marital power than either Olson, Cromwell, & Klein's (1975)

model or Reollins and Bahr’s (1976) model. Osmond suggests
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that power relations emerge from the'exchange of resources
between partners occurring in the early stages of their
relationship. If the worth and the rate of resources

exchanged is relatively balanced, trust develops in the

relationship. The partners develop expectatidns that the
reciprocal exchange will continue, Exchanges come to be
evaluated in comparison to past exchanges wifhin the

relationship and in comparison to expectations learned from

observing the rewards obtained by others with similar

resource exchanges in fheir relationships. ' The perceptions
of the relationship partners and their comparison with
standards both.within and outside the relationship is
termed the "referential structure" (Osmond, 1978, p. 52)

of the exchange relations, When marital partners have
unequal resources, attempts by onevspouse-to exert powef

result in the partner's choosing between several alternative

response strategies, The partner may provide a service to
the relationship in the expectation that his spouse will

continue to reciprocate by providing resources in the future

or the partnér may pfovide the services in response to
coercion. Failing these outcomes, the partner attempting
to exert power may obtain the desired services elsewhere

or may decide to do without the services. According to

Osmond, a state of equitable exchange exists in a relationship
if the resources contributed and the rewards obtained are
proportional for each partner.

Although these three models emphasize different features




of the influence process between marital partners, they
are not contradicfory to one anothér.‘ Taken together, they
represent a conceptualization of marital power consonant
with the findings of previous marital power research, which
has been tested only minimally by subsequent research
(Martin & Osmond, 1975; Osmond, 1978).

These recent models converge in their view of power
as an ability or potential which is behaviorallyﬂdemonStrated
only in situations where conflict of interest occurs, ‘A '
'éecond point of convergence between these models is their
assumption that power is a characteristic of a system of
interaction between individuals or groups, rather than an
attribute of an individual. The consequences of this view
of power as a system characterisfic are twofoid: (a) that
processes of interactidn demonstrate power; and (b) that
" numerous characteristics of a marital relationship syétem
affect the power relations of the partners. A third
point of convergence between the models is the view the
perceptions df marital partners are vital to undersfanding

their power relations.
The Present Research
The present research investigates aspects of marital

power suggested by these recently developed theoretical

models. 'The assumptions shared by the present research




with these models are the following: (a) that power is
observable only in situations of conflict; (b) that power
characterizes not an individual but a system of interaction,
requiring an analysis of the interaction process; and

(¢) that thevperceptions of participants in a power
relationship are necessary for undérstanding power.

The major consequences of these assumptions for the
present study are seen in the research design and in the
choice of dependent variableé. The consequence for the
research design is the concept of using the marital dyad
rather than each partner as the basic unit of analysis,
since marital powér is a characteristic of the relationship
system rather than of either the husband or wife, The
dependent variables of power in this investigation include
attempts to influence the marital partner, the stfategies
partners identify in their attempts to influence and
partners' percéptions of their relative power in decisions
affecting the relationship. The present research thus
provides an opportunity to observe both the interaction
process and the participants' perceptions of power, as well
as the effects of process and perception on each other,

The purpose of the present research is to investigate
marital power by comparing the probess of influence during
conflict interactions of two typeS'of}marital dyads, dual
career and single career professional couples. Dual career
couples, in which both partners pursue careers while

maintaining a family life together, differ from single




career couples, in which one member of the couple pursues
a career, in the kinds of rewards and costs contributed to
the marriage by eéch partner. These couples therefore
provide a means of investigating the effects of equity, or
equality in the reward-cost balance of the marriage partners,
on marital power. If the single career couples are the type
in which the husband is the breadwinner, these couples

also differ in the extent to which husband and wife share

or do not share the family provider and family homemaker
roles traditionally ascribed to husbaﬁds and wives,
respectively. Thus, dual and single career couples also
,prbvide a means for investigating the effects of sex role
orientation or andfogy “on marital power.

In summéry, the present investigation proposes to
study: (a) the effects of éouples' career orientation and
gender of spouse on dimensions of marital power suggested
by-recently developed models of family power; (b) the
effects of couples' career orientation and gender of spouse
von perceived equity of the relationship and on sex role
orientétion of the:partpers; (c) the effects of perceived
equity and sex role orientation on marital power. The
independent variables of the present investigation are
couples' career orientation and gender of spouse, while
the dependent variables are perceived equity, sex role
orientation, atfempts to influence, influence stfategies
énd perceived power. Perceived equity and sex role

orientation are considered mediating variables for the
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effects of céreer oriéntation and gender of spouse on power
variables.

The discussion to follow illustrates the hypotheéized
differences between couples of differing career orientation
and between husbands and wives on marital power, on the
perceived equity of the relationship, and on the sex role

orientation of the marital partners.

Resources _as Determinants of Marital Power

"Rollins and Bahr (1976) and Osmond (l978)lshare with
older, classical theories of family power their identifi-
cation df.both<resources and authority as significant
determinants‘of maritaI poWer. -The possession of valued
resources increases the ability of a marital partner to

“influence his or her spouse. Authority, or the role-based
ascription of decision-making power to a spouse determined
bj social values, may be considered a resource since
posseésion df authority augments its holder's power.
Neither Bahr and Rollins ﬁor Osmond specify what attributes
constituté the resource base of family power. However,
several older theories of marital power have specified the
resources‘base of marital power in ways that suggest
differences between the dual and single career professional
couples which are the focus of thé present investigation

(Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Heer, 1963a, 1963b; Wolfe, 1959).
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If,‘as assumed by Wdlfe (1959).»marital power must be
based on possession 6f resources needed by one's spouse,
then the distribution of marital power between dual career
and single career families is neéessafily differpnt.
Resources contributed by the husbands in both instances
include the provision of financial support for the family,
social status resulting from occupational participatioh,

" and the contribution of skills that are a by-product of
occupational participation.l The resources contributed by
wives in dual ahd single career fémilies differ markedly,
however. The single career wife contributes to the |
accdmplishmentbof household and child-rearing tasks as

her major occupation while the dual career wife contributes
the resources‘resulting from her occupational activity.
Since the kinds of resources exchanged in the two types

of relationships differ so markedly, the power relations
must differ in the two types of relationships, according
to Wolfe.

. Pamily power is affected specifically by resources

lResources, in Wolfe's sense, may refer to all possible
kinds of contributions, from the universal level (resources
which may be contributed by anyone possessing them) to the
particularistic or highly personal level (resources or
contributions which are considered as such by the recipient
only because of the identity of the person contributing
them.) - Both these kinds of resources are exchanged in
marriage relationships. The most obvious differences
between dual and single career marital dyads are those of
the universal type. These types of resources are the
major ones referred to in the discussion of the resource-
base of marital power, although not in subsequent
discussion of other possible differences between the two
types of couples.
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such as the relative amount of education completed by
spouses, and spouses' relative degree of organizational
and occupational participation, according to Blood and

Wolfe (1960). In their formulation, the spouse with the

greéter educatioh, greater income, and greater skills due
to participation in the occupational world and in |

organizations has the greater personal resources. These
elaborated specifications of the resource base of family

power continue to suggest differences between dual and

single career families. Income, education, and skilis
reéulting from greater occupatioﬁal and organizational
participation are‘likely to differ between the.spouses
in the two types of families. By definition, wives in
single career families do not contribute income, are
vlikely to have 1eSs.education than their husbande since

husbands' careers usually necessitate advanced education,

and have less opportunity for skill development of the
type specific to occupational and organizational partici-

pation. Wives of dual career families, in contrast,

engage in a full-time occupation outside the home, usually
have advanced education, and may hafe greater opportunities

than wives of single career families for the development

of skills specific to occupational and organizational
participation. Dual and single career wives differ:on
all of the ecriteria identified by Blood and Wolfe as
determinants of family power. However, husbands in both

types of marital dyads possess the resources specified by
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Blood and Wolfe as determinants of marital power. Blood
and Wolfe's resource theory therefore, clearly predicts
some differences in marital power relations between the

husbands and wives of single career families, but not

between the husbands and wives of dual career families,
Blood and Wolfe's (1960) resource theory of family

power includes cultural norms prescribing authority as

determinants of power. Recent theory and research on

merital authority has further implications for understanding
j

power in dual and single career families.

Traditional norms have facilitated husband dominance
in families where'both husbands and wives were socialized
to attribute authority to the husband's role. More
recently, family roles have become less cu1turally
prescribedf(Aldous, 1974; Bernard, 1972; Gass, 19745 Nye,
1974 Osofsky & Osofsky, 1972; Rapoport & Rapoport, 1975).

The resulting increase in ambiguity of norms for behavior
in families, according to Blood and Wolfe, has also

increased the degree to which comparative resources of

husbands and wives determine who makes family decisions,
Cromwell, Corrales, and Trosiello (1973) and Rodman

(1972) have stated the Blood and Wolfe (1960) theory more

explicitly by saying that cultural or subcultural expec-
tations about marital power, in addition to spouses!
compafative resources, determine marital power. Variations
in husbands' and wives' contributions to decision-making

by social class and educational status of the couple are
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attributable to couples' expectations about power relaéions
in marriage, as influenced by the subculture to which they t
belong.

| A major determinant of norms regarding marriage
authority patterns, which also constitutes a basis for
subcultures within a larger society is education (Cromwell,
Corrales, & Torsiello, 1973; Rodman, 1972; Safilios-
Rothschild, 1967), with high education typically associated
with equalitarian rather than husband dominant aﬁthority
patterns, Husbands in the two types of marriages fo be
studied in the present investigation will be rélatively
similar in education as a function of the definition of a
career, Sinc;/;ﬁﬁéultural membership by education will
therefore be similar for the two types of couples, the
values of each with regard fo'authbrity patterns in
families will tend to be similar, according to Rodman
(1972). The likelihood of'equalitarian norms in the dual
and single career marital dyads facilitates the present |
investigation of marital power'since contested or
conflicted interaction is less likely to occur in marital
~ dyads with authoritarian norms.

The likelihood of similarity in prescribed authority
between single and dual career marital coupies_also adds
to the clarity of examining differences in resources as a
basis for the differences in power hypothesized in this
study between these two types of couples.

Heer's (1963a; 1963b) exchange theory of family power




13

has identified resources effecting marital power that are
additional to those identified by Blood and Wolfe (1960).
Blood and Wolfe cite as major determinants of family power

only resources based on spouses' participation in activities

external to the family, such as income, occupational status,.
and organizational participation. Heer views attractiveness,
competence in family roles, and other factors specific to
internal family relations as_influehtiél for husbands' or

wives' power. According to Heer, these personal attributes

affect power‘because husbands and wives are aware of the

value of their personal resources both within and outside
the marriage. Since it is presumed that spouses actively
evaluate their resources, subjective evaluations of needs !
‘and resources réther than actual attributes determine power

relations.

Heer's‘(l963a; 1963b) perspective also suggests
differences between single career and dual career professional
couples in their power'relations._ Again, husbands contribute

the same kinds of material resources, while wives in the

two types of couples clearly contribute different types of
resources, While the value attributed to husbands'

material contributions may be evaluated subjectively

differently within each marriage, the value attributed

to wives’markedly different contributions to each type of
marriage is 1ikely.t6 vary even more. Therefore, Heer's
theory, as well as Blood and Wolfe's (1960), theory predicts

some differences in power between dual career and single
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career couples on the basis of differences in their

exchange of resources,

Influence Process and Perceived Power in Marital Couples

Resource and exchange theories predict marital power
differences between dual and single career couples,
However, research on marital power has frequently found
great dlscrepan01es between different measures of power,
Generally, it has been found that process or interaction
measures yield different resulﬁs than outcome measures of
family decision tasks, as do self-report versus behavioral
measures (Olson, 1969, Olson & Rabunsky, 1972; Turk & Bell,
1972), Sprey (1971, 1972 1975) has attributed these
discrepancles to the dlfference between observable family
interaction and an underlylng system of rules for family
interaction. Thls underlylng organization or structure of
interaction-patterns is not likely to be evident to family
members themseives; and may be evident to an observer only
‘after extensive, repeated observation of interaction
patterns characteristic of a particular family. Sprey and
other family theorists LOISun:&MCromwell,ml975a: Olson,
Cromwell & Klein, 1975; Rellins & Bahr, 1976) have
suggested that the process of family interaction provides
more: information on a family's power relations than do

measures of the outcome of a family's decision-making tasks.e
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Family interaction measures can’idenfify the system of
family interaction rules which determine both who has
influence and how influence occurs in families, while
decision-making tasks demonstrate merely who influénces a
particular kind of decisidn most. Several family theorists
recommend the use of both self-report and process measures
of family influence interaction in studies of power to
combine the advantages of the phenomenological perspective
- of family members and the more objecti?e perspective of
observers in measuring faqily power (Olson & Cromwell,
1975b; Safilios-Rothschild, 1972; Turk & Bell, 1972),

Rbilins and Bahr (1976) identify several dimensions
in the process by which family members influence each
other: control or influence attempts, control, counter
control attempts,vand‘p6Wer. .The attempt tovexertrpower
is an influencé attempt. If the attempt elicits compliance,
fhe'behavioral event of control Ey one person over
another's-behavior'has‘occurred. Counter control attempts
are influence‘attempts exerting a strong force in a
‘direction opposite to the initiator's, by a person external
to the relationship. Power remains the term referring to
potential or ability to control another's behavior. The
present investigation is concerned with one dimension of
the influence process, influence attempts.

In Rollins and Bahr’s (1976) view, influence aftempts

and power are highly related to perceptions of power.' They

suggest that the more power a person perceives himself to




16

have in a‘relationéhip, the more influence attempts he will
initiate. The more power an initiator is perceived to have,
the greater is the likelihood bf compliance in response to
his attempt. _

Sprey (1971, 1972) similarly suggests that the
perceptions family members have 6f the influence process
between family members-determineé their behavior in subse-
quent influence interactions. In his view, perceptions of
influence‘strategies between family members affect individ-
uals' decisions -about the bafgaining or negofiatidn
strategy to use in subsequent interactibns. Similarly,
family memberéf perceptions of past conflict interactions
may be'expected to influence their behavior in subsequent
conflict interactions. The more they see themsélves as
having exefféd influence in’pést'family conflict situations,
the more likely they will be to attempt to exert influence
in subsequént conflict situations,

Rollins*and Bahr’s (1976) theory suggests further that
authority'and reséurces of each’spouse in a marriage
relative to the other, determine spouses' perceptions of
their relative power and, subseéuently, the frequency of
their attempts to influenée each other. Moreover, they
'suggest that the more often spouses attempt to influence
eacﬁ other the greater is the probability of obtaining
compliance in response to the attempt.

Partners in dual career marriages provide-similar

resources to their marriages from their occupational




participation, while partners in single career marriages
differ more notably in the kinds of basic resources they
contribute to their marriage. Moreover, dual career
marital dyads, since they are a relafively deviant family
form (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1971; Safilios-Rothschild, 1972),
tend to be highly conscious of the effects of their joint
occupational participation on various aspects of their
family life and marital relationship (Rapoport & Rapoport,‘
1971). 1In addition to this heightened attention of dual
career marital partners to each other's contributions to
their family life, dual career couples also tend to compare
their respective contributions quite consciously and-
delibérately, usually for the purposes of equalizing
family reéponsibilities (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1971).

Since éimilar contfibﬁtions‘fend to be easier to evaluate
than dissimilar contributibns, it is hypothesized in the
present study that dual career marital partners will
perceive themselves.ahd their‘partners to be similar in
marital poWer, while single career partners will perceive
themselves as dissimilar-in marital power. According to
Blood and Wolfe's (1960) and Heer's (1962, 1963) theories
of marital power, participation in systems external to the
family tends to‘be valued as a resource more highly than
participation only in family activities. Consequently, it
is predicted that, in the present investigation, single
career wives will perceive themselves as having less

marital power than their husbands.
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vGreater'perceived power is associated with increased
frequency of influence attempts (Rollins & Bahr, 1976).
The more frequently individuals attempt to influence‘each'
other the more likely is the success of an influence
attempt (Rollins & Bahr, 1976). In the présent investi-
‘gation, it is therefore predicted that dual career partners
and single career husbands will attempt to influence their
partners more than will single career wives, In addition,
it is prediéted that'perceived power will be highly related

to frequency of influence attempts.

Influence Strategies

As suggestéd’by éel1ins an@iﬁéhr:(l976) and Sprey
(1971, 1972), thé suﬁjective proceés of spouses’
evaluations of‘their’resources and their pérceptions of
their ability to infiuende others in the family are
salient predictbrs‘of‘marital power relations. However,
the field of family power has not itself provided a means
for the analysis of bases of influence or influence
strategies from spouses' own points of view., The present
study,vtherefore,.proposes an analysis of bases of influence
derived from a theoretical source not previously applied
to family power., This alternate source of theoretical
propositidns relevant to conjugal power relations is a

theory of influence communications proposed by Kelman




(1958, 1961), The theory includes a typology of the
verbal communications individuals use to influence others.
Kelman's classification system may also be considered a

typology of verbal strategies for influencing others.

Kelman's theory (Kelman, 1958, 1961) differentiates
three types of influence processes characteristic of
interpersonal communication. The first type or strategy
of influence depends on thewgeymunicator's control of some

of the receiver's sources of satisfaction (means control).

‘ This type of influenee corfesponds to material aspects of
resources'ﬁostulated‘as influehce bases by the major
family power theories, The second strategy of influence
depende on the satisfaction experienced by the receiver in
his relatienship with}the sender (sender "attractiveness"),.
This type of influence fefers to the communication
'receifer's evaluation of the degree to which he or she
positively values the relationship Qith the communicator,
The third strategy of influence results from the receiver's

respect}for the expertise'and trustworthiness of the

sender (sender "credibility"). This type of influence
may also be categorized, from Heer's (1963a, 1963b) and

Osmond"'s (1978) exchange theory perspective, as one type

of personal resocurce affecting marital power,

‘The applicability of Kelman's (1958, 1961) typology
of the verbal strategies of interpersonal influence to the
~analysis of intimate felationships, including marriage

relationships, has recently been demonstrated by Davis (Note 1).
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His investigation revealed that Kelman's tyﬁology, in
domparison to typologies from other sources, best approxi-
mated individuals' conceptualiiations of their attempts to
influence others. Davis hypothesized that, although all

of Kelman's suggeSted bases of influence may be opefating
to some degree in many kinds of relationships, some types
of influence are likely to be more characteristic of highly
intimate relationships than of relationships low in
intimacy. On comparing the strategies for influencing
partners reported by intimate'héterosexual couples in

three types. of relationships, Davis did indeed find that
relationships differiné.in level of intimacy also differed
in the reported verbal strategies for influence between the
individuals involved. ‘The three types of relationships
comparéd'by Davié wefe.reiétionships between intimate
‘heterosexual couples, relationships between opposite-sex
friends, and félatibnships between opposite-sex acquaintances.
Marital and other intimate heteroséxualfrelationships used
all‘threé 6f Kelman's types of influence more than did
friendship relationships or relationships between mere
acquaintances, Of the three influence strategies, Davis!
respondents rated influence due to attractiveness, or the
satisfaction experienced in the relationship, as the most
predominant basis of influence in their intimate relation-
ships; credibility, or the trustworthiness and expertise

of their partner, as the next most highly used Easis of

influence; and means control, or the capacity of the partner
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to control tangible rewards, as the least used basis of
influence in their intimate relationships.
| The differences between single career and dual

career marital dyads suggested by the resource theory and
the exchange theories of conjugal power also suggest
differences between these two types of couples in their
perceptions of the degree to which they use means éontrol
and credibility as bases of influence in their marital
relationships.

The material resources contributed by the husbands
of both types of couples and the wives of dual career
couples are gréater thanvthe material resources contributed
by the wives of single career couples as a function of the
huébands'_and'the career wives"occupationai participation.
The husbands of’b§th types of couples and wives of dual
career coupleé;'therefofe, have more opportunity to influence
their spouses by'meéns control. It is, therefore, an
hypothesis of the present study that husbands in both types
of couples and wives in dual career couples will rate their
use of means control as a basis of influence in their
marital relationships more highly than will wives in single
career couples,

A corresponding prediction of spouses' ratings of
their use of credibility as a resource may be made from
. resource theories of family power, since husbands in dual
and single career couples and wives in dual career couples

are likely to have developed a rangé of skills and expertise
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as a function of their occupational participation which
are not as likely to have been developed by non-career
wives., The availability of credibility as an influence
base is theréfore'greater for husbands and for dual career
wives than for the wives of single career dyads. It is
therefore an hypothesis of the present studylthat husbands
of both dual career and single career couples and wives of
dual career couples will rate themselves as using
credibility to influence their spouses to a greater extent

than will wives of single career couples.

Perceived BEquity

~Equity refers to fhe equalization of outcomes, or the
rewards minus the costs of a relationship for its partici-
pants (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). The costs of
a relationship include the inputs or contributions of an
individual, which corresponds, in the language of family
power theory, with resburces actually contributed. The
rewards of a’relationship correspond with resources
contributed by one maritai partner that are valued by the
other partnef. Equity theory holds that a relationship
will continue as long as its participants believe they are

receiving outcomes comparable to those received by their

partners in any relationship.
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According to equity thebry, individuals compare the
outcomes of their relatlonshlp with the outcomes received
by other participants in the relatlonshlp (Walster,
Berscheid & Walster, 1976). They also behave interpersonally
in ways which equalize their outcomes with those of the
other relationship participants. Individuals' perceptions
of the degree of equity or inequity in a relationship are
therefore a determinant.of their behavior towards others.
Since this process is common to all interpersonal interaction,
according to equity theorists, marital partners' perceptions
of the degree of equity or inequity of their marriage will
be a determinant of their behavior toward their marriage
partners.

The ﬁroceSs of‘evalﬁéting'relationship equity, aé
‘descfibed'by equity theqry; may be considered fhe specifi-

-~ cation of thé‘evaluation ﬁrocéss which family power
theorists suggest is a déterminant of family power (Heer,
1963a, l963b;f05ﬁond, 1978);. In both major theories of
family power, the resourée theory or the exchange theories,
the detérminants of the spouSes' conjugal power felations
are not necessarily the actual resources §r the actual
exchange value of spouses' attributes outside the
marriage. Rather, the major detérminants of family power
are spouses' evaluations of their own and their spouses’
resources and contributions to the marriage (Heer, 1963b;
Osmond, 1978; Safilios-Rothschild, 1970; Sprey, 1972).

Spouses' perceptions of equity in their marriage relationships




21

represent thé summary of spouses' evaluations of their
own and their paritners' contributions and coéts (Walster,
Walster, & Berscheid, 1978).

In the process of trying to achieve and maintain equity,
equity theory predicts that marital paftners will change
their own behavior te faeilitate the eqﬁity in their
- relationship (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). A
partner viewing himself as dontribufing more may begin
to expect more in return, or may reduce the extent of his
previous contributions. Similarly, a partner who contri-
butes less may expect to receive less in return or may
choose to increase his contribution. Equity in intimate
relationships like marriagé is complex since the contri-
butions of each partner are éo various and the time frame
for exchanges varies for each kind of contributibn (Walster,
Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). Howeve:, at any one point in
time in a marital relationship, the partner contributing

most may expect his or her views to dominate marital
'decision-making as a reward fér the extent of his or her
contributions just as the partner contributing least may
permit the ﬁartner to dominate in return for the excess df
benefits received, Ait is therefore.an hypothesis of the

~ present. investigation that spouses who view theméelves as
'giving more than they are receiving in their marital
relationship will expect to be able to influence their
spouses more than will spouses who view themselves as

receiving more than they are giving., Partners who view
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their marital relationship as inequitable to their partner's
advantage will aftempt to influence their épouses and will
perceive themselves as the more powerful partner to a
greater extent than will partners who view their relation-
ship as inequitable to their own advantage.

Dual career partners contribute similar basic
resources to their marriages from their bccupationél
participation. Similar resources are simple to evaluate
in any equity judgments made by dual career marital'
"partners than the'harkedly different resources contributed
by partners in single career marriages., It is therefore
a further prediction of'the present study that dual career
partners will perceive their relationship as more equitable

than will single career marital partners.

Sex Role Orientation

Blood and Wolfe's (1960) resource theory has provided
the basis for hypothesized differences between dual and
single career marital dyads in the present study, since
it is one of the few marital power theories to specify
what variables may be identified as resources in a marriage.
However, Gillespie (1971) suggests that Blood and Wolfe's
listing of variables affecting the resource base of family
power is incomplete in a major respect because it neglects

to recognize that a person's sex influences the extent of
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his or her participation in systems other than the family.

.Gillespie (1971) suggests that structural variables,
variables affecting an individual®s status in society,
comprise the resource base of marital power. Economic
power sources, education, and organizational participation
affect power, according to her model, but only in addition
to variables such as age, race, socialization influences,
the marriage contract, the possibility of using physical
coercion, and time in the 1life cycle of one's family.

Men and womén, or husbands and wives, differ on a number
of these social status variables, Gillespie would predict,
therefore, that since "...women are structurally deprlved
of equal opportunities to develep their capacities,
resources, and competence in competition with males”

(1971, p. 454), wives in both dual.careervand single
career couples are less likely to attempt to influence
their husbands ih conflict interactions than are the
husbands to attempt to influence their wives,

There is considerable evidence to indicate that different
patterns of socialization exist for men and women from early
éhildhood, which promote attitudinal and behavioral char-
actefistics reducing women's effectiveness in many spheres
of activity in comparison to men. Women are apparently
encouraged to develop or to enhance different cognitive
skills than men, and to develop skills in different areas

of activity than men (Macobby & Jacklin, 1974; Tavris & Offir,

1977). Many of the skills encouraged in women are not those that
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lead tdlhigh status occupations or other high étatus
activity. deen are also encouraged to be less ambitious
than men in the development of their capacities, and to
place the needs of their families, if they are married,
above the doncerns of their careers, a pattern Poloma and
Garland (1971) found to be characteristic even of highly
successful professional women,

The participation of women in spheres outside the
family may also be hindered by direct impediments, such
as prejudice and discrimination in education and employment
(Hochschild, 1973). Some characteristics of women develop
from socializatidn into a feminine sex role and the
experience of discrimination, such as'ig&.éelf-concepts
(Sears, 197O)Aand lower evaluatibn of women than of men
(Goldbéfg, 1968),‘further reduce the likelihood of women's
vigorous participation.in occupational and other non-family
activity.

Sex-based differentiation of roles within families
tendS'toxnaintain attifudes and behaviors which earlier
socializétion has encouraged in women, Wives!® functioning |
in an expressive role,'inmcontrast to husbands' "instrumental"
or providor role, involves domestic support activity and
the maintenance of family morale, especially husbands'
morale (Parsons & Bales, 1955).

Enactment of the expressiVe role exclusively promotes
acceptance of a less participatory role in family activity

than does exactment of the instrumental role, as well as
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directly encouraging wives® submissive or non-dominant_
behavior toward their husbands (Laws, 1971), While there.
is some doubt among researchers that the instrumental and
expressive role dichotomy characterizes a majority of
North American families (Laws, 1971), family role theorists
have recently suggested that any type of rigid role
differentiation in marriage as a function of sex is llkely
- to restrict the range of activities and the personal
development of}women mofe than of men‘(Rossi, 1967, 1972
Safilios-Rothschild, 1972). |

It appears, then, that both traditional role
socialization and traditional marital roles tend to
restrict women's participation in the activities which
provide a major resource base for marital and family power.
Following‘fhe'reasoning.6f Gillespie (1971) and of sex
role and marital role theorists, wives' basis of power in
their marriage relatidnshipé is more limited than their
husbands hot merely as a result of participation in
occupational and other non-family activity. Rather,‘
attitudes and behaviors into which women have traditionally
been socialized may be more central determinants of family
power relations than amount of aétivity outéide the family,
since even womeh participating in full-time careers
demonstrate some behaviors and attitudes more reflective
of their‘socialization as females than of their extra-family
activity (Holmstrom, 1972; Poloma, 1972; Rapoport &
Rapoport, 1971). While Blood and Wolfe's (1960) resource
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theory of family power predicts similarity between the
power relations of husbands and wives in dual career
families, itvappears more likely that differences may
exist between dual career marital partners in their
attempts to influence each pther corresponding in extent
with differences in their sex role socialization. In the
present study's comparison of power relations between
single and dual career marital dyads, it is, therefore,

predicted that, in both single career and dual career

vvcouples husbands will attempt to exert 1nfluence over
their wives to a greater extent than will the wives ;
toward their husbands. As a function of the occupational _ I
participation of'dual career Wives however, the |
dlscrepancy in 1nfluence attempts between husbands and

 wives of dual career marltal dyads w1ll be less than the

dlscrepancy in influence attempts between the husbands and

wives of single career dyads.
Since sex role socialization differences are

predicted to affect marital power relations, deviations

from traditionel sex role socialization in the background
of either husbands or wives are also likely to affect

marital power. Bem (1974, 1975) has identified a set of

behavioral and attitudinal characterlstlcs of both males

and females which differ from characteristics expected of
each as a function of traditional sex role socialization,
She has labelled these characteristics "masculine" and

"feminine" for characteristics engaged in by traditionally
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oriented males versus females, respectively, and has
developed a scale to measure masculinity and femininity.
In studying this pattern of characteristics, Bem presented

male and female college students, each differing in their

degree of sex role stereotypy, with two situations differing
in the kinds of behavior required in each. One situation
required "masculine independence" as the most appropriate
response to the situapion. The second situation required

"feminine playfulness" as the most appropriate kind of

response, Non-sex?typed'individuals, those who demon-
strated no greater endorsement of either tradltlonally
male or tradltlonally female socially de51rable character-
1stlcs on Bem's scale, behaved more appropriately in both
of Bem s experlmental s1tuatlons. Non-sex-typed male and
_female subJects dlsplayed a more restricted range of |
behavxor consonant w;th,sex_role stereotypes in the two
situations. Bem conoiudes from this research that
non-sex-typed individuals behave more approprlately to

s1tuatlons, since: they have a behavioral repertoire not

limited by stereotypes of sex-appropriate behaviors.
This conclusion suggests the possibility that non-sex-

typed individuals may also behave in a sexually unstereo-

typed manner in their interpersonal relations with members
of the opposite sex. The tendency of traditionally
socialized males to attempt to dominate in their relations

with females, and the tendency of traditionally socialized

females to behave submissively toward males, would be
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expected to be less typical of these sexually unstereo-
typical individuals. In the present study's analysis of
power relations between husbands and wives, it is

predicted, therefore, that the degree of non~-stereotyped

sex role orientation or androgyny of spouses will affect
spouses' attempts to influence each other. Specifically,
it is predicted that the more highly wives rate themselves
as masculine the greater will be the frequency of their

attempts to influence their partners. Similarly, the more

highly husbands rate themselves as feminine, the less will
they attempt to influence their partners.

Although consideration of the androgyny of marital
partners affects the prediction of their marital power
relatlons, the concept of sex-typed versus non-~-sex-typed
" behavior also lends support to the prediction of differences
between the wives of dual and single career couples in
the characteristics of their attempts to influence their
husbands. According to sex role socialization theorists,

women who develop successful careers in an essentially

male-dominated economic system also tend to have
developed behaviors traditionally considered to be more

masculine than feminine (Hochschild, 1973). It is

therefore an additional prediction of the present study
that the wives of dual career marital dyads will rate
themselves as more masculine and less feminine than the

wives of single career couples.

The behaviors and attitudes which Bem (1974, 1975)
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suggests are characteristic of androgynous individuals
indicate that sex role stereotypy, in addition to couples’
career orientation, will affect marital partners' perceptions
of their degree of influence in marital conflict interactions.
Olson (1969) has found that wives tend to underestimate -

and nusbands tend to overestimate their respective degrees

‘of influence in conflict interactions. Olson attributes
this difference to cultural norms of husband dominance in
families, which bias both husbands' and wives' perceptions

of the actual influence exerted by each.' Since androgynous
individuals tend:to consider the desirability of various
kinds of behaviors without reference to sex (Bem, 1974,

1975), it is likely that they will have few expectations

for sex-specific behaviors in marital relationships. It is
.therefore pfedicted that, in the present study the more
~highly wives view themselves as nasculine; the more highly

- they will rate themselves as influential in marital conflicts.
Similarly, the more highly husbands view themselves as
feminine, the less they will view themselves as influential

in marital conflict situations.

Hypotheses

A diagrammatic representation of the hypotheses is.
presented in Figures 1, 2, and 3.
From the cenceptualizations developed above, the

following are the hypotheses of the present investigation.
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Hypotheses Specifying Relationships Between Independent .

and Dependent Variables

1. Partners in dual career marital dyads will
perceive their relationship as more equitable than will
partners in single career marital dyads.

| 2, Wives in dual career marriages will rate them-
selves as more masculine and less feminine than will wives
in single career marriages. |

3. ‘Wives_in dual career marriages will attempt to
influence their husbands more than will wives in single
-career marriages.

4. Husbands of both dual career and single career
marital dyads will attempt to influence their wives more
than theif wi#es wiil attempt’to influence themn.

5.‘ Wives in’duai career marriages will rate
theméelves more highly oh perceived power than will
wives in single career marfiages.

6. Husbands of single and dual career marital dyads
and wives of dual céreer marital dyads will report using
means control to influence their spouses to a greater |
extent than will the wives of single career marital dyads,

7 Hﬁsbands of single and dual céreer marital dyads
'ahd‘wives of dual career marital dyads will report using
credibility to influence their spouses to a greatér extent

than will the wives of single career marital dyads.
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Hypotheses Specifying Relationships Between Dependent

Variables

8. Marital partners who perceive themselves to be
overébenefitted in judgments of marital equity will
attempt'to influence their partners to a lesser extent
than will partners who perceive themselves as under-
benefitted.

9. Marital partners who percelve themselves to be
over-benefitted in judgments of marital equity will rate
themselves lower onvpercéived power than will marital
partners who perceive themselves to be under-benefitted.

10. The more highly wives rate Themselves in
maéculine dharacteristics the higher'will be thé frequency
of their 1nf1uence attempts toward their husbands,

11{- The more highly husbands rate themselves in
feminine characterlstlcs the lower will be the frequency
of their influence attempts toward their wives,

12. The more highly husbands rate themselves on

feminine characteristics the lower they will rate themselves

on perceived power.
' 13. The more highly wives rate themselves on
mascﬁline characteristics the higher they will rate
themsel#es on perceived power,

‘14, The more highly marital partners rate themselves
on perceived power the greater wil; be the frequency of

their attempts to influence their spouses.
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METHOD

The design of this investigation is a 2 x 2.higher
order repeated measures design, with career orientation
of the marital dyad as the between groups factor and gender
of spouse as the within groups factér. The marital couple
is considered the basic unit of analysis, with husbands'
and wives' responses considered repeated measures of the
marital dyad unit (Page, 1975). The dependent measures
are influence attempts, influence strategies, peféeived
marital power, perceived équity, and sex role orientation.

" Potential subjects, located chiefly through the member-
ship lists of professiohal associations, initially received
lettérébdescribihg the ré;earch’which was presented as
reséarch on "thé impactiéf work on marriage and family
life among’individﬁals wofking in professional careers."
After a telephone call in which they were asked a few
questions to,determine theif eligibility and willingness
to participate, a time was sqheduled for their participation.
Each couple's participation occurred at the same location,

a University counselling centre. Both experimenters in
this research were female graduate students.
Before participating, each marital couple received the
followiﬁg instructions:
We would like to have you each complete a questionnaire
about the way you see yourselves and many aspects of

your marriage and present life. The reason for the
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variety of questions about yourselves is that every
. marriage is very different depending on the people in
it, so we need to know something about each of you as
well as about your marriage. The first 45 minutes or
so ﬁill be taken up by the'questionnaire .;..In (a)
second 45-minute segment, we would like you to
evaluate separately and then to discuss together some
case descriptions of couples having some kinds of
problems that can arise in marriages. We will be ask-
ing you your opinions about how to solve the problems,
Couples were also reminded that "all of the information you
provide is absglutely confidential - we are not even going
to have each of you see your spouse's questionnaire."” The
complete instructions given to'subjects are contained in-
Appendii A.v‘ |
In separate rooms, each of the marital partners then
completed the following: a demographic questionnaire; a
rating scale of personal characteristics (the BemVSex Role
Inventory, Benm, 1974);'a}rating scale of strategies used to
influence.the spouse (Davis Influence Scale, Davis, Note 1);
a rating scale of spouses® relative influence in marital
decision-making (Role Measuie of Conjugal Power, Bahr,
1972)3 and a rating scale of relative contributions of
each spouse to the marriage. Couples were also givén two
questionnaires not related to the present investigation:
a questionnaire on division of household tasks and

responsibilities; and a questionnaire concerning degree of
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satisfaction experienced in the marital relationship.
Couples were randomly assigned to one of three orders of
presentation of the questionnaires.

The marital couples were then requested to read a
number of brief stories about couples in conflict éifuations
(the Inventory of Marital Conflicts, Olson & Ryder, 1970)
and to complete a questionnaire of'their opinions on the
solutions to the‘conflicts reported in the stories.
Two-thirds of the stories presénted‘to the husbands
differed slightly from the stories pfesented to the wives
- to ensure a conflict of opinion between the épouses in
their subsequent discussion of the stories. Couples were
prepared foruthe differences with the statement that:

"As in any éohfiicf situation,.there are two points of
view presented injfheféase'descriptions., In some of the
cases, one of you&%ill learn about’the conflict from the
point of view'§f the husband., The other will learn the
wife's point of view regarding the same situation. In
each case,'howevér, both of you wili,be given the same
essential facts."

After these instructions, each partner read and replied
to the questions on these stories separately in different
rooms. The partners were then requested "to discuss fully
the conflict each couple is having, decide who is primarily
responsible for the problem ...and choose one of the (two)
alternati#es" as a solution to the problem. They were

reminded again that "in some cases the descriptions you
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each read represented different points of view, PFor
example, if the two»of'you were involved in a disagreement,
and subsequently you each tried to describe it, it is
highly probable that each of you would present slightly
different points of view in the issue.“ The marital
partners were not given copiesvof the stories to refer
to during this discussion. They did have available to
them a copy of their original responses, which they were
asked not to show each other, and a copy of thevquestion-
‘haire on which to record their joint decision about each
story., The marital partners were left alone together to
discuss the items., An aﬁdio tape recorder recorded the
content of the dlscd;elon. Couples were given approximately
thlrty minutes to complete their 301nt questlonnalre, and
were reminded of the tlme five minutes before the end.
However, couples were.permltted to finish the procedure
if they had not completed it after thirty minutes. The
averege length of time of eouples' discussions was 27.5
minutes, |

Each partner completed a post-experiﬁental question-
naire on completidn of the procedure. The couple then
jointly received debriefing information from the experimenter
about the different versions of the marital conflict
stories, and had the opportunity to comment and ask
questions about their research participation. None of the
participants indicated any awareness that the research

involved a comparison of dual career and gsingle career
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couples in either the post-expefimental questionnaire or

the debriefing session.

Subjects

Subjects were 50 dual career and 50 single career

marital couples. Couples were designated-as "dual career"

if both husband and wife were occupied in full-time

professional careers; and if the wife's career had been
continuous or almost continuous since she first éompieted
her edudation. Couples were designated as "single career"
couples if the husband waswéngaged full-time in a professionalf/w
oargef, and if the wife was primarily a homemaker.

fotéﬁtiai péfticipants‘wefe selected randomlj from the
membership lists of professional organizations (see Appendix B);
Couples older than 55 yeafé were not asked to participate.

Single career couples in which the wife had a university

degree were preferred to single career couples in which

the wife had less than a Uhiversity education. Couples
- with wives in professional careers were not asked to

participate if their husbands were not engaged in a full-

time occupation. The couples of each career orientation
were matched as closely as possible for occupation of
- single career husbands and dual career wives, and for the

presence or absence of children in the family. The matching

was approximate rather than exact for two reasons. ﬂEi;ﬂ
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women were underrepresented in comparison to men on the
organization membership lists obtained, in the occupational
categories of medicine and teaching. Secondly, more dual
career than single career couples were childless;

The careers represented in this sample of professional
couples were: lawyers, physicians, physiotherapists,
social workers, teachers, and University professors. An
~equivalent number of single career husbands and dual career
wives were physietherapists (two each), social workers.
(seven each), and University professors (eleven each),

The remaining perticipant couples, again based on
occupation of éingle career husbands and dual career wives,
'wereé seven male lawyers and elght female lawyers; six
male phy3101ans and four female phyS1c1ans- flfteen male
teachers and eleven female teachers- and four males and
three females 1n other profess1onal occupations,

The average age of participants was 36.1 years. The
couples had been married for an average of 11.2 Yeers and
had an average of two children.

Dual career and single career couples differed on
several demographic characteristics. Family income and
years of education of speuses were greater for dual career
couples, as expected from the natﬁre of the sample,

Single career couples had an average of 2.6 children,
compared to dual career couples' 1.4 children. More of
the dual career couples were in a second marriage fhan

single career couples.
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Measurement of Dependent Variables

Influence Attempts in Conflict Interaction

A behavioral measure of spouses' attempts to exert
influence in maritalnconflict interactions was obtained
from the Inventoryvof Marital Conflicts (IMC), developed
by Olson & Ryder (1970). .The IMC is a series of 18 stories

or vignettes of some kinds of conflict situations
experienced by marrled couples 0f the 18 Qignettes 12
are presented to the husbands and wives of participating
couples in slightly different versions. Spouses are required
to read‘the series of vignettesvindividuelly at first and
to record their conclusions conce:ning "who ‘is responsible
for the.problem"uin isolation from their spouses. Both
members of a codp1esAare}then required to discuss each of
-~ the vignettes and to reach a joint eenclusion on re5pons-
ibility for the problem in each instance. The two versions
of twelve of the vignettes are designed to create conflict
between spouses, since they differ in minor details or in
. the emphasis given to different feafures of each situation.
Both versions of the}IMC vignettes presented to couples
are included in Appendix C. The queétionnaires presented
to husbands and wives separately and to couples jointly
are contained in Appendix D.

Analy31s of the IMC is primarily accompllshed through
the appllcatlon of a system of content analytic categorles

to recordings of couples' interaction. The content codes
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of the Marital and Family Interaction Coding System (MFICS),
also developed by Olson & Ryder (Note 2), are descriptive
rather than theoretically based, and require minimal

jinference on the part of raters. PFactor analysis of the

Marital and Family Interaction Coding System has yielded
three major dimensions of marital interaction coded by thia
system. One of theSe, labelled by Olson and Ryder (Neote 2)
‘as the dimension ef Opinionated Struggle, codes disagreement

between spouses, statements and reiteration of spouses'

personal opinions on an 1ssue when there is disagreement
with the spouse, and discussion of relevant personal
experiences used to elaborate a spouse's point of view on
the conflicted issue, The Oplnlonated Struggle factor of
the MFICS comprised’ the measure of marltal partners'
attempts to 1nf1uence’eaeh other when there is conflict
‘between theﬁ; The higher the value of the opinionated
struggle score, the more often a subject has engaged in
aftempts to influence his or her spouse on issues of

disagreement between them.

The factor loadlngs of the four descriptive codes
of the Opinionated Struggle factor, and the descrlptlon of
the codes, are 1ncluded in Appendix E,

The Opinionated Struggle score, or the frequency of

attempts t0 jnfluence the spouse, was obtained from audio
tape recordings of couples' IMC discussion sessions. Tapes
were rated statement by statement to conform with the Olson

and Ryder (1970) method of analyzing IMC discussion sessions,
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| Two raters, blind to the research hypotheses, memorized
the IMC coding schema and practiced rating IMC discussibn
tapes individually and jointly until a minimum reliability

of .80 was achieved consistently. On one code, with the

low average'frequency of occurrence of two in any IMC
discussion'session, raters were unable to achieve the
consistent reliabilities achieved with the remaining codes,

However, this code was included in the subsequent ratings

due to its factor loading on the Opinionated Struggle

factor identified by Olson and Ryder (Note 2).

After training, the raters analyzed 100 IMC discussion
tapes in random order. An equal number of dual career
couples' and single career couples' discussions were
included in each set of ten tapes to equalize the effects
of rating ofder. Réteré-continﬁed their training sessions
regularly dﬁring the period'of rating tapes to maintain
reliability.

One tape from each set of ten tapes was selected
randoﬁly to be rated by both raters as a measure of

reliability. The reliabilities obtained for each of the

four categories representing attempts to influence were

«79, .71, .63, and ,96, compared to the Olson and Ryder

(Note 2) reported reliabilities of .89, .95, .68, and .8k,
respectively. The reliabilities obtained in this study,
are lower than the Olson and Ryder reliabilities on the

two most frequent codes, and higher on the fourth code,

This may be a function of the larger number of couples in
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the Olson and Ryder sample for which reliabilities were

~ obtained (n = 404) compared to the present study (n = 10).
However, the inter-rater reliébilities of the present

vstudy compare favourably to those obtained in another sample
reported by Olson and Ryder, a sample of 100 couples given
the Inventory of Parent-Child Conflict. The reliabilities
in that sample for the same four interaction codes as used
in the present study were .79, .71, .67, and .76. The
comparative reliabilities and frequencies of each code in
the present study and Olson and Ryder's studies are

reported in Appendix E.

Influence Strategies

' As discussed earlier, Kelman's (1958, 1961) influence
- .communication theory included a typology of strategies for
interpersonal influence: means control, or influence due
to provision of material goods and reinfdrcements;'
credibility, or influence due to trust in or the expertise
of the communicator; and attractiveness, or influence due
to satisfaction experiencediin»the relationship between the
communiéator and the receiver. Davis! self-report measure
of'iﬁfluence strategies in relationships corresponding to
Kelman's typology includes 10 items measuring the use of
means control, 8 items meaéuring the use of attractiveness,
and 6 items méasnring the use of credibility. The

- reliability for each of‘these subscales, calculated for a

subsample of 50 respondents from Davis' sample of 132
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respondents including céllege students and their partners
in intimate and friendship‘relationships, was .71 for the
means control subscale, .85 for the attractiveness subscale,
and .85 for the credibility subscale. The reliability of
the Total Influence Scale was .89, for intimate and
friendship relationships. :All~feliabilities are calcu-
lations by means of Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1970).

Although scores on the means control and credibility
subscalés are of primary interest to the present study,
Davis® Totai Influence Scale was administered, since it
was decided that subjects would feel they have given a
more accurate representation of bases of influence in
their relationship if‘they'have the opportunity to respond
to the attractiveness subscale also. A sample item of the
means control subscale is the following: "i,am able to
get my partner to do what I want him/her to do because I
am always doing things for him/her." A sample item of the
credibility subscale is: "I am able to get my partner to
do what I want him/hef~to do becéuse he/she trusts what I
tell him/her." Items of the Total Influence Scale and
instructions to be_presénted with the Scale are included
in Appendix-F. |

Subjects were required to reply to each item of the
Influence Scale on a seven~point scale ranging from 1 feor
"not at all true* to 7 for “absolutely true“. The 1 to 7
range of subjects®' ratings was selected for consistency

with the Bem Sex Role Inventory in responses required of
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subjects. Davis'® original'version of the scale also
required 7-point diseriminations in replies to each item
(Da?is, Note 1). Scores for the means control subscale
can range from 10 to 70, Possible scores for the
credibility subscale range from 7 to 42, The higher a
respondent’s score on either subscale, the more he or she
has endorsed the corresponding basis of influence as

descriptive of his or her marital relationship.

Perceived Equity

‘Measures of the equityIOr balance between contributions
of each marital bartner to the marriage were based on a
nine-item scale evaluating: (a) spouses"general
'perception of fheir contributions to family life and their
benefits from family life in comparison to those of their
marital partners; and (b) spouses' perception of their
own and their partners' contributions to specific family
functions. The two general items required evaluations of
spouses' comparative contributions and benefits, respect-
ively. A sample of the items evaluating contributions to
specific family functiohs of this scale is: "describe your
own and your spouse's contribution toward understanding
the problems and feelings of family members." The equity
scale is contained in Appendix G.

The general items of the perceived equity scale ‘
developed for the present study were suggested directly by

equity theory, while the items assessing equity in specific
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family functions were adapted from Bahr's (1972) measure
of the division of family functions between marriage
partners. The family functions on which Bahr's measure

is based were selected to comprise an exhaustive set

including the functions of financial provider, housekeeper,
c¢hild care, child socialization, recreation, kinship, and
therapeutic and sexual functions.2 Items on child care
and child socialization were omitted for couples without

children,

Subjects were required to éhoose one of the following
responses to each of the items evaluating specific functions:
"contributes much more than me," "contributes somewhat
more than me," “"contributes slightly more than me,"
"contributés as much as me," "contributes slightly less

than me," “contributes somewhat less than me," and

;
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"contributes much less than me." Scores assigned to these -

responses range from 7 for "contributes much more..."
to 1 for “contributes much less than me."” Total equity

scores were obtained by averaging the responses to all

items, with the exception of the item beginning “"describe
the benefits you receive...” This item correlated

negatively and not significantly with most other items of

2The item referring to the kinship role also refers
to a general social role, in the adaptation of Bahr's
division of function items composed for the present study.
In addition, the sexual role is omitted from the perceived
equity scale due to the dlfflculty of wording an 1tem
measuring perceived equity in this role.
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the scale and was therefore omitted from the equity score.

On the perceived equity scale. high scores represent
perceptions of greater contribution by the self, where the
respondent views himself as under-benefitting from the
relationship. Low scores represent perception of greater
contribution of the spouse, where the respondent views |
himself as over-benefitting from the relationship. Equity
between marital partners is represented by a score of 4,0,
the midpoint between 1 and 7.

Pactor analysis of equity scale items, using principal
components analysis with iterations, indicated two major
factors in both the husbands® and wives' responses. The
principal two factors accounted for 66.2% of the variance
in husbands® responses and 76.7% of the variance in wives'
responses, as shown in Appendix H. Estimated communalities
amohg the items for husbands ranged from ,39 to .88 and
for wives ranged from .28 to .88,

Inter-item correlations for equity scale items are

shown in Appendix}l.

Perceived Power
Marital partners perceptions of influence in their

marital conflict interactions over a 1ohg-term period were
measured by the Role Measure of Conjugal ?ower developed
by Bahr (1972). This inventory consists of nine questions,
each concerning a different major area of family life.

Seven of these items were included in the version of Bahr's
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measure used in the present study.3 Childless couples
were not given the two items concerned with parental roles,
A sample item in the questionnaire is the following: *If

there is a disagreement concerning recreation, who makes

~ the final decision?" Respondents are asked to choose one
of the following responses: "husband always,® *husband
more often than wife," "husband and wife exactly the same,“
"wife ﬁore often than husband,"” “"wife always," or

 "absolutely no disagreement.*® The Role Measure of

Conjugal Power to be used in the present study is contained
in Appendix J.

In scoring the Role Measure of Conjugal Power; items
for which respondents check the category'"absolutely no
disagreement" are omitted from the analysis, since these
represent uncontested decisions. The remaining response
categories aré assigned the foilowihg scores: husband
always = 1; husband more than wife = 2; husband and wife
exactly the same = 3; wife more than husband = 4; wife

always = 5. A respondent's score on the Role Measure is

the mean of his or her responses to all items excluding
those repbrted as uncontested decision areas, The Bahr

scale may be interpreted as representing the dimension of

3The two items omitted were items referring to sexual
roles., These items have also been omitted in some of
Bahr's (1972) applications of his scale, since they have
a low intercorrelation with other items of the scale, and
thereby lower the internal consistency of the scale from
«73 to .69 for husbands' responses, and .68 to .62 for
wives' responses.,
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wives' influence, with higher scores representing greater
influence of wives.
Bahr (1972) developed the Role Measure of Conjugal

Power to provide a self-report measure more consistent

with conjugal power theories of conflict interaction than
other available measures, according to the following
criteria: inclusion of contested decisions only; repre-
sentation of decision-making in major areas of family life;.

balanced representation_of both traditionally masculine and

traditionally feminine areas; and emphasis on pattern of
decision-making as it occurs for issues of importance to
the respondents, Thevinternal consistency of the Role
Measuré of Conjugal Power (A =..73 for husbands; oL = .68
for wiveé) was determined from Bahr's comparison of the
two measures on two separate samples: American Mormoné
and a representative sample'of the population 6f an
American county approximating the United States population
in its demographic characteristics (combined N = 266 for

husbands and 304 for wives).

Sex Role Orientatigg

Sex role orientation or psychological androgyny was

measured by the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), developed

by Bem (1974). The BSRI is a series of 60 personality
characteristies, of which 20 are traits judged more

desirable for women than for men (the Femininity scale),

20 are traits judged more desirable for men than for women
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(the Masculinity scale), and 20 are items indicative of
the social desirability response set of respondents,
Respondents are required_to rate themselves on each of the
60 traits on a 7-point scale, from 1 for "never or almost |
never true" or 7 for "always or almost always true“. |
Items of the BSRI and instructions presented with the
scale ére contained in Appendix G of the present proposal.
Psychoﬁetricvcharacteristics of the BSRI were deter-
mined by administration of the 60 scale items to two
normative samples of male and female undergraduate college
students (n1'= 723, n, = 194), The internal consistency
values obtained were £ = .86 in each sample on the
Masculinity Scale.<¥.= .82 for the Femininitj Scale, and
X = 75 and K= .70 for the Social Desirability scale,
~ The reliability of the éndrogyny difference score, which
vrepresents the differences between the Masculinity and
Femininity scale scores, was .85 and ;86 in the two
normative samples. The t ratio for the difference between
.the Masculinity and Femininity scale scores, correlated
with the Social Desirability scale score at a level near
zero. Test-retest reliabilities of the Masculinity,
Femininity,‘and Social Desirability scores were .90, ,90,
and .89, respeétively. The Masculinity and Femininity
'scale scorés;‘which were constructed to be independent,
do appear to be independent, as the correlations between
the two scales were .11l and ~.,02 for the males of the two

hormative samples, and -.14 and -.07 for the females of
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the two normative samples,

- Initial researdh on the Bem Sex Role Inventory used
a combination 6f masculinity énd femininity scores yielding
an androgyny score, or reflection of the extent of balance
between a réspondent's masculine and feminihe_characteristics
(Bem, 1974). However, more recently Bem has recommended
that data from the Bem Sex Role Inventory be.analyzed
‘without classifying subjects in any way by using multiple
regression analyses, with masculinity and femininity
scores as separate variables (Bem, 1977; Bem, Martyna &
Watson, 1976). Consequently, masculinity and femininity
scores are treated as separate variables in the present

investigation.

‘Data_Analysis

The data were analyzed in several stages to provide
each of the following: (a) analysis of the effects of
career orientation and gender of spouse on the dependent
variables; (b) analysis of the effects of perceived
equity and sex role orientation as mediators of career
orientation and gender effects on marital power; and
(¢) analysis of the interdependence among all dependent
variables,

The effects of career orientation and gender of

spouse were analyzed by univariate repeated measures
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analysis of variance separately for'each of the dependent
variables of perceived equity, sex role orientation,
influence attempts, influence strategies and perceived
power., The selectedAerror rate per hypothesis was ,05.
For these analyses, the marital couple was considered the
basic unit of analysis, with husband and wife measures
treated as repeated measﬁrements of the marital dyad.

Two methods were used to analyze the effects of

perceived equity and sex role orientation as mediators of

the effects of career orientation and gender on marital
power, The first method was the use of Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients of perceived equity,
fwhasculinity and femininity with marital power variables.
Correlations between these variables were obtained
separately for husbands, wives, dual career partners, and
sihgle career partners, and for'each'gender X career
orientation éubgroup. The second method used to test

the role of perceived equity and sex role orientation as

mediating variables was canonical correlation analysis,

In these analyses, gex of spouse, perceived equity, and
sex role orientation (masculinity and femininity) were

treated as prédictor variables for the criterion variables

of‘influence attempts, perceived power, means control,
credibility. Separate canonicél correlation analyses
were performed for each type of couple.-

Canonical correlation analysis is a procedure that

attempts to account for the maximum amount of variance in
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the relationship between two sets of variables (Kerlinger
& Pedhazur, 1973). In this procedure, the dimensions
within each set of variables which maximally account for

the relationship with the other set of variables are

selected. These basic dimensions of the relationship |
between the twé variable sets are termed canonical variates.
Canonical correlation analysis gives the proportion of
shared variance between the variable sets (the eigenvalues),

the square roots of the shared variance (the canonical

correlations), the statistical significance of the canon-
ical correlations, and the canonical variate cdefficients
(the amount of contribution of each variable to the
relationship between the two variable seté;;

Analysis of the interdependence among the depéndent
variables was accomplished by thé use of Pearéon product-
moment correlation coefficients. The correlation }
coefficients were calcuiated for relationships between -
all dependent variables for dual career and single'career

partners separately, and for husbands and wives separately,

as well as for each of the subgroups of dual career
husbands, single career husbands, dual career wives, and

single career wives.
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RESULTS

Descriptive statistics of the measures of each
variable ére presented in Tables 1, 2, 3, and &4,

As shown in Table 1, the mean response of wives on
the scale of perceived marital equity was 4,243, As the
mid-point of the perceived equity scale indicating equal
contribution of both spouses is 4.0, this average of
wives' responses indicates wives' views of themselves as
slightly greater contributors to their marriages than
their husbands. The mean response of husbands was 3.197,
indicating husbands' view of themselves as contributing
less to their marriages than their wives do.

The'mean responses of husbands and wives to masculinity
and femininity scales of thé Bem Sex Rolé Inventory (Bem,
1974), shown in Table 2, indicate that wives rated them-
selves more highly on femininity than husbands, and
husbands rated themselves more highly on masculinity than
wives, Differenées between mean masculinity self-ratings
were greater between the subgroups of husbands and wives
of differing career orientations than were the differences
in mean self-ratingé of femininity.

As Table 3 indicates, variation in mean scores in
perceived power and influence attempts between husbands
and wives in marriages of dual and single career orientations
was not extensive. Both'husbands and wives' perceptions of

 marital power were close to the mid-point rating of 3.0
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Table 1

Range, Mean, and Standard Deviation of
Perceived Equity Scale Scores

For All Subgroups .

Subgroup - . Range Mean Standard

Deviation

Wives? ' 2.875 h.243 0.535

" Husbands® 2,834 3,197 0.617 |
Single Career Partners? 4,000 3;702 0.809 |
Dual Career Partners® 3.667 3.737 0.751 é
Single Career Wives? 2.875 4,267 0.624 é
Dual Career Wives® 2,167 4,219 0.433 ;
Single Career Husbandéb 2.500 3.138 0.533 5
Dual Career Husbands® 2,834 3.255 0.692 |

a 100,
50.
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Table 2

Range, Mean, and Standard Deviation of

Masculinity and Femininity Scale Scores For All Subgroups

Subgroup ' Masculinity Femininity
. Range Mean Standard = Range Mean Standard
‘ Deviation . Deviation
Wives® 73.0 91.970 13.467 55,0 96.810 10, 347
Husbands® 65.0 102,270 12,294 52,0 92,080  10.315
Single Career Partners® 76,0 96,120 14,340 51,0 96,380 9,972
Dual Career Partners® 65,0 98,120 13.358 60.0 | 92.510 10,851
Single Career Wivesb . 64.6 90,080 14.254 38.0 99.600 8.588
Dual Career Wives® 55,0 93.860 12,488 55.0 94,020 11.255
Single Career Husbands® 52,0 102,160 11,741 51.0 93.160 <10;296
Dual Career Husbands® 65.0  102.380 12,942 48.0 91.000 10. 323
%n = 100,
bg = 50{

09




Table 3

Range, Mean, and Standard Deviation of

Perceived Power Scores and Influence Attempts For All Subgroups

Subgroup Perceived{?ower Influence Attempts

Range | Mggg Stahdafd Range Mean Standard
_ Deviation ‘ Deviation
Wives? 3.00 3.096 0.406 62,0 | 25,260 11.843
Husbands? | 4,00 2.996 0.614 60.0 26.150 12,377
Single Career Partners® .00 3.053 0.571 55,0 24,020 10,451
Dual Career Partners® 4,00 3,039 0.471  6l.0 27.390 13,374
Single Career Wives? 3.00 3,065 0,478 b o 23,220 9,386
Dual Career Wives? 1.50 3.127 0.322 61.0 27.300 13.667
- Single Career Husbandsb 4,00 3.040 0.655 54,0 24,820 11,458
Dual Career Husbands® 4,00 2,951 0. 574 60,0 27,480 13.213
%n = 100.
Py = 30,

T9-
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which represents equal power of'husbands and wives in
- marital decision-making. The mean frequency of attempts
to influence spouses was slightly lower for single career
husbands and wives than for dual career husbands and wives.

Respondents' mean ratings of their use of means
control and credibility as strategies for influencing their
marital partners reflected greater use of credibility than
of means control, as shown in Table 4. The mid—point of
responses on the Means Control subscale of the Davis
Influence Scale (Davis, Note 1) is 45. The mean of
responses obtained was in the range of 20 for all subgroups,
corresponding to a low rating for use of means control as
an infiuence strategy. The mid-point of responses on the
Credibility subscale of the Davis Influence Scale is 19.
The mean ratings for credibility were in the range of 235,
showing that respondents perceive themselves to use
credibility frequentiy as an influence strategy with their
marital partners. |

The major statistical analyses of the findihgs of
this investigation will be presented in the following
sequénce: (a) tests of career orientation hypotheses;
(b) tests of gender of spouse hypotheses; and (c) tests

of.interdependehce of dependent variables,




Table 4

Range, Mean, and Standard Deviation of

Means Control and Credibility Scores For All Subgroups

Subgroup Means Control : Credibiiity
Range Mean Standard Range Mean Standard
Deviation . Deviation
Wives® . 22,0 19.250 5,151 31,0 26,060 5.929
Husbands® 30.0 20.660 5.679 27,0 24,860 5.646
Single Career Partners® 23,0 19.690 5.312 31.0 2h,930 6.175
Dual Career Partnersa 30.0 20,220 5,606 25,0 25,990 5.391
Single Career Wives? 19.0 18, 480 4,696 31.0 25.220 6.575
Dual Career Wives® 22.0 20.020 5.509 20.0 26.900 5,132
Single Career Husbands®  23.0 20,900 5.654 27.0 214,640 5,799
Dual Career Husbands® 30,0  20.420 5.750 22,0 25,080 5. 540
%n = 100,
?Q = 50,
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Tests of Career Orientation Hypotheses

Career orientation hypotheses are addressed to the
questions of differences between dual career marriages and
single career marriages on perceived equity of the marital
relationship, sex role orientation of the marital partners,
and marital power. Analyses are based on the marital

couple as the unit of analysis, with husbands' and wives®

scores treated as repeated measures on the marital dyad

unit. Univariate repeated measures analyses of variance

for all dependent variables are summarized in Table 5.

Perceived Equity

Partners in dual career dyads were ekpected to
perceive their marriage relationships as more equitable a
than partners in single career marriages (Hypothesis.l). |
As indicated in Table 5, the main effect of career
orientation on perceived equity was not significant. The

interaction of career orientation with gender of spouse

similarly was not significant.

Sex Role Orientation

Wiveé in dual career marriages were expected to rate
themselves as more masculine and less feminine than wives
in single career marriages (Hypothesis 2). As shown in
Tabie 5, dual career dyads differed significaptly from

single career dyads on femininity, F (1, 98) = 6,64,
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Table 5

Analyses of Variance For Career Orientation and

Gender of Spouse on Dependent Variables

Source af MS

|
|
I
td

Between groups

Career Orientation

Perceived equity 1 . 05972 0.32 «571
Masculinity 1 199.77734 1.12 292
Femininity 1 749,24609 6.64 011
Influence attempts 1  567.80469 2.26 . 136
Perceived power 1 0.00940 0.02 .877
Means control 1 14, 04004 0.44 .509'
Credibility 1 56.16968 1,56 214
- Error S . v §
Perceived equlty 98 .18523 o
Masculinity 98  177.62231 |
Femininity : 98 112,88747
Influence attempts 98 251.34789
Perceived power 98 . 38832
Means control 98 31.92889
Credibility 98 35.91295

Within groups

Gender of Spouse i '

Perceived equity
Masculininity 5304,42188 34,31 . 0001
Femininity 1118.63672 11.95 . 001

39.60474 1,01 316

.50501 3,22 076
99.hoksk 3,71 ,057
71.99927 2,32 131

Influence attempts
Perceived power
Means control
Credibility

B e e et
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Table 5 (cont'd)

e
te)

Source af MS

~—

Career Orientation x Gender

Perceived equity 1 . 25986 0.55 461
Masculinity 1 158.42188 1.02 314
Femininity 1 146,20313 1.56 214
Influence attempts 1 25,20459 0.65 24
Perceived power 1 28501 1.82 181
Means control 1 51.00415 1.90 171
Credibility 1 19.21948 0.62 433
Error ’

Perceived equity 98 L7437

- Masculinity 98  154,62189
Femininity 98 93.,61758
Influence attempts 98 39.61758
Perceived power 98 - ,15681
Means control 98 = 26,78645

Credibility 98 31.02818
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p< .011, but not on masculinity. The difference between
the dyad types on femininity self-rating was due to single
career wives rating themselves more highly on femininity

(M = 99.6), than did dual career wives (M = 93.2),

F (1,98) = 7;54, D < .0l. Husbands of dual and single
career marriages did not rate themselves differently on
femininity. The interaction effect of carcer orientation
with gender of spouse was not significant for masculinity'

or for femininity.

Marital Power

The four dependent power measures of influence
attempts, perceived power, means control as an influence
strategy, and credibility as an influence strategy are |
presented separately. : ' ?

Influence attempts. Hypotheses concerning influence

attempts predicted the following: (a) that wives in dual
career marriages would attempt to influence their husbands

more than would single career wives (Hypothesis 3); and

(b) that both dual career and single career husbands would
attempt to influence their wives more than their wives

would attempt to influence them (Hypothesis 4)., .As shown

in Table 5, the main effect of career orientation on
influence attempts was not significant. The interaction
effect of career orientation with gender of spouse was

also not signifiecant.

Perceived power. Wives in dual career marriages
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were expected to rate themselves more highly than wives

in single career mafriages on perceived power (Hypothesis
5). As Table 5 indicates, there were no significant
diffefences between dual and single career marital dyads
in perceived power. The interaction effect of career
orientation with gender of spouse was also not significant.

Means control. Husbands of both dual and single

career marriages and wives of dual career marriages were

expected to rate themselves more highly on use of means

control as an influence strategy than were wives of single

career marriages (Hypothesis 6). Analysis of main effects
of career orientation demonstrated no significant effects
of career orientation, as did analysis of the interaction
between caréer orientation and gender of spouse.

Credibility. It was predicted that husbands of dual

and single career marriages and wives of dual carecer
marriages would rate themsel&es more highly on use of
credibility as an influence strategy than would wives of
singlevcareer marriages (Hypothesis 7). As Table 5
indicates, the main effect of career orientation on
credibility ratings was not significant,‘nbr was the

interaction effect of credibility with gender of spouse.

Tests of Gender of Spouse Hypotheses

Hypotheses concerning the effects of gender of spouse
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predicted husband and wife differences on some dimensions
of marital power., However, effects of gender on perceived
‘equity and sex role orientation will also be described,

although no hypotheses were formulated for these effects.

As with careef orientation hypotheses, analyses were based
on the marital dyad as the basic unit of measurement, with
husbands’ and wives’responses as repeated measures of the

. unit, Results of univariate analyses of variance for

repeated measures are summarized in Table 5.

Perceived Equity

| Although differences between couples of differing
career orientation weréiifedicted in this investigation,
.no predictions were made for the effects of gender of
Spouse on perceived equity of marital relationships.
However, husbands and wives were found to differ signifi-
cantly on their perceptions of equity, F (1, 98) = 117.59,

P < .0001, as Table 5 ‘shows. Wives'fated their marriages

~as only slightly inequitable, rating themselves as

contributing more than their husbands. The mean equity
score for single career wives was 4,26 and for dual career

wives was 4,22, Husbands viewed their marriages as

hoderately inequitable, with their wives contributing more
than themselves. The mean equity score fof dual career
husbands was 3.25 and for single career husbands was 3.13.
As discussed earlier, the interaction effect of career

orientation with gender of spouse was not significant.
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Sex Role Orientation

No hypotheses were advanced in the present investi-
gation regarding differences in sex rdle orientation of
husbands and wives. As expected, however, husbands
differed from wives in their self-ratings of masculinity,
F (1, 98) = 34.31, p< .0001, and in self-ratings of
femininity; F (1, 98) = 11.95, p< .001. Husbands' mean

ratings on mascullnlty were 102.3 compared to wives' mean

ratlngs of 91,8, Husbands' mean ratings on femininity

were 92,08, while wives® mean femininity ratings were
96.8. As discussed previously, interaction effects of
gender of spouse with career orientation were not

significant for either masculinity or femininity,

Marital Pdwer

The dependent measures of marital power, influence
attempts,‘perceived power, means control, and credibility,
will again be discussed separately.

Influence attempts. Husbands in both types of

marriages were expected to attempt to influence their
wives more than their wives would attempt to influence

them (Hypothesis 4). The analyéis of variance summarized

in Table 5 indicates, however, that no significant
differences were found between husbands and wives in
influence attempts. As described earlier, no 1nteractlon
effects of gender w1th career orientation on influence

attempts were found.
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Perceived power. No specific predictions were made

of the effects of gender of Spouse on perceived marital
power. HMain effects of gender on perceived power were not

significant, F (1, 98) = 3.22, p > .076, as indicated in

Table 5. However, the résults indicated a trend for wives
to rate themselves as more powerful than husbands rated
themselves, It was Previously mentioned that the inter-

action effects of gender of spouse with career orientation

on perceived power were also not significant.

Means control. ' The hypothesis regarding means

control was an interactional hypothesis: that husbands of
single and'dﬁal career couples and wives of dual career
couples would perceive themselves as using means control
to.a greater extent than would wives of single career. |
couples'(Hypothesis 6). As can be seen from Table 5,'the

effects of gender of spouse on means control ratings was
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not significant, ® (1, 98) = 3.71, p > .057. Dhis finding

does indicate a trend, however, with both dual and single

career wives rating themselves lower in their use of means
control than their husbands did. The non-significant
interaction effects of gender with career orientation have

been presented earlier.

Credibility. The hypothesis regarding credibility as

an influence strategy was also an interactional hypothesis
of gender and career orientation effects Jointly: +that

husbands and dual career wives would perceive themselves

-as using credibility to influence their spouses to a greater
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extent than would single career wives (Hypothesis 7).
Table 5 indicates that the main effect of gender of spouse

on credibility was not significant. As discussed earlier,

the interaction effect of gender and career orientation

on credibility was also not significant.

Test of Hypotheses of Interdependence Among

Dependent Variables

.Hypotheses.of interdependence among dependent
variables were coﬁcerned with two issues: (a) analysis
of the role of perceived equity and sex role orientation
as mediators of the effects of career orientation and
gender of spousé on marital power; and (b) the specific
relationships predicted between.equity and the power
measures of influence attempts and perceived power;
between sex role orientation and the same two‘power

meéasures; and between influence attempts and perceived

power,
It will be recalled that the mediating role of

perceived equity and sex role orientation was analyzed

by canonical correlation analyses and by Pearson product-
moment correlations for all subgroups of the sample.
Canonical correlation analyses indicated that gender,

perceived equity and sex role orientation contributed

significantly to the prediction of'marital power variables
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-for dual career coupies, but not for single career

couples. The first set of canonical‘variates accounted
for 17.9% of the variance between the two sets of variabiles
for dual career couples, 2 <.027, with no other signifi-
canﬁ canonical correlations. For single career couples,

the first canonical correlation accounted for 10.9% of the

B variance between the predictor variables and the power

depehdenﬁ variables, a value which was not significant,
» >.237. A summary of the canonical correlation analysis
is contained in Appendix L. The contribution of specific
variables to the significant canonical correlation for
dual career marriages will be‘presented for each variable
separately. |
~ Pearson product-moment'éorrelation coefficients for
~the analyses of the mediating effect of perceived equity
and sex role orientation.for the effects of career
orientation and gender bf spouse on marital power, and
for analysis of the hypothesized relationships between
specific dependent variables are presented for dual and
- single career marital partners separately, for husbands
and wives separately, and for each career orientation
- gender subgroup. The correlatiéns for single career
and dual career partners require caution in their inter-
pretation, since the husbands' and wives! responses within
each couple type are from the same marriages and are
therefore not independent observations. The Pearson

product-moment correlation coefficients of the relationships
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among all dependent variables are presented in Tables
6 to 9 and in Appendix M., In addition to the predicted
relationships, significant unpredicted relationships among

the dependent variables will be described in the discussion

to follow,

Perceived Equity

It was hypothesized that marital partners who

perceived themselves as contributing more to their marriage

relatipnship than their spouses do would attempt to
influence their spouses more (Hypothesis 8) and would
perceive themselves as more powerful (Hypothesis 9) than
partners who viewed themselves as contributing less than
their spouses., As indicated in Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9,
equity did not correlate with influence attempts for dual ?
career partners, single career partners, husbands, or Lo
wives. However, equity did correlate significantly and |
negatively with husbands' vperceived power ratings

r =-.2363, p< .009, and significantly positively with

wives’perceived power ratings, r = .1974, p < .024, As
Bahr's Role HMeasure of Conjugal Power (Bahr, 1972)

indicates wives' power with high values and husbands!®

power with low values, these relationships are in the
predicted direction. These sighificant correlations are
due to single career husbands, r =-3624, p £.005, dual
career wives, r = ,2222, p < .060, and single career wives,

£ =.1920, p < .091, rather than to dual career husbands




-Table 6

Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables For Wives

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Means Credi- §

attempts power control bility
Equity _ 1.00 « 1075 . 0385 . «0069 L1974 0592 .0132
(.144) (.352) (.473) (.024) (.279) (.448)
Masculinity 1.00 1246 -.0101 «1939 0544 . 3536
- (.108) (.460) (.027) (.295) (.001)
Femininity 1.00 0731 -,0892 -, 0848 . 0231
(.235) (.187) (.201) (.410)
Influence - 1.00 . 0374 <1726 0744
attempts (.356)  (.043) (.231)
Perceived _ ‘ 1.00 . 2064 . 2643
power (.001) (.004)
Means | 1.00 2092
control (.018)
Credibility | | 1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 100, df = 98,

¥




Table 7

» Inter~Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables For Husbands

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Means Credi-

_ attempts power control bility
Equity 1.00 . 0428 .2276 . 0810 ~.2363 .0334 .0739
(.336) (.011) (.212) (.009) (.371) (.232)
Masculinity 1.00 . 1367 -.1396 -. 0064 . 0349 2187
(.088) (.083) (.475) - (.365) (.014)
Femininity 1,00 . 0450 -.0150 -. 1439 . 0609
: (.328) (.U41) (.077) (.274)
Influence '1.00 L0418 .1992 0359
attempts (.340) (.023) (.362)
Perceived : | | 1.00 . 0809 -.1755
power : | (4212) (.040)
Means - . 1.00 « 3151
control o ' : (.001)
Credibility | | 1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 100, df = 98,




Table 8
Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables

For Single Career Marital Partners

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Means

N attempts power control
Equity 1.00 -.2976 .2855 -.0731 -.0590 - -.1777
(.001) (.002) (.235) (.280) (.038)
Masculinity 1.00 ~.0089 . 0611 . Ol 1222
| | (.465) (.273)  (.341)  (113)
Femininity 1.00 . 0982 -, 0749 -.1371
| (.166)  (.229]  (l0B7)
Influence 1.00 . 0970 »1873
attempts (.169) (.031)
. Perceived : 1.00 » 0952
" power - (.173)
Means ' | 1.00
control
Credibility

Credi-
bility

. 0052
(.479)

.2108
(.018)

<1130
(.132)

. 0024
(.491)

bl } 1066

.2500
(.006)

1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 100, af = 98,

Ld




Table 9 _
Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables

For Dual Career Marital Partners

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence 'Perceived Means

Credi-~

| attempts power control bility
Equity 1.00 -, 0922 «2363 0748 . 0956 . 0689 .2195
_ (.181) ~ (.009) (.230) (.172) (.248) (.01k)
Masculinity 1.00 .1053 -.1723 .0263 . 040l 2421
(.149) (.043) (.397) (.313) (.008)
Femininity 1,00 . 0615 .0331 -.1317 .0503
: . (.272) (.372) (.096) (.309)
Influence . 1,00 -,0162 . 1849 . 0726
attempts (.437) (.033) (.236)
Perceived | - 1.00 .2067 .1854
power (.020) (.032)
Means | 1.00 .2367
control (.009)

Credibility 1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 100, af = 98,

84




(shown in Appendix M).'

No relationships were hypothesized between perceived
equity and influence stfategies. However, perceived
equity was significantly and negatively correlated with
means control for single career vartners, r = -,1777,

p < .038 (Taﬁle 8), and significantly but positively
correlated for dual career wives,.g = .3289, p <« .010
(Appendix M). In addition, perceived equity was signifi-
éantly related to use of credibility as an influence
strategy for dual career partners, r = ,2195, p < ,014
(Table 9).

Canonical correlation analysis revealed that equity
contributed least among the criterion variables to the
prediction ofsmarital power for dual career couples, with
a canonical variate coefficient of -.029, shown in
Appendix L.

Equity was also found to correlate significantly
with masculinity for single career partners, r = -,2976,
p < .00l (Table 8), and signirficantly with femininity for

2276, p < .011 (Pable 7), for single career

husbands, r

.2855, p<..002 (Tablé 8) and for dual

vartners, r
career vartners, r = .2363, D << .009 (Table 9), particularly
for dual career husbands, r = .3347, p < .009 (shown in.

Appendix ).

Sex Role Orientation

For wives, higher self-ratings of masculinity were
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expected to correlate with greater fre@uency of influence
attempts and higher self-ratinsgs of perceived power
(Hypotheses 10 and 13). For husbands, higher self—ratings

of femininity were expected to correlate with lower

frequency of influence attempts and lower self-ratings
of perceived power (Hypotheses 11 and 12). As Table &
indicates, higher masculinity self-ratings for wives were

associated with greater perceived bower, r = ,1939, p < ,027,

but not with greater frequency of influence attemnpts. This

relationship between masculinity and perceived power was
due to its significance in responses of single career

wives, r = ,2258, p< ,057., As shown in Table 7, lower
femininity self-ratings of husbands were not correlated | |
with either influence attempts or with perceived power.
Canonical correlation analyses indicated that for dual | |
career couples only, masculinity is the ma jor variable |
predicting responses on marital Dower measures, having a
canonical variate coefficient of -.943, The canonical

variate coefficient for femininity, again for dual career

couples, was .135, indicating its very slight contribution
to the relationship between power variables and predictor

variables,.

Two unpredicted relationships between masculinity

and power variables were also found. Among dual career
partners, masculinity is significantly and negatively
related to influence attempts, r =-,1723, p< .043, as

Table 9 indicates. 1In addition, masculinity is Significéntly
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and positively correlated with credibility for wives,

r = .3536, D < .001 (Table 6); husbands, r = .,2187,

D < .014 (Table 7); single career partners, r = ,2108,

D < .018 (Table 8); and dual career partners, r = .2#21,

D < .008 (Table 9). The relationship between masculinity
and credibility is significant at the .05 level or beyond
for all career orientation - gender subgroups, except for
dual career husbands, r = .2000, p =.082, as shown in:

Appendix M,

Marital Power

Each of the marital power variables of influence
attempts, perceived power, and influence strategies (means
control and credibility) will be discussed separately.

Influence attempts. It was predicted that influence -

attempts would be highly and positively related to : 5
perceived marital power. As Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9
indicate, no significant relationship emerged between

these two variables for wives, husbands, single career

partners, or dual career partners, The hypothesized
relationship between influence attempts and perceived power

did not occur in any of the career orientation - gender

subgroups, as shown in Appendix M. Influence attempts

also correlated significantly with means control, a finding
that,will ve described in the section on means control;

In canonical correlation analyses, influence attempts

contributed moderately, for dual career couples only, to
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the relationship between sex, perceived equity, and sex
role orientation and marital power measures, having a
canonical variate coefficient of ,455 (see Appendix L).

Perceived Power. As described earlier, perceived

power was not related to influence attempts., In canonical
correlation analyses, perceived power contributed only
slightly to the stfength of the relationship between sex,
perceived equity, and sex role orientation with marital
power variables, for dual career couples only, with a
canonical variate co-efficient of -.2467, shown in
Apvendix L. Although no relationships were predicted
 between perceived power and the influence strategies of
means control and crediﬁility, perceived power was
significantly correlated with both these variables.
‘These correlations will be described in the sections on
means control and credibility.

Means control. Relationships between means control

and other power variables were not predicted. However,
means control was correlated with all other marital power
variables,

Correlations between means control and influence
attempts were ,1726, p «£ .043, for wives (Table 6); .1992,
R < .023, for husbands (Table 7); .1873, b < .031, for
single career partners (Table 8); and .1849, p < .033 for
dual career partners (Table 9). The correlations between
means control and influence attempts were not significant

at the .05 level for any of the subgroups of single




career and dual career husbands or single céreer and dual
career wives, as Appendix ¥ indicates.

Yeans control and perceived power were correlated
positively for wives, r = .2964, P < .001, and for dual
career partners, r = .2067, p<<.020, These relationships
were due to the positive correlation of these variébles
for single career wives, r = .3209, p < .012, and for
dual career wives, r = .2720, p < .028. As shown in
Appendix I, perceived power and means.control did not
correlate significantly for husbands of either career
orientatioh.

lleans control and credibility were significantly
related to each other, a correlation that will be discussed
in the section on credibility.

In canonical correlation analyses, the contribution
of means control to the relationship between the variables
of sex, perceived equity, and sex role orientation with
marital power variables for dual career couples was
negligible, as shown by its canonical variate coefficient
of .077 (Appendix L),

Credibility. No specific relationships were predicted

for credibility with other marital power variables,
However, credibility was significantly correlated with
both perceived power and means control.

Credibility correlated significantly and positively
with perceived power for wives, r = .2643, p< .00 (Table

6), and for dual career partners, r = ,1854, D <.032
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(Table 9). Higher ratings on use of credibility as an
influence strategy were associated with lower perceived
power scores, and vice versa, for husbands, r = -,1755,
D < .040 (Table 7). Since lower perceived power scores
reflect husbands' rather than wives!' power, use of
credibility as an influence strategy correlated with

husbands' power, in husbands?' self-ratings. Credibility

and perceived power were not significantly related for -

single career partners. As shown in Appendix ¥, the

highest correlations between credibility and perceived
power were for dual career wives, r = ,3499, P < .006, and
for single career husbands, r = -.3743, P << .004, The

two variables were not significantly related to each other
for single career wives and dual career husbands.

Credibility and means control were positively

correlated with each other in almost all sub~-groups of

the sample. The following correlations were obtaiﬁed:

for wives, r = .2092, p <<,018 (Table 6); for husbands,

I
]

3151, p<.001 (Table 7); for single career partners,

r = .2500, p <£.006 (Table 8); and for dual career
partners, r = .2367, p< .009 (Table 9). The correlations

between these two measures of influence strategy were

significant and positive at the .05 level or beyond for

dual career husbands, single career husEands, and single
career wives, but not for dual career wives, as shown in
Appendix M,

Canonical correlation analyses for dual career
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couples indicated that credibility contributed substanti-
ally to the relationship between the predictor variables
of sex, perceived equity, and sex role orientation and

the power dependent variables., The canonical variate

coefficient for credibility was -.853, as indicated in

Appendix L.

Results Summary

Tests of career orientation hyvotheses. Dual and

single career couples were not found to differ on perceived |

equity or marital power variables. The two types of
couples differed in sex role orientation, however, with

single career wives rating themselves as more feminine
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than did dual career wives. Gender, perceived equity,
and sex role orientation were significantly related to
marital power in dual career but not single career couples,

with gender and masculinity as the main predictor variables

and influence attempts and credibility the main criterion
variables in this relationship.

Tests of gender of spouse hypotheses. Husbands and

wives differed in perceived equity and self-ratings of

masculinity and femininity. Wives rated themselves as
contributing slightly more than their husbands did and
husbands rated themselves as contributing slightly less

than their wives did. Husbands viewed themselves as more
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masculine than wives did, and wives viewed themselves as

nore feminine than husbands did. Trends were evident for
differences in perceived power and in use of means control

as an influence stratesy between husbands and wives, with

husbands rating themselves as higher in use of means
control and lower in perceived power than wives rated
themselves.

Tests of hypotheses of interdependence among dependent

variables., For all subgroups, influence attempts correlated

positively with means control, masculinity correlated
positively with credibility, and means control correlated
positively with credibility. Other relationéhips among
perceiVed equity, sex role orientation, and marital pdﬁer
variables depended on career orientation and gendef of
Spouse. - Perceived equity was positively related %o
perceived power for both husbands and wives, to crediﬁility,
use for dual career partners, and to femininity for dual

career husbands, while having a negative relationship

with use of means control for single career partners.

Masculinity was positively related to perceived power for
wives, and negatively related to influence attempts for

dual career husbands. Perceived power correlated

positively with means control for wives, and with credibility

for dual career wives and single career husbands.
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- DISCUSSION

The present investigation was concerned with
predicting perceived equity, sex role orientation, and
marital power in dual and single career marital couples,
and with determining the effects of equity and sex role
orientation on marital power. Single career husbands and
'dual career husbands and wives were expected to be higher
than single career wives in perceived equity, masculinity,
influence attempts, perceived power, means control, and
credibility, and 1qwervthan single career wives in
femininity. Several predictions concerning equity,
masculinity and femininity were supported by the data,
Howevér. career orientation and gender of spouse pfoved
tolbe'less contributory than perceivedwéquity and sex
role orientation to the prediction of marital power, In
addition, some unexpected interrelationships among
marital power variables were fouhd. These findingsvandv
their implications will be presented in detail for each

of the.dependent variables in the following discussion.

Perceived Equity

Equity is the outcome of the comparison by each
Spouse of the costs contributed and the rewards obtained

from the marriage by each partner. Due to the similarity
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of major contributions to marriage by dual career partners,
it was predicted that dual career husbands and wives
would view their marriages as more equitable than single

career partiners, whose major contributions differ more

markedly between husband ang wife, The difference in Some
types of contributions to marriage as a function of
participation or non-participation in a professional
career were not influential, while gender of spouse did

influence perceived equity. The data indicated that

wives viewed their marriages as more equitable than their
husbands did., Wives also viewed themselves as contfibuting
slightly.more to their marriages than their husbands do,
Husbands perceived themselves as contributing less to
family functioning than they perceived their wives *o be
contributing, This finding suggests the strength.with
which areas of contribution to family functioning are 5-
associated with spouses' gender, overriding other salient
featurés of a marifal situation such as differing

occupational and career orientations of the couples in

the present sample,

Mean responses to individual items of the perceived

equity scale (shown in Appendix N) indicated that husbands

perceived themselves as contributing less than their

wives did to all family functions, with the exception of
Tinancial provider functions. 1In addition, for all Tamily
functions wives saw their husbands as contributing more

to their marriages than their husbands saw themselves as
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contributing. The discrepancy between husbands' and wives'
equity judsments suggests that comparison of respective
contributions to family functioning is not a subject

about which spouses communicate to a great extent. If

it were otherwise, spouses would presumably share their
partners' view more closely than is indicated by the
present data, |

In addition to differences due to gender of spouse,

prerceived equity responses were notable for the relative

equity of the marriagce relationships, as perceived by
Spouses. Although husbands'® mean equity perceptions deviated |
more from equity than the mean of wives!' perceptions, even

the husbands' rated their relationships as only "slightly"

inequitable. These perceptions indicate respondents’

positive views of their marital partner and of their

marriages. The basic assumption of equity theory, that

i

relationships persist as long as participants believe they
are receiving equal benefits from the relationship

(#alster, Utne, & Traupmann, 1975), thus receives some

support from these findings.
The finding that wives of both career orientations

are similar to each other, just as dual and single career

husbands are similar, allows fufther conclusions
substantiating some and contradicting other elements of

the literature on dual career marriages. Marital theorists
have speculated that the dual career form of marriage

allows both partners to zctualize themselves without the
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constraints of a gender-determined division of roles
(Bernard, 1972; Gass, 1974; Osofsky & Osofsky, 1972
Rapovort & Rapoport, 1975; Rossi, 1964). The flexibility

of roles for each partner and the sharing of roles is

predicted by these theorists to lead to greater
satisfaction with marriage. Yet the husbands and wives
of both dual and single career marriages in the present

study shared the perception that wives contributed

slightly more than husbands. This shared perception of
Spouses in both types of marriages suggeéts more similarities
than differences between single and dual career couples

in their views of wives' mafital roles, Other marriage
theorists and researchers have indicated that dual career
marriages suffer more stresses than single career marriages,
since both partners must perform more of +the family

functions in‘time away from their jobs (Bryson, Bryson,

Licht & Licht, 1975; Poloma & Garland, 1971; Rapoport &
Rapoport, 1971). Dual career wives have been presented

by these'theorists as stressed more than their husbands,

since some traditional ascription of homemaker roles
occurs even to women engaged full-time in professional

careers., Respondents in the present study substantiated

this view to a small degree in that dual career wives

rated themselves and were rated by their husbands as

contributing more than their husbands. However, this same
’ ) )

view was evident in single career husbands and wives equity

ratings. It is possible, therefore, that in both types of
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couples wives take on more of the functions needed within
a family,
The significant differences between husbands and

wives within each type of marriage in perceived marital

equity suggests that the individual circumstances of each
marriage alone do not account for marital partners'
perceptiohs of equity. Marital partners® judgments nmust
reflect a standard of comparison outside their marriage

for this discrepancy between husbands and lees Judgments

to occur. Osmond's (1078) concept of a referential
structure, deflnlng the nature of equitable exchanges and
resources exchanged by others in similar relationships,
as well as by the history of one's own relationship, is gv
thus supported by the present data, Presumably, husbands |
‘and wives look.to what they_khow of other marriages to ‘ |
evaluate the equity balance of their own marital

relationships.

Perceived Equity and Marital Power

Marital partners who viewed themselves as contributing

less than their partners to their marriage were expected

to attempt to influence their Spouses less and to perceive
their marital power as less than Partners who contribute
more than their spouses. Influence attempts were not

related to perceived equity but were related to verceived




power for both husbands and wives,

The finding that the more partners perceive their
relationship to be equitable the more they view themselves
as powerful in influencing their Spouses confirms an
hypothesis of the present study derived from recently
developed theories of'marital power (Olson, Cromwell, &
Klein, 1975; Osmond, 1978; Rollins & Bahr, 1976). Spouses
'apparently perceive themselves to have the capability of

influencing each other to the extent that they contribute

‘ \ .
more to their marriage than their spouses do, Differences

between spouses in perceived marital power thus appear to
be one means for the restoration or maintenance of equity

in marital relationships.

The lack of evidence for the prediction that perceived

inequities will be positively éssociated with attempts to
influence marital partners contradicts equity theorists
(Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978) and marital power
theorists (Qsmond, 1978), who suggest that partners will
try to equalize each of their contributions by dominating
or by allowing the partner to dominate marital decisions
under conditions of inequity. Given the assumption of
equity theorists that individuals will strive to restore
and to maintain equity in their relationships (Walster,
Walster, & Berscheid, 1978), it appears that marital
partners in inequitable relationships lqok to other
mechanisms than regulation of dominance levels during

conflict interactions as a means of regaining equity.

|
i
|
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The measure of perceived equity developed for the
present study has several characteristics which lend
confidence to the equity ratings obtained. The measure

is based on a comprehensive listing of basic family

roles (Bahr, 1972), excluding sexual roles, Therefore,
the measure reflects respondents’ judgments of the roles

of provision of finances, housekeeping and household
[}

maintenance, physical care and teaching and disciplining

of children, understanding feelings and problems of

family members, maintaining social contact with friends
and relatives, and organizing recreational activities,
A further advantage of the present measure is that it
requires a nﬁmber'of judgments,: including both specific
and global judgments, from responders,

However, the equity measure used in this investigation
has not been used prior to its application to the present
sample. The assumbtlon that evaluation of contrlbutlon
to family roles may be a basis of equity judgments has

similarly not been considered previously in marital equity

theory. As noted by Walster, Walster, & Berscheid (1978),
few research invéstigations of marital equity and few

measures of marital equity have been completed. The

present research may be considered one contribution to
the measurement and investigation of marital equity,
However, further attempts at the investigation and measure-

ment of marital equity are required to validate the

findings of the present study that husbands and wives differ
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in perceived marital equity.

Sex Role Orientation

The predicted effect of carecer orientation on self-
ratings of sex role orientation was that dual éareer Wives
would rate themselves more highly on masculinity and less |
highly on femininity than single career wives, It was
eXpected that dual career wives! self-concepts would
reflect their participation in Predominantly male
professional occupations by augmenting the importance. of
masculine characteristics ang diminishing the 1nportance
of feminine cnaracteristics in their self concents.
However, dual career wives differed from single career
wives only in self-ratings of femininity. It appears
therefore that participation in professional occupatibns
- has less effect on acceptance of traditionally masculine
charaCLerist1cs in dual career wives' seli ~-concepts than
on reducing their self—attributlons of feminine character-
istics., The fact that single career wives rated themselves
almost as highly on masculinity as dual career wives
suggests that homemaker roles provide as much support for
‘traditionally'masculine personality characteristics as
the professional occupational world does, or that masculine
- personality traits are almost as accepted and valued among

homemakers as are feminine characteristics,
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Husbands' and wives' ratings of their masculine and
feminine characteristics conformed to the expected gender
distinctions, indicating that even in dual career families

The transcendence of gender-related characteristics

predicted by some sex role theorists (Bem, 1975; Rossi,
1972) is not yet a reality. ©Dual career wives came closest
of all the subgroups to displaying the balance of

masculinity and femininity idealized by sex role theorists.

Sex Role Orientation and arital Power

It was hypothesized that tﬁe more highly husbands in
both dual career and single career marriages rated them-
selves on femininity the less frequently they would attempt
to influence their wives in conflict situations. For wives,
1t was hypothesized that the more highly they rated them-
selves in masculinity the higher would be the frequency

of their attempts to influence their husbands., Hypotheses

concerning perceived power were varallel to the hypotheses
concerning influence attempts. The more highly husbands

rated themselves on femininity the lower they were expected

to rate themselves on perceived marital power. The more
highly wives rated themselves on masculinity the more
highly they were expected to rate themselves on perceived
marital power, |

Masculinity, but not femininity, was found to be
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related to marital power, although more strongly for wives
than for husbands. Masculinity was positively related to
perceived power for wives, particularly for single career

wives, TFor dual career couples, masculinity contributed

significantly to the prediction of frequency of influence
attempts and extent to which credibility was used as an
influence strategy. 1In addition, two unpredicted relation-
ships were found between masculinity and marital power,

For single career husband and wives and for dual career

wives, masculinity was significantly and positively related

~to the use of credibility as an influence strategy.
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Contrary to hypothesis, masculinity was found to be

negatively correlated with influence attempts for dual

career vartners, particularly for dual career husbands,
Thus, although masculinity self-ratings of spouses affect

influence attemnts, perceived power, and credlblllty, the
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nature of the relationship depends on the gender of spouse
and career orientation of the couple.

Several characteristics are listed as items in the

masculinity subscale of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem,
1974) which predict behaviors conducive to influencing

one's spouse in a marital conflict situation. These

include characteristics such as the following: "defends
own beliefs”, "assertive”, "forceful", and "willing to
take a stand". Self-ratings such as these were positively

related to perceived marital power for single career

wives. However, these masculinity self-ratings did not
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correspond to assertive behavior in marital conflict
Situations. 1In fact, the more dual career husbands and
wives described themselves as masculine, the less did

they attempt to influence their partners during marital

conflicts., %Whether this unexpected negative relationship

is specific to the interaction patterns developed between

the particular dual career husbands and wives of this

sample, or whether masculinity is more complexly related

to behavior than the present hypotheses suggest remains

%o be determined in further research.

The relationship between credibility and mascu71n1ty
was strongest for dual career wives; significant for
single career husbands and wives; and showed a trend

toward 81ﬂn1¢1cance for dual career husbands, It appears

that only on attitudinal, as compared to behavioral

{

measures, does the predicted positive relationship between
masculinity and marital power hold. Since credibility is
the appeal to one's own areas of expertise and knowledge

in trying to influence someone, this finding corresponds

to theoretical predictions that masculinity is reiated to

self—pefceptions of competence (Bem, 197, 1976).

Marital FPower

Career orientation and gender were hypothesized to

affect influence attempts, influence strategies, and
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perceived power. For each éf these dependent variables,
dual career husbands and wives and single career husbands
were expected to rate themselves more highly or to behave
more frequently in ways consistent with greater power in
their marital relationships than single career wives,
Contrary to these predictions, neifher career orientation
nor gender alone demonstrated significant differences
between groups. However, the presence or absence of
relationships between marital power variables differed
depending on the career orientation and gender of marital
partners.

For husbands, wives, and both dual career and single
career partners, influence attempts were associated with
self-reports of use of means control as an influence
strategy. Weans control differs from self-reports of both
credibility and perceived power in its reference to
behaviors more activé than merely verbal statements. If
influence attempts as'observable_behavior are accepted as
stronger predictors of influence behavior than are
self-report power measures, the relationship between
influence attempts and means control may bé interpréted
as a reflection of the degree of marital partners'
willingness to act on desires o influence spouses,

Career orientation and gender of spousé also deter-
mined the extent to which strategies of influence and
perceived marital power were related to each other,

Husbands, wives, and dual career partners perceived
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themselves as using credibility to influence their
spouses to the extent that they perceived themselves as
powerful in their marital relatlonshlps. Wives also
eported themselves to use means control as an influence
strategy the more they perceived themselves as powerful
in their marital relationships. This positive relation-
ship between use of influence strategies and perceived

marital power may simply indicate greater use of

_influence strategies the more marltal Dartners view their

strategies as effective in influencing their spouses.
However, wives report greater use of influence strategies
under conditions of perceived marltal power than husbands
do. Consequently, wives appear to be elther more aware
of their use of influence strategies than husbands or
they tend to use both credibility or material means of
influence more frequently than their husbands do.

In addition to the predictive role of couple§
career orientation and gender of spouse for relationships
between marital power variables, career}orientation and
gender are moderators of the extent to which Spouses’®' sex
role orientation and perceived equity predict marital
power. IMasculinity is either positively or negatively

related to influence attempts, to perceived power, and

to the use of credibility as an influence strategy

depending on marital partners' career orientation and

gender. Similarly, career orientation and gender predict

the presence or absence of relationships between marital
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equity and perceived power; and they prediect the type and
direction of felationships between marital equity and the
influence strategies of means control and credibility,.

The relationships discovered among marital power
variables, and the differential relationships of perceived
equity and sex role orientation with some but not all
measures of marital power, support marital power theorists
who describe power as a multi~dimensional construct
(Olson, Cromwell 2 Klein, 1975; Rollins & Bahr, 1976;
Sorey, 1971, 1972), The only relationship predicted
among marital power measures was a positive relationship
between influence attempts and perceived marital power,
which did not dccur. The lack of relationship between these
two variables contradicts a theoretical proposition of
Rollins® and Bahr's model of marital power, which_states
that the greater the perceived power the greater will be
the frequency of influence attempts. Previous research
and research reviews have criticized ﬁarital povier
questionnaires for requesting judgments on routlne ﬂar1+al
de0181on—ma cing rabher than only on conflicted marital
issues; for imbalancing the number of issues asked about
traditionally male or traditionally female decision areas;
or for sampling too few areas of marital 1ife (Bahr, 1972;
Safilios-Rothschild, 1970). Bahr's (1972) Role Heasure
of Conjugal Power, used in the present study, avoids
these difficulties, yet still fails to»correspond with a

behavioral measure of marital vower, influence attempts




101

The conclusion is inescapable that Phenomenological
measures of family power which correspond to actual
behaviors are difficult to develop,

However, phenomenological power measures corresponding

with actual behavior are not impossible to develop, as

the significant relationship found er husbands between
influencé'attempts and use of means control as an influence
strategy shows. Husbands who rated themselves highly on

use of means control as an influence strategy also

attempted to influence their wives more frequently in the
conflict negotation task. It appears therefore that when
individuals are asked to report on an element of power

corresponding directly to a behavior, in this case

i
i
i
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strategy of influence compared‘to influence attempts, then

i
]

self-report prédicts behavior. When the attitudinal
measure asks quite different questioné than the behavioral
measure, such as the questions of "who makes the final
decision” in Bahr's (1972) perceived power scale in

comparison to influence attempts, the self-report fails

to predict the behavior.
Among the relationships found between marital power

variables was the significant correlation between the two

kinds of influence strategies for all subgroups of the
research sample. Whether this cdrrelation reflects method
similarity in the measurement of the two constructs, a
self-awareness or ability to report on influence strategies

common to individuals rating themselves highly on both
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.measures, or an actual tendency to use both types of
influence remains to be determined in future research,
The findings of the present investigation concerning

spouses' self- reDorts of influence Strategies were

obtalned with the Davis Influence Scale (uav1s, Note 1).
Although the manner of development of the scale appears
to have been rigorous, and its validity and reliability as
a self-report influence measure have been demonstrated by

Davis, the scale has hot vet been used extensively,

Further research use of this scale, particularly in
marital power research, would be an asset in assessing
1, .

the consistency of the present study's findings that

means control and credibility are related to other

dimensions of marital power, to sex role orlentatlon,-

and to perceived equity.

Theoretical, Research, and Clinical Implications

Several major findings are apparent from the present

investigation. These include marital partners' 4if ferences

in perceived equity by gender; differences in self-reports

of marital power as a function of perceived equity;
differences in marital bower as a function of sex role
orientation, angd particularly of masculine sex role :
orientation; and differences in the relationship between |

components of marital power as a function of career
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orientation and gender of sSpouse.
The differences in perceived equity strongly suggest

the relevance of gender as a determinant of this variabvle,

ndicates

e

The magnitude of the differences is stri k¥ing and
the importance of equity as a subjective variable in
individuals' perceptions of their marriage relationships,
The differences obtained between equity perceptions of
Spouses in the same marriage support Osmond's (1973) view
that cultural expectations and comparisons to referehce
grouds help to determine equity perceptions. These
within-marriage differences also require a new element
‘In equity theory: a framework for understénding different
percepiions between spouses and the consequences of these
differences for attaining or restoring equity. The
assumption that relationships last only when both partners
percei#e themselves as obtaining similar benefits
(Walster, Utne Z Traupmann, 1975) apparently requires
revision and elaboration before the'equity concept can
be applied %o understanding marriages,

Several magor results of this research have
1lelcatlons for further research and theory development
on marital power. The first is the finding that masculine
seX role orientation, as defined by the Bem Sex Role

Inventory (Bem, 1974), is 81gn ificantly related to several

l_l-

(=1

dimensions of power. This research is unique in identifying
sex role orientation variables as relevant to marital

power. The possibility exists that cultural changes, such
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as value changes in cross-gender relationships, have
resulted in changes in marital bower for some subcultursl
groups to the point where marital authority and basic

resources are less predictive of marital power relations

1

now thén earlier in the history of marital power research.
In addition, the vpredictiveness of masculinity for marital
power suggests that some traditionally bpsychological
measures rarely applied to marital power research may

help to clarify marital power relations,

A second result of the present study with implications
for theory'development and future research in marital
power 1s the finding that perceived marital equity is 2
predictor'variablé for perceived marital poWer and for .f
self-reported strategies of influence in marital relation- |
ships. The present study therefore provides support for .
marital power theorists such as Heer (1963a, 1963b}, and
Osmond (1978) who postulate that the comparison of
resources exchanged between marital rartners is a deter-

minant of marital power relations.

A further result of this research having theoretical
and research implications for marital power is the

finding that, although career orientation and gender of

Spouse are not strong predictors of power, the relation-
ships among dimensions of power differ as a function of
these varigbles. Thus, although it may no longer be

relevant to treat wivesg? occupational participation as s

highly significant influence on marital power for some



types of couples, research on marital power is likely %o
be more interpretable if subjects are matched on working/
non-working and occupational status of wives. In addition,
if recent reviews on marital poWer have left any doubt
concerning the need for both partners in a couple to
participate jointly in power research (Olson, Cromwell

& Klein, 1975; Safilios-Rothschild, 1970), the differences
between husbands and wives on the power measures in this
research again emphasizes that neéd.

Several features of this_research have implications
for preventive mental health and for marital psychotherapy
and counselling. Zquity theory applied to marriage
relationships suggest that deviations from an equitable
balance of contributions between marital partners is
likely to lead %o subjective psychoibgical distress of
partners (Walster, Walster, 2 Berscheid, 19738). The
average of husbands' and wives! ratings of marital equity
in this study suggests that the respondehts were aware of
some inequities in their marriages, 1In addition, the mean
ratings indicated that perceived inequify is a common
staté‘of marital relationships. The extent to which
perceived inequity contributes *o psychological distress
becomes all the more important as an issue if most marital

ties in their relation-

ke

partners believe there are inequ
ships. Since husbands viewed their relationships as more
inequitable than wives did, husbands may be more likxely to

experience distress in marital relationships than wives,

i
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if the findings of the present study generalize to other
marriages. Thus, the prevalance of perceived marital
inequity, and consequences of marital inequities for the

subjective distress or comfort of marital partners, for

{—

a

ct

mari satisfaction, and for continuation of marital

ct

relationships are research questions likely to provide
important information for preventive mental health and
for marital counselling in the future,

Two other results of this research have implications

for cultural expectations of male and female roles and
interpersonal behavior in cross-gender relationships, The
notable similarities rather than differences in marital

bower, and the lack of any extreme imbalance in husbands®

and wives' self-ratings of masculinity and femininity, f
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may indicate decreasing constraints of traditional sex
role socialization on interpersonal relationships between

men and women.
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INITIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS

As you know from our letter and phone call, this research
is for a doctoral dissertation in the Department of Psychology of
the University of Manitoba. The ILesearch is concerned with what
marriage and family life is like for marriage partners in the families
of professionals, and from this research we hope that more will be
known about social changes occurring in marriage and family life.
We will be interested in finding out about your perceptions of your

marriage and family life, and about decision—making in your marriage.

questionnaire about the way you see yourselves and many aspects of
your marriage and present life. The reason for the variety of
questions about yourselves is that every marriage is very different
depending on the people in it, so we need to know something about
each of you, as well as about your marriage. The first 45 minutes
or so will be taken up by the questionnaire, and then there will be
tine for you to get a cup of coffee before continuing into the
second part of the study. In this second 45-minute segment, we
would like you to evaluate separately and then to discuss together ,
some case descriptions of couples having some kinds of Problems that |
can arise in marriages. We will be asking for your opinions about g
how to solve the problems. As soon as we have finished, I will be '
happy to discuss with you any further questions you may have about

this research in more detail. '

I would like to remind you that all of the information

]
|
i
|
. . . . ’ P
You provide is absolutely confidential - We are not even going to l
1 , o
|
|

Association specify that you may omit any question that you may
find objectionable to you. However, we have tried to omit such
questions, and it would help in the research very much if you
would answer all the questions. We would appreciate your
considering your responses very carefully, and recording then
accurately. ' :

If there are any questions for which the responses
provided don't completely fit your situation, please choose the
answer that is best suited to your situation, and then explain the
answer in the margins of the questionnaire, or bring it to our
attention later.

Are there any questions that you have about anything I
have said, or about the procedure that we are going to follow?
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INTRODUCTION TO THE IMC PROCEDURE

“ow I'd like your opinions on some real cases where couples
are having various types of marital conflicts. The case descriptions
I an going to show you are part of a series called the "Inventory of
Marital Conflicts." :

This inventory was developed from information provided by
approximately 2,000 couples from various walks of life. The creators
of the inventory found certain things that have frequently caused
disagreements 6r conflicts among couples. The types of disagreements
selected for the Inventory from these couples' experiences were, in
all cases, serious problems for some couples. Descriptions of couples
having some of these conflicts have been written up to form a test of
your ability to resolve disagreements between spouses. Your task is
to read each of these case descriptions and decide which spouse is
primarily responsible for the conflict. The last set of questions
you answered a few minutes ago, about some kinds of problems couples
have, are the kinds of problems described in this Inventory.

As in any conflict situation, there are two points of view
presented in the case descriptions. In some of the cases, one of
‘you will learn about the conflict from the point of view of the
 husband., The other will learn the wife's point of view regarding
the same situation. 1In each case, however, both of you will be
given the same essential facts. ' .

It's very important that for every case you decide who is
at fault in the conflict even though this might be difficult at times.
Please do not indicate that both are to blame or leave any question
blank- : :

I am going to leave these materials with each of you so that _
you can read and evaluate these cases. These are the case descriptions
and these are the answer sheets for you to record your opinions. When
you have each finished evaluating the cases, I'd like you to discuss.
the case descriptions together. ’
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INSTRUCIIONS FOR THE IMC DISCUSSION‘SESSION

and subsequently you each tried to describe it, it is highly
probabl§ that each of you would present slightly different

points of view on the issue. In these case descriptions, though,
Please don't be distracted by such differences, for in every case
each point of view contains all the essential facts, and my
pPrimary concern is how You resolve the conflict each couple is
having. ‘

In discussing these cases it's important that you use only
the information provided. Also, it's important that you resolve
each disagreement before going on to the next case, .

I will have a tape recorder on so that no one will have to be
present in the room while you are discussing these items,

SPOUSE) to help you recall your answers to each item. However,
while discussing these cases, do not show you Spouse your answer
sheet. You will not have the case descriptions to refer to, so
do the best you can remembering the details of the cases,

These are the sheets for each of you to keep track of your
joint answers (GIVE 10 EACH). The brief sentence for each item
should help you recall the cases. Ag you can see, on Part A.
you must decide which Spouse is primarily responsible for the
problem and on Part B you must choose on: of the two alternatives.

On both Part A and Part B do not leave any question blank
and do not answer "both," s '

You will have about'30'minutes~to discuss the cases and
come to a solution for each. I will let you know five minutes
before the time ig up.
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Comparison of Numbers of Participant Couples Versus

Couples Declinine to Participate For Each Occupational Category

g‘ o;)u gn;g: Reasons Given by = o
SER i ommimine f o
D HEe @ o pate " -
R o0 O@mH 3 2 = o R o
N 0 ct b Q S0 20 ct e O = =1
q4 woo o et B g @ o
1] Y = Hh [¢] G e [0] [0y oo ot
o o+ o g " 3 B So o )
Career 3 S' ﬁ a 7 3 g b
Category " = & g 2
_ a
Academicians, 1
single career 79— 12 36 12 3 10 5
Academicians,
dual career 4o 12 9 Vi 4 1 4 3
Lawyers, -
single career 59 7 26 12 6 3 2 2 1
Lawyers, :
dual career 14 8 3 ' 1 2
Physicians, ' : P
. 8ingle career 38 6 15 11 3 3 P
Physicians, : |
dual career 20 L 7 3 2 2 1 1 |
Physiotherapists, ﬁ
single career 10 2 L 1 1 2 |
Physiotherapists, |
dual career 19 2 4 6 2 1
Social Workers,
" single career 29 7 17 3 1 1
Social Workers, '
dual career 26 7 11 6 2
Teachers,
single career 88 15 34 18 9 2 5 4 1
Teachers, _ :
dual career 35 12 5 12 3 : 2 1
Other,
single career 1 4 1
Other, :
dual career 7 3 3 1

lNumbers represent number of couples in each category.

2Refers to couples who could not be contacted either due to
a change of residence or to lengthy absences.

3Refers to couples who were willing to participate, but who
were not asked to participate to minimize over-representation
of their occupational or career orientation category,
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INVENTORY OF MARITAL CONFLICTS (IMC)

CASE DESCRIPTIONS

Husbands!*

-1. Bob and Frank are good friends. Janis, Bob's wife, likes Frank but
is becoming increasingly annoyed with his unanidounced and
excessively long visits to their aphrtment, especially at mealtimes,
She has suggested to Bob that he ask Frank to please phone before
visiting, but her husband feels this would be insulting to his friend,
Janis suggests that she might ask Frank to please phone before
visiting, but this only makes her husband angry. After accusing his
wife of interfering with his friendship, he refuses to discuss the
matter further.

- Cora doesn’t really enjoy sexual relations. When she was first
married she would avoid love making by telling her husband it was
painful. More recently she has pretended to be tired when her
husband has approached her. Now she has resorted to retiring
earlier than her husband. Cora believes sex isan unpleasant subject
that one does not discuss unless absolutely necessary, and she
becomes furious when Jack insists they should talk about this
problem,

- When Don finally gets home from work he takes off his jacket, e
and shoes, and-makes himself comfortable with a can of beer. After
dinner Don has a little more energy, so he goes back and puts away
the various articles of clothing he has taken off. One day Francine
tells Don he is sloppy and lazy and demands that he not leave
clothes lying around, even for a short period of time. Two days
later, Don forgets to do as his wife had demanded, and she angrily
repeats her complaint. An argument develops.

- Nina has been looking for a pair of shoes to wear with her favorite
dress. Upon finding a pair of shoes on sale. Nina just cannot resist
and purchases them. Later that evening she shows her new purchase
to Peter. He remembers that she already has many pairs of shoes

© and asks about the necessity of such a purchase’ at this time. Nina

becomes outraged and accuses him of being cheap and incon-
siderate,

- Mark and Flaine have both been working since their magriage in
order to live at a level which they feel to be comfortable.
Occasionally, Elaine bacomes depressed because she wants to have
a child but knows that on Mark’s salary alone this would be
extremely ditficult. Elaine’s emotions get the best of her and she
accuses Mark of not being aggressive enough, implying that he is an
inadequate provider. Mark was advised not to g0 to college because
of scholastic difficulties and has done as well as could reasonably
be expected, but his wife continually compares him unfavorably to
his collegeeducated friends. Mark’s self-estzem is injured and an
argument begins.

- A conflict has arisen between Jack and Colleen following a party
with friends. During the party, Jack talked to another woman,
resulting in his wife becoming very angry. Following the party,
Colleen angrily accuses Jack of intentionally ignoring her for the
entire cvening and becomes argumentative.

Form

7.

Betty and Phil have been having marital difficulties for the past
year. One of the problems has been Betty’s extravagance. Now
Betty insists on immediately seeking costly professional counseling.
Phil points out that there simply is no money to pay for such an
expensive venture until they can cut down their expenses some
place else, Betty will not hear of waiting until money is available,
and many arguments arise in the weeks to come.

Jim routinely arrives home from work at 5:00 PM and enjoys his
dinner soon after his arrival. Susan has been a full-time housewife
since the birth of their first child one year ago but still leaves her
domestic chores undone. Jim has asked Susan if she would have the
house clan and dinner prepared when he retums home, Upon
arriving home, Jim again finds the ironing board with a pile of
clothes in the living room, a dining table that has not been set, and
his wife sitting on the sofs reading a magazine. Upon viewing the
situation Jim appears discouraged, whereupon Susan accuses him

“of always finding fault with her and angrily storms into the

10

11,

kitchen.

It's Friday evening and the Carter family have a dinner engage-
ment, which had been made the previous week. Frank comes home
a half hour early so he can be sure to be ready on time. He
showers, shaves and is dressed and ready to leave on time. But
when it is time to go, Mary is still in the bathroom combing her
hair and putting on makeup. Since Mary almost always makes them
late this way, Frank becomes upset. Mary retorts that she isn’t very
concerned about being late since they always get where they dre
going sooner or later.

Linda and Steve plan to take a weekend trip by car, While Linda is

driving Steve to work on Friday morning, Steve hears a “pinging™ -

noise and realizes that the spark plugs' should be changed along
with other minor adjustments. Since they plan to leave Friday
evening and Steve has to work, he has to ask his wife to take the
car to the garage. Linda complains about the other preparations she
says she has to make for them and their two child:en but says she
will have time to take the car to the garage, and agrees to do so.
Later on the trip, Steve hears the “pinging™ noise and realizes the
spark plugs have not been changed. It tumns out that Linda took

the car to the garage but did not bother to mention the spark -

plugs, Linda says that if Steve doesn’t like the way she does things
he can do them himself. Steve points out that he was unable to
take the car to the garage and that when she agrees to do
something she should do'it.

When Charlotte and Richard wers living. with Charlotte's family, a
lot of ill will developed between Richard and his in-laws. Charlotte
told her parents just about everything that happened, and when
Richard told her to stop, his mother-in-law said she was hurt «nd
told Charlotte to keep Richard in his place, Richard ané Charlotte
now ‘have their own home, but the situation continues. Richard
will rarely visit his in-laws, but whenever he is not around Charlotte
is on the phone with her mother, passing on information and
receiving advice. When Richard tells Charlotte again that she should
stop telling things to her mother, Charlotte becomes enraged.
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16. Tom is very concerned about his wife’s smoking habits. Betty isa

12. Each night Lay promises Judy that he will throw the garbage out

after they finish dinner. Invariably, Larry forgets and leaves tha
kitchen without doing what he has promised. Judy has felr that the
best thing to do is to throw the garbage away by herself and has
been doing this later in the evening. When he notices this, Larry
becomes angry with Judy, stating that this is his job. As Larry
continues to follow his old habits, Judy begins to do the chore
herself, only to be angrily criticized by her husband.

. At parties that Bob and Nancy attend, Nancy spends most of her
time with the men present and obviously enjoys being with them.
Bob is very concerned and has tried to telt Nancy that her behavier
is interpreted as flirtatious and could lead to a romantic involve-
ment with another man. Nancy denies this, but Bob knows from
his own experience that this type of thing does frequently happen
and feels that she is being inconsiderats of his feelings by not giving
up this behavior.

When Jerry comes home from work in the evening he is tired and
likes to relax over a pleasant meal, After dinner he prefers to be
alone with his wife, However, Betty does not understand Jerry’s
unwillingness to go out after a hard day’s work, and she is after
him to go out partying in the evenings. She tells Jerry he is a lazy
do-nothing. .

Dick and Diane have been married for three years, Dick likes his
job and is anxious to get ahead. For the past year he has been
voluntarily spending a great deal of extra time at his work. Diane
has repeatedly accused Dick of caring more about his job than he
cares for her. Dick explains that his career is important to both of
them and that it is necessary for him to work additional hours if he
expects. to get promoted. Diane refuses to listen to Dick’s

explanations and unreasonably demands-that he substantially cut.

down his hours of over-time work.,

very heavy smoker and has a severe cough. Although Tom used to
be a heavy smoker-himself, he has now quit completely; so he is
convinced that Betty could at least cut down. He has told her in
detail about the health hazards involved in smoking and he has-
asked her to stop or at least cut down, if not for herself then
because of her love for him. Betty’s usual reaction has been to pet
sarcastic. She says she is trying but doesn’t change. As a result
there has been a series of arguments, -

. Chuck is & football fan who likes to watch the pro games on

Sunday afternoons. His wife Betty is upset at this, so she plans a
series of activities for them together on Sundays and tells him he
will have to give up the football games. Chuck feels that this is an
unreasonable demand. He points out that he works all week and _
should be entitled to a couple of hours of relaxation watching TV
on Sunday. He reminds her that she watches many hours of soap
operas during the week when he is at work. Chuck also reminds
Betty that the other wives they know do not get so upset just
because their husbands watch football. Betty, however, continues
to be annoyed and insists that he stop watching games.

. John has been out of college for three years and is able to provide a

modest but adequate income for himself and his wife, Jean, They
have been planning a vacation, which Jean has been enthusiastically
anticipating. John has always been a stereo enthusiast and
presently feels that he wants to improve his stereo by buying new
speakers. If John proceeds with his plan, the vacation they have
planned would be impossible. John states that he is the bread-
winner in the family and deserves a luxury. He insists that as the
man in the family, he should make the decision.
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INVENTORY OF MARITAL CONFLICTS (IMC) N 125

CASE DESCRIPTIONS

Yives®
1. Bob and Frank are good friends. Janis, Bob’s wife, likes Frank but

is becoming increasingly annoyed with his unannounced and
excessively long visits to their apartment, usually at mealtimes. She
has suggested to Bob that he ask Frank to plcase phone before
visiting, but her husband fcels this would be insulting to his friend.
Janis suggests that she might ask Frank to please phone before
visiting, but this only makes her husband angry. After accusing his
wife of interfering with his friendship, he refuses to discuss the
matter further.

. Cora doesn’t really enjoy scxual relations, When she was first
married she would avoid love making by telling her husband it was
painful. More recently she has pretended to be tired when her
husband has approached her. Now she has resorted to retiring
carlier than her husband. Cora believes sex is an unpleasant subject
that one does not discuss unless absolutely necessary, and she
becomes furious when Jack insists they should talk about this
problem, : :

. When Don finally arrives home from work he immediately sits
down and makes himself comfortable with a can of beer and
scatters his jacket, tie and shoes on the furniture and/or floor,
where they stay until some time after dinner. After putting up with
this sloppiness for a while, Francine asks Don to stop tossing his
clothes around the apartment, even if he does eventually pick them
up. Two days later, Don repeats his usual pecformance as if
Francine had said nothing. When she mentions it again, an
arguinent develops. -

. Nina has been shopping around carefully for some time to find a
pair of shoes she can afford that will go with her favorite dress. She
tinally finds a satisfactory pair of shoes and is happy to discover
that they are on sale. She purchases the shoes and takes them home
to show her husband, Peter, He does not care whether or not the
shoss are satistactory. He doubts that they are necessary at all and
fails to understand their importance to her or how much trouble
she has gone to in.order to save money. :

. Mark and Elaine have both been working since their marriage in
order to live at a level which they feel to be comfortable,
Occasionally. Eluine becomes depressed because she wants to have
a child but knows that on Mark's salary alone this would be
extremely difficult. Elaine's emotions get the best of her, and she
accuses Mark of not being aggressive enough, implying that he is an
inadequate provider, Mark was advised not to g0 to college because
of scholastic difficulties and has done as well as could reasonably
be expected, but his wife continually comparcs him unfavorably to
his collegewducated friends. Mark's self esteem is injured and an
argument begins,

-

- A conflict has arisen between Jack and Colleen following a party
with friends. During the Farty, Jack becomes involved with another
woman and ignores his wife. Colleen feels hurt and attempts to
discuss her feelings of being neglected but feels like she is not
understood. -

Form

7. Betty and Phil have been having marital difficulties for the past

10.

1.

year. Betty is no longer reassured by having her husband minimize
her unhappiness and wants to seek professional counscling, Phil, on
the other hand, insists on holding off indefinitely before spending
money on counseling. He says she is far too extravagant. In the
weeks to come, many arguments arise because of their differing
opinions.

- Jim routinely arrives home from work at 5:00 PM and enjoys his

dinner soon after his arrival. Susan has been a full-time housewife
since the birth of their first child one year ago but still leaves her
domestic chores undone. Jim has asked Susan if she would have the
house clean and dinner prepared when he returns home. Upon
arriving home, Jim again finds the ironing board with a pile of
clothes in the living room, a dining table that has not been set, and
his wife sitting on the sofa reading a magazine. Upon viewing the
situation Jim appears discouraged, whereupon Susan accuses him
of always finding fault with her and angrily storms into the

kitchen.

. It’s Friday evening, and the Carter family has a dinner cngagement,

which had been made the previous week. Frank surprises his wife
by getting home from work a half hour carly and uses the
bathroom continuously until it is almost time to leave. Since it
takes Mary more than the few minutes Frank has left her to wash,
comb her hair, and put on her makeup, it becomes obvious that
they will be late for their appointment. Frank raises his voice and
accuses fier of always making them late. Mary tries to calm Frank
down by saying that being a little late is not all that serious, but
Frank just becomes more enraged and an argument develops.

Linda and Steve plan to take a weekend trip by car. While Linda is

driving Steve to work on Friday morning, Steve decides that the

spark plugs need changing and that other minor adjustments should
be made. He tells his wife to get the work done in time for them to
leave that evening. Linda also has all the other preparations to
manage tor them and their two children but she manages to get the
car to the garage and asks for a tuneup. On the trip, Steve hears a
“pinging” noise, discovers that the spark plugs are the same ones he
had been using, and blames his wife for the spark plugs not being
changed. Linda feels that if he is going to be so picky about how
things are going to be done, he should assume some responsibility
for doing them himself. Steve tells her he was too busy.

When Charlotte and Richard were living with Charlotte's tamily, a
lot of ill will dei'eloped between Richard and his in-laws. Richard
told his wife to stop talking so much with members of her family.
When Charlotte’s mother found out how Richard felt, she was hurt
and said she thought Richard was out of place to nuake such u
demand. Richard and Charlotte now have their own home but the
situation continues. Richard will rarely visit his inlaws, so
Charlotte’s only regular contact with them is by.phone. Charlotte
usually ‘speaks only to her mother and only phones her mother
when her husband is not around, but Richard is still not satisfied.
Richard insists that Charlotte stop speaking with her mother.
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12. Fach nigﬁt Larry promises Judy that Lie will throw the garbage out

13,

14

h

15,

after they finish dinner. Invariably, Larty forgets and leaves the
Kitchen without doing what he has promised. Judy has felt that the
best thing to do is to throw the garbage away by herself and has
been doing this later in the evening. When he notices this, Larry
becomes angry with Judy, stating that this is his job. ‘As Larry
continues to follow his old habits, Judy begins to do the chore
herseif, only to be angrily criticized by her husband.

At parties Nancy prefers the company of men to the other women

and spends much of the evening with them because she finds them
intellectually stimulating and shares many of their interest. Nancy
finds at purties that the women's conversations are limited. to
housekeeping, children, etc, Nancy is upset by Bob’s accusations
that her behavior may lead to involvement in an|affair or, at the
very least, misinterpretation of her behavior by other ‘people,
which would cause gossip. She. is deeply hurt by his lack of trust
since she is a devoted wife and would not consider an involvement
with another man. :

Jerry regularly comes home from work, eats, and sits down in front
of the television screen for the entire evening. Betty is cooped up
in the house all day and feels that she will go crazy if she can't get

“out and have some sort of contact with other human beings. Jerry
refuses to go out and so there is a disagreement between Betty and

Jerry.

Dick and Diane have been married for three years. Dick likes his
job and is anxious to get ahead. For the past year he has been
voluntasily spending a great deal of time at his work. Diane feels
that their marital relationship is deteriorating due to the lack of
time they arc able to spend together. She attempts to explain to
Dick that financial success will be meaningless if their marriage is

_destroyed in the pracess. Dick cooly tells his wife that her response

is so immature that jt is pointless to discuss the subject further,

16.

17.

18.

Tom claims to be worried about Betty's health because she smokes
s0 much and has a cough. He gives her endless detailed lectures
about health hazards and is always demanding that she stop or cut
down. Betty realizes that she smokes too much and s trying to cut
down, but Tom's continued badgering is no help. Tom apparently
feels that because he stopped smoking without any difficulty,
everybody else should quit too and should have no trouble doing
so. He seems unable to understand that it is difficult for her to
change her smoking habits and he says that if she really loved him
she would quit, Betty has tried to control herself and not getanuy
at Tom's continuous comments, but Tom goes right on lecturing to
her and eventually there are a series of arguments.

Chuck is an ardent sport fan who spends every Sunday afterncon
glued to the television screen watching football. His wife Betty is
getting tired of being left by herself every Sunday, so she asks him
to give up this part of his football watching and plans some Sunday
activities for them together. Chuck not only refuses to give up any
football, but he launches into a whole series of arguments to
defend himself. He tells Betty that no one else’s wife is as
unreasonable as she is. He accuses her of spending her time
watching soap operas while he is at work. He also tells her that
since he works hard he should be able to watch football games if he
wishes. Betty is upset by his attitude but continues to want him to
spend Sunday with her. i )

John has been out of college for three years and is able to provide a
modest but adequate income for himself and his wife, Jean. They
have been planning a vacation, which Jean has been enthusiastically
anticipating. John has always been a stereo enthusiast and
presently feels that he wants to improve his stereo by buying new
speakers. If John proceeds with his plan, the vacation they have
planned would be impossible. John states that he is the bread-
winner in the family and deserves a luxury. He insists that as the
man in the family, he should make the decision,
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N A I

INVENTORY OF MARITAL CONFLICT (IMQ)
ANSWER SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS: It is very important that for EACH case you decide which spouse, either the husband or wife,
is primarily responsible for the problem.  You should make ONE response for both PART A and
PART B. Do not leave any questions unanswered. Complete cach case before going on to the next ite

PART A PART B

Yho is primarily
responsible for

Which of the following would be a bettar woy to

Cose the problem? to resolve the conflict?
Check One
Husband] Wife Check Only One

1. Conflict over frequent visits [} Should Bob ask Frank to phone before visiting?
by husband’s friend and wife's OR '
gnnoyance. (" Should Janis stop interfering in her husband’s

friendship?
: [i1s Cora beiag reasonable in refusing to discuss

2. Conflict regarding satisfaction the problem of sex? :

' during sexual relations. ' OR
(s Jack justified in suggesting they discuss
the problem of sex?

3. Contlict concerning husband's [ Should Don be able to relax this way before dinnec? f
distributing his shirt, tie, jacket . OR i
and shoes around the apartment ([ Should Don be more considerate of Franciae by noc l
when he gets home from work . scatcering his clothes around? ' L

(U} s it reasonable for Peter to question the n'cccssity 3

4. Conflict about wife's purchase of of Nina's purchase? ‘
@ pair of shoes to wear with new OR !
dress. (= Should Pecer try to understand Nina's well-planned . |

' purchase of these parcicular shoes? ’
5. Conflict between Mark and Elgine - Is Elaine justifi.ed in accusing Mark of being an f
stemming from their desire to have ' énRadcquatc provider? f
il t izing ! . . . P
z:ah':ccgo!;ubuizizgmlmg he (" Should Elaine be more understanding concerning i
S ’ Mark’s ability and achievemencs?
6. Conflict caused by wife feeling [~ Should Jack be permicted to tafk to another woman at
ignored by husband while at o a party without Colleen becoming upsec?
OR
ty. . . .
party [(1Should Jack be more attentive to his wife a¢ parties? "

7. Conflict over when 1o seek profes- [ Is_ Phil jus'tificd in worrying about starcing counseling
sional help for the marital without being able to afford ic?
difficulties bet Betty and : OR o . '

Plh”.:u 'es Between Betty an (Tis Betty juscified in feeling that cheir marriage is
) more imporcance than any financial considerations?

8. Conflict concerning wife's (" Should Susan be reading a magazine when her househ
inability to have house clean and duties are not completed and dinner is noc prepaced?
dinner ready upon husband's OR -
arrival, [ should Susan try to be a berter housekecper? :

| (Z Should Mary make a greater effore co be ready on time?

9. Conflict over wife's loteness . OR P
for dinner engogement, (_ Should Frankhave a greacer understanding of why she '

late? RS

' [ Should Linda thoroughly carry out her responsibilicies v
10. Conflict over car br akd e ’ ;
. over eakdown

while taking a short weekend

trip. 3 ‘s Steve being unreasonable in blaming his wife for
, : the work noc getting done? '

gnce she has accepeed them?
R .

 —— e T
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Case

PART A

PART B

Who is primarily
responsible for
the problem?

Check One

Husband| Wife

Yhich of the following would
resolve the conflict?

Check Only One

be a botter way to

11.

Conflict over wife's
conversations with her mother,

(s Richard justified in becoming upset with Charlocce
discussing matters with her mocher?

OR
(] Should Charlotte be able to s
mother?

peak freely with her

12

Conflict about the responsibility
for throwing the garbage away.

(JIs Larry neglecting his responsibility by not

carrying out the garbage?

() Is Judy expecting too much by asking her husband

to carry out the garbage?

13.

Conflict over wife's conversations
with men ot parties, )

[ Should Nancy realize that her behavior can be
interpreted by other men as flirtatious and could

unintentionally lead to furthe
OR

r involvemencs

(I Should Bob trusc his wife and not be upset that she
is enjoying the company of other men?

14.

Conflict regarding evening
entertainment.

(J Afcer working hacd all day should Jerry be allowed .
to spend a quiet evening at home with his wife?

OR

() Should Jerry underscand and respond to Betey's
- boredom by going out in the evening?

15.

(] Should Dick continue to devote the time thac he
- knows is necessary to obtain advancemenc in his

Conflict over husband spending" 5
time at the office. gx;rccr. '
(L] Should Dick spend more time wich his wife?
(CJShould Tom fecl he has the right to concern himself
. with his wife's healch?
16. Conflict over wife's smoking. OR
("] Should Tom leave Betty alone and quit pressuring
her?
(] Should Chuck be able to watch foocball on '
Suaday afternoons? ) ‘
17. Contlict over TV football games, OR
' [_JShould Chuck spend more time on Sundays with his
wife?
1 (JIs it Joha's prerogative to decide how the family
18. Conflict of vacation vs. stereo money will be spenc?

SPEOkefS.

OR

(] Should financial expendicures be a joine decision?

|
i
i
i
|
{
{
H
{

PLEASE TAKE A MINUTE TO
YOU SHOULD HAVE ONE CHE

RECHECK YOQUR ANSWERS ON EACH QUESTION.
CK FOR PART A AND ONE CHECK FOR PART B.
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'IMC OPINIONATED STRUGGLE CODES

Partisan Opinions

/

This refers only to Statements that define or defend one's own position
regarding the item or topic being discussed, It is usually Implicitly

Oor explicitly preceded by a comment such as "I think" or YI believe."

The difference between a statement being coded as opinion or information
is that in the latter there is little personal commitment, Most agreement
statements are never coded as partisan, but as general opinion,

‘Example: o | . -
I think the parents should never hit their child. o

Relevancy Opinions

These are opinions that relate the problem or issue to their own personal
experience. It could involve referring to how it relates to themselves,
their friends, or relatives, :

Examples: o )
I am really glad that our in-laws live four hundred miles away.
‘You should not have started work when Mary was so young.
You should be able to wait differ until I get home,

!
|
|

Reiteration

i
{
i.
|
|
=

This category is used only after a person hQS'actually stated their opinion
or choice on a given issue. Reiteration can be double coded if they also
elaborate another reason why they feel they are right, i.e. partisan
opinion. Reiteration is used anytime they restate or repeat their position
before, but not after, a decision is made on that item. Can be implicit

or explicit. '

Examples: :
I still think that the husband is responsible.
I must still say that the wife is wrong.
Mothers have to be loving.

Outcome Disagreements

This category describes the initial disagreaement batweer the ccuple in
regard to which alterpative decision to make on a given item. It is,
therefore, only used once per issue, and occurs after one person has dis—
closed their position on the topic, It is important to know the two
alternative choices for each item in order to properly code this category.

Examples: :
W = "I put the first choice (a) " Self disclosure (31)
H - "I disagree, I think (b) " Outcome disagreementv(ﬁl)

No, I think they should let the baby cry,
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IMC OPINIONATED STRUGGLE FACTOR:
COMPONENT CODES AND CODE RELIABILITIES

Factor Average Inter-rater
Loading? - Frequencies Reliabilityt
mc? 1P Present Inc2 Ipec3 Present
Study Study
H Partisan ,
Opinion 79 19 19 15
W Partisan
Opinion 81 20 20 17 89 79 79
H Relevance3 60 9 11 2 |
W Relevanced 58 11 15 2 95 71 71
H Reiteration 53 2 b 3
W Reiteration 48 2 3 1 68 63 63
H Disagreementg 42 4 5 3
W Disagreement® 44 4 7 4 84 89 96

1Average of reliability for husband and wife codes combined,
decimals omitted, _

2Based on analysis of 404 couples who took the Inventory of
Marital Confliets (IMC) (Olson & Ryder, 1975) (n = 18 items
discussed per couple).

3Based on ahalysis of 100 couples who téok the Inventory
of Parent-Child Conflict (IPCC) (Olson & Ryder, 1975)
(n = 14 items discussed per couple), ‘

uBased on 10 couples, randomly sampled from the 100 couples

of the present study (n = 18 items discussed per couple).

5Relevance is the sum of Information Relevance plus
Opinion Relevance,

6Disagreement is the sum of OQutcome Disagreement plus
Process Disagreement. '
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'INSTRUCTIONS "POR® THE -DAVIS INFLUENCE SCALE

In any two-person relationship there is always a
certain amount of mutual influence-occurring. Over +time
within a relationship, each partner affects the other's
- behavior and/or thinking. This questionnaire is part of
a research project attempting to determine what means are
used by people to influence others. I would like you to
think about how you influence your Spouse as you go about
answering this series of questions, o : o

 Some of the statements in this questiommaire may

cause you to immediately respond with "that type of influence o

is never used by either of us!" But before jumping to
this coneclusion, blease think about each statement very
~carefully. Even though nobody enters a relationship
consciously thinking about how they are going to get their
partner to do things for them, this influence does occur,
It is that process I am asking you to consider.

. - As you can see in the example below, after each
statement there will be a series of numbers ranging from
0 to 6, with 0 labelled "Not at all true” and 6 labelled
* Absolutely true." Circle that number which best reflects
“how true that statement is for you. - o ol : SRS

Examplé

I am able %o get ny partner to do what I want him/her to
~do because he/she likes the way I sing. '

Not at al1'tfue. A o ;Absolutely true
01 2 3y 5 6

Note 1. The subscale to which each item belongs is
denoted by the initial following each item, (A) refers to
the Attractiveness Subscale, (C) to the Credibility subscale,
and (M) to the Means Control subscale. Thesge initials were
not present on the forms given to subjects.

- 'Note 2. The actual forms given to subjects were
printed with only the relevant form of the possessive
pronouns, not both. ~
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'TOTAL INFLUENCE SCALE

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to
because I often give gifts to him/her. (M)

Not at all true Q Absolutely true
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

I am able to’get my partner to do what I want him/her to
-_because I stop sharingrmy money with him/her, (M) -

Not at all true L o Absolutely true
o2 3 b s 6 7

I am able to gétvmy partner to do what I want him/her to
because I care about my partner as a person. (4)

Not at all true L Absolutely true
12 3y g 6 7

I am ablé'to:gét-my partner to do what I want him/her to
because he/she knows he/she might want my cooperation
sometime in the future. (M) : T _

ue et Absolutely true
2. ' 7 L

1 :’ fl5"

I ém‘ébié”to
because I am always doing things for. him/her. (M)

Not at all true

e Absolutely true
1. .2 .3 4 5 |

7

I am abié'fa-géf my’parthér to do what I want him/her to

because he/she is my partner, (A)

Not at all true
1 2 SRR S . 1 |

TI am able fbtgef my @arfner”to'do what I want him/her to
“because I can appeal to his/her values or morality. (C)

Absolutely true
-7

Not at all true - . Absolutely true
r 2 3 4 5 6 7

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to
because we are alike and therefore hold each other in
esteem. (A) ' '

Not at all true

Absolutely true
1 ,221 . -

7.

get m&ﬁbaffhér‘fo-do what T Want him/her~tov
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"I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
because I own things which he/she enjoys using. (M)

Not at all true o Absolutely true
1 2 3 L 5 6 7

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
because our relationship has been satisfying in the past.

Not at all true Absolutely true
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do

because he/she knows I am quite knowledgeable, (C)

Not at all true - . Absolutely true
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -

I am-able to get my parfner to do what I want him/her to do
because of my ability to give clear instructions when
“asking him/her to do something., (C)

Not at all true" N » S ' ~Absolutely true
1 2 3 b 5 6 7

(4)

-,Ifam'able to géf my ﬁartner to do What I want him/her to do

_ because I”can.§ersuade him/herwwith_logical arguments and
' Not at all true

1 T2 3y |

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her %o do
because I can explain to him/her why it would be the right
thing for him/her to do. (C) , - _ :

  ffAbSolutely'true
6 4 .

Not at all true  Absolutely true
2 3y 5 6 7

"I am able to'ééf'ﬁyfpartner to do what I want him/her to do

because I have a lot of money., (M)

‘Not at all ffﬁé o Absolutely true
1 2 R 5 6 7

"I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
because he/she trusts what T tell him/her, (C)

Not at all tfue o - Absolutely true
, 1 -2 .3 L 5 6 V4




S I I A e R

137

‘ I am able tO'get my partnér to‘do whét I want him/her to do
because I help him/her with his/her work. (M) _

Not at all true | Absolutely true

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
because he/she believes I am a fine person. (4)

Not at all true " Absolutely true
. 1 -2 3 L 5 6 7

I'am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
 because he/she likes me, (4) ' :

‘Not at all true . . Absolutely true
1 R 5 6 7 -

I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do

~ because I earn a lot of money. (M)

‘Not at all true . Absolutely true

a2 3k o8 6 - 7

S aﬁféble to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
- because we have a comfortable and satisfying sex life
gtqgether.v (A)»}t,v3~.>:J ST :

.Not at all true L absolutely true

,fﬁ"ﬂﬁgl'g,'_ 2 3 ;g&iﬂg_*'55 6 i E
:'If£ﬁ éb1e'fo-
,because he/éhe.wants'tg'avoid my disapproval. (M)

© Not at all true
I am able to get my partner to do what I want him/her to do
- because only being With”me1can'makevhim/her so happy. (A)

: "Absolutely true
6 7

~ Not at all true

Absolutely true
T R~ 6 7

‘I am able to'gét my pértner'to'do what I want him/her %o do

because I would take things away from my partner were he/she
to refuse. (M) ' ‘

‘Not at all true - » Absolutely true
) 1 2 3 L 5 6 7

getnmy“péffhéf to do what T want him/her to do

|
-
J

i
]
]
i
!
i
i
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REVISED SCALE ITEMS -
Qyigina;-- ‘ ’ ‘ ' 'Revisioﬁ
"I am able to get my'pértner' ) ' _ "I am able to get my partner
‘to do what I want him/ _to do what I want him/
- her to do because I e ‘ her to do because I ~ . Coee Tl
" help him/her with . S ' "help him/her with A

his/her schoolwork or T o his/her work,
other work, Lo . }

I am able to get my partner . I am able to get my partner
‘to do what I want him/ o .~ to do what I want him/
"her to do because I . % her to do because I
will potentially be R - . earn a lot of money,

' able to earn a lot of o S x Co
money.. ' -
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Every famlly goes through dlfferent stages in 1ts.h1story.
'vFor example, a newly marrled couple has dlfferent concerns from‘
a couple with young chlldren,‘ which in turn has dlfferent concerns
from a couple whose children are‘adults. Because of these

changes. in families, each famlly member contributes dlfferently

and beneflts dlfferently from famlly life at d1fferent tlmes.v
Although general Judgment of how much ~someone

E contrlbutes to or and benefits from famlly llce 1s a dlfflcult

.

“,Judgment to make,I Would very much apprec1ate your trylng to

' make this Judgment about yourself and your spouse at thlS time

"1n your famlly 11fe. I

Descrlbe your own and your spouse s contrlbutlon to

your marrlage and famlly llfe. (Check one)

contributes much more than me'

contrlbuteS'somewhat more than ‘me

:contributesfsllghtly more than me':

" contributes

hfcontrlbutes

““-contributes.

as much as me

slightly less than me

somewhat less than me'

" contributes much less than me

'»? Describe the beneflts you receive and the beneflts
your spouse recelves from your marrlage and famlly life.

:{‘beneflts much more than me

"fbeneflts.somewhat more than me

‘benefits slightly more than me.f

- benefits as much as me

1,»( ' “»benefits slightly less than me_

‘benefits somewhat less than me

i

benefits much less than me




Now I would 11ke you to assess the spec1f1c contrlbutlons o

made by yourself and your spouse at thls time in your famlly

life. _As such Judgments are difficult ones to make,VI would

—

appreciate your careful consideration of each of the followiné

items,

Describe your own and your spouse's contribution as
financial prov1ders for your famlly. (Check one)

eontrlbutes much more than me
;contrlbutes ‘somewhat more .than me
%;contrlbutesrslightlylmore than me
‘rEOntributes as much as me
contributes slightly less than me
contributes somewhat less than me

'cohtributes much less than ne

Descrlbe your own and your spouse's contrlbutlons

toward the housekeeplng in your family.‘

u,contributes much more than me

'contributes somewhat more than me
- contributes slightly more than me
‘contributes as much as me

- contributes slightly less than me

contributes somewhat less than me ' -

"contributes much leéss than me

Describe your own and your spouse s contrlbutlon toward

the physical care of your chlldren.

*contrlbutes much more than me
contributes. somewhat more than me
contributes slightly more than me
contributes as much as me

contributes slightly less than me

contributes somewhat less than me

contributes much less than me



Describe your own and your spouse's contribution

towards teaching and disciplining Your children.

'contributes much more than me

— contributes somewhat more than me
'___ 'contributes slightly more than me
- “COntributes as much as me
. contributes slightlj less than me - N
;;;;Eiycontributes somewhat less than me |
L .'contributes much‘less than me

_Descrlbe your own and- your spouse s contributlon toward -
- organlzlng or starting your family s recreatlonal
fjactivitles.  ‘ o

'”5contr1butes'much‘more'than me

“?fcontributes‘somewhat more than me o

*fcontributes slightly ‘more than me
“?contributes'as much as me.
‘f"'":'""contrlbutes Sllghtl}’ leSS than me

‘-?contributes,somewhat less than me

“‘contributes much less than me

“:i 1Describe yOur own and your spouse s contribution toward
:--understandlng the problems and feelings of family members.

k”contributes much more than me

‘tcontributes somewhat more than me
djeontributes.slightly more than me
contributes as much as me ‘
contributes slightly 1ess than me

"contributesfsomewhat‘less than me

[RRREN I'

"contributes much less than me




Describe your own and

keeping

NN

in touch with

contributes
contributes
contributes
contributesg
contributes
contributes

contributes

your spouse's contribution to
family friends ang relatives.

much more than me _
somewhat more than me
slightly more than me

as much as me

slightly less4than me \
somewhat less than me

nuch less than me
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Factor Analxsis of Husbands® Responses to the

Perceived Equity Secale

Factor Matrix Using Principal Factor With Iterations

Item : Factor 1 Factor 2

Finaneial -.12495 -.29581

Housekeeping 37410 «11640

Children: ' '

~ Physical Care ‘ .69909 -. 43904

Children: . o :

Socialization « 73279 -.53833

Recreation .23931 47572

Understanding - .63482 ' .27706

Social Contacts « 34264 .25160 :

General Contribution .60731 40336 ;
Item - Communality ;
Finaneial @ . , _ « 39208 f
Housekeeping o .64083 i
Children: A e . ; ‘
~Physical Care } . .78329 R
Children: | - EUER R |
- Socialization S «87510 o

- Recreation « 50926 N

Understanding 68464
Social Contacts . 35320
General Contribution . 66129

a L : Percentage of
Factor . Eigenvalue Variance

r ’ . 2,12775 . 43,5

2 . v 1.11268 22,7

qPactors with eigenvalues less than 1.000 are
not listed. ,
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Factor Analysis of Wives' Responses to the

Perceived‘Ecuity Scale

Factor Matrix Using Principal Pactor With Interations

Item Factor 1 Factor 2

Finaneial -+.53703 .16138

Housekeeping .11218 -.03621

Children:

Physical Care 87759 -.28027
Children:
Socialization . 87504 ~-. 27694

Recreation 43628 48107

Understanding . 30230 « 55670 ;

Social Contacts . 05118 . 02455 ;

General Contribution . 31919 62534 |
Item : ' Communality i
Pinancial o A4728 5
Housekeeping . S 029229 |
Children: - . _ , P

Physical Care S 87604 S R A

Children: R , | AR
. Socialization . 87675
Recreation « 51576
Understanding , 40427
Social Contacts «27570

General Contribution 58040

Percentage of

Factora ' Eigenvalue Variance
1 o . 2.22308 . 51.1
2 : 1.11561 25.6

%Factors with eigenvalues less than 1.000 are
not listed.
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Inter-Correlations and Probabilities_Among Perceived Equity Scale Items For Husbands

Theme Financial House-~

of
Item

Financial 1.000

? House-~
keeping

Physical
Care of
Children

- Sociali~
zation of
Children

Recreation

Under-
standing

- Social
Contacts

General
Contribution

Total
Percelved
Equity

-«3033 -, 0229
(.001) (.411)

. 1,000 .2536

(.005)
1.000

'Physical Sociali-~
keeping Care of zation of

Children Children

(.183)
.1120

(. 134)

« 7054
(.001)

1.000

-.1314

(.096)

= 0848

- (.201)

.0220

"'(.414)

-.0410
(. 343)

1.000

Recreation Under-

-.0523
(. 303)

. 0921

(.181)

«1989
(.024)

. 3855
(.001)

«2533
(.003)

1.000

Social
standing Contacts

e 1008
(.159)

.2045

(.021)

. 1760
(.0ko)

. 0834
(.205)

.2238
(.013)

.2326
(.010)

1.000

General
Contri-
bution

~.0909
(.184)

.2488 .

(.006)

.2202
(.014)

.2161
(.015)

.2962
(.001)

. 5168
(.001)

.2204
(.014)

1.000

Total

Perceived
Equity2

. 0636
(.265)

. 3839

(.OOl).

«2799
(.002)

»2519

(.006)

+5530
(,001)

6663
(.001)

« 5647
(.,001)

. 6606
(.001)

1.000

Notes

For all correlatlons n = 100, df = 48
Total perceived equity is the mean of the eight scale items.

SHT




Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Perceived Equity Scale Items For Wives

Theme Finanéial. Hbuse- Physical Sociali- Recreation‘ Under- Social General Total
of keeping Care of zation of standing Contacts Contri- Perceived
Item - Children Children ‘ bution  Equity®
Finaneial 1.000 -,1368 -.4722  _.4620 -.1843 -, 0lsh -.0974  -,0654 ,0300
(.087)  (.o001) (.001) (.033) («327) (.167) (.259) (.384)
House- 1.000 « 0490 .0907. . 0266 1139 -,0546 -.0700  ,4989 |
keeping (.314) (.185)  (.396) (.130) (.295) (.244) (,001) |
Physical | 1,000 .8539 2423 .1066  ,0392  ,1126 2467 |
Care of | (,oo1) (,008) (.146)  (.349) (.132) (.007) ;
Children . , é
zation of (.015) (.109) (.374) (.107) (.008)
Children - S '
Recreation 1.000 . 3579 »1538 «3907  .6084 i
(.001) (.063) (.001) (,o001) :
Under- | 1.000 -.0151 4000 6318 ‘ :
standing (.441) (.001) (.,001)
Social - | 1.000 -.0467 3172
Contacts | (.322) (.001)
General 1,000 « 3872
Contribution (.001)
Total | ~ 1.000
Perceived v *
Equity® F

‘Notet For all correlations n = 100, df = 48,

"Total percelved equity is the mean of the sight seale items.
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ROLE MEASURE OF CONJUGAL POWER

1, If there is a disagreement concerning the teaching and dlsc1p11n1no
of your children, who makes the final decision?

husband always
husband more often than wife
“husband and wife exactly the same
wife more oftern than husband _ o " .
wife always o S Y
absolutely no dlsaareement ’ P

SN W N

2, If there is a dlsagreement concernﬂng the physicai carelof your
children who makes the flnal decision? : - .

husband always
husband morxe often than wife o : _ . .

- husband and wife exactly the same ' R P O
wife more often than husband o ) ’
wife always ° :
absolutely no dlsaoreement

VS WLWN

3. If there is a dlsacreement on matters concerning your occupaiions, R,
whc makes the flnal dec131on9 : " - - ol

e about vyour occupatlon "\‘?‘, j T AT AR ”ff‘f;f?;?{fgﬁfj§ L
~ husband always .~ =~ . ' o LN -
husband more than the wife S : SRR T
. husband and wife exactly the same _ R . DR S
wife more than husband ST : S - .

wife always Tl
absolutely no dlsagreement

-q\uyewurh:FJ

about vour wxfe s occupatlon‘

~ husband always
husband more than the wife
husband .and wife exactly the same
- wife more than husband _

wife always
absolutely no dlsaareement

AN N =

4. If there is a dlsaareement concerning housekeeping, who makes the
- final decision? ' ’ '

“husband always

husband more than wife

husband and wife exactly the same
wife more than husband

wife always. :

absolutely no disagreement

oL SN




5. If there is a disagreement concerning your relatives, who makes the
 final decision? . : :

1  husband always

2  hushand mors often than wife

3  husband and wife exactly the same
4  wife more often than husband
5
6

- wife always ’ .
- absolutely no disagreement

6. If there ig a disagreement-concerning recreation, who makés the 'J.A'
final.decision? S . : o

1  husband always '
husband more often than wifa
husband and wife exactly the same o L
wife more often than husbang , o Tt i

- wife always S IR : ‘ -
absolutely no disagreement on this xole

LARY I AN
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BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY
INSTRUCTIONS

On the next page you will be showh ablarge number
of personality characteristics. We would like you to use
those characteristics in order to describe'yourself.

That is, we would like you to indicate, on a scale from
1l to 7, how true of you these various characterisites are.

Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked.

Example: sly _

Mark a 1 if it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly. 5
Mark a 2 if it is ﬁSUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly. g
Mark é 3 if it ig SOMETINES BUT IVFREQUEVTLY IRUE that you are sl
Mark a b if it is OCCASIONALLY TRUE that you are sly. |
. Mark a 5 if it is OFTEN TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 6 if it is USUALLY TRUE that you are siy. |
‘Mark a 7 if it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST AIWAYS TRUE that you are sly.l

14

i

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently +true <that

you are “sly", never or almost never *rue that you are

"malicious", always or almost always true that you are

"irresponsible”, and often true that you are "carefree",

then you would rate these characteristics as follows:

t

Sly 3 Irresponsible 7

Malicious | 1 Carefree 1 5




DESCRIBE YOURSELF

1 2 3 4 6 T
| ! 1l I | ]
NEVER OR USUALLY SOMETIMES  OCCASION- OFTEN USUALLY ALWAYS OR
ALMOST NEVER NOT BUT ALLY TRUE TRUE ALMOST
TRUE TRUE INFREQUENTLY TRUE ALWAYS
TRUE TRUE
Self-reliant Reliable Warm
Yielding Analytical Solemn
Helpful Sympathetic |Willing to take
. : a stand
Defend own Jealous '
beliefs Tender
Have leadership
Cheerful abilities Friendly
Moody Sensitive to the Aggressive
needs of others ,
Independent . Gullible
Truthful
Shy e Inefficient
Willing to take risks .
Conscientious - ‘ Act as a leader
Understanding
Athletic Childlike
— Secretive
Affectionate : Adaptable.
Make decisions
Theatrical easily Individualistic
Assertive Compassionate Do not use
- . harsh language
Flatterable Sincere
Unsystematic
Happy Self-sufficient
’ - Competitive
Strong personality | Eager to soothe ,
hurt feelings Love children
Loyal »
Conceited Tactful
Unpredictable ,
‘Dominant Ambitious
.Forceful -
_ : Soft-spoken Gentle
Feminine
' Likable

Masculine

Conventional ‘
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Canonical Correlation Analysis for

Dual Career Couples

Canonical Eigenvalue® Canonical
Variate Correlation
2 .06163 . 24826
3 . 03229 «17970
L . 00921 . 09595

Co-efficients for'Canonical Variables

Co-efficients for Canonical Varigbles

a

Canonical Variate Coefficients In

First (Significant)-Canohical Variate

Gender of spouse -.76792
Masculinity -.94318
Femininity . 13478
Perceived equity. . -,02886

Means Control 07694
Credibility -.85267
Perceived Power -. 24665

Influence Attempts L5495

Proportion of variance accounted for,

of the First Set:

of the Second Set:

af e
16 . 027
9 <351
L .4oo
1 . 350
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Canonical Correlation Analysis for

Single Career Couples

Canonical Eigenvalue? Canonical arf D
Variate Correlation
1 . 10965 « 33113 16 .237
2 . 04899 «22133 9 469
3 .03528 .18782 L 418
L 1 Vet

. 00549 . 07407
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Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables For Dual Career Husbands

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Means Credibility

. attempts power control

Equity 1.00 .1303 3347 1570 -.1237 -.0003 .1553
(.184) (.009) (.138) . (.198) (.499) (.141)
Masculinity 1.00 | .1066 -.2293 .0833 . 0033 . 2000
(.231) (.055) (.283) (.491) (.082)
Femininity 1.00 . 0200 . 0193 -, 2242 .0589
‘ (.445) (. 447) (.059) (.342)
Influence . 1.00 -, 0844 .2028 1439
attempts (.280) (.079)  (.159)
Perceived | | 1.00 .1992 . 0663
power | (.083) (.324)
Means 1.00 . 3289
control (.010)

Credibility | | | 1.00

—

Note. For all correlations n = 50, df = 48,

09T




- Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables For Single Cafeer Husbands

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Means Credibility

attempts power control

Equity 1,00 -.0836 1215 -.0562  -.3624 0884 -, 0325
(.282) (.200) (.349) (.005) (.271) (.411)
Masculinity 1.00 1738 -,0298 ~.0919 .0713 «.2392
(.114) (.419) (.263) (. 311) (.0k7)
Femininity 1,00 ~ <1001 -.0600 -.0730 . 0717
(.245) (.340) (.307) (.310)

Influence _ ' 1.00 .1871 2089 -.0913
attempts | (.097) (.073) (. 264)
Perceived . 1.00 -. 0294 <3743
power » i (.420) ( 004)
Means | | | | 1.00 . 3064
control (.015)

Credibility | | » 1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 50, df = 48,

T9Tv




Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Amdng Dependent Variables For Dual Career Wives

Equity Masculinity . Femininity Influence Perceived Means Credibility

attempts power control

Equity 1.00 .2139 . 0030 .0291 .2222 . 3289 1377
(.068) (.492) (.420) (.060) (.010) (.170)
Masculinity 1.00 .2114 ~-.1393 .1198 . 0798 Ahol
: | (.070) (.167) (.204) (.291) (.001)
Femininity ' 1.00 .1013 -,0122 -.0365 -.0039
, . _ (.242) (.467) (.401) (.489)
Influence , ' 1.00 .1026 .1669 . 0031
attempts _ (.239) (.123) (.492)
Perceived ‘ ) : 1.00 « 2720 . 3499
power . ' . (.028) (.006)
Means | 1.00 . 1538
control : (.143)

Credibility 1.00

Note. For all correlations n = 50, df = 48,

29T




Inter-Correlations and Probabilities Among Dependent Variables For Single Career Wives

Equity Masculinity Femininity Influence Perceived Méans Credibility

: attempts power control »
Equity 1.00 . 0562 . 0524 .0025 .1920 - 1428 -, olko
(.349) (.359) (.493) - (.091) (.162) (-381)
Masculinity 1,00 .1316 . 0946 .2258 -.0125 .2668
(.181) (.257) (.057) (.466) (.031)
Femininity 1.00 1753 -.1325 -. 0614 .1393
(.112) (.179) (.336) (.167)
Influence 1.00 -. 0475 « 1249 1110
attempts (.179) (.194) (.221)
Perceived 1,00 . 3209 2091
power (.012) (.073)
Means 1.00 2345
control (.051)

Credibility 1.00
Note. For all correlations n = 50, df = 48,
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Mean Scores on Perceived Equity Scale Items For

Dual and Single Career Husbands and Wives

Dual Dual  Single  Single
Career Career Career Career
Husbands Wives Husbands Wives

1. financial

provider L4.4ho 3.26 6,72 1.04

2. housekeeping/ :
household - 2,66 4,58 1.60 5.40
maintenance

3. physical care _ '
of children - 1.30 3.00 1.64 5.52

4. teaching/ E
disciplining 2,04 2.48 2.80 4,70 A
children . |

5. recreational . _
activities 3.48 L, 02 " 3,26 k.32 |

6. problems & ,
feelings 3.42 4,24 3.26 4,30

7. friends &

relatives 2.88 4,78 2,46 4,66
8. general '

contribution 3.34 4,00 3.24 4,oL
MEAN  SCORE 3.26 L,22 3.14 L, 26

Note. Means are based on n = 50, df = 48.




