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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

Otto (1975) defined family strengths as forces and factors in the
relationship which encourage the development of personal resources and
potentials of family members which make family life deeply satisfying
and fulfilling to its members. One of the most important needs in our
society today is strengthening family life. The family serves a variety
of needs and functions most of which are unspecified (Zimmerman, 1972).
The concept, family strengths, implies that the family is more desirable
for the stability of society (Grams, 1967), and it has been ﬁoted that
societies with strong family systems tended to recuperate rapidly from
conditions of adversity whereas the opposite types recovered only with
great difficulty (Zimmerman, 1972, p. 365). It is, therefore, important
not only for the individual members within the family unit but also for
society as a whole to have healthy families.

A study of strong families offers an opportunity to understand
better the unique assets and potentials of family life. Such research
is especially desirable since the divorce ratio in the United States has
increased from one out of twelve in 1900 to approximately one out of
three today.

There is evidence that most people consider a strong satisfying



family life important, but there are far too few guidelinés to follow
concerning what constitutes family strength and how to build stronger
families. Research needs to further identify the characteristics of
strong families in order to gain more knowledge concerning the develop-
~ment of these strengths and thus strengthen family life (Gabler and
Otto, 1964).-

Bowman (1974) helps to define marriage success by reporting that a
successful marriage is one in which both partners receive a high level
of personal satisfaction from the relationship. Success occurs whén
both partners obtain at least the satisfaction that they expected from
the marriage (Kirkpatrick, 1963). As satisfaction with the marriage
increases above this minimum amount, the relationship is considered even
more successful (Bowman, 1974). There are many factors, both-premarital
and poétmarital, that are associated with marriage success, but it is
necessary that an attempt be made to further identify factors character-
istic of succéssfui marriages aﬁd thus provide models for strengthening

families.
Need for Research

A marriage is comprised of individuals who have distinct person-
alities and life philosophies. Personality characteristics have been
positively associated with marriage success; however, there is a need to
identify additional personality charac;eristics which are related to
marriage success and family stfength (Lantz épd Snyder, 1969). Grams
(1967) has sumﬁarized the present situation: '"Family strengths implies
that sfrength is a value to be sought, that strong families are pre-

ferred to weak ones. This is the kind of concept that most . . . can



accept, but few can pin down." (p. 4).

Information and skills regarding the specific characteristics of
family strength would be useful to the following: (a) family counse-
lors, therapists, and social workers who are assisting families to
develop more satisfying relationships; (b) to instructors in family life
education or counseling programs in public and private schools, higher
education, aﬁd family agencies; (c) to those who design and conduct mar-
riage and family enrichment pfograms. The ability to develop strong,
satisfying relationships should be incorporated into the socialization
process itéelf (Mace and Mace, 1975). The identification of the
characteristics of such relationships is the first step toward that end.

The characteristics of families who meet each other's emotional
needs are seen as especially important. A recurrent theme in describing
American families, marriages, and parent-child relationships during the
past thirty years has been the shift from the primacy of fulfilling
societal functions to that of fulfilling the emotional needs of individ-
uals (Burgess and Locke, 1945; Mace and Mace, 1975). An emphasis on.
clearly defined instrumental or task—oriented.roles‘is seen as gradually
giving way to fluid relationships based on interpersonal competence
rather than ascription (Foote and Cottfell, 1955). A major problem in
the transition has been that while partners enter marriage with the
expectation that they will meet their mate's emotional needs, and that
the mate, iﬁ turn, will reciprocate, the requisite skills necessary to
achieve this end are often not included in either partnér's prior
socialization (Scanzoni, 1972). |

The ability to.satisfy the universal human need for intimacy within

the family is seen as especially important within American society where



alienation and isolation have become the unfortunate by-products of
urban-industrial capitalism (Fromm, 1956). The present research was
designed to identify and describe the personality patterns, as measured
by the Fundamental Interpersonal Relation Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B),
of husbands and wives who have been successful in establishing intimacy
-in their relationship and in developing strengths within their families.
The definition of family strengths as used in this

study is based upon Otto's definition and refers to
relationship. patterns, social and psychological
characteristics which create a sense of positive

family identity, promote satisfying interaction

among family members, and encourage the develop-

ment of individual potential of family members
(Stinnett and Sauer, 1975, p. 2).

Purpose of the Study

The overall ﬁurpose éf this study was to examine the personality
patterné of husbands and wives among strong families and to relate per-
sonality patterns to selected background and relational factors.

The specific purposes of this study were:

1. To determine the meén scores of husbands and wives among strong
families concerning (a) the egpressed Inclusion, Control, and Affection
dimensions of the FIRO-B, and (b) the wanted Inclusion, Control and
Affection dimensions of the FIRO-B.
| 2. To relate the expressed Inclusion, Control, and Affection dimen-
sions of the FIRO%B scores to: (a) sex, (b) length of marriage,

(c) closeness of the relationsﬁip with the child, (d) degree of marital
happiness, (e) Family Commitment scores.

3. To relate the wanted Inclusion, Control, and Affection dimen-
sions of the FIRO-B scores to the same variables as in Purpose number 2.

4. To determine the relationship between perceptions of husbands



and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Affection scores.

husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
expressed Affection scores.

husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
expressed Affection scores. '

husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
wanted Affection scores.
husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'

wanted Control scores.

husbands' expressed Control scores with wives'

expressed Control scores.

husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
expressed Control scores.

husbands' expressed Control scores with wives'
wanted Control scores.
husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with wives'

wanted Inclusion scores.

husbands' expressed Inclusion scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

husbands' expressed Inclusion scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores.

5. To determine the relationship between perceptions of husbands

and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the following:

(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores.

husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'



wanted Inclusion scores.
(a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Control scores.

(b) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
expressed Control scores.

(c) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
expressed Control scores.

'(d) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
wanted Control scores.
(a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'

wanted Inclusion scores.

(b) husbands' expressed Control scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

-(c) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
expressed Inclusion scores.

(d) husbands' expressed Control scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores.

Hypotheses

The specific hypotheses of this study were:

1.

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the
following: (a) sex, (b) length of the marriage, (c) close-
ness of the relationship with the child, (d) degree of
marital happiness.

There ' is no significant pelationship between the expressed
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of tﬁe
variables listed in hypothesis number 1.

There is no significant relationship between the expfessed

Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the



variables listed in hypothesis number 1.

. There is no significant relationship between the wanted

Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the

variables listed in hypothesis number 1.

. There is no significant relationship between the wanted

Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the variables
listed in hypotheses number 1.

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the

variables listed in hypothesis number 1.

The Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient was used to examine the

following hypotheses:

7.

There is no significant correlation between Family Commitment
Scale scores and each of the following: (a) expressed Affection
scores, (b) expressed Control scores, (c) expressed Inclusion
scores, (d) wanted Affection scores, (e) wanted Control scores,

(f) wanted Inclusion scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of

husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Affection scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affection
scores with wives' expressed Affection scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed Affection
scores, (d) husbands' éxpressed Affec#ion scores with wives'
wanted Affection scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of

‘husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
. \ ‘



10.

11.

12.

following: (a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
wanted Control scores, (b) husbands' expressed Control scores
with wives' expressed Control scores, (c) husbands' wanted
Control scores with wives' expressed Control scores, (d)
husbands' expressed Control scores with wives' wanted Control
scores.

Thére is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Inclusion
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c¢) husbands'
wanted Inclusion scores with wives' expressed Inclusion
scores, (d) husbands' e#pressed Inclusion scores with wives'
waﬁted Inclusion scores;

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of

husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the

following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection écores with wives'

wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affection
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed Inclusion
scores, (d) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'

wanted Control scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affection scores

"with wives' expressed Control scores, (c) husbands' wanted



Affection scores with wives' expressed Control scores, (d)
husbands' expressed Affection scores with wiveé' wanted
Control scores.

13. There is no significant correlation between percebtions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Control séores
with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c¢) husbands' wanted
Control scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scoreé,

(d) husbands' expressed Control scores with wives' wanted

Inclusion scores.

Rationale for Hypotheses

The rationale for relating the specific variables mentioned in the

above hypothesis to the Family Commitment Scale scores and the FIRO-B
scores is that the literature indicates the personality patterns and
those particular demographic and background variables included in the
hypotheses do exert an importanf influeﬁce upon the quality of marriage
and family relationships. Also, the research is extremely limited con-
cerning the relationshp of personality patterns and commitment to family

strengths.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature and research concerning the family strengths is
limited. The review of available literature reported here is concerned
with family strengths, marital success, and personality characteristics

as related to marriage success.
Family Strengths

Little research has been conducted concerning what makes a strong
family. In an early study by Otto (1962, 1966) twenty-seven families
were asked to list what they perceived as their family strengths. The
results revealed that the affective, or the feeling domain of family
life, especially the giving and receiving of love and empathy between
spouses and between parents aﬁd children, proved to be the greatest
sources of family strength. Other variables considered important within
a strong family were joining in activities together as a family and
sharing religious and moral convictions.

In a later study Otto (1967) revealed that families have latent
strengths or capacities which they are not using. People within families
tend to concentrate on their problems instead of concentratiﬁg on their
strengths and some‘positive alternatives. Otto (1963, 1975) indicates
that family strength is the.end product of a series of ever changing

related components. He identifies these twelve components which result

10
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in family strength as follows:

1. The ability to provide for the physical, emotional, and
spiritual needs of a family.

2. The ability to be sensitive to the needs of the family members.

3. The ability to communicate.

4. The ability to provide support, security, and éncouragement.

5. The ability to establish and maintain growth-producing
relationships within and without the family.

6. The capacity to.maintain and create constructive and responéible
community relationships in the neighborhood and in school, town,
local and state government.

7. The ability to grow with and through children.

8. An ébility for self?help, and the ability to accept help when
appfopriate.

9. An ability to perform family roles flexibly.

10. Mutual respect fér the individuality of family members.

11. A concern for family unity, loyalty, and interfémily cooperation.

12. The ability to use crisis or seemingly injurious experiences as
a means of growth.

Otto (1962) believed that family strengths are a composite of con-
stantly changing elements within a family's subsystem which are con-
stantly interacting and interrelated. Each element may be identified as
a separate strength but when viewed in their totality result in family
strength. Family sfrengths as defined by Otto (1975):

are those forces, and dynamic factors in the
relationship matrix which encourage the
development of the personal resources and
potentials of members of the family and which

make family life deeply satisfying and
fulfilling to family members (p. 16).
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Variations in the strengths of a family would naturally be expected
throughout the family life cycle. A recent study of family strengths in
Oklahoma found that five major factors characterized the sample of
strong familieé: (a) the expression of appreciation to each other, (b)
they spend much time together and participate in many activities to-
gether, (c) good communication patterns, (d) a high degree of religious
orientation, and (e) a high dégree of commitment to each other and to
the entire family unit.
Zimﬁerman and Cervantes (1960) in their study of successful
families found that:
1. Successful families have more intimate family friends
and have more in common with their friends than do
unsuccessful families.
2. The basic "social" family principle is that of common
values. This uniqﬁe, purposeful, common value principle
begins with mating and extends through the life history
of the family and outward in family friends.
3. In every city, in every degree of intiﬁacy and in every
measure of friendship similarity, the co~working of
intimacy and similarity has been associated strikingly
with success. The more friends are like each other, the
more successful they are in avoiding divorce, desertion,
juvenile arrest records, and other phases of the break-
ing up of homes and domestic relations.
4, Having a éhild continue in high sch&ol is a positive
function pf child prote;tion and of family.success.

5. Parents with an ideal for their children, such as school
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continuance, can mdst thoroughly implement that ideal
in the minds of the children by surrounding their
household from the beginning with friends who aiso
possess the same ideals.
6. The totality of all the impressions of life other
than parental had been received by the children from
members of friend families.
7. Friendship between similar minded adults living in
proximity over a perioa of years results in its most
basic or primary type. The friendship of this type
is between equals, is voluntaristic, involves common
experiences, and is not primarily for the appetitive
_pleasure or political, economic, or social gain.
Therefore, the families who were successful in their study allowed only
‘those families who were like themselves into their homes and circle of
friends. . In terms of families' friends, Zimmerman and Cervantes (1960)
found that only a few reported no friends at all (one percent) while
from seventy to eighty percent claimed having approximately five or more
intimate family-group f?iends. Depending upon the city, relatives made
from three-tenths to élmost one-half of the family group friends. The
family—éroup friends were not restricted to thé one stage of family life
cycle which enébled the family as a whole to be exposed to a wide
diversity of familybtypes.
in a study by Reeder (1973), a model of family characteristics was
developed which would aid problem soiviﬁg behavior in families with a
mentally disturbed child. He stated that a successful family:
i

(a) is integrated into society; (bf maintains an internal
focus of authority, decision-making, and emotional
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investment; (c¢) has ties of affection and support among

all members; (d) has open channels of communication;

(e) has a centralized authority structure to coordinate

problem solving efforts; (f) has the ability to communi-

cate and evaluate conflicting ideas according to their

intrinsic merit rather than the status of their source;

(g) is able to reach a consensus on family goals and

related role allocations and expectations; (h) prefers

specific value orientations (p. 1758B).

According to Anthony (1969), a family with a strong background responds
to difficulties by pooling its resources and developihg together the
most constructive behavior.

Blackburn (1967) indicates that the strong family is the family
that has a high degree of satisfaction with husband-wife and ﬁarent—
child relationships. Strong husband-wife relationships exist where they
have high feelings of mutual respect, affection, and love for each other
(Cutright, 1971). The individuals comprising strong families usually
come from similar economic classes and backgrounds with similar goals
and expectations. They are also compatible sexually (Barton, Kawaéh,
and Cattell, 1972).

Successful parent-child relationships also tend'to strengthen and
bind the family as a unit. Children affect the marital dyad in many
ways. One way children may strengthen the family is through the com-
‘mitment the couple has to the children (Blackburn, 1967, and Figley,
1973).

Walters and Stinnett (1971) report that couples without children
tend to be either extrémely unhappy or extremely happy while those with
children approached average in happiness. One element central to the
stability and strength of a strong family is commitment (Stevenson and

Stinnett, 1976). Commitment is the process where individuals give their

energy and loyalty to a central theme. Committed family members
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strongly believe in what the family stands for as they continue to demon-
strate this commitment. Kanter (1968) believes that many of the social
problems in our society are seen as stemming from a 1ack of commitment.

Strong famiiies have positive, open lines of communication and
spend much time talking with each.other (Ball, 1976). Most strong
families are considered equalitarian in that all family members con-
tribute to making decisions. According to Figley (1973) the strong
family is not afraid to ask for hélp when it is needed; while a weak
family waits until it is too late to seek help. The strong family has
tﬁe ability to cope and to handle stressful situations that arise. .

Religion, Figley further reports, plays an important part in the
lives of strong families. It functions to support and to make the
family stronger. One strength of the American family is that is con-
tinues. to meet the basic needs of people (Barton, Kawash, Cattell,
1972). One such need is the need for companionship. The family has the
potential of providing a place where members can grow and be accepted,
be loved and cared for. It also offers the potential for fulfilling the
emotional and physical needs of‘its members. Three main sources exist
that support the family according to Grams (1967). One source is the
church. It supports the family structure internally and externally by
strengthening the family structure (Crockett, Babchuk, and Ballweg,'
1969, and Grams, 1967).

Education is also a source of family strength. Through education,
individuals become more aware of how to successfully live in families
(Grams, 1967). The ability to establish priorities is anbther source of
family strength. Those families who decide upon priorities of needs and

wants and orient their behavior in accordance with those priorities tend
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to experience a greater degree of satisfaction (Grams, 1967).
Marital Success

The achievement of a successful marriage is valued greatly by our
society. Success is the evaluation of perceptions perceived by those
involved in the relationship. A successful marriage occurs when both
partners gain at least the éatisfaction that they had anticipated from
the marriage (Kirkpatrick, 1963). Spanier (1972) indicates that a suc-
cessful marriage is being relatively free of éonflict, the husband and
wife being in relative agreement on major issues, enjoying the same lei-
sure interests and participating in them together, and showing affection
for one.another. There may be merit in realizing that in order for a
marriage to be successful the marital needs of individuals comprising
the relationship must be met. If these needs are not mef, the relation-
ship is often dissoived and family strength is not allowed to develop.

There aré many premarital and postmarital factors associated witﬁ'
marriage success. One such premarital factor to consider is the success
or failure bf the parents' marriage. If the parents were happily mar-
ried, then the couple has a greater chance of being happily married than
if the parents were unhappy or divorced. Children tend to follow exam-
ples set for them, and it is important that the examples are positive
(Bowman, 1974).

Another premarital factor considered important to marital success
is an individual{s personal happiness iﬁ chiidhood. An individual who
was happy in childhood is more likely as an édult to have a happy and
successful marriage. This finding reemphasizes the importance of

healthy parent-child relationships. If the child is related to in a
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positive way, he will more likely relate to others positively, particu-
larly a marriage partner (Kirkpatrick, 1963).

Length of relationship before marriage is also an important factor
related to marital success. The longer the couple has known each other,
the more likely fhe marriage will be successful. Those who knew each
other for over one year are more likely to have a happy, successful mar-
riage tﬁan those who kﬁew eachlqther for less than one year before mar-
riage; ~The period of time betwéen meeting and marriage is necessary in
order to get to know eéch other. During this period of time expecta-
tions and goals are expressed by each partner (Kirkpatrick, 1963).

Age at marriage has been repo;ted to be another factor related to
marital success. Those marrying at age nineteen or younger have the
highest divorce rate and the most problems. A few reasons for the high
rate of divorce in this group is because of such factors as small
income, limited education, continued need fof parental support, and

lack of emotional maturity‘(Kirkpatrick, 1973, and'ﬁurchinal, 1965).
| Kirkpatrick (1963) belie&es that parental approval of one's mate
is important in order to have a happy and adjusted marriage. Couples
need and want the approval and support of significant persons close to
them, because this tends to reinforce positive feelings about the
marriage.

The primary or real reéson for getting married is important to the
success of the marriage. If the primary reason for getting married was
to escape aﬂ unhappy home life, or to alleviate lqnéliness, then the
probability of marital failure or unhappiness is greater. If the couple
is married because of genuine love or because common interests are |

shared, then the probability for marital success and happiness is
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greater (Kirkpétrick, 1963).

Rollins and Feldman (1970) in their fesearch have identified three
keys to marital success. These are:

1. Personal readiness for marriage.

2. Compatible mate selection.

3; Early a&justment to marriage.

Postmarital factors are also related to marriage success. Such
factors inélude maritél attiﬁudes such aé one partner being more domi-
nant than the other, one being extremely jealous of the other, one
partner feeliﬁg superior to the other, or one partner feeling more
intelligent than the other, are associated with low marital adjustment
and dissatisfaction in marriage. An equalitarian, democratic attitude
is more closely associated with marriage success and high marital
adjustment (Kirkpatrick, 1963).

Scanzon (1966) indicates that cultural backgrounds also affect
marriage success., It is to-the advantage of the partners to have such
things in common as similar attainment level in education, race, and
socio-economic status. Great differences in these areas are associated
with marriage failure (Hicks and Platt, 1970).

Children can greatly affect the success of a marriage, even before
they are conceived (Meyerowitz, 1970, and Figley, 1973). 1In his 1973
article, Figley stated that the timing of the birth of the first child
affects marriage success. For instance, if the bride was premaritally
prégnant, or if the couple became pregnant before adjusting to being
married, the marriage may tend to not be succeésful. Premarital and
early postmarital conception have been found by Hurley and Palonen

(1967) to be associated with a high divorce rate. They also found a
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significant negative relationship between marital adjustment and child
density. The more children the lower the marital adjustment.

Couples who want childreﬁ reported a higher degree of satisfaction
with their mé:riage than couples who do not want children; however,
having children is'not positively associated with marriage satisfaction.
Some research has indicated'that childless couples are happier than
couples with children (Bernard, 1972).

A study was conducted by Hill (1970) of a family over three genera-
tions, and he found that children are not financial assets nor can they
be expected early to earn their keep. Hill reports that children are
now liabilities with mouths to feed, bodies.to clothe, and minds to
educate.

Of 4,452 families surveyed in a study by Renee (1970), those
couples currently raisipg chiidfen were more likely to be dissatisfied
with their marriage than couples with no children or whose children were
adults and had left home.v'Parenfs who have no problems in rearing their
children tend to be more satisfied with their marriage than those having
behavior problems with the children. In an investigation conducted by
Rollins and Feldman (1970),_they consistently found among wives a de-
cline in marital satisfaction over the first ten years of marriage, or
until the children were of school age. TﬁiS'same-decline in marital
satisfaction continues.during ;he child's’teen years until the child is
launched. The marital relationship reaches a low point in the period
just prior to the departure of the children from home (Hurley and Palo-
nen, 1967).

A reséarch project conducted by Luckey and Bain (1970) found that

having children tends to be positively associated with marriage
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stability, and that children are the primary, if not the only, satisfac-
tion in the marriages of couples who admit to a low degree of marital
bliss. Couples with a low degree of satisfaction may be staying married
because of the children.

The more children in the family the less likely a divorce will
occur (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1973). These reports may be due to the
couple not wanting to make a‘break while thére are children in the home,
which may be one reason for divorces before children are conceived and
after the last child has been launched.

Gurin (1960) reports that marriage success has been associated with
marriage happiness. This happiness develops from a. healthy interper-
sonal relationship between husband and wife. Healthy interpersonal
relationships include such elements as mutual respect, expression of
appreciation and affection, which are necessary in contributing to
marital happiness which affects marital success.

Stinneft; Collins, and Montgomery (1970) have identified four basic'
needs considered important in the marital relationships of all age
groups:

1. Love

2. Personality fulfillment

3. Respect

4, Communication
The meeting of these needs by each spouse is positively associated with
marital success.

Lines of communication tend to be kept open in successful mar-
riages. To develop effective lines of communication, attitudinal and

behavioral patterns must be learned and positively reinforced. A few
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of these effective patterns as reported by Navran (1967) are:

1. Talking to each other. |

2. Understanding what is being said to them.

3. Having a wider range of subjects available to them.

4. Preserving communication channels and keeping them open.

5. Sensitive to each éther's feelings.

6. Personalizing their language symbols.

7. Using nonverbal techniques of communication effectively.

(p. 182).

Levinger-(1964) found that both spouses place a higher value on the
affective aspect of task performance or behavior than on instrumental
aspects. In a study.of married undergraduates, Chilman and Meyer
(1966) disCoveredlthat, "Love and companionship in marriage regeived a
far higher rating . . . than sex satisfaction, living conditions, and
academic pursuits" (p. 75).

Lively (1969) indicated that marital success is determined by
remaining married, sharing a residence, having children, as well as the
acquisition of prestige-giving material goods, the maintainance of a
high degree of cleanliness, or the rearing of attractive children or
other items correlated with high socio-economic variables.

Marital success is‘positiﬁely related to higher levels of income
and income stability. Hicks aﬁd Platt (1970) indicated that_even in
marfiages WhEre theré;is a stable and adequate income, financial |
management is.a major source of conflict. This finding emphasizes the
conflicts that are caﬁsed by money management.k In situations where
goals aﬁd interests are not the same, there is éven more ffustration

concerning money management.
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Luckey (1960a, 1960b) and Stuckert (1963) found that marital satis—
faction is related to the agreement of the husband's self concept and
that held of him by his spouse. The corresponding relationship for the
wife, that the husband accurately perceive his wife's self concept, was
found to not be iﬁportant for marital success. Hurvitz (1965) indicated
that there was a significant relationship between marital satisfaction
and the degree to which wives conform to the husbands' expectations.
Hurvitz also observed that men do not conform as much as do women within
the marital relationship.

The occupation of both the husband and wife have an important in-
fluence upon marriage success. Marriage satisfaction and stability tend
to be higher among the more stable and higher paid occupations according
to Bernardv(i972). Marriage satisfaction tends to also be associated
with job satisfaction which is associated with a feeling of self worth
(Ridley, 1973).

Employment of the wife outside the home may have an adverse effect
on the marriage, particularly if the wife is working when she does not
want to or because of financial necessity. Also, if she does not enjoy
her work or her husband does not approve of her employment, then this
may have an adverse effect on the marriage. These conditions can cause
strain and pressure on the ﬁarifal relationship (Orden and Bardburn,
1969).

Burr (1971) found that there are discrépancies between role expec-
tation and role behavior which influence marital satisfaction. Burr's
findings revealed a high negative rélationship between role discrepan-
cies and marital satisfaction among 116 middle class married couples in

a major midwestern city.
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Lendis and Landis (1973) indicate a positive association between
religious participation and marriage success. The data reveals that
there are fewer divorces among couples with strong religious orienta-
tion and participation than among nonreligious couples. 1In a study by
Zimmerman and Cervantes (1960) it was found that divorce is four times

more likely to occur in families with no religious orientation.
Personality Characteristics as Related to Marriage Success

Lantz end Snyder (1969) report that personality characteristics of
marriage partners are significantly related to marriage failure or suc-
cess. No one type of personality guarantees success in marriage; how-
ever, clinical evidence suggest that the person with a generally healthy
personality will have a greater probability for marital success than
will the person on the other end of the personality continuum (Stroup,
1963).

A few personality characteristics as associated with marriage
failure or success have been identified by Lantz and Snyder (1969).
These include the following:

1. Emotional maturity and.stability.

2. Self control.

3. Ability to demonstrate affection.

4. Considerate of others.

5. Optimistic.

6. Willingness to take on responsibility.

7. Ability to overcome feelings of anger.

Spanier (1972) reports that spouses of successful marriages are

mature, stable, conventional, and conforming people who come from
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untroubled.family backgrounds.

Those persons with successful marriages tend to have personality
characteristics that contribute to positive interpersonal relationships.
Those persons are kind toward others, considerate, cooperative, emo-
tionally stable, and view their spouses as being cdnsiderate, coopera-
tive, generous, cohventional, and responsible. They also view their
spouses as having moderate and not extreme personality qualities
(Landis and Landis, 1973; Hicks and Platt, 1970; and Allen, 1962).

Adaptability and flexibility are personality characteristics which
have been found to be positively associated with marriage success.

Hicks and Platt (1970) and Kieren and Tallmén (1972) found that these
characteristics determine the ability or nonability for the spouses to
resolve conflicts. Kieren and Tallman (1972) report the wife's adapta-
bility was positively associated with the husband's marital happiness.

Stroup (1963) indicates that a high degree of marital dissatisfac-
tion is associated with large differences in personality traits; how-
ever, it is not known whether the personality characteristics are the
cause of the unhappy marriage or whether the marital problems produce
these personality characteristics. Cattell and Nesselroade (1967) re-
port‘that marriage satisfaction and stability are associated with simi-
larity in emotional stability, enthusiasm, social boldness and conscience.

Stinnett and Walters (1977) observed that héppily married persons
have personality attributes that contribute to the successful developmeﬁt
of any interpersonal relationship. Landis and Landis (1973) noted that
those who have kind attitudes toward others, are considerate, cooperative,
emotionally stable, and optimistic tend to have satisfying friendships

as well as marriages.
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Those persons dissatisfied with their marriages tend to view their
spouses as being impatient, either dictatorial or passive, unkind,
blunt, aggressive, gloomy, complaining, slow to forgive, and distrust-
ful (Allen, 1962), while those persons who are inconsiderate, selfish,
uncooperative, aggressive, and moody tend to have unsatisfying marriages
and fewer friendships (Landis and Landis, 1973). Matthews and Michano-
vich (1963) found that unhappily married individuals felt they:

1. were neglected by their mates;

2. received little appreciation, affection, companionship,
or understanding from their mates;

3. were belittled and that their self-respect was attacked
by their mates;

4. were often falsely accused by their marriage partners.

Clements (1967) reports that in investigating the differences
between stable and unstable marriages, both individuals séem to be aware
of the effects of certain behaviors upon their spouse; however, the
stable couples are more willing to modify their behaviors.

Using the

16 PF and Marriage Role Questionnaire, Barton, Kawash,
and Cattell (1972) related individual personality factors to various
marital dimensions. They found that partners with high ego strength
(emotional stability) and low guilt proneness reported high sexual
satisfaction. Subjects with high superego (conscientiousness) tended to
be highly devoted to the home, and low anxiety respondents reported high
social-intellectual equality in their marriages. On the other hand,
marriage instability scores were highest among individuals who used cog-
nition rather than feelings iﬁ problem solving.

In a study relating family strength to personality characteristics

(as measured by Edwards Personal Preference Scale), Ammons (1976) found



26

that couples of strong families who had a high degree of marital satis-
faction expressed significant complementary need relationships along the
following dimensions:

1. Nurturance-Exhibition. The wife's need to give help, sympathy,

and kindness was associated with the husband's need to be the
center of things and to be noticed.

2. Succorance~Affiliation. The wife's need to receive help,

encouragement, and kindness from others was associated with the
husband's need for people and his desire to form strong attach-
ments.

3. Intraception-Succorance. The wife's need to understand and to

empathize was associated with the husband's need to receive
help, encouragement, and kindness from others.

4, Affiliation-Dominance. The wife's need for people and to form

strong attachments was associated with the husband's need to
persuade and influence others.

5. Endurance-~Nurturance. The wife's need to persevere or finish

what is started was associated with the husband's need to give
help and sympathy.

6. Affiliation-Sex. Among both husbands and wives the need for

strong attachments was associated with the need for sex on the

part of their mate.

Summary

The related literature seems to indicate the following observa-
tions:

1. Certain characteristics such as (a) the expression of



appreciation to each other, (b) spending much time
togethér and participating in many activities
together, (c) gbod communication patterﬁs, (d) é high
degree éf religious orientation, and (e) a high degree
of commitment to each other and to the entire family
unit are associated with strong families.

Successful families have more intimate family friends
and have more in common with their friends than do
unsuccessful families.A

Depending upon the city, relatives made from three-
tenths to almost one—ﬁalf of the family group friends.
One element central to the 'stability and strength of

a strong family is commitment to each other.

Three main spurces.that support the family are the
chﬁrch, the educational system, and the ability of
families to decide upon priorities.

Premarital factors associated with marriage success are
as follows: (a) success or failure of the»parents'
mérriage, (b) individuals' personal happiness in child-
hood, (c) length of relationship before marriage, (d)
age at marriage, (e) parental approval of one's mate,
and (f) primary reason for getting married.

Three keys to marital success are: (a) personal
readiness for marriage, (b) compatible mate selection,
and (c) early adjustment to marriagé.'

Postmapital factors associated with marriage success

f

are as follows: (a) an equalitarian, democratic

27
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attitude, (b) similar cultural backgrounds, (c) timing
of the birth of the first child, (d) healthy interper-
sonalnrelationships such as mutual respect, expression
of appreciation, affection, and communication.

Higher levels of income and income stability are
positively related to marital success.

Marital satisfaction is related to the agreement of
husbands' self-concept and that held of him by his
spouse.

Persons who are conéiderate, cooperative, generous,
emphathetic, conventiqnal, responsible, kind toward
others, and view their spouses as being considerate are
associated with successful marriages.

Strong families who had a high degree of marital satis-
faction expressed significant complementary need

relationships.
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE
Selection of Subjects

The 85 subjects of this study represent 55 strong families. These
subjects were obtained through recommendations of the extension home
economist in each of the 77 counties in Oklahoma. Cover letters, (see
Appendix) explaining'the research study and assuring anonymity, were
sent to approximately 180 families. Questionnaires were included for
bothvthe husband and wife. They weré requeéted to complete the ques-
tionnaires separately and not to compare answers. vA stamped, self-
addressed return envelope was included with each questionnaire. The
data were obtained in 1975 during the months of March, April, and May.

The Cooperative County Extension Service was utilized in collect-
ing the sample. The extension hoﬁe economists wefe considered to be
reliable professionals to recommend strong families due to tﬁeir train-
ing and competence in ;he area of home and family life, their degree of
contact with families in tﬁeir county, and their concernrfor strengthen-
- ing family life.

‘The'extension home economists in each of the 77 counties in Okla-
homa were sent letters requesting that ‘they recommend two or more fami-
.lies in their county whom the? felt were strong families. They were

provided with general guidelines for consideration in selecting these

families. The general guidelines were:

29
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1. The family members appear to have a high degree of happiness
in the husband—wifg and parent-child relationships.

2. The family members appear to fulfill each other's needs to a
high degree.

3. The family is intact with both parents present in the home.

4. The family must have at least one séhool—age child, 21 years

or younger, living at home.

Instruments

An additional criterion was that the respondents must rate his or
her marital happiness and satisfaction in the parent-child relationship
as satisfactory or very satsifactory on the questionnaire. Further mod-
ifications wefe made as a result of suggestions made by the families who
participated in this pre—teét.v The final questionnaire consisted of 70
items (see Appendix).‘ The sections of the questionnaire,thaf'were used
in the study consisted of the following:

(a) background information, age, sex, and religious préference,

(b) the FundamentalvInterpersonal Relations Qrientation-Behaﬁior

(FIRO-B),
(c) the degree of family commitment scale.

The FIRO-B and degree of family commitment scale are described below.
FIRO-B

The Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-
B), developed by William Schutz (1958), is a 54-item questionnaire which
measures three fundamental dimensions of interpersonal relationships:

Inclusion, Control, and Affection.
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Inclusion assesses the degfee of which a person associates with
others. Karen Horney's concept of "moving toward people" or '"moving
away from people" and the Jﬁngian concepts of "introversion'" and "extro-
version" are similar to inclusion. Control measures the extent to which
a person assumes responsibility, makes decisions, or dominates people.
The Affection score reflects the degree of which a person becomes emo-
tionally involved with others (Ryan, 1971).

Ryan (1971) indicateé»the test assumes that these three dimensions
are fundamental in understanding and predicting interpersonal behavior.
Although other factors certainly influence a person's actions, if these
three dimensions cancerning a person are known, meaningful inferences
can be made about that person's behavior.

For each variable, two scores, represented by the letters "e" and

"w," are obtained. The "e'" scores represent the person's expressed or
observable behavior in the areas of Inclusion, Control, and Affection.
The "w'" scores represent the person's wanted behavior or what one wants
from others, in the areas of Inclusion, Control, and Affection. The
position of the scores are within the 0-9 range. The intensity of the
score modifies the strength and applicability_of Inclusion, Control, and
Affection behavior. For example:
0-1 are extremely low scores; the behavior mentioned will have a
compulsive quality.
2-3 are low scores; the behavior mentioned for low scores will be
noticeably characteristic of the person.
|
4-5 are borderline scores; the person may reveal a tendency toward

the behavior described for high or low scores.

6-7 are high scores; the behavior will be noticeably characteristic
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of the person.
8-9 are ektremely high scores; the behavior will have a compulsivé
quality to it.
Ryan (1971) believes what one seeks in one's interpersonal relationships
is less directly observable, but it is valuable information in  under-
standing and predicting one's behavior.
The subscales of the FIRO-B have been found to reflect a relatively
high degree of internal consistency. The test-retest correlations are

all over .70 (Buros, 1972).

Degree of Family Commitment Scale

The Degree of Family Commitment Scale is composed of a series of
eight items in which the respondent rates the degree of commitment
present in the family on a five point continuum ranging from very high
to very low. The items reflect the respondents' perceptions concerning
the degree of commitment in general among.family members, perceptions
concerning degree'to which husband and wife support each other during
times of ‘trouble, and ﬁerceptions concerning the degree to which the
husband énd wife are concerned with promoting each other's welfaré andv

happiness.
Analysis of Data

Frequencies and percentages were used to analyze background infor-
mation such as age, sex, place of residence, race, socio-economic status,
religion, number of years married, and number of children. An item

analysis, using the Chi Square test was used to determine if items in

the Family Commitment Scale significantly discriminated between the high

| !
i
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and low quartiles of the sample. A split-half reliability was used to

obtain an index of the reliability of the Family Commitment Scale.

The ordinal level of the data and the relatively small,saﬁple size
indicéted that a non-parametric statistical test would be most appfopri—
‘ate to examine the vérious hypotheses. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way anal-
ysis of varianée (when comparing three or more groups) and the Mann-
Whitney "U" test (when comparing two groups) were used to examine the
foilowing hypotheses:

1. There is no significant relationship between the

expressed Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B
scoreé and each of the following: (a) sex, (b)
length of the marriage, (c) closenesé of the
relationship with the child, (d) degree of mari-
tal happiness.

2. There is no significant relationship between the
expressed Control dimension of the fIRO-B and
each of the variables listed in hypothesis 1.

3. There is no significant relationship between the
expressed Affection dimension of the FIRO-B and
each of the variables listed in hypothesis 1.

4, There is no significant relationship between the
wanfed Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B and
each of the variables listed in. hypothesis 1.

5. There is no significant;relationship between the
wanted Control dimension of the FIRO-B and
each of the variables listed in hypothesis 1.

6. There is no significant relationship between the -



wanted Affection dimension ofvthe FIRO-B and
each of the variables listed in hypothesis 1.
The Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient was used to examine the
following hypotheses:
7. There is no significant correlation between the Family

- Commitment Scale scores and each of the following:

(a) expressed Affection scores, (b) expressed Control
scores, (c) expressed Inclusion scores, (d) wanted
Affection scores, (e) wanted Control scofes, (£)
wanted Inclusion scores.

8. There is no significant correlation between perceptions
of husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concern-
ing the following;

(a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Affection scores.

(b) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
expressed Affection scores.

(c) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
expressed Affection scores.

(d) husbands' expressed Affection scores with
wives' wanted Affection scores.

9. There is no significant correlation between perceptions
of husbands and wives among husband-wife péirs concern-
ing the following:.

(a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
wanted Control scores.

(b) husbands' expressedeontrol scores with

34



10.

11.

(c)

(d)

wives' expressed Control scores.

husbands' wanted Control scores with
wives' expressed Control scores.

husbands' expressed Control scores

with wives' wanted Control scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions

of husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concern-

ing the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with
wives' wanted Inclusion scores.

husbands' expresséd Inclusion scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores.
husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores.
husbands' expressed Inclusion scores with

wives' wanted Inclusion scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions

of husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concern-

ing the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Affection scores with
wives' wanted Inclusion scores.

husbands' expressed Affection scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores.
husbands' wanted Affection scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scoreé.
husbands' expressed Affection scores with

wives' wanted Inclusion scores
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13.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions

of husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concern-

ing the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Affection scores with
wives' wanted Control scores.
husbands' expressed Affection scores with

wives expressed Control scores.

. husbands' wanted Affection scores with

wives' expressed Control scores. )

husbands' expressed Affection scores with

wives' wanted Control scores.

There is no significant correlation between perceptions

of husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concern-

ing the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

husbands' wanted Control scores with
wives' wanted Inclusion scores.
husbands' expressed Control scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores.
husbands' wanted Control scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores.
husbands' expressed Control scores with

wives' wanted Inclusion scores.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Description of the Subjects

A detailed description of the 85 subjects who participated in this
study is presented in Taﬁle I. Primarily, the sample was composed of |
white, Protestant, middle-aged, middle class individuals residing in
smaller cities or rural areas. Specifically, 82.35 percent designated
their residence as either a farm (48.23%) or small town under 25,000
population (34.12%). Ninety-seven percent of the sample was white, and
eighty-one percent were Protestant. The largest percentage of respon-
dents were éither from the upper-middle (33.337%) or lower-middle
(47.62%) socio—economid class as measured by the McGuire-White Index of
Social Status (1955). The méjority of the sample were between fhe ages
of 36 and 45 (58.82%).

More heterogeneity was evident in terms of the sexual comﬁosition
of respondents and the number of years they had been married. The sam-
ple consisted of 40 percent male and 60 percent female. The majority
(87.64%) of the sample had been married between 15 and 25 years. The
largest percentage of respondents (52.567%) indicated that the wife was .
not employed outside the home. The majority of the sample had three

children.
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TABLE I

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SUBJECTS

Variable Classification No. Per Cent
Sex Male 34 40.00
Female 51 60.00
Race White 82 97.62
Black 1 1.19
Indian 1 1.19
Age 20-25 1 . 1.18
26-30 7 ‘ 8.23
31-35 18 21.18
36-40 27 . 31.76
41-45 : 23 27.06
46-50 6 7.06
over 50 3 3.53
Religion _ Catholic 10 12.05
Protestant 68 81.93
Mormon 1 - 1.20
None 4 4.82
Degree of Religious ‘
Orientation ' Very Much 17 20.00
Much : ' 41 48.23
Moderate . 24 28.23
Little 3 3.53
Very Little 0 0.00
Socio-Economic Class Upper 1 1.19
Upper-Middle 28 ’ 33.33
Lower-Middle 40 47.62
Upper-Lower 15 17.86
Lower-Lower ' 0 0.00
Size of Residence On a farm or in country 41 48.23
' Small town under 25,000 29 34.12
City of 25,000 to 50,000 8 9.41
City of 50,000 to 100,000 4 4.71
City over 100,000 3 3.53
Wife"s Employment Not employed outside home 38 ‘ 52.56

Employed full-time 13 25.60



TABLE I (Continued)
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Variable Classification No. Per Cent
Number of Children 1 3 3.53
2 25 29.41
3 34 40.00
4 11 12.94
5 5 5.88
6 3 3.53
7 2 2.35
12 2 2.35
Number of Years
Married Under 5 0 0.00
5-9 7 8.23
10-14 18 21.18
15-19 24 28.23
©20-24 24 28.23
25-29 10 11.76
30-34 2 2.35
35 and over 0 0.00
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The Item Analysis of the Family Commitment Scale

In order to obtain an index of the validity of the items in the

Family Commitment Scale, the Chi-Square test was utilized to determine

if each item significantly differentiated between those subjects scoring
in the upper quartile and those scoring ih the lower quartile on the
basis of the total scores. All of the items in the scale were found to

be significantly discriminating at the .00l level.

Responses of Strong Family Members to

the Family Commitment Scale

A majority of the respondents indicated a High to Very High degree

of commitment of you to your spouse (95.29%), your spouse to you (94.11%),

your child to you (92.95%), and you to your child (90.58%). Most of the

respondents reported a High to Very High degree to which: you are con-

cerned with promoting your spouse's welfare and happiness (95.29%), your

spouse is concerned with promoting your welfare and happiness (94.11%),

you stand by your spouse when he/she is in trouble (92.58%), and your

spouse stands by you when you are in troublé (90.58%).

In summary, based on these results a commitment profile of strong
family members indicates they have an extremely high degree of commit-
ment toward their spouse and a high degree to which they promote their

spouse's welfare and happiness.

Meén_F@RO—B Scores of Husbands and Wives

ot

Among Strong Families

i
1

The mean FIRO-B scores of husbands and wives among strong families



ITEM ANALYSIS OF THE FAMILY COMMITMENT SCALE

TABLE II
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Item df x2 Level of Sig.
How would you rate the degree of
commitment of:

1. Your spouse to you. 2 34.29 .0001
2. You to your spouse. 3 31.22 .0001
3. Your child to you. 4 37.58 .0001
4., You to your child. 3 34.29 .0001
Rate the degree to which:
5. Your spouse stands by you

when you are in trouble. 3 25.71 .0001
6. You stand by your spouse

when he/she is in trouble. 3 23.23 . 0001
7. Ybur spouse is\concerned

with promoting your

‘welfare and ‘happiness. 2 34,27 .0001
8. You are concerned with

promoting your spouse's .

2 31.22 . 0001

welfare and happiness.




- TABLE III

RESPONSES OF STRONG FAMILY MEMBERS TO THE FAMILY COMMITMENT SCALE

Very High

Item High Average Low Very Low
Item No. % No. % No. 7% - No. yA No. 7
How would you rate the degree of
commitment of: '

1. Your spouse to you. 59 69.41 21 . 24.70 5 5.88
2. You to your spouse. 58 68.23 23 27.06 3 3.53 1+ 1.18
3. Your child to you. 43 50.59 36 42.35 3 3.53 2 2.35 1 1.18
4. You to your child. 53 62.35 24 28.23 7 8.23 1 1.18 -
Relate the degree to which:
5. Your spouse stands by you :

when you are in trouble. 67 78.82 10 11.76 5 5.82 3 3.53
6. You stand by your spouse

when he/she is in trouble. 64 75.29 15 17.29 3 3.53 3 3.53
7. Your spouse is concerned ﬁith

promoting your welfare and _ N

happiness. 58  68.23 22 . 25.88 5 5.88
8. You are concerned with promot-

ing your spouse's welfare and

happiness. 57 67.06 24 28.23 4 4.71

[4/;
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are presented in Table IVi The Inclusion score refers to one's general
social orientatidn. The mean expressed Inclusion score of 3.78 indi-
cates that husbands and wives among strong families are reasonably
sociable, buf they have a tendency to move away from others. The méan
wanted Inclusion score of 2.34 suggests that husbands asd wives are very
selective about persons with whom they associate.

The Control dimension of the FIRO—B pertains to responsibility and
leadership behavior. A low mean expressed Control score of 1.89, as in-
dicated in Table IV, suggésts that these hssbands and wives avoid making
decisions and taking on responsibility. It is not that they do not make
decisions or take on responsibility, it is that they tend to be very cau-
tious in their decision-making process.’ The Wanted Control score of
3.65 suggests thst the husbands and wives are selective in who they
allow to c¢ontrol fhem or to assume responsibility that affects them.
This score represents liftle dependency needs from a variety of people.
Dependency needs may come from only a few selected individuals.

The Affection dimension, unlike Inclusion, concerns itself with the
need for intimate relationships,rather than superficial ones. The ex-
pressed Affection score of 3.61 suggests that Husbands and wives of
strong families are affectionate, yet they have a tendency to move away
from others and to be cautioﬁSAsBout initiating the development of close,
intimate relationships. The wanted Affection score of 5.34 means that
husbands and wives are mors comfortable if other people initiate close,

intimate relationships with them.



TABLE IV

MEAN FIRO-B SCORES OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES
AMONG STRONG FAMILTIES

FIRO-B Sub Scales’

Mean Score

Expressed Inclusion
Expressed Control

Expressed Affection
Wanted Inclusion
Wanted Control

Wanted Affection

3.78
1.89

3.61

2.34
3.65

5.34

44
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Examination of Hypotheses

Hypothesis I

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the

following: (a) sex, (b) length of marriage, (c) closeness
of the relationship with the child, (d) degree of marital

happiness.

Each section of thé_hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis I (a)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

The Mann—Whitney'U—tést revealed a z value of -.93 which indicated
that no significaﬁt relationship existed between the expressed Inclusion

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

Hypothesis I (b)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of

marriage.

When the Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to this hypothesis, an H
value of 1.33 was obtained, indicating that no significant relationship
existed between the expressed Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores

and length of marriage.

Hypothesis I (c)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
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Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of
the relationship with the child.

A Kruskal-Wallis H value of 0.83 was obtained. This value indi-
cates that no significant relationship existed between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relation-

ship with the child.

Hypothesis T (d)

There is no significant relatioﬁship_between the expressed
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of
marital happiness.

The Mann-Whitney U-test revealed a z value of -1.19 which indicated
that no significant relationship existed between the expressed Inclusion

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and dégree of marital happiness.

Hypothesis II -

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the
variables listed in Hypothesis I.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis II (a)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Control dimension -of the FIRO-B scores and seX.

A Mann-Whitney U-test z value of -0.14 was obtained. This value

indicates that no significant relationship existed between the expressed
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Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

Hypothesis II (b)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of marriage.

When the Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to this hypothesis, an H
value of 3.98 was obtained indicating that no significant relationship
existed between the expressed Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and

length of marriage.

Hypothesis II (c)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the
relationship with the child.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed an H value of 0.71 which indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the expressed Control
dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relationship with

the child.

Hypothesis II (d)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of marital

happiness.

A Mann-Whitney z value of -0.66 was obtained. This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the expressed Control

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of marital . happiness.

Hypothesis III

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the
variables listed in Hypothesis I.
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Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis III (a)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

When the Mann-Whitney U-test was applied to this hypothesis, a z
value of -3.06 was obtained. This value indicates that a significant
difference (.00l level) existed between husbands and wives éoncerning
the expresse& Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores. The.females
reported significantly.higher scores than the males.

The expressed Affection score, 4.06 for females, suggests that -
they are affectionate, yet they have a tendency to move away from others
and to be cautious about initiating the development of close, intimate
relationships. The expreésed Affection score, 2.94 for males, means
even more of a tendency to move away from others than the females
expressed. The males express more extreme caution in initiating the

development of close, intimate relationships.

Hypothesis III (b)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of

marriage.

A Kruskal-Wallis H value of 4.49 was obtained. This value indi-
cates that no significant relationship existed between the expressed

Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of marriage.
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TABLE V

Z SCORE REFLECTING DIFFERENCES
IN EXPRESSED AFFECTION SCORES ACCORDING TO SEX

Variable No. Mean Score Z Score Level of Sig.
SEX
Male 34 2.94

-3.06 .001
Female 51 4.06
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Hypothesis ITII (c)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of
the relationship with the child.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed an H value of 0.30 which indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the expressed Affection
dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relationship with

the child.

Hypothesis III (d)

There is no significant relationship between the expressed
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of
marital happiness.

A Mann-Whitney U value of -0.39 was obtained. ' This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the expressed Affection

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of marital happiness.

Hypothesis IV

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of
the variables listed in Hypothesis I.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing. two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis IV (a)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

When the Mann-Whitney U-test was applied to this hypothesis, a z
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value of -0.42 was obtained, indicating that no significant relationship
existed between the wanted Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and

seXx.

Hypothesis IV (b)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of

marriage.

A Kruskal-Wallis value of 1.46 was obtained. This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Inclusion

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of marriage.

Hypothesis. IV (c)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness
of the relationship with the child.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed an H value of 0.44 which indicates
that no significant relatibnship existed between the wanted Inclusion
dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relationship with

the child.

Hypothesis IV (d)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of
marital happiness. :

A Mann-Whitney U value of ~0.69 was obtained. This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Inclusion

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of marital happiness.
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Hypothesis V

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and each of the
variables listed in Hypothesis I,

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis V (a)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

When the Mann-Whitney U-test was applied to this hypothesis, a z
value of -1.08 was obtained indicating that no significant relationship

existed between the wanted Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and

seXx.

Hypothesis V (b)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of

marriage.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed an H value of 2.99 which indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Control

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of marriage.

Hypothesis V (c)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of
the relationship with the child.

A Kruskal-Wallis value of 2.27 was obtained. This value indicated
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that no significant‘relationship existed between the wanted Control
dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relationship with

the child.

Hypothesis V (d)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of
marital happiness. ’

When the Mann-Whitney U-test was applied to this hypothesis, a z
value of -1.18 was obtained, indicating that no significant relationship
existed between the wanted Control dimension of the FIRO-B scores and

degree of marital happiness.

Hypothesis VI

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIR0O-B scores and each of the
variables listed in Hypothesis I. '

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance (when comparing three or
more groups) or Mann-Whitney U-test (when comparing two groups). The

results are presented below.

Hypothesis VI (a)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and sex.

A Mann-Whitney U value of -0.69 was obtained. This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Affection

dimension of the FIRO—B scores and sex.
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Hypothesis VI (b)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of

marriage.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed an H value of 3.62 which indicated

that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Affection

dimension of the FIRO-B scores and length of marriage.

Hypothesis VI (c)

There is no significant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness
of the relationship with the child. '

A Kruskal-Wallis value of 1.08 was obtained. This value indicates
that no significant relationship existed between the wanted Affection
dimension of the FIRO-B scores and closeness of the relationship with

the child.

Hypothesis VI (d)

There is no signifiéant relationship between the wanted
Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and degree of
marital happiness.

When the Mann-Whitney U-test was applied to this hypothesis, a
value of -0.15 was obtained, indicating that no significant relationship
existed between the wanted Affection dimension of the FIRO-B scores and

degree of marital happiness.

Hypothesis VII

There is no significant correlation between Family Commitment
Scale scores and each of the following: (a) expressed Affec-
tion scores, (b) expressed Control scores, (c) expressed
Inclusion scores, (d) wanted Affection scores, (e) wanted
Control scores, (f) wanted Inclusion scores.
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TABLE VI

SPEARMEN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN FAMILY COMMITMENT SCALE SCORES AND
EACH OF THE FIRO-B SUB-SCALE SCORES

FIRO-B Family Commitment Scale Scores Level of
Sub-Scale Scores r Significance
Expressed Affection .22 .04
Expressed Control -.03 ' N.S.
Expressed Inclusion .06 ' N.S.
Wanted Affection ‘ . .06 , N.S.
Wanted Control _ .05 : : N.S.

Wanted Inclusion .04 ‘ N.S.
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Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated that

‘the only significant correlation was between the Family Commitment

Scale scores and expressed Affection, which was significant at the .04

level.

Hypothesis VIII

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with
"wives' wanted Affection scores, (b) husbands' expressed
Affection scores. with wives' expressed Affection scores,
(c) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed
Affection scores, (d) husbands' expressed Affection scores
with wives' wanted Affection scores.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated fhat
no significant correlations existed between the perceptions of husbands
and wives among husband-wife ﬁairs concerning any of the FIRO-B dimen-
sions listed in this hypothesis. These results are presented in Table

VII.

Hypothesis IX

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
wanted Control scores, (b) husbands' expressed Control
scores with wives' expressed Control scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Control scores with wives' expressed Control scores,
(d) husbands' expressed Control scores with wives' wanted
Control scores.

t
Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of

the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated that

no significant correlations existed between the perceptions of husbands



TABLE VIT

SPEARMEN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE

PATRS CONCERNING THE AFFECTION DIMENSION OF THE FIRO-B

57

FIRO-B Spearman Rank Level of
Sub-Scale Scores Correlation Coefficient Sig.
Husbands' wanted Affection scores

with .30 N.S
Wives' wanted Affection scores
Husbands' expressed Affection scores

with -.09 N.S
Wives' expressed Affection scores
Husbands' wanted Affection scores

with -.07 N.S
Wives' expressed Affection scores
Husbands' expressed Affection scores

with . : . .09 N.S

Wives' wanted Affection scores
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and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning any of the FIRO-B dimen-
sions listed in this hypothesis. These results are presented in Table

VIITI.

Hypothesis X

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Inclusion scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Inclusion
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Inclusioh scores with wives' expressed Inclusion
scores, (d) husbands' expressed Inclusion scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores.

Each section of the hypothesis ﬁas examined separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. ‘The results indicated that
the only significant correlation.was between the husbands' wanted
Inclusion scores and the wives' wanted Inclusion scores. A positive
correlation of .44‘existed between the husbands' wanted Inclusion scores
and the wives' wanted Inclusion scores which was significant at the .01

level. These results are presented in Table IX.

Hypothesis XTI

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affection
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores,
(d) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives' wanted
Inclusion scores.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated that
no significant correlations existed between the perceptions of husbands

and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning any of the FIRO-B
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SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE

PATIRS CONCERNING THE CONTROL DIMENSION OF THE FIRO-B

FIRO-B Spearman Rank Level of
Sub-Scale Scores Correlation Coefficient Sig.
Husbands' wanted Control scores

with .20 N.S.
Wives' wanted Control scores
Husbands' expressed Control scores

with -.06 N.S.
Wives' expressed Control scores
Husbands' wanted Control scores

with .02 N.S
Wives' expressed Control scores
Husbands' expressed Control scores

with .03 N.S

Wives' wanted Control scores
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TABLE IX

SPEARMEN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE
PATRS CONCERNING THE INCLUSION DIMENSION OF THE FIRO-B

FIRO-B Spearman Rank Level of
Sub-Scale Scores Correlation Coefficient Sig.

Husbands' wanted Inclusion scores
with A4 .01
Wives' wanted Inclusion scores

Husbands' expressed Inclusion scores
with , '
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores

.25 N.S.

Husbands' wanted Inclusion scores
with : .06 N.S.
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores ’

Husbands' expressed Inclusion scores
with .29 N.S.
Wives' wanted Inclusion scores
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dimensions listed in this hypothesis. These results are presented in

Table X.

Hypothesis XIT

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with
wives' wanted Control scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affec-
tion scores with wives' expressed Control scores, (c) hus-
bands' wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed Control
scores, (d) husbands' expressed Affection scores with wives'
wanted Control scores.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined‘separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated that
no significant correlations existed between the perceptions of husbands
and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning any of the FIRO-B
dimensions lisfed in this hypothesis. These results are presented in

Table XI.

" Hypothesis XITII

There is no significant correlation between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the
following: (a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Control
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Control scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores,
(d) husbands' expressed Control scores with wives' wanted
Inclusion scores.

Each section of the hypothesis was examined separately by means of
the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient. The results indicated that
no Significant correlations existed between the perceptions of husbands
and wives among’husband-wife pairs concerning ahy of the FIRO—B‘dimen;
sions listed in this hypothesis. These results are presented in Table

XIT.
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TABLE X

SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCTATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE
PAIRS CONCERNING THE AFFECTION AND INCLUSION DIMENSION
OF THE FIRO-B

FIRO-B Spearman Rank Level of
Sub~Scale Scores Correlation Coefficient Sig.

Husbands' wanted Affection scores
with .32 N.S.
Wives' wanted Inclusion scores

Husbands' expressed Affection scores
with .24 N.S.
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores

Husbands' wanted Affection scores
with .23 "N.S.
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores '

Husbands' expressed Affection scores _
with .30 N.S.
Wives' wanted Inclusion scores
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TABLE XI

SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE
PATRS CONCERNING THE AFFECTION AND CONTROL DIMENSION
OF THE FIRO-B

FIRO-B ' : Spearman Rank Level of
Sub-Scale Scores ' Correlation Coefficient Sig.

Husbands' wanted Affection scores
with .13 - N.S.
Wives' wanted Control scores

Husbands' expressed Affection scores B :
_ with . 04 N.S.
Wives' expressed Control scores

Husbands' wanted Affection scores
with .30 N.S.
Wives' expressed Control scores

Husbands' expressed Affection scores .
with .11 N.S.
Wives' wanted Control scores
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TABLE XII

SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS REFLECTING ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES AMONG HUSBAND-WIFE
- PAIRS CONCERNING THE CONTROL AND INCLUSION DIMENSION
OF THE FIRO-B

FIRO-B ' ' Spearman Rank Level of
Sub-Scale Scores Correlation Coefficient Sig.

Husbands' wanted Control scores
with ' .05 , N.S.
Wives' wanted Inclusion scores

Husbands' expressed Control scores
with .10 ~ N.S.
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores

Husbands' wanted Control scores
with .08 N.S.
Wives' expressed Inclusion scores

Husbands' expressed Control scores
with .05 N.S.

Wives' wanted Inclusion scores




CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

While the literature concerning the American family has evolved
from instrumental (meeting socially defined roles) to intrinsic (meeting
the emotional needs of other family members) task fulfillment within the
nuclear family, virtually no recent research has sought to describe per-
sonality patterns and commitment of successful, strong, intrinsic fami-

lies. The major purpose of this study, therefore, was to (a) use the

Family Commitment Scale to measure the degree of (intrinsic) commitment
present in strong families, (b) examine the personality patterns of hus-
bands and wives among strong fami1ies, and (c) relate personality pat-
terns to selected background characteristics and degree of family com-
mitment.

The 85 respondents comprising the sample were recommended as strong
family members by extension home economists in 77 counties in Oklahoma
and also indicated on the questionnaire that they rated their husband-
wife and parent-child relationships as either satisfactory or very
satisfactory. A questionnaire was developed by Stinnett (1975) to obtain
information concerning background information and degree of family com-

mitment as well as personality patterns. The Family Commitment Scale

was used to measure the degree of commitment present in a family, and
the Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior test was

used to measure three fundamental dimensions of interpersonal

65
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relationships or personality patterns: Inclusion, Control, and Affec-
tion.

Percentages and frequencies were used to analyze the respondents'
sex, race, age, religion, degree of religious orientation, socio-eco-
nomic class, size of residence, wife's employment, number of children,
and number of years married. Aﬁ item analysis using the Chi-square test

was utilized to determine which items on the Family Commitment Scale

disciminated between the high and low quartiles of the sample.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was utilized to
determine if a significant relationship existed between the respondents'
FIRO-B scores according to length of marriage and closeness of the rela-
tionship with the child. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to determine
if a significant relationship existed between the respondents' FIRO-B
scores and sex and degree of marital happiness.

The Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient was used to determine if
there was a significant association between perceptions of husbands and

wives among husband-wife pairs concerning the dimensions of the FIRO-B.
Results

The results indicated that a significant difference (.OOl.level)
existed between husbands and wives concerning the expressed Affection
dimension of the FIRO-B scores. The females reported significantly
higher scores than the males. A positive correlation was found between

the Family Commitment Scale and expressed Affection which was significant

at the .04 level.
The results indicated that the only significant correlation was

between the husbands' wanted Inclusion scores and the wives' wanted



67

Inclusion scores which was significant at the .01 level.
Based on the responses of strong family members to the Family Com-~

mitment Scale, the findings suggest that family members have an extemely

high degreé of commitment toward their spouse and a high degree to which
they promote their spouses' welfare and happiness.

The mean FIRO-B scores of husbands and wives among strong families
suggest that their interpersonal relationships, in the dimensions of
Inclﬁsion, Control, and Affection, are cautious and selective; however,
they are not of a compulsive quality. The FIRO-B profile of the strong
family members is as follows:

Expressed Inclusion'séore (3.78): indicates that husbands and

wivés among strong families are reasonably sociable, but
they are cautious about their social relatioﬁships.

Wanted Inclusion scére-(2.34);_ suggests that hugbands and wives
are very selective concerning persons with whom they
associate.

Expressed Control score (1.89): reflects a tendency for husbands
and wives to take time in making decisions or assuming
responsibility. They tend to be very cautious in this
dimeﬁsion.

~ Wanted Control score (3.65): suggests that husbands and wives
are selective in who they allow to control them or with
respect to assuming responsibility that affeéts them.

Expresséd Affection score (3.61): indicates that huébands and
wives are affectionate; yet they h;ve’a tendency to be
cautious about initiating the development of close,

intimate, relationships.



Wanted Affection scére (5.34): suggests that husbands and
wives are more comfortable if other people initiated
close, intimate relationships.

There was no significant relationship found between the:

1. Expressed Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B scores and
each of the following: (a) sex, (b) length of marriage,
(c) closeness of the relationship with the child,

(d) degree of marital happiness.

2. Expressed Control dimension of the FIRO-B and each of
‘the variables listed in Hypothesis I.

3. Expressed Affection of the FIRO-B and (a) length of
marriage, (b) closeness of the relationship with the
child, (c) degree of marital happiness.

4. Wanted Inclusion dimension of the FIRO-B and each of
the variables listed in Hypothesis I.

5. Wanted Control dimension of the FIRO-B and each of
the variables listed in Hypothesis I.

6. Wanted Affection dimension of the FIRO;B énd each of
the variablés listed in Hypothesis I.

7. There was no significént correlation between thelgggilz

Commitment Scale scores and each of the following: (a)

expressed Control scores, (b) expressed Inclusion
scores, (c) wanted Affection scores, (d) wanted Control
scores, (e) wanted Inclusion scores.
There was no significant correlation found between perceptions of
husbands and wives among husband-wife pairs concerning:

8. (a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives' wanted
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11.

12.
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Affection scores, (b) husbands' expressed Affection
scores with wives' expressed Affection scores, (c)
husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives' expressed
Affection.scores, (d) husbands' expressed Affection
scores with wives' wanted Affection scores.

(a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives' wanted
Control écores, (b) husbands' expressed Control scores
with wives' expressed Control scores, (c) husbands'
wanted Control scores with wives' expressed Control
scores, (d) husbands' expressed Control scores with
wives' wanted Control scores.

(a) husbands' exp;essed Inclusion scores with wives"
expressed Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' wanted

Inclusion scores with wives' wanted Inclusion scores,

(¢) husbands' expressed Inclusion scores with wives'

wanted Inclusion scores.

(a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed
Affection scores with wives'_expressed Inclusion
scores, (c) husbands' ﬁanted Affection scores with
wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (d) husbands'
expressed Affection scores with wives' wanted Inclu-
sion scores.

(a) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
wanted Control scores, (b) husbapds; éxpressed Affec-
tion scores with wives' expressed Affection scores,

(c) husbands' wanted Affection scores with wives'
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.expressed Control scores, (d) husbands' expressed
Affection scores with wives' wanted Control scores.
13. (a) husbands' wanted Control scores with wives' wanted
Inclusion scores, (b) husbands' expressed Control
scores with wives' expressed Inclusion scores, (c)
husbands' wanted Control scores with wives' expressed
Inclusion scores, (d) husbands' expressed Control

scores with wives' wanted Inclusion scores.
Conclusions and Discussion

"A major conclusion of this Study is that strong family members are
cautious and selective in their interpersonal relationships and possess
a very high degree of commitment. For example, as indicated by mean
FIRO-B scores and according to the clinical interpretation of the FIRO-B
(Ryan, 1971), the respondents see themselves as being sociable; however,
only in a cautious manner will they extend themselves to others. They
feel even more comfortable if only a few select people initiate social
contact with them. The respondents see themselves as being very cautious
in assuming responsibility or taking control, and they are less selective
in who they ailow to assume responsibility and take control. The res-
pondents see themselves as expressing affection, yet being cautious about
initiating the development of close, intimate relationships. They tend
to feel more comfortable if other people initiate the close relationship;
however, they tend to be selective in who they allow to approach them.

In analyzing the results of the mean FIRO—ﬁ scores of the husbands
and wives among strong families, it appears that the FIRO-B profile sug-

gests personality patterné reflecting honesty in their interpersonal
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relationships. TFor example, in the Affection dimension of the FIRO-B,
the respondents express and give as much affection as they want others
to express and give to them (as indicated by the mean expressed and
wanted Affection scores). In the Control dimension, the respondents
express and take less control than they want other people to assume such
responsibility. However, the separation of the mean scores are small,
and the data suggest that the respondents are very selective in who they
allow to take control. The respondents in the Inclusion dimension
express a cautious desire for social contact with others; however, they
are even more selective in who they want to approach them, as illustrated
by a higher mean score for expressed Inclusion than for wanted Inclusion.
Therefore, it may be concluded that members of strong families, even
though cautious and selective, are projecting true and honest behavior
patterns in what they see themselves expressing and what they want from
others, based upon their similar expressed and wanted mean scores for
all the dimensions measured by the FIRO-B. These results suggest that
psychological game-playing may be minimized by these strong family mem—
bers due to the agreement between their expressed and wanted behavior.

The conclusion of this study that strong family members are
cautious and selective in their interpersonal relationships coincides
with the research of Zimmerman and Cervantes (1960) who found that suc-
cessful families were very selective in their friendships. The success-
ful families in the Zimmerman and Cervantes study tended to select
friends who were similar to them and with whom they had much in common.
Also, relatives composed from three-tenths t; o;e-half of the successful
families' friends.

The finding that the strong family members in this study expressed .
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a very high degree of commitment to each other agrees with previous
research indicating that one element’central_to the stability and
strength of family life is commitment (Stevenson and Stinnett, 1976;
Matthews, 1970). The present stﬁdy also supports the thesis of Kanter
(1968) that many of our social problems stem from the lack of commitment.
The finding that the females reported significantly higher expressed
Affection scores than did males may be due to a cultural expectation
that females are more demonstrative and affectionate than males, result-
ing in males feeling less free to express affection (Brenton, 1966).
This finding may help to explain other research evidence indicating that
‘males tend to be more satisfied in marriage than females (Stinnett, 

Collins, and Montgomery, 1970; Landis and Landis, 1973).

The finding that Family Commitment Scale scores were positively
and significantly correlated with expressed Affection scores is related
to research indicating that commitment is a major factor contributing to
family strength and stability (Stevenson and Stinnett, 1976; Matthews,
1977). This finding also coincides with Kanter's (1968) observation
that commitment-building mechanisms in communes were important in de&el—
oping feelings of intimacy and group identity among commune members.
The present findings suggest that expressed affection tends to contri-
bute to feelings of commitment among family members. Also, the findings
may suggest that the presence of commitment encourages the expression of
affection among family members.

The finding that a significant positive correlation existed between
husbands' and wives' wanted Inclusion scorés‘indicate that husbands and
wives among these strong families are very similar in degree of social

contact that they desire. They are also similar in being very selective



in their social contact. This finding reflects compatibility between

these husbands' and wives' desire for social contact.

The following recommendations are suggested for future research:

1.

Recommendations

It is suggested that this study be replicated with a

national sample composed of a greater representation
of various ethnic groups, socio—-economic groups and

urban families.

It may be beneficial to select strong families where

the ages of the husbands and wives are equally dis-

tributed within the following age groups: 20-25,

26-30, 31-35, 26-39, 40-44, 45-49, and 50 and over.

The results of each age group could then be compared.

" There may be merit in investigating the perceptions of

children concerning the strengths of their families.
It may be interesting to have some information about
age at which the couples married and if théy have been
married more than once.

It would be informative to compare strong families
with families that have severe relationship problems.
A longitudinal study should be initiated among couples
who are in the age range of 20-25 to determine their
personality patterns and commitment; then monitor any
changes as the relationships progress through the
years to age 55.

It would be extremely beneficial to develop a

73
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behavorial training program that would reinforce
and develop relationship skills, personality pat-
terns and commitment which have been identified

as characteristics of strong families.
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CKLANIOMA . STATE UNIVERSITY » STILLTIATER

Department of Family Relaticns & Child Development 74074
€403) 3726211, £xi. 6084 .

August 12, 1975

Dear Friend:

You and most other Americans may have often womdered, "How can family life be wmade
stronger and more satisfying?”., The Department of Fami{ly Relatiocuns and Child Develop-~
ment at Oklahowa State University is conducting 2 state-wide recearch project which
is attempting to find answers to this question. You have shown an interest in
improving your family life by the fact that you have chosen to gain grester under-
standing of your faamily situation through counseling. Because of thisz we thought you
night be dinterested in. this rcmrch project. . .

. We would like to ask you to participate in thig teearch by completing the enclesed
questionnaire. There 1s a questionnaire for you and one for your epouse. If porzsible,
would you both complete the questionnaires (plezse ansver them separately and do not
ccupare snewers) and return them in the self-sddreeced, pre-paid eavelepe as soon as
pogsible. If for soma reason ome of you can not essist with the reseaxch, we would
greatly eppreciate it if the other would send his or her questionnsire to us separstely.

Your answers are anonymous and coafidential since you are asked mot to put your name
on the questionnaire. Plesse answer each question as honestly as you can. We are
not’ interested in how you think you should answer the questions, but we are intere,su.d,
in what you actually feel end do in your faxily zitustion.

It i expected that the information gained from this resasrch will be of bemefit to

families and slso of benefit to persons in tha helping professions such as teschers,

ninisters, aad counselora. - .

We apprecilate your participation in this resezrch. It is only through the coatyri—-

. bution of persons such as you that we can gain groster understending of wmarrizge
and fanily relationships. _

Thenk you,

Sincerely yours, ’

Nick Stinnett, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Department of Family Relations and Child Development
Ns/ig

Enclosures
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Oklahoma State University Department of Family Relations
Division of Home Economics and Child Development

Your cooperation in this research project is greatly appreciated.
Your contribution in a research project of this type helps us to gain
greater knowledge and insight into family relationships.

Please check or fill in answers as appropriate to each question.
Your answers are confidential and anonymous since you do not have to put
your name on the questionnaire. Please be as honest in your answers as
possible. There are no right or wrong answers.

1. Family Member: Mother ~ Father
2. Race: 1. White

2. Black

3. Indian

4. Oriental

5. Other.
3. Age:

4. What church do you attend?

5. Who earns most of the income for your family?

1. Husband
2. Wife
3. Other

6. What is the educational attainment of the husband?
7. What is the educational attainment of the wife?

. 8. Husband's occupation:
9. Wife's Occupation:

10. - Major source of income for the family:

. Inherited savings and investments

Earned wealth, transferable investment

Profits, royalties, fees

. Salary, Commissions, (regular, monthly,
or yearly)

5. Hourly wages, weekly checks

6. 0dd jobs, seasonal work, private charity

7. Public relief or charity

SO N =

11. Residence:

On farm or in country
Small town under 25,000
City of 25,000 to 50,000

City of 50,000 to 100,000
. City of over 100,000

LU W N =
.« .
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13.

14.

15.

16.
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Indicate below how religious your family is: (Rate on the 5 point
scale with 5 representing the highest degree of religious orienta-

tion and 1 representing the least.)
1 2 3 4 5

How long have you been married to your present spouse?
If this is not your first marriage, was your previous marriage

ended by: 1. Divorce
2. Death of spouse

How many children do you have?

What are their ages?

Please answer all the items in this questionnaire pertaining to parent-
child relationships as they apply to your relationship (and you spouse's
relationship) with your oldest child living at home.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Indicate the degree of closeness of your relationship with your
child (oldest child living at home) on the following 5 point scale
(with 5 representing the greatest degree of closeness and 1 repre-
senting the least degree.)

1 2 3 4 5

~Indicate the degree of closeness of your spouse's relationship with
your child (oldest child living at home) on the following 5 point

scale (with 5 representing the greatest degree of closeness and 1
representing the least degree.)

1 2 3 4 5

Please rate the happiness of your marriage on the following 5 point
scale (5 represents the greatest degree of happiness and 1 repre-
sents the least degree of happiness.) Circle the point which
nearly describes your degree of happiness. '

1 2 3 4 5

Please rate the happiness of your relationship with your child on
the following 5 point scale (5 represents the greatest degree of
happiness and 1 represents the least degree of happiness.) Circle
the point which most nearly describes your degree of happiness.

1 2 3 4 5

What would you most like to change about your marriage relationship?
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23.

24,

25.
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What do you feel has contributed most to making your marriage
satisfying?

What do you feel has contributed most to making your relationship
with your child strong?

What would you most like to change about your relationship with
your oldest child living at home?

Now we would like to find out how satisfied you are with your
mate's performance of certain marriage roles at the present time.
Please answer each question by circling the most appropriate
letter at the left of each item.

Circle VS if you feel very satisfied; circle S if you feel

satisfied; circle U if you feel undecided; circle US if you feel
unsatisfied; circle VUS if you feel very unsatisfied.

How sétisfied are you with your mate in each of the following areas?
1. Providing a feeling of security in me. . VS § U US VUS
2. Ekpressing affection toward me. | VS S U US VUS
3. Giving me an optimistic feeling toward life. VS S U US VUS
4. Expressing a feeling of being emotionally

close to me. VS-S U US VUS
5. Bringing out the best qualities in me. Vs S U US VUS

6. Helping me to become a more interesting
person. . Vs S U US VUS

7. Helping me to continue to develop my
personality. VS S U US VUS

8. Helping me to achieve my individual
potential (become what I am capable of

becoming.) VS S U US VUS
9. Being a good listener. VS S U US VUS
10. Giving me encouragement when I am

discouraged. VS S U US VUS
11. Accepting my differentness. VS S U US VUS

12. Avoiding habits which annoy me. VS S U US VUS.
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27.
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13. Letting me know how he or she really _
feels about something. Vs § U US VUS

14, Trying to find satisfactory solutions
to our disagreements. : VS S8 U US VUS

15. Expressing disagreement with me honestly

and openly. VS S U. US VUS
16. Letting me know when he or she is

displeased with me. VS S U US VUS
17. Helping me to feel that life has meaning. VS S U US VUS
18. Helping me to feel needed. ‘ VS S U US VUS

19. Helping me to feel that my life is serv-
ing a purpose. VS S U US VUS

20. Helping me to obtain satisfaction and
pleasure in daily activities. VS S U US -VUS

21. Giving me recognition for my,past
accomplishments. VS S U US VUS

22. Helping me to feel that my life has been
important. Vs S U US VUS

23. Helping me to accept my past life
experiences as good and rewarding. VS S U US VUS

24, Helping me to accept myself despite my
shortcomings. VS S U US VUS

Some people make us feel good about ourselves. That is, they make
us feel self-confident, worthy, competent, and happy about our-
selves. What is the degree to which your spouse makes you feel
good about yourself? Indicate on the following 5 point scale (5
represents the greatest degree and 1 represents the least degree.)

12 3 4 5

(a) What exactly does your spouse do that makes you feel good
about yourself?

(b) What exactly does your spouse do that makes you feel bad about
yourself?
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29.

30.
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Indicate on the following 5 poing scale the degree to which you
think you make your spouse feel good about himself/herself. (5
represents the greatest degree and 1 represents the least.)

1 2 3 4 5

What exactly do you do that makes your spouse feel good about
himself/herself?

Indicate on the following 5 point scale the degree to which your
child makes you feel good about yourself. (5 represents the
greatest degree and 1 represents the least.)

1 2 3 4 5

31. What exactly does he/she do that makes you feel good about yourself?

32.

33.

34.

35.

Indicate on the following 5 point scale the degree to which you
think you make your child feel good about himself/herself. (5
represents the greatest and 1 represents the least.) ’

1 2 3 4 5

What exactly do you do that makes them feel good about himself/
herself?

How would you rate the degree of commitment of:

Very high. High Average Low Very Low
1. Your spouse to you. '
2. You to your spouse.
3. Your child to you.
4. You to your child.

Rate the degree to which:
Very high High Average Low Very Low

1. Your spouse stands by
you when you are in
trouble.

2. You stand by your
spouse when he/she is
in trouble.

3. Your spouse is con-
cerned with promoting
your welfare and
happiness.
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
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Very high High Average Low Very low

4. You are concerned with
promoting your spouse's
welfare and happiness.

Rate the degree of appreciation expressed by:

Very high High Average Low Very low
1. Your spouse to you
2. You to your spouse.
3. Your child to you.
4, You to your child.

Rate the degree to which: .

Very high High Average Low Very low

1. Your spouse :respects
your individuality (that
is, respects your indi-
vidual interests, views,
etc.

2. You respect your
spouse's individuality.

3. Your child respects
your individuality.

4. You respect your child's
individuality.

Rate your degree of determination to make your relationship with
your spouse satisfying: (rate on the following 5 point scale with
5 representing the greatest degree of determination and 1 repre-
senting the least degree.)

1 2 3 4 5

Rate your degree of determination to make your relationship with
your child satisfying: (5 representing the greatest degree and 1
representing the least.)

1 2 3 4 5

Rate your spouse's degree of determination to make your marriage
relationship satisfying: (5 representing the greatest degree and 1
representing the least.)

1 2 3 4 5

Rate your spouse's degree of determination to make the relationship
with your child satisfying: (5 representing the greatest degree
and 1 representing the least.) ;

1 2 3 4 5
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Please indicate below how you and your family usually participate
in each of the following:

Husband Both par-
Individ- and wife Child One parent ents with
ually together Alone with child child

1. Recreational
activities
(such as movies,
card games)

2. Vacations

3.. Sports
(bowling, etc.)

4, Holidays and
Special occa-
sions

5. Church
activities

6. Eating meals

7. Decisions
affecting
family

Some people make us feel comfortable. That is, we feel secure,

unthreatened, like we can be ourselves when we are with them. We would
like to find out how comfortable people feel with their marriage part-

ners.

Please rate questions 43 through 54 on the 5 point scale with 5

meaning the greatest degree of comfortableness and 1 meaning the least
degree.

43,

44,

45.

46.

Rate how comfortable you and your spouse were with each other dur-
ing your engagement:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate the degree to which you feel comfortable in sharing your

problems with your spouse:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate the degree to which you think your spouse feel comfortable in
sharing his/her problems with you:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate the degree to which you think your child feels comfortable in
sharing his/her problems with you:
1 2 3 4 5



47.

48.

49.

50.

51,

52.

53.

54.

55.
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Rate the degree to which you think your child feels comfortable in

sharing his/her problems with your spouse:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate how comfortable you now feel with your spouse:

1 2 3 4 5

Rate how comfortable you think your spouse now feels with you:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate how comfortable you now feel with your child:
1 2 3 4 5

Rate how comfortable you think your child now feels with you:
1 2 3 4 5

Indicate below how much conflict (serious disagreements) you

experience with your spouse:
1 2 3 4 5

Indicate below how much conflict you experience with your child:

1 2 3 4 5

Indicate below how much conflict your spouse experiences with your

child:
1 2 3 4 5

Please indicate how often you and your spouse respond to conflict

situations in each of the following ways: (5 represents very often;

1 represents very rarely.)

You Your- spouse

1. Is specific when introducing

a gripe. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
2. Just mainly complains. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
3. Sticks to one issue at a

time. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
4. Is intolerant. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
5. Is willing to compromise. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
6. Calls others names (such as

neurotic, coward, stupid,

etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
7. Brings up the past. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
8. Uses sarcasm. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
9. Checks to be sure he/she

correctly understands the

other person's feeling about

the disagreement. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4
10. Respects right of the other

person to disagree. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

‘W

(S, N, |

[, S, |
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58.

59.
60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

common and 1 indicates the behavior is very rare.)
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Rate the degree to which you are satisfied with the communication
pattern between you and:

1. Your spouse 2. Your child
Very satisfied Very satisfied
Satisfied Satisfied
Uncertain Uncertain
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

If the communication pattern between you and your spouse is good,
what do you think has made it good? (If unsatisfactory, what do
you think has made it unsatisfactory?)

If the communication pattern between you and your child is good,
what do you think has made it good? (If unsatisfactory, what do
you think has made it unsatisfactory?)

How often do you and your spouse talk together?
How often do you and your child talk together?
How often does your spouse and child talk together?

Indicate the degree to which each of the following behaviors des-
cribe you and your spouse: (5 indicates the behavior is very

You Your spouse
1. Is judgemental toward
others. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
-2, Does not try to control :
other's behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

3. Uses strategy (psychological
games) to get others to do
what he/she wants them to do

do. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
4. Acts disinterested in

others. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
5. Does not act superior

toward others. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6. Is open minded to the ideas

of others. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

How often do you and your spouse do things together? (Rate on the
following 5 point scale, with 5 representing very often and 1 rep-

resenting very rarely.)
1 2 3 4 5

What are two things which you most enjoy doing together?



65.

66.

67.

Many families today experience the pressure of having to do many dif-

How often do you do things with your child?

5 point scale, with 5 representing very often and 1 representing
very rarely.)
1

2 3 4’ 5
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(Rate on the following

What are two things which you most enjoy doing with your child?

How often does your spouse do things with your child?
the following 5 point scale, with 5 representing very often and 1°

representing very rarely.)
2

1 3 4 5

ferent things in day to day living.

68.

69.

70.

(Rate on

How much of a problem is today‘s busy pace of life for your

family?

it is a great problem and 1 indicating it is little or

1 2 3 4 5

(Rate on the following 5 point scale with 5 indicating

What things do you do to prevent this problem from hurting your

Following are some proverbs and sayings about life.

- family life?

Please indi-

cate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each by

circling the appropriate letter.

Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Undecided; D
Strongly Disagree.

1.

2.

8.

9.

The response code is:

SA =

Disagree; SD =

A wise way to live is to look on the bright

side of things.

For every problem that arises there is
usually a solution.

People rarely get what they want in life.
When. all is said and done, we really have
little control over what happens to us in
life.

To a large degree we are the '"captains of
our own fate."

. Whether we are happy or not depends upon

the kinds of things that happen to us in
life.

in the daily lives of people. .
God answers prayer.

There is no power higher than man.

SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

. There is a higher power (God) that operates

SA

SA

SA

A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D
A U D

no problem.)

SD

SD

SD -

SD

SD

SD-

SD

SD

SD
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71. Please rate the degree to which you think each of the following
persons or groups values a good, strong family life:
Values
Values Values very
Strongly Values Undecided Little Little

—

. Your friends.
2. The people you
work with.

3. Your church.

4. Your community.

5. Your relatives
(your parents,
in-laws, brothers
and sisters, etc.)

72. How often does your family see your:

‘'l. Parents

2. Spouse's parents

3. Other relatives
(brothers, sisters,
aunts, etc.)
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For each statement below, decide which of the following answers best
applies to you. Place the number of the answer in the box at the left
of the statement. Please be as honest as you can.

1. Usually 2. Often 3. Sometimes 4. Occasionally 5. Rarely 6. Never

1. T try to be with people. 9. I try to include other
people in my plans.
2. I let other people decide
what to do. 10. I let other people control
my actions.
3. I join social groupsd.
11. T try to have people around
4, I try to have close rela- me.
tionships with people.
12. I try to get close and per-

5. I tend to join social sonal with people.
organizations when I have
an opportunity. 13. When people are doing things

together I tend to join them.
6. I let other people strongly
influence my actions. 14, I am easily led by people

7. I try to be included in 15. I try to avoid being alone.
informal activities. ‘
16. I try to participate in

8. I try to have close, per- group activities.
sonal relationships with
people.

For each of the next group of statements, choose one of the following

answers: .
1. Most 2. Many 3. Some 4, A Few 5. One or Two 6. Nobody

People People People People People
17. I try to be friendly to 23. 1 tfy to get close and
people. personal with people.
18. I let other people decide 24, 1 let other people control
what to do. my actions. '
19. My personal relations with 25. I act cool and distant with
people are cool and distant. people.

20. I let other people take ____26. I am easily led by people.
- charge of things.
27. 1 try to have close,
21. I try to have close rela- personal relationships with
tionships with people. people.

22. I let other people strongly
influence my actiomns.
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For each of the next group of statements, choose one of the following
answers:
1. Most 2. Many 3. Some 4, A Few 5. One or Two 6. Nobody

People  People People People People
__28. I like people to inviteme ___ 35. I like people to act cool
to things. and distant toward me.
___29. I like people to act close ___ 36. I try to have other people
and personal with me. do things the way I want
_ them done.
___30. I try to influence strongly
other people's actions. ___37. I like people to ask me to
A participate in their discus-
31. I like people to invite me sions.

to join in their activities.
_ _38. I like people to act friendly
32, I like people to act close toward me.
toward me. _
: : __39. I like people to invite me
33. I try to take charge of to participate in their

things when I am with people. activities.
34, I like people to include me 40. I like people to act distant
in their activities. toward me.

For each of the next group of statements, choose one of the following
answers:

1. Usually 2. Often 3. Sometimes 4. Occasionally 5. Rarely 6. Never

41. I like to be the dominant 48. 1 like people to include me
person when I am with people. in their activities.

42. I like people to invite me 49. I like people to act close
to things. and personal with me.

43. I like people to act close 50. I try to take charge of
toward me. things when I'm with people.

44, I try to have other people ! 51. I like people to invite:'me to
do things I want done. participate in their acti-

vities.

45. 1 like people to invite me
to join their activities. 52. I like people to act distant
' toward me.
46. I like people to act cool

and distant toward me. 53. I try to have other people
do things the way I want
47. I try to influence strongly them done.

other people's actions.
54. I take charge of things when
I'm with people.
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FAMILY COMMITMENT SCALE

How would you rate the degree of commitment of:

Very High High  Average
1. Your spouse to you.

Low
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Very Low

2. You to your spouse.

3. Your child to you.

4. You to your child.

Rate the degree to which:

Very High High  Average
5. Your spouse stands by
you when you are in
trouble.

Low

Very Low

6. You stand by youf
spouse when he/she
is in trouble.

7. Your spouse is concerned
with promoting your wel-
fare and happiness.

8. You are concerned with
promoting your spouse's
welfare and happiness.
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