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Abstract:

-

As soclety increases in complexity so does the

number of problems confronting married couples. This

. r N\

study viewed marriage as a ﬁrobleﬁ solving felationship
and ‘used ;ocial exéhange to help explain the role re-
sources play in phe problem solving process. The pur-
pose of the study was two-fold: to develop a profile
of resources which dual career couples iaentigy for
problem solving; &and to test the utility of such a
profile by way of its abilit§ to predict couples' per:
ceived problem 'solving effectiveness and perceived
problem solving methods. The éecondary analysis
utilized the relevant data taken from an eight-page

mail-out questionnaire which had been administered to

a purposive sample of forty-four dual career couples,

The resource profile took two forms: dyadic
analysis éna couple—to—coupie comparison. Four resource
relations were evident in the non-parametric dyadié
analysis: dyadic similarity, dyadic matches, meshing of
resources and one-sided grouping of resources. The
couple—to—coﬁple.comparison examined couples in terms

of the frequency of matches, kind and range of

iv
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resources. Twenty-nine resources were idéntified in

all, %Fth the number identified by ‘any oﬁe>cduple rang-
ing from three to fifteen resources, Fifty-four per

cent of the couples identified less than eight resoqré@s
and forty-six per cent identified eight or more, Sixty—
one per cent of the couples identified all tliree kinds

of resources (interﬁersonal, bersonal and matefial);
)twenty-four per cent identified only interpér§ona1 and
personal resourégs; ten per cent identified interpersonal

°

and material resources; and five per cent identified

. o
personal and material resources. The frequency of

matches betw;en the spouses reported resources and
other sﬁouses' rgportéd resodrces for his partner
véried from zero to.five‘matches per couple. Fifteen
per cent had no matches, fifty-four per cent had one

match, twenty-eight per cent had two matches and twd

per"cent‘héd five matches.

Utilizing lambda as a measure of association
and porblen solving method, ;he resoufce profile did not
reduce tﬁe error in ﬁredicting Problem solving effective-
Aess and only minimally reduced the error in predicting
problem solving method (>x= .20 for frequency of

matches) .
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The social exchange framework within the
. | . ~
confines of the marital problem solving relationship
;efféctivqu illuminated the fundamental réle resources
play in the problem solving process. However, before
further investigation proceeds, conceptual clarification
about the definition of resources, interrelationship of

resources, resourcefulness, exchange, and the hierarchy

of resources is required.

Q
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

As society becomes more complex) married
couples are confronted with anhever—growing diver-
sity of problems. Problems rénge from achieving
such short-term goals as the efficient use of the
family car to‘éhe more complex, long-term’ goals
regarding financial security in retirement. Just as
the diversity of problems fa;ing a couple is unique,
so is the means gf solving'tﬁe problems. Couples

use a variety of strategies and resources in working

toward solutions.

Married couples have a vafiety of reasons
but not enough is'known about Ehe guality and
quantity of these resources. Blood & Wolfe (1960:
12) defined resources as.anything that one partner
may make available ﬁo the other, helping the latter
satisfy needs or attain gdals. This general defi-
nition has been used by many sociologists (Centers,

Raven, Rodrigues, 1971;‘Ol§93, Cromwell, 1975;

Oppong, 1970; Rodman, 1967) who have endeavoured to



examine the association between the couple's
resources and their perxceived power struéture
within the marital ;elationship. Power, in most
instances, was measured in terms of who maae the
decisions, ad perceived by the wife. The bulk of
this research implied that reéources were exchanged
but little information has been gathered to explain
.the commoditiesd of exchange or the pfocesswof

exchange.

Exchange theorists (Homan, 1961; Thibaut
and Kelly; 1959) have offered some guidelines about
exchange. In addition, Foa and foa (1971, 1974)
have comgiled a'set of rules for the exchange of
resources within interpersonal reiatioﬂships, but
have not deali»specifically with thezmarital
relationship. They also categorized_resources,

’ {

but did not distinguish thoSe%resou;ces specific

to marriage.

Within a narrower focus, home management

literature also makes reference to resources



.

(Nickel and Dorsey, 1942). Resources are viewed
within the decision making model, as the means by
. -,
which a goal can be achieved. However, such
decisions are generally limited to the household
domain, rather than to the family in general, and-’
as a result, only the physical resources such as
money, energy, time and space are discussed. More
recently, home management authors are discussing
the broadly based personal resources which are
fgndamentalbto individual decision making (Deacon
and Firebaugh, 1975). The interpersonal resources
endemic to the marital relationship, however, are
still‘inadequately explored. This apparent lack
of explicit discussion about interpersonal and
marital resqurceé in the literatures serves to

invite exploration.
L4

In order to tap these interpersonal

resources in a marital relationship, marriage was
viewed as a problem solving relationship. This

conception allowed one to,view the role resources
i {
Play in the problem solving process. Within suéh

1

-



a framework, marriage is seen as a positive, goal
directed activity with a variety of long-term and
short-term goals inherent in the relationship.
Since goals are interrelated and overlapping, it is
assumed that problem solving is an ongoing process

and resources play a fundamental part in the process.

Based on this assumption, problem solving
is multiphasic (Aldous et al, 1971) .and thereby

«

difficul@ to study in its totality. While no con-
sensus has been reached o; the specific¢ number of
prbblem solving phases, the following are common

to all: definition of‘situation as problepatic,
generation of alternatives; action and evaluation.
Of these phases, resources influence the.generation
of alternatives most directly in that the greater
the number of resources, the more alternatives
generated. By so doing, resources indirectly affeq}
goal achievement, since the_greater'the generation
of alternatives, the greater the chances of goal
achievement. Resources, therefore, essentially in-
flueﬁce the couple's ability to achieve their chosen

goal (s) .



Therefore, high resource couples will be
able to achieve the chosen goal(s). Literature
Suggests that the dual career couple,‘which is a
couplé in which both the husband and wife label
their work involvement as a career, and also havé
active family lives, are high resource coupleé,
based on the%r high educational lev;l, high occup-
ational status and high igéome. However, no re-
Search with these couples has investigated this

assumption or the nature of their resource

potential and use.

Dual career research has focused on the
nature of the unit, its strqcture, roles, function§
and/or stresses. Most studies have Qescribed.the
dual career couple as two Separate entities:
husbands and wives. Because souples have seldom
been studied as a dyadié unit, Iittle information
has been gathereqd regarding the interpersonal
problem\solving exchanges within the dual career

couple, more specifically, the resources exchanged

and used in the problem solving relationship.
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Foci of Study:

The central focus of this research is the
character énd nature of resources identified for
problem '‘solving by dual Careef couples. Resources

~ .
were defined as those personal, interpersonal or
ﬁaterial elements which are perceived as having
the ébi;ity to achieve a goal. /In other words, re-
sources are the means to an end. Rodman.(l972) has
defined 'resources' as the commodities of exchange.
Exchange being the transfer of resources between people
which is usually based on bargaining and negotiation
(Paolucci et al., 1977)1. However, before resources can
be exchanged they must be identified as such and their
usefulness recognized (Baker, 1970: 455. This éxchange'
of resources is ongoing and goal directed. Before
exchange can be studied, the charapter and nature of
the commodities of exchange (resources) regquire étudy..

The study of resources provided the focus of this

research.

The purpose of this study was two-fold:



(1) . to develop a profile of the
resources which dual career couples
identify for problem solving;

(2) to test the utility of such
a profile by way of ‘its ability to
Predict perceived problem solving
effectiveness and perceived problem
solving methods of the couples.

With regard to the first intention, there were three
research guestions, one specifically geared to ex~-

amine each individual dyadic relationship, and two

relating to a couple-t@kcouple comparison.

In order to examine each dyadic relationship,

the following research question was posed:

(1) In reference to the dual career
couple's problem solving, how do the
resources the husband identified for
himself and for his spouse compared

with those resources the wife identified
for herself and for her spouse?

The following questions were asked to achieve
a couple-to-couple compariéon:
R (1) What resources did dual career

couples most .commonly identify for
themselves in problem solving?



(2) What resources were most
commonly identified for problem
solving by‘dual career couples for
their spous%s?

/

In order to test the utility of the profile,
the following research questions were asked:

(1) Given the identified resourcesr

for problem solving, to what degree

could problem solving effectiveness be

predicted?

(2) Given the identified resources

for problem solving, to what degree

could problem solving methods be

predicted?

The data for this study was collected
during a 1978 study of “Copihg Mechanisms of Dual
Career Couples". Secondary analysis was utilized.
The objective of this study was to answer the above
questions in order to formulate hypotheses for fur-

ther research about the work/family interface of dual

career couples.



CHAPTER II

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

\

Many asbects of marriage have been studied.
This research examined the problem solving activity
within marriage. Marriage was viewed as a problem
solving relationsh;g»in that sﬁouses were assumed to
be continuously involved in goal-oriented activities. |,

This chapter highlights the role resowrces in the con®

text of problem solving within a dual career marriage.

In order to deécribe the role resources
play in the problem solving relationship, social

exchange theory was employed. Befoﬁf Proceeding with

this discussion, a description of marriage as a problem
solving relationship and the basic premises of exchange

theory was presented.

Y

e

Marriage as a Problen Solving Relationship:

Marriage is an intimate interpersonal
T

I

[

relatiénship between a man and a woman established to

meet e€ach other's needs.
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Marriage is one means to overcoming the
barriers in achieving long-term goals. Goals are
problematic in that their attainment is far from
certain (Kie;en et al, 1975:.4). As a problem solving
unit, couples attempt to att&#in such goals as raising

a family, attaining ec?ndmic stability, maintaining

companionship and providing s{éiiijy.

Problem solv}ng activity in a marital dyad is
more complex than that of indzvidual problem solving
because goal‘consensus between the~spouses is critical
to effective marital problem sdivigg (Klein and Hill,
1979: 496). Oﬁce a couple has reached a goal consensus,
and Has designated the role each member will play int
problem solving, the focus of problem solving shifts to

seeking out the best way to reach the commonly held

goal.

The process of solving problems is ongoing
since problems are interrelated and'intéfdependent
(Paolucci et al, 1977). For example, a couple want to':
buy a $100,000.00 house, but first the wife must secure
employment. The alternatives of employment are restrict-
ed because a certain salgzy is regquired in ordef to

qualify for a mortgage. In some cases, solution of one

problem may influence the available alternatives for~

~

9
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another problem. Experience in problem solving strongly,
influences a couple's future orientation of problem
solving (Tallman, 1971; Aldous, 1971). Thus successful
prdblem solving will increase a couple's confidence about

their ability to meet the next challenge.

Two basic assumptions underline the hum%n
problem solving relationship. First of all, it is
assumed that humans are basically rational in their pro-
lem solving activities. In other words, they are
consciously aware of the problem as.éuch, and are
cognizant of the process of generating -and assessing

alternatives. Secéndly, it is assumed that humans make

rational choices from various alternatives and can choose

to implement that solution.

qudousb(l97l) and Dedcon and Firebaﬁgh (1975)
note that family members involveq in problem solving m;y
not search out all possible alternatives but may accept
the first alternative which seems to suffice. Aldous}
hﬁwever, would not classify family problem solving as
being random and unplanned. - She speculates that "couples
with adeguate economic and educational resources elimin-
ate most'of the everyday prob;ems which Burden families

and choose which situations to define as problematic as

well as sequence the time period in which thely must be

3y
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solved" (Aldous, 1971: 268). Based on this assertion,
such éouples thereforeldemonstrate a certain measure of
rationality and phasing of thé:problem solving prqcess.
For the purposes 6f this research, both rationality and
choice were assumed to be 'a part of mérital problem
solving in dual career marriages since dual career
couplés have both adequate economic and educational re-

sources. ' ye

I

The Social Exchangé Framework:

Several conceptual frameworks have been proposed
to explain family phenomenon (Christensen, 1964; Nye and
Bernardo, 1968). The social exchange framework wés em=- .
ployed in this research in order to help describe the
role resources play in the dual career marital problem
solving relationship. Social exchange 1is inhereﬁtly
goal oriented, and is appropriate for the goal-seeking
activity of marital problem solving. The basic concepts
of the théory will be briefly outlined in this section
and will be used in subsequent discussions of the

methodology and results.

The social exchange framework offers one way of
describing the problem solving relationship on the "basis

the benefits, costs or profits that such associations are
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expected to bring" (Homans, 1961; 1974; Blau, 1964). ,)

There are ten key concepts related to the social ex-
- .

change framework. These are: social, exchange,
resources, reward outcomes, cost, maximum joint profit,
trust, process reciprocity, evaluation comparison level

and comparison level of alternatives.

In order to establish a common understanding of
these concepts, a brief discussion including definitions

follows.. v

Scanzoni (1979) has suggested thét th% very term
'social exchange' as a label sets the parameters of the
framework. 'Social’ inSicates that the description is
primarily concerned with interpersonal intefgctiens,
whereas§§gxchange' denotes that the particular.inter—
actions which involve patterns providing the partner
with valued'benefits-or,gratifications are important
(Scanzoni, 1979: 307). Gouldner (1960) assumes that
exchange brings about reciprbcity in relatipnship.becauSe
behaviour is limited to actiOQ§ that are contingent upon
rewarding reactions' from others that cease wheﬁ expected
reactions are not forthcoming. 1In marriage one such

-

reciprocal exchange occurs when the husband offers to

a

babysit the children when the wife attends an evening

A
AN
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meeting and she reciprocates by delivering five
documents to a client on a day'when$he experiences
extra pressure at work. In this examﬁle, time is a

o

pfimary resource exchanged.
J )
- A close analysis of a social exchange indicates
that resources are the commodities of social exchange

(Rodman, 1972: 61). Social exchange, therefore, id the

\‘ . -
prod&ﬁs by which resources are exchanged. This process
~ e e ]

i
L ~

will Bgydiscussed in the remainder of this section using
the assumption that resources are the commodities being

exchanged and fhat they derive value as rewards or costs.

Rewards or benefits are satisfactions“a pers%m
receives for performing an activity (Simpson, 1972: 10).
Rewards includé the "reduction of drives and the meeting
of needs", whereas costs are ”}actons which inh@%it or
deter behaviour by virtue of their unpleasantness.or

“their inferference with.-“the performance of more desired’
behaviour sequences” (Simpson, 1972: 10). 1In ﬁhis
'statemént, sequence§;¥efer to a series of behaviours of
interacting’pe0p1e;in which'their actions occur one ;fter'
the éthet‘so as to reach some goal, A cost may be viewed:

as punishments plus alternative rewards foregone. Rew-

’

,éfds on the other hand, are anythingfsomeone receives or
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any activity directed at him, that is. valuable to him
(Simpson, 1972: 3). Profits, therefore, may be deter-

mined by subtrdcting the costs from the rewards.

Reciprocity is an important concept in social
exchagge theory. While a simple explanation might be
"something for something", it actually encompasses two
motives simultaneously: "the individual profit motive
and the relationship'maintenance motive" (Traupman, 1976:
1). Marital partners-reciprocate in order to mgximize

.

their rewards while ensuring that costs to the spouse are

not as higﬁ as to jgopardize the continued existenpe of

‘thﬁ relationship, Homans (1961) and Scanzoni (1978)

suggeét that some couples such as the dual career couple,
in which the husgand and wife have equivalent resources
are more likely to strive for maximum joint~§yofit (M}J.P.)
rather than in@ividual advantage. In order to meet this
goal of\M.J.P., neegotiation (or bargaining) occurs wheh

either partner "wants to alter exchange elements - the

-relative amounts of rewards that each receives and the

obligations that each assumes - within the association

itself" (Scanzoni, 19793.307).

Inherent to maximum joint profit 1is the develop-

ment 0f trust reeiproéity. Trust as defined by Deutsch
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(1973 :148), is desired (rewards) from one's spp;sé rather
than what is feared (costs, -punishments). 1In other words,
one has‘confidenée that one's spouse is concermed for the
profit of both partners in relationship (M.J.P.). This,
confidence influences the negotiation process in that each
partner in a trusting relationship would be more open to
compromisé than those partners in a distrustful relation-
ship. Trustiﬁg partners are willing to take risks andg °
to defer or modify behaviour to the\extent that each
spouse 1is convinced the other.spouse will do the same
(Scanzoni, 1979: 309). A state of interdependency
evolves. The partners are mutually dependent upon each
other fo; M.J.P., and in the same relationship negotiate

independently in an atmosphere of trusting reciprocity.

Each social exchange or series of exchanges are

"evaluated in light of profits. Two standards guide this

evaluation. The comparigon level (C.L.) is the sfandard
by whiéh a person evaluates hew\satisfactdky h{s outcome
or profits are (Simpson, 1972:‘56). Profits above an
individual's comparison level” are felt to be pleasant
while profit; below the comparison level are ﬁnpleasant.
The second standard empioyed is the comparison level of

alternatives (C.L, alt.). This is the standard by which

a person compares the level of profits received in the
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existing relationship w}th those a person could
potentially obtain from some available alternative
social relationship or behaviour. If one's profigs
fall below this C.L. alt. the person will ei£her{leave
the relationship for-a better one, or will attempt to

change the behaviour sequence by negotiation.

To this point, itvyould appear that £ewards are
only derived from the gain of resources exchanged; how-
‘ever, social e%changes are also intrinsically rewarding. .
Rewardé accrue by virtue of the social exchange in and
of itself. For example, Gross and Latane (197&: 212)
found that individuals felt more positively toward people
who helped them and more posigi&ely toward people they
helped (Traupman, 1974: 1). Therefore, a sgcial exchange

1s more than simply '"give and take'". An emergent
y

e

\

quality exists which has been described as "intimacy" by )

Altman and Taylor (1973), "friendship" by Newcomb (1961),
or "mutuality" by Levinger and Snock (1971). Numerous
examples of this development of intimacy and mutuality

have been found in marital interaction.

In summary, social exchange is the process by
which respources are exchanged in order to achieve a

goal. The goal of couples with equivalent resources 1is

-
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maximum joint profit (Homan, 1961). Rewards and costs
. )
are both extrinsic and intrinsic¢ in nature. Exchange may
o
vl

be evaluated in light of the satisfaction derived from
the outcome or profit and the comparative wvalue of the

profit with the perceived alternatives profit.

The social exchange framework was a particular-
ly useful’framework for dealing with the research problem
at hand. While it focuses on ten central concepts and is
less dynami; than some frameworks, it has these advantages:
it allows for a deductive system of explanation, shareé
basic assumptions which are implicit in much of family
research, and allows for a close examination of the dyadic
relationship (Traupman, 1976). More specifically, the
advantage of using the social exchange framework is that
it sharés the following with the problem solving framework :
it is goal—seeking, focuses on resources as the commodity

t

of exchange and shares the assumption of maximum joint

profit. /

Rescurces in the Problem Solving Relationship

»
t

Maximum joint profit rather than individual
advantage is assumed to be a basic underlying goal of the
dual career problem solving relationship. This dssumption

is based on the premise that "individuals with equivalent
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resources are likely to maximize each other's rewards"
(Homans, 1961: 54). The goal of M.J.P. is problematic
by virtue of the complexities involved in managing the

various rewards and costs inherent in problem solving

which involves a common goal. S

The role that resources play in problem
solving is inflﬁenced by the number and kind of re-
sources available in the relationship. Individuals
bring a variety of resources to marriage, some are
made available for joint problem solving and a number
of resources may be deve;opéd or acquired by way of
egperience and education. Viewing the problem solving
process as social exchange, resources are exchanged
between spouses as the means to attaining the'common

goal. In other words, the exchange of resources is

instrumental in reaching the goal.
. £l

~

The goal of problem solvin§ activity is to
satisfy a commonly identified need while attaining
maximum joint profit. Such a need is_problematic in
nature if its means of satisfaction is uncertain. Once
a commonly identified need is deemed problematic, a
couple might proéeed with goal-directed activitj or

problem solving.



Seldom is there but one means of.
accomplishing a goal. In order that an ac;eptgble
solution may be found, a couple usually generates
séveral alternative means of achieving the goal.
Alternatives stem from the various combinétions of
resou}ces available to the couple for exchange.‘ Gen-
érating alternatives has its costs, because to have too
many alternativeé to choosevfrom often makes the choice
difficult and ;llows more opportunity for couple dis—
agreement. Some combinations of aiternatives mitigate
against the basic goal of maximum joint profit, while
oth%r combinations simply do not attain the goal. for
these reasons, the list of alternatives generatgd.in
marital problem solving is not generally exhaustive.
Besides availability of resources, certain characteristics
of the marital pair influence‘their ability to generate
glternatives. A couple's adaptability (which may be
defined as a composite of the reséurces of flexibility,

\
empathy and motivation) influences the generation of
alternatives (Tallman, 1965; Kieren et al, 1975; Kieren
and Tallman, 1972). A flexible couple would be able to

F)

consider a wider range of alternatives for a single
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problem than a couple with a more restrictive frame of

reference. Such a couple would minimize costs and maxi-

-
¥

mize rewardg of the process of generating alternatives by
simply having more alternatives to choose from. In other
A& .

words, there would be a greater probability of having an
*
alternative which minimizes costs and maximizes rewafds.
Aldous (1971: 271) Suggests that "for families with adeqg-.
uate economic and superior intellectual resources,
problems can become opportunitieg for the exercise of
pleasurable'skills and take on. a gamg—like chardctexr. &a
sort of playfulness may be even developed in the solution
.Process which is itself conducive to the generation of
alternative solutions”". A couple's ability to perceive
one another's moods, reactions, and féelings also facili-
tates the generation of alternatives. By understanding
the other'person'slpgint of view (which ié labelled in
this conceptualizagﬁgn ofvadaptability as empathy), a
‘sense of trust and rapport is developed. Such trust
indicates a belief that the otner person is considerate
and wiil reciprocate rewardingly by generating alter-
natives that may achieve maximum joint profit. Such trust .
“ ool ,
of reciprocity encour&ggg:lhe continued activity in the

problem solving process.
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Once several alternatives have been presented

by each partner, the assessment process begins. Assess-

ment of the alternative combination of resources is done
in light of the perceived costs and rewards which would

potentially be incurred should that exchange of resources

occur.

Resources have vafious values. Continuously,
throughout the problem solving relationship, a couple
evaluates resources in light of their quality, quantity
and applicability. This value system or hierarchy of
resources established some general ground rules for ex-
change. These rules are renegotiated as the character
of the resburce and need change. Since dual career
couples dre presumably striving for maximum joint profit,
they will attempt to exchange equally valued resources/
thereby minimizing the costs incurred by’ either partner.
These resources may not be the. same kind of resource

(intérpersonal, personal or material) but they will be of

similar value and appropriateness to the goal being sought.

Analysis of human resources indicates variable

ossession in terms of kind and amount. "Specialization
P

provides each man with more of some resources than he can
. -
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use and fewer of others than he neelds. It therefore
necessitates exchange. Exchange wifthout specialization
is impossible; séecialization without exchange is silly"
(Bl;u, 1964: 170). Therefore, as partners identify their
own strengths in terms of resources, they may speci;lize

and this necessitates exchange, an exchange. of equivalent

valued specialities.

It is not enough just to possess a resource to
be useful in problgm solving. If resources are to be
utilized, they must be known and their usefulness recog-
nized. The personal attribute referring to the ability to
recognize and effectively use resources has been termed
resourcefulness by Baker, (1970: 43) . One can speculate

therefore that resourcefulness limits the number and kind
of resources available tofthe pfoblem solving process.
In order to undergtand resourcefulness, the distinction
needs to be made between‘utili;ation, exchange and allo-
cation. Utilization implies both exchange and éllocationv
whereas exchange refers to the transfer of resources,
while allocation is the distribution of resources among

. v

alternative goals. From Baker's statement, interpersonal

Perception apparently plays a role in the utilization of

resources, and therefore Perception influences exchange

e

A
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Y

and allocation. Since marital problem‘solving is in;er—
personal in naturé,.one can assume that "interpersonal
perception"” is involved in the process of utilization of
resources, In this context, Baker's '‘statement suggests
that both partners would have to perceive the existence
and usefulness of a resource before it can be utilized.
Safiliqs—Rothschild (1976: 357) supports this suggestion
in her discussion of a couple's mutual awarenesé of a
resource in determining the control a spousé has over
that resource. The ‘accuracy of interpersonal perception
prdﬁably enables couples to achieve maximum joint profit,
because the greater the agcurac§ of perggiving the other
person, the greater the ability to see how thaf person
valued the‘resource and what costs and rewards might be
f9rthcoming. In a trusting relatiﬁnship, both spouses.
would trust the accuracy of the spouse's_percépbion of

.

self and spouse as a resource in achieving M.J.P.

Insofar as interpersonal perception influences
o o
M.J.P. attainment, it also influences exchange and all-
ocation. Resources are exchanged and allocated on the
basis of perceived potential minimum cbsts, and maximum

joint profit. Couples negotiate and bargain fer

achieving the combinations of resources that would best

v
.
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meet these criteria. Negotiation is employed because
resources must be ailocated among a number of goals,

and each partner has a variety of resources that could

be used. The couple attempts to achieve the distribut—
ign which allows the greatest number of goals to be
satisfied and yet attain M.J.P. Once resources are
allocated among the alternative needs, resources are ex-
chaqgéd. For example, cogsider a hypothetical dual career
probiem solving process to the foliowing probilem. The
couple want to landscape their home this spring and tree
planting component’needs to be done within one partigular
ten-day period. They also want to take a month{s holiday
.trévglling. One partner has expertlse in landscaplng

but hates to forfeit holiday leave to plEnttrees and ye£
to hire a professional to do the landscaping would reduce
the money available for holidays. After considerable
negotiating and bargaining about the combinations of
various costs/rewards, the partners decide to ‘utglize
the one's expertise at landscaping on a leave from work
without pay,. The other partner will continue the usual
career but also do some freelance work to help pay. for
landscéping capital costs and to .recover the monéy lost

from the leave without—pay of the first. This solution



allows for both goals to be met, with the best reward/
cost ratio, maximum.jointQprofit attainment and utiliz-
‘ation of both partners' resources.

wThe last step of .the problem solving process en-—
tails'evaluéting the outcome or profit in terms of
safisfaction of the initial need or problem. The outcome
is then evaluated in terms of 1its comparison level of
alternatives. In otﬁer words, it is evaluated.in terms

S

of how the need was satisfied in comparison to how it
could have been satisfied in another relationship. This

evaluation process seé?es two functions: (1) as a guide

for ﬁuture-problem solving; and (2) as a means of in-

trinsic reward. In the first instance, evaluation
" ’ , 4 LA
serves to influence the couple's subsquent percéption

of problems, resources and the process of problem
solviﬁg. When an outcoﬁe or profit is evaluated
positively, this serves to enhancé the couplé's PTO
solving orient’_ation‘f ff the evaluation is negative, the
couple may make algeratibn&\in future problem solving.
After many nega;i;e e;31uati;ns, the couple may have be-
come so unsatisfied that they forgo future problem

solvﬁgg encounters or seek alternatives to the marital

relationship. The intrinsic reward derived from
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evaluation stems from positive evaluations. Paositive
evaluations, need satisfaction and goal attainment
contribute to a couple'§ éense of contr;l over life and
each individual's feelings of self-esteem and self-
wdrth (Smith, 1968). Therefore, evaluations essentially
act as a feedback to the problem solving process and the

marital relationship.
Summary:

< The role resources play in the dual career

problem solving relationship may be summarized by the

following list of Supported propositions and assumptions:

1. . The number and kind of resources

brought to and develpped in a marriage

influence the resourdes made available for
\

joint problem solving (Baker, 1970:; Kieren

et al, 1975; Paolucci et al, 1977).

2. The generation of alternatives is
influenced by the combination of resources
availaple to f&@ couple for exchange, as
well as by the couple's degréé of adapt-

ability (Kieren and Tallman, 1972).
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3. Assessment of alfernati&e combinatigg
of resources is influeqced by thé perceived
potential'cosfs and rewards associated with
each combination (Blau, 1964; Safilios~
Rothschili, 1976; Scanzoni, 1972, 1978,

19793 Simpson, 1972). - . : e

4. It is assumed that the value of a
resource is influenced by the kind, utilicty
and appropriateness of that resource to the

|

particular problem needing to be solved. . '

(Deacon and Firebaugh, 1975; Nickell et_al.,

-~

/

1976; Paolucci et al, 1977).

5. It is assumed that interpersonal

"perception influences resource utilization

(allocation and exchange) (Baker, 1970;

Foa and Foa, 1971;ALuckey, 1961; Paoluceci

~et al, 1977; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976).

6. Resource utilization is aésumed to
influgnce'the satisfaction of the ihitial
need or proﬂlem (Blau, 1964; Nye, £§76;
Simpson, 1972).

hl
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T7. :'It is assumed that the evaluationuof
resource utilization is influenced by the

’

relative comparison df_alternatives and the
perceived potential alternative relationship

(Homan, 1961; Thibaut and Kelfey, 1959;

Simpson, 1972).

Y

8. The goal identified as pioblematic
influences the number and kind of resourcés
considered for utilization in probléﬁ solv-
ing (Aldous, 1971; Tallmap - Miller, i974;

Shaw, 1971).

5
Figure 2.1 is presented in order to further

aid conceptualization of the interrelationships &6f these

propositions and assumptions.

¢

The role resources>play is highliéﬁteé.in
social exchange terms at each phase'of the problem
solﬁing process. Although problem soiving is an ongoing
process, Figure 2.1 1is a snapshot represent;tion of
one prﬁblem from identification to attainment. In
réélity, oéher problems Qould also be influencing the

"process” in that they may compete for the available

resources,
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CHAPTER ITT

REVIEW OF RELFVANT LITERATURE

Introduction:

This chapter reviews the relevant research
associated with the role 6f resources in the marital
problem solving of dual career couples.,. In order to
more fully understand the roie that resources play‘in
the dual career problém Solving relationship, it is nec-—
€ssary to discuss the main concepts tﬁat goven  that
particular relationship as well as‘the specific liter-
ature on reéourées in ‘marital problen solving. Therefore
the first section of this review will hlghllght the
problems which precipitate problem solving activity in
the dual career lifestyle. The second section will focus
Oon resources in problem ;olving from two perspectives,
from the work done in home management on family decision
‘making and érom york done in sociology and family studies

relating to resource theory. =

Home management work was _basic to the identi-

fication of resources as being an important component in.

31
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the decision making process. Much of the work dealt
specffically wibh classifying resourceg according to
various characteristics (e.g. tangible, intangible),
and managing the allocation of resources among alter-
native ends (Deacon and Firebaugh, 1975; Nickell, Rice
and Tucker, 1976; Paolucci, Hall and Axinn, 1977).
.SocioIogy and family studies, following the leads of
home manaé;mént, ﬁave also highlighted resources as
participant to the”decision making process and have ex-

v

tended the categorization of resources which has led to

increased attention to resource exchange.

v

In the third section of this review, problem
solving effectiveness will be discussed as a product of
the problem sovl{ng process. The review of problem solv-
ing effectiveness willﬂprovide a b;sis for the discussion
of fesultslrelated ﬁoathe research question posed in
Chapter One, given the identified resources for problem
solving to what degree problem solving effectiveness

N

can be predicted.

The final section of this review will deal
briefly with the literature on interpersonal perception

in problem solving. While this literature is rich and

3 ra
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aetailed, because perception is not the basic focus of

this research, the review will be selective,

Problems of the Dual Career Couple:

The term "dﬁ%l career" family was coined to
define that type of family in whlch both heads of the
household pursue careers whlle maintaining a family 1ifle
together:(Rapoport and Rapoport, 1969; 1971; 1978). The
dual work family is differeﬂ; from the dual career faﬁily.
Career denotes sequence of jcbs thch are develdp&ental
in character, and which require a continuous, high degree
of commitment (Rapoport and Raﬁoport, 1978). Whether
one's work efforts are a job or a career aleo involves

-

differential pPerception and definjtion ofk?ork involve-
‘ment, a career generally being defined égfﬂeviﬁg greater
Personal importance in one's life. A dual career family
haéikeen arbitrarily defined as including a dual career‘
marital pair and having at least one child living at

home.
Recently, Rhona and Robert Rapoport (1978),
pioneers in the field, reviewed the dual career liter—

ature in a complete and concise article. 1In examining

the review, it becomes apparent tirat much of the research
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(
on dual career families has focused .on the lifestyle

and problems inherent within it. Three main issues
seem to emerge:""(l) issues related to linkages bet-
ween family and occupation; (2) issues related to

4
relationships in the family; and (3) issues relating
to linkages between family and ndn—occupational social

5
institutions and networks'" (Rapoport and Rapoport, 1978:

0

13). Each of these issues involve the management of
costs and rewards of achieving and maintaining the dual
career lifestyle, Theréfore, the primary problem for the
dual career family/couple is one-of management and co=-

2

ordination, both within the unit, and in exchange as a

unit with other parts of society.

Several studies have examined the costs and
rewards involved in the dual career lifestyle. The
costs haveygeen discussed in terms of: (1) dilemmas -
éverload, normative identity, social network, role-
cycling (Bebbington, 1973% &gimstrom, 1972; Poloma and
Garland, 1971; Rapoport and Rapoport, 1969); (2)
conflicts - egpeétations, ideals and feelings, norms;
and (3) barriérs - sex-role prejudices and stereotypes,

finding appropriate jobs, institutional rigidity
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(Holmstrom,‘l9}2; Rapoport and Rapoport, 1969, 1971,
1978; Handy, i978; Farris, 1978; Bailyn, 1978). These

three~tefms are not %utually exclusive and deal with the
same phenomenon. Fewg?mstudies have examined the rewards
of the dualncareer lifestyle because until recently, the
major thrust of the research has Been exploring the
Structure and function of the unit rather than the

-

interpersonal dynamics. For the wife, the rewards come
\in the form of self realization, whereas pﬁe husbands
valued having wives who were developing and fulfilling
themselves (Poloma and Garland, 1971; Scanzoni, 1978) .,
.Altﬁough the éosts of the dual career lifestyle are
High, one assumes the rewards can be at least as high,
but the problems of managing the costs and rewards per-
sists. The goalﬁof achieving a profit is problematic

by virtue of the need for management in which the means

of management was uncertain.

While there appears to be an. assumption that
dual career couples solve their problems, recenély‘more
attentions have been placed on the problem solving
process. Kathy Weinga;ten (1978) proposes a coping
strategy which she thinks allows dual career couples to

cmbine work and family pleasures and responsibilities;
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in such a way that the goal of maximum joint profit can
be attained. This copi%g strategy i1s termed interdepen-
déncy, but also the capacity to be independent in the
context of an intimate relationship. At any one time,
one spouse may be dependent while the other spouse is
independent, or théy may both be dependent (pr indepen-
dent) coterminously. For example, consider two young,
harassed school ‘teachers simultaneously pursuing perman-
ent stafus'aftgr three years of employment. It is an
anxiety provoking time %or both and each feels the need
for love apa support: they feel dependent.’ For an
ekample of the independent/dePendent pattegn of
interdependgnce, consider the wife being a harassed
teacher with many obligations to fulfill immediately,
while the husband has settled into his new positioﬁ and
is féeling cémfortable Qith the reduced pressure, The
wife depends on the husband for suppért and love, he

can gi&e-freely because of his léss anxious position,

N

Interdependence is therefore the capacity to tolerate R
all four patterns, which thereby allow a couple to
function adaptively in a variety of situations. Over

the course of a dual career marriage all four patterns

will probably be experienced. A couple may utilize one
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pattern of interdependence (e.g. he i§3independent while
she is dependent) in the context of one issue, and an-
other pattern (e.g. both independent) for a different
issue. A patrticular pattern (both dependent) may also
dominate a phase of the life cycle oflthe couple, and
with the new phase, such as launching children, comes
the impiementation of a different pattern of ‘interdep-

endence, for example where the wife is independent

while the husband is dependent.

Interdependence is descriptive of the mode of
1nteract10n 1n which couples manage the costs and rewards‘
inherent in the dual career lifestyle.and thereby strive
to achieve maximum joint profit. Weingarten's discussion
suggests that the three prereQuisites to interdependence
are (1) commitment and trust; (2) open communication;
and (3) over the long term, balance reciprocit&
(Weingarten, 1978: 156-157). Exchange is thereby im-
plied to be the process by which couples achieve
interdépendency. This in turn, raises the issue of
what resources are exchanged in the ;arious patterns of

interdependency., Blau snbstantiates Veingarten's

interpretation of independence in that "while reciprocal
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«

services credte interdependencé'tha; balance power,
unilateral dependénée on services maintain an imba%ance
of power ..... while access to alternative sources of
needed benefits foster independence'" (Blau, 1964: 29,
119), Although Weingarten's definition of intefdépen—
dence is broader than Blau's therg is an ‘overlap and one
can hypothesize from Blau's statement that different
resources would typify exchanges in each of the four -
patterns of interdependency. Althoﬁgh this present -
research does not strive to test this hypothesis, steps
can be taken-toﬁard that end with the help of this

*t -
present research,

In summary, dual career couples encounter the
prbblem of managing the rewards and costs inherent in
the dual career lifestyle. Essenfially, this refers to
the management and utilization of resources to attain.
the goal of maximum joint profiz. Interdependency

describes the mode of exchange interactions leading to

this end.
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Resources in Problem Solving:

A, Nature of Resources:

The first part of this section focussed
"

{
on resources in problem solving from the perspective of
4 -

work done in home management. Resources were discussed

o
%

in terms of their characteristics and classifications.

{

ReSources are defined in the home management
literature as "what a family has or can create to get
what if wants. A means to an endd (Paolucci et al,
1977: 136) or "as a means for,méeting demands and goals"
(Deacon and Firebaugh, 1975: 164; Nickell et al, 1976:
109). Implied in both these definitions is the goal-'
directed aspect inherent in the marital problem solving
relationship introduced ih Chapter IT. Reso;rces are
viewed as means of’attaining géals. Thése means may be
readiiy availgble or in reserve; they may be actual or
potential, In other words, resources can be created
(e.é. knowledge and skills) thfough self~-discipline and.
work. In addition, some resources are more finite than
others.' For’example, money 1is more‘fiﬁite than love,

" and yet both can be classified as resources. Because

o oy
of this variation, some resources are consumed with use

o



while others increase with use (e.g. empathy), and yet
all resources are emqloyed to attain a goal. (One
exception, are the underdeveloped resources which may

. . ‘ N .
act as a constraint on goal achievement (Nickelﬁ et al,

1976: 112).)

To facilitate recognition and understanding of
resources a variety of classifications have been present-

ed in the literature: human and material; economic and

non—econdmic; tangible and infangible; interpersonal,
personal and ha;erial. be the purpose of this thesis,
the classification of interpersbnal, personal énd mater-
ial resources was adoptéd. This classification wag most
éuited to}tﬁe interpersonal nature of the dual career

dyad. Interpersonal resources are "those resources which

involve interaction with at least one other person",

personal resources refer to those "possessed by an

individual - some'innéte, but_most are learned skills or

-

traits”, and material resources "consist of time, money
and other goods at one's disposal”™ (Kieren et al, 1975:

14). Such resouréﬁﬁ take a variety of forms, some more
. : R :

tangible:than othe%s as a result, it 1s somewhat diffi-
cult to identify all resources. Iherjﬁgfg? in order to

-

more fully understand and recognize résources, i1t was
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useful to discuss four salient characteristics of
resources: -utility, accessibilirty, interchangeability

and manageability (Nickell et al, 1976: 113).
’ - “
4 Uﬁility refers to-the value, worth, applicabi-
lity‘of @ resource. It is determined by the Jce;'s
knowledge and awareness of the potential that resour%es
possess for goal saticfaction. In turn, the user's
attitudes and interests influence utility bécause diff-
eérent users develop different skills‘according to theif
abilitie§ and intereéts. Each iser has his/her own set
of Value§ of which he uses to appraise resoufces; however,
a resource loses its value or utility when the need for
it is gone. '"The utility lifespan of a resource may be
determined by a number of factors including goals,

knowledge of user, time, Place of use and need and

wants" (Nickell et al, 1976: 114) .

Accessibility, t%e«éecond characteristic,
means chat before a resource can be uéed, it must be
‘;ithin the grasp of the gser; iq other words, if a
couple doesn't have ample money to gc bc 4 vacation, it
makes little differencc if their neighbour héé a sack
full of hundred dollar bills, unless the neighbour was

to make the couple a loan. Resources exist and are
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accessible in varying quantities and qualities, Each
' . ; <

couple differ in their'possessioﬁ and quality of re-
sources, _Some resources have elastic liﬁits and can be
stretched with conscious effort (edueatioh), whereas sbme
resources take'longer to cultivate thaé;others (e.g.
meaningful commenicaf}qns felationships), Thenhome
management literature. suggests humen resources such as ..

flexibility and adaptability are important to the manage-

ment of other resources.

Resources are interrelated and interchangeable, s

1nterrelated to the extent that one may be substltuted
for or exchanged with another .in pursuit of a goal

Equal substitution is not a requirement of resources,ﬂas
a result, resqurces may be used in a multitude of ways.
Time, energy, space, air and sound are resources that
are 1nterwov§n into the use of almost all other\resour—

ces. In other words, these five resources are employed

coterminously with other resources,
14

In addition to substitution, r=sources may

also be converted. Usually conversion takes time, it 1s

4

not an immediate transfer. For example, in the conver-

‘

sion of $I00,QO0.00’for the purchase of a house there is
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a time lag between the time the money is first paid out
and the time the house is officially purchased. As
mentioned in the opening remarks, resources are also
creeted by investing time, enérey andAhoney in human

capital (e.g. education).

The fourth charactetistic of resources is °
that_they are manageable. Individuals have et‘least
some linited control over them, some resources being
more controllable than others. The quality of manage-

ability allows individuals to predlct the outcomes of

‘ 4
’

resources used in various ways. ‘This characteristic
-is vital to the basic idea of problem solving. Without
having control of resources, one would be'nnable to
assess alternatives in light ofUtheir probable outcome
(costs/tewards) and would Be unable to implement a
solution. "Resource manageability therefore means that
égals may be achieved through conscious choice and

application" (Nickell et al,. 1976: 120).

In order that resources can beé managed,; they
. -k

require‘a means of measurement. Material resources are

mos t often measured in terms of quantity whereas per-

sonal resources are measured in terms of the constraints.
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For example, in marriage material resources such as
monéy, clothes and houses can be quantified into

dollars, number of skirts, shirts, etc., and square
féotage of living area, whereas personal and intérpep—
sonal resources not so easily quantified. Communication
caﬁnot be easily measured in terms of simply the qﬁantity
of communication, but is influenced by the amount of

time available for discﬁssién. The quality of the dis-
cussion also influences thé measurement., Certain values
are also attributed to resources in terms of their avail-
ability in that some resources are more scarce than

others. Resources are managed in terms of their utility,

o3

accessibility and interchangeability.

Throughout this d;scﬁssion, exchange has been
implie§ bht not'specifically‘dealt with. This reflects
the relative lack of discussion of exchange in the early
home ﬁanagement iiteratufe, however, more reéently
Paolucci et al (1977) discusses éxchénge of resources in
the interpersonal family setﬁing. "To be used, resources
need to be allocated and-exchanged" (Paolucci et al, 1977:
137) . Allocation makes reference to manageability as dis-

cussed earlier, in that resources are distributed among

+

alternative ends on the basis of utility of accessibility,

b
]
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interchangeability and value; whereas exchange is the
process by which resources are transferred. The element
of bargaining or negotiation is introduced asnparticipant

to the allocation.

Paolucci et al.reiy heavily on the work of
Foa and Foa (1971, 1973, 1974) to explain the process of
exchange. The work of'FOa and Foa, seeﬁs tnkbe isclated
from the 'works of home management and sociology, but it
warrants discussion because of its specifiq ?pcus on the
exchange of resources. Foa (1971) developed a theory to
allow different ;ésourcés to follow di;tinﬁt rules of
exchange. Interpersonal resources and economic re-
_ Sources were classifiéd as (1) love, (2) status,
(3) information offered as advice, (4) money,
(5) goodsﬂ (6) serviceé; Each of these'resources were
clagsified on a concrete to symbolic and particularis-
tic to universal scale. élacing these two scales at
right angles to one another with the univérgél and
concrete ends meeting the distribution.of resources
was éstablished. (See Figure 3.1.) .Foa and Foa di;-
cuss the rules of exchange iﬁ great particular detail
but basically the theory states that the Aoré particular ’

>

the resources, the greater the Probability that it will
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~

be exchanged with the same resource, non-particularistic

resources tend to be exchanged with different ones.

Similar rules of exchange may be applicable to two close
L

resources while different rules would exist for the ex-

change of more distant resources.

Figure 3.1

Particular ' Love
Service Status
\
Goods = | ‘ Informatig;/\k7 "
Money

Universal

Concrete Symbolic

For example on the particular scale, love may be ex-
cﬂanged with only a éelect group of people such as one's
spouse, children and parents whereas money would readily
b; exchaﬁéed with a stranger. On the concreteness

scale love aﬁd money are similarly position becausewéhey

both méy be exchanged in concrete and symbolic forms.

Foa and Foa's works have helped fill the gap

'in the literature about the exchange of resources.
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Although their framework was very general and did not
deal specifically with familiesios couples, it seems to
be a logical extension of the home management literature
because it deals specifically with the exchange of

resources. . R

Thus the home management literature, focussing
on resources and 1ed‘by home economists like Nickell,
Dorsey, Gross, Crandall ang Megrabi, contributed the
following i;formation relative to understanding the
role of resourEes in the problem soléing process:
emphasized’resources, discussed the character and inter-
relatedness of resources and eéncouraged the management
of‘resources among elterhative ends all Within the
context of decision making. Until recentlyz a rather
statis picture of resources was implied but not dis-
cussed explicitly; The recent works of home
economists iike Paolucci, Baker, Deacon, and Firebaugh

deal with the dynamics of the decision making process

and therefore include a discussion of the exchange of

"

resources. Despite recent efforts in the home manage-~

ment field, to dlscuss the dynamlcs of the problem

«

solving process one basic limitation of the work remains
which involves the issue of a couple hlerarchy of

resources. Resources have been dlscussed in terms of

.their utility or value to the 1ndlv1dua1 without any
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reference,to a priorized ordering of resources for the
couple. Therefore, it remains uncléar whether certain
kinds of éesources are pfiorized for dyadic utilization
more than other resources. Foa and Foa have suggested

a hierarchy does exist on an individual basis but further
work is needed to examine the hierarchy of resources used

by a couple or family. It would seem thatxinterpersonél
O

Vs’

and personal resources would be most important since

: ¢
economic resources are equivalent for both partners:
Negotiation and bargaining may determine the utility of

¢

recognized resources.

B. Resource Theory

Resourc; theory offers further insights into
the nature of resources and éuggests the means by which ’
these resources are transferred. This part of the re-

view bhriefly outlined the contributions of Shé resource

theory.

The resource theory states "that the balance
of power will be on the side of that partner who con-
tributes the greater resources to the marriage" (Blood:

. . .
and Wolfe, 196Q: 12). Normative behaviour has been

shown to influence the relationship between relative

resources of spouses and the power in marriage (Buric
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and Zecevich, 1967; Safilios-Rothschiid, 1967, 1969,
1970; Rodman, 1967, 1972) and has been interpreted as

a contingency variable (Cromwell and Olson, 1975).

Theory ;f resources has been widely used in the -study

of family power. Many theoretical'and,methodological -
criticisms appéar in the literature {(Burr, 1973; Olsgn,
1969; Ol;on and Rabunsky, 1972; Safilio;-Rothschild,
1969, 1970; Sprey, 1972), however, many studies continue-
to be influenced and strive to fest the theory (é}g.
Oppong, 1970; Richmond, 1976) . Despfie the criticisms
of the resource theory, two important contfibutions are
made. First of all, the resource theory highlights
resources in an interpersonal Problem solving relation-
ship. Spotlighting resource§ in this manner generated
considerable research. Secondly, the theory initiates
the idea of comparative resourcefulness - comparing
husband and wife on the sanbe resource. (For the purposes‘
of Blood‘&nd Wolfe's study . (1960) comparative resource-
fulness Was a measure of dictated pPower in de;ision

making.)

In addition to these two contributioné of the
theory, Blood angd Wolfe (1960) ideﬁtified'resources
which Spouses brought to the marriage Ye.g..income,
education, occuéational status). Since_then, Safilios-v

Rothschild'has extended the listsof resources to include
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the full range of resources exchanged between spouses.
Her list includes: "(1) socio-economic (méney)
pfestige); (2) affective (e.g. love, feeling needed) ;
(3) expressive (underétanding support) ; (4f companion-
ship (social leisure, iﬂtellectuél); (5) sex; ‘

(6) services (housekeeping) ; (7) power in the relatioh—
ship (Safilios-Rothschild, 1975: 356). Safilios-
Rothschild clearly stated that this list does not 1mply

v

that these resources are’ necessarlly exchanged between

’
s

all spouses nor that they have the same importance for
both spouses in a marital dyvad. This expanded list of
resources reflects a more dynamic view in that resources
are not only considereg to be brought to a marriage but
are also viewed as being created wvia that felationship
(e.g. companionship, affection). This interpretation is
congrﬁént with what authors (Deacon ahnhd Firebaugh, 1975;
Paolucci et al, 1977; Baker, 1971) in home management

have stated about the nature of resources.

Another sociologoist, Kuhn (1975: 34) disting-

uishes between two types of resources: information and

4

mass/energy on the basis of whether we want "to learn
something from it™ or "do something with it". Kuhn also

highlights two levels of resource. consideration. The

.

organization level constitute3. the level at whdch major

4
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policies concerning overall allocation or direction of

<
S

/ \ .
\/_' i .
total‘family money, materials, energy, goods, hou§1ng,

etc. are made. At the second level, the task level, the

pParticular resources may be perceived or treated as
limited. Therefore differential perceptions at the task
. ¥ SN
\

level might call for substantial readjustment at the

organization level. Paolucci (1977) explains that mass -

y
eénerqgy is a basic family resource, however, in order for

ass-energy to be useful to the family, it must be

-
-

perceived as information and converted into a form that
will allow specific goals to <be achieved ({e.g. food,

gasoline, clothing{ material goods).

, -
‘

Included in the construct of resources are

expert ability in a task and access to relevant infor-

mation as well as the ability to give and withhold
rewards and‘punishment (French and Raven, 1959; Wolfe,
1959). Resource theory only implies exchange of

’ o
resources whereas more recent work by Safilios-Rothschild

is much more explicit about the use of exchange in the
- . ’ .

discussgon of resources. Costs involved in receiving

the benefits of these resources and the costs incurred

from the withdrawal of these resources has_become the

focus of recent discussion (safilios-Rothschild, 1976).

Safilios~Rothschild employs the social exchange framework S/
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to, help exp;ain the transfer of resources; She states
that as American society changes sociopsychologicaily

and sociostructurally, important chénges will be
introduced in the exchange process of many present and
futﬁ;e marital dyads. "The more women arxe able to gain
di;ect access to’éocio—econOmic fesourees and the more
%his access is-on par‘witﬁ that of men, the greater is
the probability that the crucial exchange between spouses

in individual dyads will entail other than the socio-

.

economic resources. The crucial excﬁange will instead
entail expressive, affective, sexual and céﬁpanionate
resources~and~of course power" (Safilios~Rothschild,
1976.: 361). In dual.career couples, the husband and
wife both have direct.aqcess to the socio-economic
resources. Since the wife isg employed in a professibnal
career, her socio-economic resources likely are equal or
nearly equal to her_husband's; therefore one would.ex¥v
pect thaf the céuple's exchange would primarily includé
expressive, affective, sexual and/or companionate
resources. Scanzoni's recent (1979) discussion of social

bProcesses and power in families serves to support this

hypothesis. Scanzoni also viewé the implementation of

resources in terms of social exchange.

’
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In summary, resource theory highlighted
resources in an interpersonal context, and initiated
the idea of comparing husband and wife's+resources.
Exchange was implied as the means of using these
resources. Although resource_  theory originally was
designed to predist power, power has since been cate-
gorize& as a resource (Safilios—Rothschildﬂ 1976) .
Resource theory stimulated a wealth of res;arch about
family‘power, yet, little energy'’has been spent on
examlnlng the resources or .the multiple dlmen51ons
(Ssafilios- -Rothschild, 19692) of power. Only recently
(Saf&lios—RothSChild, 1976; Richmond, 1976) have re-
sources begun to be studied in terms of their nature and
charaster and application in the interpersonal relation-

ship of marriage.

~

‘Problem'Solving Effectiveness

Having discussed the probiems inherent in the
dual carser lifestyle, the nature of resources asd the
means of soc1al exchange, it is necessary to discuss the
outcome of the problen solving process. Problem sblving
effestiveness is the desired "end-point product against

which the entire process may be assessed" (Klein and

Hill, 1979: 499). Problem solving effectiveness is
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defined as the "degree to which family problems are‘
solved &o the mutual satiéfacﬁion of the family @eﬁbers"
(Klein and.Hill, 1979: 499). In social exchange terms,
problem solving effectiveness may be determined by thex
dégree to which the need’ﬁaé met (or the goal attained)'

and the amount of profit derived from the ekchange.

In a recent article on the determiyants of
faﬁily problem solving effectiveness, Klein and Hili
reviewed the partial ranée theories of family problem
solving. Because this article is an up-to-date revieyv

of the literature, it was utilized as the basis for a

discussion of problem solving effectiveness. :

+

'In this arpicle, Klein and Hill extracted
seventeen interaction variables from thenpartial range
theories which are thought to be determinarnts of problem

— ,
solving effectiveness. Interaction variables are those
factors characteristic of the‘faﬁily interaction.' The»
ways in which the behaviour of family mémbgrs is oréan—
ized for problem sél;ing, constitute the f;ctors
theoxrized to have the greaﬁest immediate impaqt on
f:miiy problem solving efféctivéﬁéss.' The importapce

of the lnteraction for problem solv1ng is 1nd1cated by

the strong, empha515 it is glven in v1rtually every

“
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. 1
[

problem solving theory formulated to -date. Klei )and Hill
extracted and discussed only the most salient ingbractiod

variables presented in the literature,

N

Although Klein and-Hill's discussion of inter-
action variables does not relate directly to resources,
the va;éous interaction variables” imply what type of re-
sonrées may be exchanéed during a characteristic type of
problem solviﬁg interaction. For example, Straus (1968),
~Tallman-Miller (1974) and Cohen (1974) theorlzed -and found
_support for the view that the amount of verbal communi-
cation, an interaction variable, positively influences
probIEm solviné effectiveness, 1In order that a famlly or
a couple have verbal communicatlén an inté;actlon
var;able, the members must possess some verbal communi-
cati;n skills (a resburce) and time (resource). The
quantitative use of this resource positively influences
problem solving effectiveness. TFach of the iﬁteraction

variables implies one or more Fesources. Table 3.1

summarizes ‘the interaction variables and cites some

.

examples of implied resources. Since these various re-
sources are merely implied, the’ resources for exchange_
are speculative in nature, however, such speculation can

form the basis of testable hypotheses.; -
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The pgimarynfesearch focus for\family problem
solving researchers i; the lést twenty-five years, has
beeh to.predict problem solving effectiveness (dependent‘
variable) given a cértain interactioﬁ variable (indep-
endent variable). However, situational contfngenéies

(éharactefistics pﬁ\the problem) affect the relationship

ST e

between interaction variables and theréfore influence
ﬁproblem solving:effectiveness. Stated simply; difficult
problems should be.less effectively solved than e;sy
problems,rasshming that as the-effort, knowledge and skill
required to solve a problem incréases;‘thefe will be

fewer, families possessing these resources. This suggests

!
v

that families vary in the degree“to whféhitﬁe& possess
problem solving resources, therefore one cannot expect .
onéiparticular kind of interaction pattern to univer-
sally facilitate effective problem solving. However,
assumiqﬁ\that dual career families experiénce similér
problems, as su g;sted by the dual career 1it9ratgre,ethe

! b . - .
effect of ther®Bituational contingencies is somewhat

contr;lled and . the resourceshand interaction patterns
which dual career families‘uSe to Eacilitate effective
prﬁblem solﬁiné becomes of primary interest. ‘The
emphasis of this study is to examine the resources dual

"career couples usé éo fap{litdtefeffective problem



D

57

diysaiapear .ro:om

adouapyjuod ‘uojivatiou

(7261) uayop

(v£61) 2aTTiH+updiTeL 1amod 3o uojiezyreijuag

)

- uogledjunmuwod

- I2TTIJU0D JO UOFIVIJUADUOY.

Apoq *1sni13 ‘xdoeqpaaj -~ - i} (%.61) uayon (Neoa) - TeqI3AUQR JO HOFIRIJUBOUOYH
Ayievdma - auou - 110ddns 3o uo«unuwcoo=ou
319831 3pod 3yl ‘isniy - b auou - 89pod> a8ewnBuweg
3193109qP[? JO UOFIWIIUIDOUOYH

ggauuado .»u«awn«mmﬁu ) .
‘agni3y ‘uogrirajlom - auou - £37AT3®21D jO WOF3I¥IJUBOUO)

uojlIeATION .
‘ouwyy ‘uogrjedojunmmod - (YL6T) 19T1IH-UBTTIG] (vom) - i UOTIVdFUNWMOD
. : . T¥q12A 30 UOF3BIJUIDUOY
. 1uamaaadeeyp h ’
30 a8patrmoun ‘35yyjuocd - auou (Aeanm). + . ) 30FT13U00 3jO juncmy
Ad28qpaaz uotled ~ (9L6T) :mmwun . . T
-junmmod ‘ssauaievme Apoq o= (8961) snei13g - (feea) + uorljediUun@mMod IV¥Q1IIAUOU jJo junowmy
Buypueisaapun ‘dyredma - . . auou + 3xoddne jo 3junomy
uoriedjUNEUOD ‘UOFIBINDI -  (H76T) 19T TH-uemyTEL i + s89pod.-afenBuey jo mao:ou-uonqﬁu
Buyxsta *ssauuado . .
‘AITT11QIx3a(3 TrIusm - (8961) sneaag . + A »u«}auqeuo
. \p ...\
’ Aitun3zioddo ‘*amy3 (72161) uayod ,
. ' ! (%L6T) 121TIH~uBTITE] /
8ITIA6 UOTIEBOJUNUWOD = o
(8961) snealg - (eanm) -+ UopIEdFUNUWOD [®¥QISA JO Junowmy
. . L0dd443 40 NOIS . -

Q3aITdRI $32UN0S3INY SLN3ANLS T - @d3ldoiqaidd , dTHVINYA NOILOVHIINI

(6,61 "TTIH 9 NITTH} GIIVIOST STIAVINYA NOLLIVYALINI A8 QITTdNI SINOSHY 40 STTINVXI

1:¢ 374Vl

.

1



58

§3%an0§a1 jo uojIvZI[BiSads -

gantfea uowwod =~

£1T11qR 2aT737uBOd

‘8351n08Bax UO}IBINPI
pue Djwouoda ajenbape -~

883UdATIE®23d0o0OD ‘BITIYS
jusmadeurw ‘uopiEdjunmmod -

«

auou

(7161) 2d2TTTH-uBmitel

(PTL6T
‘qTL61 'BTL6T) sBIa¥

auou

1amod 319dx3

1amod jo Aoemy3f8eq

£A371RUOcTIRl Burseyq

o o

I
7

aﬁsmuovmma aativuiIpaoco

AaITdWI 32¥N0S3Y

SLNAANLS

L03443 40 NOIS
31310344

"ZTEVINVA. NOILOVEILNI

(6261 *11IH 8 NITTN) GIIVIOSI STTAVIHVA NOTLOVYAINT A€ QAITdWI STOUNOSTH 40 STTAWVXI 1°¢ Favl

Ty

‘ —

~

. (*P,3uod)

W



59

solving and see if these resources can help predict the

degree of problem solving'effectiveness..

Introddction to Interpersonal Perception

The fourth and final section of this review
deals selectively with the literature relating to inter-
personal perception with marriage. jAlthough a wealth of
information is written on interpersonal perception, this
review will deal Only.very briefly with that literature
related to the agreement or dieagreemept of interpereonal
perception amongst\husband wife. This review is necess-
ary because one of the research questione refers to the
reported perception of 'a husband compared to the reported
perceptions of one another' S, ‘'resources used for problem

T~

solv1ng.

"Interpersonal perception refers to the per-

.ceptiope of rhe moods, attitudes, perceotioos and
behaviour of one's spouse" (Larson,‘l974). Interperson;1
perception varies accordiné to tﬁe level of study. Three
levels of study are presented in the iiterature, two of
which werebrelevant to this study, each reflecting ‘the
fect of difference or Sfmilaritf, bur it ooes not reflect

acknowledgement'or distorrionbof this fact., Level II

perception, however, refers to the accuracy of predicting
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Levei I response of one's spouse. Therefore, a Eouple
who think they agree but do not (Level I) are different

f.om a couple who disagree and are aware of the dis-

agreement (Level ITI).

Inherent at each level of study isnselectivity
of the individual\respondent. The individual, husband
~§r wife, perceives himself, others and situations in
terms of previous experience, present situations and the
character of fhe stimuliz. Each perception is a function
of the individual's filtering selectivity. ValuesvaniA
goals possibly inf}uence the selective process. For
example, an individual who Qalues creagivity and beauty
m;y find beauty iﬁ an old rocking chair whereas someone
else would consider the chair a piece of junk. However,
selgctivity is not as simple as it may seem; The
individual‘i past experience with old'rocking chair, the
time of ghe day,Letc. gii influence the,seiective process,

at a particular point in time.

The bulk of theory and intefrelations of
research findings indicatevtﬁat where individualshperf
Ceivg similarly and frames pf-reference are-thus shafed,
communiéation is easier and the relationsﬁip existing

between individuals concerned is more satisfactory"
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(Luckey, 1961). Theréfore,‘researchers (Lewis, 19725
Murstein, 1970; Lennard and Bernstein, 1969; Festinger,
1957) suggest that the key to ghe establishment and
maintenance of a-‘marital relationship rests on the agree-
" ment of perceptions between spouses. Larson (1974)
cautions that the gact of disagreement is essentially
useless information &ithout ascertaining whether this
4fact is known by one or moré family members. The point
being that to know about a disagreement of perceptions

is much different tﬁan to disagfee but not know it.
Disagreement, Laréon argues, is not inherently a negative

1 . ~
feature of a‘family relationship. It may in fact be
conducive to change and development. The important

consideration is the level of analysis the couple or

family are being viewed at.

)

‘Summary

"This review of relevant 1iterafure has served.
to acquaint the reader with role résourceé play in,Ehe
marital problem solving relationsgiﬁs by discussing the
main coﬁcepts-and specific litefature pertaiq}ng to the
particular rela;ionship. Thé Problem inherent in the
dual career iifes;yle were highlighted. The resources

in problem solving were‘discusséd, with aid frpm the -

works ofbhdme management and/sociology. ‘Probléﬁ solviné



A

62

effectiveness was in;roduced as the end-point product of
the problem solving process. Finally, a brief intro-
duction ﬁo the idea of ¥nterpersonal perception and
selectivity for the purpose of facilitatipg the analysis
of one of research questions. The next chapter outlines

the research design.



CHAPTER 1V

A
Ny

Y

RESEARCH DESIGN

In‘this chapter, the research design was
presented., Initially the sampliﬁg procedure and data
collection of the original study was briefly discussed.
Following that, a detailed discussion of the instrumen-
tation and data analysis specific to this preéent s tudy

was presented. )

Sampling Procedure

Dual career couples were the subjects of
iﬁterest in this study. The study was desigﬁed to ex-
pléré the naturé of the unit and therefore a ndp-random,
purposive sample was carefully chﬁsen as it best met the
nee&s of the studyf A representative sample would haQe
been difficult, if not {mpoz&}ble to Jraybbecause of the
low visibility of dual career couples in the commupity
and the fact that no exhaustive lists of dual career
coupiés meeting the éampie critéria were ;éadily avail—>
able. Non-random purposive sampkgs'have a chance.ofl
bias and arge somewhat 1imiﬁed in generélizability,Abut
the purpose»;f.this»stuAy w#s one of exploratibn'and

63
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description and not one of inference. Therefore, the

sample was appropriate for the intended stuéy.

A

Each couple was judged in terms of the foll-
owing criteria before they were included in the sample.

The criteria were as follows:

(@8] married and living together;
(2) residing in Alberta;
(3) both spouses must be actively

committed to demanding careers
for at least one year (demanding
career were operationalized to
mean one requiring a high degree
of education whereas highly com-
mitted was measured as working
for 15+ hours a week);

(4) .at least one child under 16 years
of age is living at home.
In attempts to reach dusi‘career couples,
'advertisements,weré placed in iocal professional news-
letters and personal contacts were asked to submit names

of friends and associates who met the sample criteria and

who ”they thought would willﬁngly participate.

Data Collection

With the use of ads and personal contacts, a

list of 130 dual career couples were completed. Each

s
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couple was sent an explanator§<letter, two questionnaires,
and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. Also en-
closed was a stamped, self-addressed card which offered
~an incentive of a free book (Shifting Gears by Nana and
George 0'Neill) to those who completed and returned the
questionnaire. Couples couid also request a summary of
the research findings on this same card. Tyo'weeks
following the initial mailout, a reminder was sent out

to the entire sample. Again two weeks later another rem-

inder was sent out,

: Of 130 couples contacted, 53 couples responded
which is a 417 return, from these 44 couples met "a
priori" criterta, The return was relatively good in
.comparison with ether mailout questionnaire surveys which
have been reported to have an average»return of 10 -
50%Z (H1il1ll and Hanson, 1964).,;In’addition, a return_of
417 is quite high for dual career couples who are known
to be particularly/busy individuals, and considering
' that the initial contact was made with the questionnaire

and not an introductory note or telephOne call designed‘

to establish rapport, . .

For ‘the purposes of this present study, the

sample consisted of 44 couples. In some cases, not all
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persons answered a question and therefore the number of

respondents is indicated with the results.

Instrumentation

//’“(Data was collected for a studybof the coping
mecha%isms of dual career couples (Kieren, 1978). An
eight~gage questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed to
expque the demographic variables, merriage and family
J :
charécterie;ips, problem solving meéchanisms and cafeer
.attributes of this special grnup of married.couples.
The questionnaire was deeigned to be equall& applicable
to both men and women, therefore nhe same form.was
utilized for both spouses. This allows the husband and
wife to be comnared as to their responses on all
questions,

, ‘ w
While the questionnaire was designed to examine

seve;al areas of interest about the dual career couple,
for thebpnrposes bf this study, the demographic and
problem solving sections are of primary concern (refer
to Appendix 4, Page1A9, for the specific questions asked
in each seetion).

-

Since‘problem solving in marriage was presumed -

to hane,different interpretations, the section was

3 . ' -

>

XS AUy
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‘carefully prefaced as follows:

"Problem solving is a positive ‘
activity in families in that it is dir-
ected toward attaining goals. A problem
is defined as any.situation in which -
there is a desired but unachieved goal
(e.g. deciding where to go on a trip;
how to discipline a child). If a
situation is a problem, no habitual
response is available so a new response
or solution must be foqyd. The follow-
ing questions.ask you to deseribe your

problem solving pattern." .

~
A

‘The preface ?llows all participants to have a common
understanding about .problem solving and less likelihood
of misinterpreting the questions fhat ollqw. It may
‘have also develdbed a kind of apport with the respondent
SO0 as to encourage him/her to answér the somewhat meas-—

'

ured questions.

The following.variables were measured in the
prob}ém solﬁing section: goals for fémily probiem.
sqlving, effectivénéss and satisfaction, the resources
identified for problem solving method and style and

;proBlematic situations experienced by dual career couples,
(Refer to Appendix A for the specifié questioﬁs:) Most

of tHe quesfions were straight-forward with the except=-

ion of problem splving style which is discuésed below,
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Problem Solving Style

-

Question Nine under the‘problem solving section
was degigned.to vyield a description of a cduple's problem
solving‘style; Twel&e bipolar adjeéti?e scales were
presentgd which would.best represént the couple's
problem éolving style. Ihis descfiptive technique is a
semantic differential tgchnique and -stems from work doﬁe
on the semantic differential by Osgood, Suci and
Tannanbau (1957) .and a specific‘problem solving scale by
Henton, Richard (1977); Semantic differential scales
ﬁeasure three dimensions of the semantic space. The
dimensions include Sl) an evdluative factor.which
represents the attitudinal factor, (2) potency factor
wﬁich concerns power and the things associated with it,
and (3) an activity factor concerned with quickness,
excitement, warmth, agitation and the like, Each

dimension has four adjective scales with a seven step

scale on each to serve as the means of measurement.

> ' To avoid "halo" effects the scales were
randomized in reference to the typé of' dimension they -

described, and to the direction of polafity.
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In the problem solvihé epa;es, each respondenﬁ.
was: ‘'requested to place a slash at one_po£nt on each3scale,
which best described tHhe couple's'problem solviné style in
terms of\a barticular bipoief adjective. (Refer to }ppen;
dix A, Page 154 to vieW'the‘instrument.)"The slashee on
eech of the twelve.scales was coded with a numerical
value of one (very negative) to seven (very positive) with

sPour representing a neutrai response. This numerical value
represented the person's :.score %nieach scale. The sum of
the twelve scale Scores yielded a person s individual
Problem eolVLng style score. The summation of the hus-
band's and wife's individu;l score yielded the;couple'g
problem solving style score.‘ This means of scorlng has
been used before with respect to problem solv1ng (Henton,
Ruseel, 1977; Longanecker, 1974). Henton and Russel's
instrument used nine of fwelve scales employed in this’
present measure. These nine sca;es'include: shallow~-
Heep; motivated-aimless;"skillful—unskillful;
ineffeotive-effegtive; infrequent-frequenp; flexiole—
rigid;‘delibe;ateeimpulsive; rewarding—uhreWarding; and
diffuse-conc}ee. Henton and Russel checked these.ninev
scales.for content and concurrent'valiqity‘and foﬁnd fhe
the instfumene to_be vyalid. Three mofe scales‘were in-

cluded in the present Study because resea;ch indicated

that these faotors were descriptive of problemosolving

-



70

style and, couples could be differentiated on the scale..
These three scales incTude.: active-passive (Aldous, 1971);

emotiqnal:unémOtional {(Aldous, 1971) and one—sided—joiﬁf\

. . & ’ .
(Turner, 1970; Tallman, 1970), each having content wvalid-
. - \ ) .

\

ity ) -

\\d‘

: T
One additional comment is ne%gssary to clarify

\

‘3

the instrumentation used in this study. In the pre-~test

a very low percentage of the respondents answered the open
{ .

3

ended gquestions posed about resources, therefore examples
were included in the actual survey in order to stimulate
response., Theiquestion with examples read: What personal,

interpersonal or material resources do YOU use for problem

solving?. List those you can identify (e.g. communication,

time, money, patience, etc.). The examples were chosen on
. . » o
¢

the basis of §timuﬁating responses of reach type of re-
r ) ' '

y . 13 - : . M . R"/A/
source. Communication was intended to stimulate responsg>
regarding interpersonal exchanges, time and money referred
to material,resources, while patiencé was chosen - in ref-

.
A , )

erence to persohal resources. Although such examples

Py

infiuence the responses‘of‘dual career couples, the use of

examples was warranted on the basis of previous low '

response.

2
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‘Data Analysis: - : . : ' <
2 S

~

Secondary Analysis:

This study utilitzed secondary.analysis of data

Y

which was collected for a4 study of the problem solving
mechanisms of'dual career couples. Secondary analysis has
been defined as the "extraction of‘knowledgé on topics

other than those which were ‘the focus of the original _

P -~

Survey" (Hymann, 1972). Whereas the original study util-

ized resources as a descriptive tool to illuminate the

problem solving process, the current anaiysis pProposes to
take a much more detailed look at individual and couple

resourcesﬂand to create a resource profile for theadual
(S - : _ o
career couple. Secondary analysis has been chosen. as a

, means of Study in this research. for three pPrimary reasons:

. & !
-4 . . .
“ (1) Secondary analysis. is more economical
: than primary research, in terms of
money, time and persoinel.

!
4

{2) . . Dual career couples are highly active,
. - busy people .with a definite pPremium on
. their time. Ity seems only practical
. to efficiently use what data has al-
- - ready been collected rather than, trying
7o - the patience of.the respondents with ‘
several studies. 1In the social sciences,
Participants are valuable resources.to -
- research, and it is crucial not to ?\ix
deplete that resource. ;
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(3) The researcher can potentially be
more objective .about the data since
she was not involved in the collection
process. K

Resource Profile:

Creating a couple profile. of the identified

<

’reeoﬁrces of the“éual career couple was the majo;_d&scrﬁb—
EiVe strategy used in tﬁis research. Kerlinger (1579: 272)
defined "profile" as a set of scoresifrom a set of tests or
ﬁeasures. This implies ingervaifmeashre. For the purposes -

of this’reseerch, the couple profile consisted of various

'

_claesi}ications of ;eeources,reported.for prob%em solving.
This implies nominal measures. The profile was a compre-—
nenelve description of the identified resources within

each dual career couple, and allowed for a couple ‘to couple
comparisop. Tyo 1evels of perception weee reeordEd:

(1) the resources identified for oneself in problem

solving, and (2) those resources one perceived the

spouse as using in problem solving.

<

)

5 : - <

The dual éareer couples were examined and

1
~

classified in 11ght of three variables: the kind of re-
8,

R . - v
sources, K identified, including‘interpersonar’maxerial and/

or personal; the frequency of‘ﬁaxches between the

resources reported by the husband for himself and those

xeported by the wife for him (and vice‘versa:for the wife);
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and the total range of resources identifieq by the couple
for oneself and for each other eéxcluding the duplications

for the individual.

Once the couples had been clessified accerding to
the three resource variables, and.before proceeding to
study the asseciation between the resources identified and
the problem solving effectiveness and style, the possible
confounding effects of selected demographic variables re-
quired examination. This investigatron clarified whether
rhe-relationship'between resources and problem solving
effectiveness and style was influenced by the Selected

demographic variables.

-

The demographic variables to be included were

chosen purp051vely. The first demographlc varlable, the

I

dlfference between the husband S and wife's 1ncome, was .
chosen on the assumption. that if the w1fe has less of a
resource (moneyl “than her husband, she may possees diff-
erent resources (kind and number) than if the couple earns
a similar lncome i The. second varlable sellected -
51m11ar1ty/dlssim11ar1ty of career f‘was hosen on the
.assumption that couples with similar careers. will have more
"of the Same resources than couples with dlSSlmllar careers'

Thlrdly, resources were examined in reference to the age of

fhe

o
N
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the husband, that ie'on the“assumbtion,that the number and
type of resources probably vary “‘With age of the couple
therefore the husband's age was used as.an index: Fin-
alby, the primary goal 1dent1f1ed for family problem
solv1ng was examlned. Since only certain combinations

of resources can be used ;o attain a éoal, one can assume
chat a couple's problem solving goal influences the re-
sources identified for use 'in Problem solving. Therefore,
the fourch variable to be examihed was"the;relationship
between‘the three resource variables and the problem .
solving goal, in‘this way one can clarify if the nesourQe
nariables Were merely reflections of che gdals set for
problem solving;

Chi square test of independence were emplo?ed to
test the independence of these deﬁographic variables and
the three resource variables described above. The corr;
7c£ed contingency coefficient.was used to determine the
#egree of assoclatlon if the variables were found not be
‘ndependent. If-a 51gn1f1cant degree of assoc1atlon was'

‘ ound with one or more of the dembgraphlc varlables,
turther.analy51s utillz1ng the resource varlables controlled

for the assoc1atlon with the demographic varlable, thereby

controlllng for a confoundlng effect
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Following this check for confounding effects,
the association between-the’three classifications of
couples;,based upon the three resource variables;.and
problem solving style and effectiveness were measured,
Lambda, the Guttman’s'coefficient of predictability, was
the-statistical tool employed. Lambda is a measure of
nominal level association which makes no assumptions
‘concerning the distribution of the variables. "It may
be computed whenever'data can be categorized" (Champion,
1970: 213) and it has a direct proportional reduction in
error interpretation. In general‘terms, Lambda is

N
comparable to pearsons rzf In each instance, the re-
source variable was considefed as-the independent
variable, therefore the asymmetric. lambda was computed

o .
to determine the reduction in error of predicting \

problem solving effective or etyle'given the classi-~

fication of couples by resource'veriables;'

A non-random purposine sample of forty-fopr

dual career:couples responded to a questionnaire which
a. . _ ‘ _ o
provided the data for the present research. The data’

collected from-the questions pertaining to demographic

variable.resource, problem solvin style and effective
. Kt

! Fe

was extracted and used in this secondary analysis. A

‘resource profile was designed to examineAdyedic

{



76

resources, followed by a couple—to—couplé comparison.

The utility of the profile was designed to be tested as

~

to the.degree of association with problem solving style

and effectiveness lambda was the regource of association

used.

. N .
R4 . -



CHAPTER V

#
DATA ANALYSIS

~

&
This chapter ¢onsists of a demographic

descript%bn of the dual career sample, a brief career
oanaly31s and a discussion of the results pertinent to
answering the research questions. Chi square, the correct-
ed contingency coefficient and lambda have been enployed'as'

N
/’/—&

statistical tools., -

Demographic Description ] B

¢

The age composition of the sample was somewhat
influenced by the criteria that a dual career couple must

‘have at le@sg one child living at home in order to be

"

accepted as part of . the sample, The aées‘of the sample
N

_ranged from 29 to 56 years with’ the mean age of men being
- { '

39.6 years and- for the women 37.8 years, The difference
d:\

X4

in age between husbands ‘and wives varied f&om zero to ni
years:. Twenty-eight (63 6 %) of the sample have less than

two years separatingbbhe age of the husband and the.wife.
. : : . g -
[

ALY couples in¢the sample ‘had been marrifd at ¢

RNy

Iy b

least five years, with one couple being married twenty-

six yeais.--All;coupleS in thiss'sample wete in their first

1 - S .

77 S e
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marriages, and the average length of marriage was fourteen
years. The number of childfen per family varied from one
to eight with the mean being 2.5. The children's ages

. . 9
ranged from three weeks to twenty-two years, with ‘the

average of ten years. The model age of the youngest child.

at home was one year old, therefore many of these dual
career couplels were expefiencing the imcidiate demands of

an infant as well as family and career demands,

As in many other dual career studies, this

sample consisted of highly educated men and women. All
{
v

but one person id the sample of eighty-eight individuals
had some college education. Fifty pér cent of the grbup
(59% ©f the men and 41% of the women) had a doctral degree,

this category including degrees oflM.D., Ph.D., La&vDegree

or D.D.S. Nine per cent of the sample held Masters degrees
1 R N

(68% men’ and 11% women) whereas 17% had some post gradudte

education (11% men, 23% woﬁén). Of the remainder of the

sample, 15% had a bgccalaureate (16% men, 147 women); and

8% had some college or vocational training (5% men, 11%%

».

women) . o »

LN

_sample as well as .examine three possible’ resources. The
. 2 : * N . a

~

Career Analysis:

° ) {\:

. ' : : S o ~ _ .
. . The career analysis, was intended to describe the

N » 3 -

. . . . \ N
- - . P * N v

.



three possible resources and the type of career were the
. ‘ - ‘
net time available per week-after the time spent in

career involvement, and the income derived primarily from
a career, These variables were terned-possible ;esources
because the dual‘career couple may or may not perceive
them as resources in prablem solving. The results!ipres-

ented in this section are discussed more fully in Chapter

VI.

Since the way in which-a dudl career couple
. ! . ,

defines its work involvement diStinguishes it from a dual

work ‘couple, it is necessary to discuss the chdsen careers
of the couple since they may be perceived as a Fesourge,
. . . Py

Table 5.1 indicates that women in the sample
were most involved in careers in education (42 ) and

med1c1ne (28%), while the men in the sample were mostly

«

involved in the legal (38%) and educational (28 %)

v

professions. By viewing'each couple as "a unit,'itFWas.
further noten that in 42% of the casesrboth‘hquard‘and
wife had similar careers., The bulk of these couples
‘were involved in educational (17/) or legal careers -

(154) while 10% of the couples having similar careers

B -

had medical careers. In addition, one. couple was both

1 -

“ active in the business aduinistration profession.

4



Table 5.1 80

. Percentage of Sample in Various. Careers by Sex

Pl

Careers Percentage of Group in Career

Education - Public 26/,’

‘.

Education - College

167,
A7

Social%ervices_

Medical 287%

Legal L

7 387

Business Administration

27

Professional- Services A
T - 27

Clergy

A}

~_Librarian

N

Co ., Percentage of Women o

o o . Percentage of Men
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i
i

Fifty-six pex cent of the sample involved couﬁles'
in which the husband and wife were in.different careers.

Combinations of “careetrs varied vastly, however, three

4

groupings became visibie. These three groupings were:

the husband in a legal career and the wife“in a- medical

a
t

career (7%Z); and the husband in an educational career and

4

the wife in a medical career (47) .

<

Careers ére one means of,socioeconémic resources.
such as prestige, money, status. C;reef may be perceived
as a means of obtaining and/or devgl;ping‘SUCh resources,
If a cQuple is involved in‘é similar'ééreér,’tﬁe career
‘may nét be as visible a resource asvforithose couples in
(wpich the husband and wife.expefience diffefent.cafeers.
In other words, resourge speciali;afioﬁ'may:contributg to

<

increased visibility, whereas resources common to both

spouses may be léss noticeabie;

Time may be a‘pOSSible resdqrce if there is.
time évailablé tobgllocate to élterné&ive eﬁds. The
;ime'one spends fn his/bgr career-dgterminés thé amount

'.of tiﬁe left'fof other activitiés and~ﬁay be referrgd?tq»

as net time. Thetefdre by examining the time the dualv

career couple spent per week at their respective careers,
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-

f

S . r~

one can speculate'about net time as a possible resource
’

for problem solving.

Using Table 5.2 as a guide to analysis, it
is apparent thatAih 58%kof the‘couples, both partners-
worké&d 40“hdurs or more a week, while in.3§Z of the
couples, tﬁe husband werked~40 hoqrs or more a Qeek thle;

his wife worked fewer than 39 hours per week.

1

One of the 25 ceuples in whiohvboth partners

-

work more than 40'hours a week, 16 couples work between

40~ //XB\Pours per week while 6 of the remaining 9 couples

have one partner working 60 Or more. hours a week wlth the

»

other partner working 40 - 59 hours. In “the other three
couples the partners work 40 - 59 hours per week.
N .

Intereétingly enough, 51% of the huebands worked more
hours a week than their wives, while 28% of the women.
spent more time at work than their*husbands. The ;em-
aining 21% represents those couples in which the
partners worked equal amounts of ;ime per week The
majority of these couples worked 41 - 4§Lhours pef week.
Conside;ing the.net time after career inyolvemen£ to be
a ﬁessible reeeurce, one WOﬁld“expect thaﬁ more of the

wives than husbands would havevtime as a resource since

’¢the majority of wives in the sample spent less time per
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week 1in. their careers than did their hushands.‘ This

may be tempered, however, by the relatively small diff-

,erenqe in'time'soént in career by husbend gnd wife.

L

Probably,'only in those couples in which theé wife works

‘less then 40 hours a week monld\the wife\identifY’time

"

Yo - s B

as a resource. .

N

In addition to the possible resources of career
and. net time, the third possible resource involvement was

the amount-of income derived from the work involvement.

Although Jjust under ‘half (44%) af the couples shére

‘similar careers, the difference in personal income bet-

ween husband and wife was marked. Rersonaivincomes

range from $8,000.00 to $85,@00.00‘per annum (including

inves\ments). Only tno indivilduals received less“than .

N

$10 OOO 00 per year, both of these ind1v1duals were

vwomen. For women, the range of income 1is $8, 000 00 to

$70 000 00 per annum with a mean income of $25 864 00

#
per year, Men .8 income ranged from $16 000.00 to

$85, '000. 00 per year with a mean of $41 090 00 ConSidef-‘

T A

ing couple income, the range varies from $36, 000.00 to

$125,QQQ.00 per“annum'with the mean of_$68,488 per year.
Twenty-six couples (65%Z based on N=40) had the gnsband-

earningvmore'than the wife, while in nine cases (23%) -
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Athe partner's income was eqnal, and in five couples

”

(l%%) the wife made more than her husband. Therefore,

one can conclude that in most cases the amount of the
: Py

monetary resdurce (income) was less for the wife than

for the husband.
1

Since there is no one type of dual career
couple, the career analysis helps describe more speci-
fically the nature of the sample and identifies career
variables wh%ch may be considered part of each person's

K

resaurce potential,

Results Pertinent to Research Questions:

The results dlrectly relvant to the five re-
search questions posed in Chapter I are presented in
this section. The data is reported as‘it related to

each subsequent question.

Question One:

The general focus of this research was to ex-

amine the resources identified for problem solving by
N w

dual career couples. Two 1evels of compariSOn was made:
,.W

one level represents the dyadic or the husband to hife

.comparison within each couple while the'second‘level of

4
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comparisg% dealt with couple-co-couple comp;>1§63.
Question One, however, emphesized the dyadic comparison
by asking: “How do the resources the husband identifies

* «q
for -himself and for his spouse compare with-thpse re-—

sources the.wife identifies for herself and for her

spouse? The question called for data reflecting the
= — - .

‘'range of resources, the type of resources, and the number.
of matches between the husband and wife. Refer to
Appendix B which tabulates the resources identified by

each individual couple,

The comparison of the resources identified by
the husband and wife in each couple can best be discuss-—
ed in terms of four categories of resource relations.
Resource relations refer to the way 1in which.the re-
sources identified by each partner relate to those
resources identified by one's respective partner. Eech
of the forty-four couples were analyzed using the-Ffour
categories of resource reletions, some couples .were more
prom;nently representative of one category thap another.

Each resource reaction category 1is defined,wgnd then

-~
e, 2

)
discussed in reference to one representative couple,

The first type of resoﬁrce relation refers to

dyadic similarity of the kind of resources identified.:



In other words, the degree to which the husband and wife
B <

identify similar kinds of .résources for themselves,

Couple #30 exemplify dyadic similarity in the kind“of

resources they identify,
o ' S )

Resources identified by:

3
i

Husband for self Wi Qr self
motivation ) intelligence ——-5
intelligence ' ‘ patience g
' . I
N . . logic C
M
Wife for husband Husband for Wife |A
i T
logic motivation C
-~ H

-intelligence |

Tﬁe resources identified by this couple appear
to fall into the\category of rational or cognitive re-
sour;es. In additioﬁ.both husband and wife havé
independently identified very similar resources for

themselves and each other. One notes that‘po inter-

personal resources were identified at éll;‘>1t appeared

. ‘ P
that potential exchanges would involve omné person's \\\\ :
——

personal resources 1in exchange for the other person's
personal _reso_ur_ces.5 The husband identified ex ctly the

same'resouxces.for hig wife as for himself, whereas sghe



¥

88

dlfferentlated soméwhat in that intelligence aad patlence
were not included in her identification of rﬁéources for

her husband. One wonders if the couple sees problem

solving as simply rational and therefore only identify

“the rational resources, or whether the couple posesses

only the more cognitive resources. :In either case, the

couple illustrates dyadic similarity.

The second resource relation features dya&ic
matches between what resources a spouse identifies for
hlm/her. This category hlghlights the husband's and
wifﬁ's similarity of perception of resources uéed by

each in problem solving.



‘Couple #33

Identified by:

NOHOX» <D

Husband for self

pgtience
cemmunicatidh
iisﬁening»
time

third party

gathering facts

nmmImoOo3yY 2

Wwife for Husband

1
understanding
patience
communication

family
conference

time

“

AHOP < U

nmmOodY X

89

Wife for self

&

—— communication

family
conferences

—_ listening

¥

Husband for Wife

-

‘patience’
L communication
listening

time

third party

gathering facts

o

Couple #33 is noteworthy in terms of the number

of resources mentioned and the number of matches.

Fifteen resources were identified.

made: two by the wife, three by the husband.

Five matches were

All three

kinds of resources were represented in the resources

identified. Thié’couple illustrated a high degree of

similarity- between husband's and wife's resource per-

ception, partiéularly in relation to interpersonal
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fesources. In addition, their identified resources for
each partner was extremelf similar in‘naturdf One miékt
hypotheéize"that resource dnferchangeability and nego-
tiation wpuld have been minimal concerps for this couple
because of the similar nature of their identifled re~
sources and the high degree of dyadic matching. In

other words the high degree of dyadic resource 51milar—
ity has the potential for exehanges in which equal

rPésources are swapped, one—fqr—one.

Complimentarity or meshing of resources (in
B s

kind) is the third type of resource relation. Mesﬁing

-~

refers to the degfee tq which the resources identified
by the husband‘fgzﬁﬁZ;Z;lf complement those resources

identified by thg wifef for herself.‘

Couple #12 was highly complementary in their
re§oufce relations. The following resources were

identified:

Wife for seif Husband’for self

emotion . : understanding
compromise . time

I’
communication _' ’ patience
logic communication

Fs

problem identification
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Husband for wife . "Wife for husband'
: . ,
patience . love : «
religion ' < communication
love

communication

It is noted that each ?artner-identified

different resources and thus had the potential to

COmplement eaci other and create a means by which new
combinatiofs are possible to solve problems. (More
specificallly, husband and wife both differentiate ,

between the Yesources théy(}dentify for thehselvés and

3

v
the resources they saw for their partner.) In this
—. : [ '/ ] s )
instance, the interpersonal resources of communication
served as the only common resource. This diff ren-
tiation may predispose-@he pértners to allocate and
exchange different personal and material resources in
order to solve problems.. The combination of these

differént(resou;ces creates a complementarity of re-.

sources which is at the couple's disposal.

The final category of resource relations refer
to the one-sided grouping of resources in which one

partner has identified for him/herself more resources

for problem solving than the other partner has
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. | . s
identified-for him/herself.
-Couple #2'1
Identified by:
Husband for self Wife for self
. love honesty
S, . Vad
understanding
support
problem
) .identification
Wifeé for husband ‘ " Husband for wife
. ~
)} communication

love

] N

Couple #21 illustrates jusflhow divergent the
number of resources identified within a couple cén be.
+ The husband and wife identified different resources.
The husban@)seemed to primari‘ly focus on interpefsonal
and-personal resources for himself and his wife, while
the wife indentified only one highly personal resource,
honesty, for herself, nofhing for her husband. No matches
were §resent and no similarity in kind or number of re-
Sources was evident. Use of ‘resources for problem

2

'solving appeared one sided in that the husband potential-

ly donated more resources than the wife. One possible
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explanation is thft problem solving may be viewed as a

one-sided process with the husband more active in the

-

Problem solving process. If this is the case, the hus-
i} .

band may use more resources since he is the primary
prbblem solver. If-his wife plays a minor role then it

is not surprising that fewer resources are recognized

for her.

These couples have highlighted ?he four cate-
gories of dyadic resource relations. Most of the
remaining 40 couples illustraﬁeé considerable oVerIap

of resource relations. }Approximately 70% of the dual
career couples indicaﬁed a combination of comglementarity
and dyadic matching ox.dyadic similarity and dyadic

matching. !

Questions Two and Three:

The couple-to-couple cgmparison of\resourpes
iden;ified for problem solving was the emphasis of both
Questions Two énd Three. It was easiest to deal with
both these questions at once. Question Two asked: What
resources do 'dual career couple; most commonly identify

for themselves in problem solving? Question Three .

"asked: What resources are mostacommogly identified for

problem sblving‘by dual career Epuples»for their spouse?



7
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" These questions called for a compilation of the data.

collected on each couple individg?ﬂly. Table 5.3
\ T

summarizes this data. -

~

\ ¥

From Table 5.3 sevgral facts about the resources

e

of dual career couples are apparent: tHe range of re-~
) . e

sources, the type of resources and the number. of matches

«

between husband and wife for the entire sample. G

The Range of Resources:

The number.of.reported resources per dual
career couple vafied from three to fifteen resources per
cé&ple, a range of twelve. The couples seemed to fall
moét-easily into two groups: those couples wiEh ei;bt

)
orKTorejresources and those couples with less than eight
resources. ' FPifty-four pér cent‘of the couple;_had less

than eight resources. while forty-six per cent of the ~

sample had eight or ﬁore,

Kind of Resources:

The dual caree}t couples formed four grdups in

relation to the kind of resources they identified.
™

Sixty-one per cent of the couples identified all three

\ - A

types of resources while tw§nty-four'per cent identified



Table 5.3
" Frequency of Resources Identified for. Problem Solving

. - Couple to Couple Comparison
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y interpersonal aﬁd personai resources, tenwper cent
identified 1nterpersonal and material resources and a-
i

small five pet* cent identified Dersonal and material re-
sourees; Therefore; all but two couples identified
interpereonal resources for pfoblemvﬂblving.. Thirty—
three couples identified material resources and fo;ty

couples identified personal resources for probelm

solv1ng.

Frequency of'Matches:

Dual career couples were then categorized
according to the frequency of matches between the

spouse's reported resources and the other spouse's

-

reported resources for his partnef. A score was derived

by'adding the number of metehes. They ranged from zero
. to five, with fifteen per"cent”of the sample scoring no
matches, fifty-four per}cen; of the couples having one
.match, twenty—efght per eent with tweahatchee and one
cbuple (wao per cent) with.five.me;ches.

. : o
Using the data that-had been compiled and

reported in Table 5.3, research Questions Two and Three

were answered. Question Two refers to the resources mosty

: commonly identified for problem solving by oneself

'Couples most commonly identified Ccommunication as a
[.‘, @ .



-
>

resource for problemysolving. Fighty three per cent of
\

the couples had at least one Dartner 1dentify communi—

- e

cation,‘while in fifty six per cent of the couples both
partners 1dentified communication as .4 resource for problem
solving. Other resources which were also commonly identi~‘
‘fled by at least one partner of the dual. career marriage
ate; in_rank'order; patience, sixty-six per cent;;time,
forty-one ber'cent;_money, twentyrnine per -cent; dis—‘ ’ f

cussion, twenty-four per cent; -logic, twenty-two per |

v

. © o
cent; ‘and understanding, twenty-two per cent. In most

cases the number of women and men who identified these
- .

resources varied slightly, however, three excemtions

existed. Two of these exceptions are those people who

identitied_patience and those‘people who identified under-
standing. Forty—four perlcent of the men while only
twenty~six per cent of the women identified patience for

" themselves in problem solving. This may‘reflect a trend

of the husband exchanging patience and understanding more

A

_often in the problem solving'process than the wife. ‘The
third exception refers to ths tesource of discussion.

Twenty per cént of the women -while “ogly seven per cent of

a

the men identified discussion ~as a resource for themselves

o~

in . problem solving. ' ' .

/Question Three asked what is the most commonly

o

identified resource for one's spouse? In a general

«J

o
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sense, the most commonly identified respurce for one's
spouse were also.those most commonly identified for
oneself. "More specificélly, communicafion, 75.6%;
patience, 34%; logic, 24%; time, 24%; and understanding,
22% were most commonly'identified bynat least one partner
of a dual career couple for their respe€ctive spouse. In’
a rank order comparison, logic ranked higher in this.

group of resources than in the group of resources identi-

« fied for omneself, however, logic was identified by

approximately the same pPercentage of the' sample both

+

times. Understanding also moved up in rank and retained
the same percentage of the sample, whereas time, money

and g@tience moved down in rank considerably. Further

comparisons can be made between the various resources

’

identéfied for oneself or for one's spouse using Table

5\4, however, such discussion is not applicable to answer-

ing the research question.

Question Four:

G

Both Questions Four and Five refer to the

utility of the resource profile of dual career couples

[

» ™~

based on the three resource variables. Question Four

asked: Given the identified resources for problem

sdlving, to what degree can problem solving effective-

ness be predicted? This question called for data
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reflecting the degree of aséociation between resources
and problem!solving effectiveness. However, beéofe
proceeding with any stati;ticak operations, the three
resource variables (king, number and freqﬁency~of
matches of resources) were examined in terms of their
independence from four selected demographic variables.

The rationale behind the selection of these variables was

outlined in Chapter IV. ?hese demographic variables in-
.. c¢luded: the difference between the husband's and wife's
N _

7
income; the similarity of dissimilarity of partner's

careers; the age of the husband and the goal identified
for‘problem s&lving. No significant chi squares were
found at the .05 level of significance. Therefore; one
could conclude that the selected demographic variables

were independent of the resource variables and would not

-

influence the relationship between resources and problem

solving effectiveness or style.
- . ¢

A couple score was needed for problem sdlving
effectiveness in order problem solving effectiveness was
-measured on a six point likert scale ranging ffom very
’effective (numberically répresented by 1) to very in-
effective (represented by 6). The responses Weré coded,
and the wife's and husband's responses were added together

hY

>
"7
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to form a couple score.

ranged from two

(most positive,

Couple scores for the sample
which were relatively positive.

1 4+ 1) to seven

(4 + 3)

The lowest individual.
report was a four - somewhat ineffective problem

solving; as a result the variance of the couple scores

to their scores was established.

was minimal, however, a dichotomy of couples according
couples were:

The two groups of

those couples who scored two, three or
four; and those couples who scored five,
)

six or seven.
Assuming that problem solving effectiveness is

a measure of goal attainment, one would assume that this
group of dual;caieer couples has high goal attainment

‘since the problem solving effectiveness is so positive.

Thirty (83%)

Therefore, the goals identified for pProblem solving are
worth noting.
responded to this question,

of the thirty-six couples who

had at least one partner
identify the goal of achieving fémily an® couple unity.

In fourteen (39%) couples both Partners identified the
same goal.

These findings supported this study assump-

i
-~
ycouples were very homo
\
1
\

tion that maximum joint profit is fundamental to the

marital problem solving relationshib

pi

. The dual career
.

geneous in regard to their goals
for problem solving, this may have contributed to the
S )
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homogeneous nature of the problem solving effectiveness

in that the goal of achieving family and couple‘unity can

.

be attained within the confines of a dual career marriage.

Using the lambda as: a measure of predicting
problem solving effectiveness given the three resource
variables the following measure of lambda were found:

kind of resources, A= 0; frequency of matches, > = 0;

— ,

total range of resources, > = 0. Therefore, one could
conclude that resouﬁfes did not facilitate the reduction

r

of error in predicting problem solving effectiveness.

Question Five:

Th;g gquestion was concerned with problém sblv—
ing style {(or method) and asked; given the identified
resources for problem solving, to what degree can problem
solving method be predicted? This questipn called for
couple scoreé of problém solving style and data regarding
the association between problem solving style and re-
sources. These scores were defived as outlined_in
Chapter 1IV. Tﬁe couple problem solving scores ranged
from 74 ka more negative problem solving sﬁyle) to 152

(a more positive problem solving style). Couples were

rlaced into three groups according to their couple
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v

score., Close to the same number of couples were in ‘each
group. These three groups consis;ed of those couples
scoring 74 - 113, 114 - 125, 1261— 152 (N = 35). The
relationship between resources éﬁd problem solving

style was tﬁen té:ted utilizing-l;mbda. The following

measures were found for each of relationships with

Problem solving style: frequenEy ofE?atches, A = L20;
kind of.resources, A = ,10; and number of resources,
> = .14, Therefore, one could conclude that frequency

of matches was the best predictor of problem solving

s . i Vd
style because it reduced the error in prediction by 20%.
A twenty per cent reduction was not significant but ip-

dicates a tendency towards an association,

In summary, the>results pertinent to the re—v
search questions include the following., A range-of
twenty-n%®ne resources were identified by% the duai career
couples, fourteen personal, seven interpersonalland
eight material. TIn analyzing the data three resource
Qariablesvbecame appa;ent: frequency of matches within
the couple unit, range of reséurces identified, and kind
of resources. The most commonly identified resources by
‘dual career couples for themselves and for eaﬁh other
was communication, closely followed by patience, fn

attempts to utilize the profilte of resources by

t
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predicting problem solving style was reduced given the
identified resources. Chaptef VI discusses further: the

results of the research.

o



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS - AND RECOMMENDATIONS
) ' FORy FURTHER STUDY

The purpose of phg stddy was to examine the
resources identified for problem soi?ing by dual career
couples. This inquiry conceptualized marriage as a
problem solving unit whiéb seeks to achieve goals. Goal
achievemé®dt for the dual career couple sample selected
was determined to be maximum joint profit., Social ex-
cha;ge was utilized to explain the role resources play
in the problem solving process., Resources‘were viewed
as the raw materials for the, problem solving procesé
énd were viewed as being allocated among alternative
ends and thereafter exchanged.. It was in this exchange
of resources Fhat the rewards ;nd cost of problem solving
were incurrea. It wasvsuggeéted that resources are
fundamental to the problem solviﬂg process without them
influencing the generation of alternafives, in pursuit
of goal attainpénf.' Thus problem solving effectiveness

and style may be related to a variety of resource

factors.

104
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In this final chapter, the research findings
are;diécussed considering previous research, the limit-
X, .
ations}%f the current study and the implications for

family life education and family research and theory

development.

Discussions of Results:

The discussion of the results parallels the
presentation of the research findings with emphasis on

the salient issues emerging’ from those findings.

Dyadic Analysis:

The first research question posed was:

In reference to the dual career

couple's problem solving, how do

the resources the husband identifies

for himself and for his spouse compare

with those resources the wife identi-

fies for herself and her spouse?

This question required a dyadic analysis of
the couples. To accomplish this, a brofile was develop-
ed which allowed each couple to be examined as a unit.
Since few previous studies had focused on the couple as

a unit, unique analytic strategies neéded to be develop-

ed. In the dyadic analysis, first couples identified
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’

their own resources. Then each couple wasxexamined as
an individual unit‘ It was assumed that the resources
identified by the husband and wife were pooled and
therefore, available for problem solving, ‘Maximum joint
profit was assnmed to be the underlying goal of all
exchanges with the mutual relationshlp. Each couple was
"analyzed in terms of the kinds of resources identified
and the possible means of exchange which may be used‘by
the. couple to maintain maximum joint profit while

' v

solving problems. Interpersonal resources were assumed

-

" to be exchanged equally, whereas personal and material

resources may be traded equivalently. Based on this
analysis; four categarieS\of resource relations became
apparent., These included: (l) dyadic similarity, which
refers to the degree to which the husband and wife identi~

ty similar kinds of resources for themselves (2) dyadic

him/her; (3) meshing of resources refers to the ‘degree

to which the resources identified by the husb and for

himself complement those resources identified by the

f

wife for herse1f° and (4) one-sided groupings in which
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~him/ﬁ3?self. Each of the forty—f&ﬁr dual céreer couples
Qere analyzed using the four éa;egorieé of resource |
Arelations. Each couple had a unique c%mbination éf
resource rel '1.ns and variations. Approximately seventy
percent of the couples exhibited,some resource relations,

more specificaﬂiZQi)blénd of meshing and dyadic matching

or dyadjc similarity a{d dyadic ma;ching was found. One
can speﬁulate thét thg interpersonal perception enabling
a dyéd}c m;tch is a fundamentél component to resource
utflization. The meshing’of resources may only be poss-
ible if some minimum degree of interpersonal perception
is present.A By the same token, perhap§ dyadic similarity
is only of benefit and ﬁ%ilizatioﬁ, if the coﬁple is aware
of each ofher's resourcess The issue of rééourcefulness
and its reaction to interpersonal perception is raised in
conjunction with”the dyadic analysis. Further concept-
ualization and research is needgd to adequately clarify
what influence interpﬁrsﬁﬁal perception has on the
‘utilization of resources. Such perceptioné may influence

the resources available for joint problem solving and/

or influence the vroblem solving process.

=

Couple-to—-couple Analysis:

Whilé dyadic analysis emphasized the uniqueness

~
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of each couple, the couple—to-couplé analysis emphasized

similarity and allowed comparisons to be made between

groups of couples. Two research questions were po
-~

in order to achieve a couple-to-couple comparison.

(1) What resources do dual career cou
most commonly ‘identify for themselves in
problem solving?

(2) What resources are mdst commonly
identified for problem solving by dual
career couples for their spouses?

A N

Dual career couples most commonly identi
./—’—‘"‘\\ L4

communication as a resource for proble% sol }ng fo

sed

! <

ples .

N

fy

r

themselves and for their spouse. Other resour/ces which

7/
- ya

were also commonly identified include : Mba@{ence,

money, discussion, logic and understanding. Commu

\

‘cation is an interpersonal resource which is not .
consumable but can develop and be enhanced through

i . . . 4
Dual career couples were not specific as to what com=. \

ponent of . communication was most useful in problem

;sqlving, that is, the issue of quality versus gquan

time, \;J/

ni-

mr

ﬂ/
/timf.
I

N

tity

was not resolved in anyway by the responses received.

One can speculate .that some degree of moderation on both

accounts, quality and quantity, would instrumental

serve to be useful in problem solving,

ly

Three resoqrce variables emerged from the
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~ t . v
couple-to-couple analysis: tatal range of resources;
o
frequency of matches between husband and wife, and kind
of resources. These variables enhanced the dual career

profile by enabling the couples to be classified

accordingly.

As previous research had indi;ated, these dual
career.couples were high resource .couples. Whiie some
concern was expressed initiall;?in>the queétién format
wﬁich gave four examples (communication; patience} money
and time), such a method did not appear to restrict the
number- of resources listed by the couples. Twenty-five
additional resources were generated by the sample. This

indicates that dual career couples were aware of re-

sources used in problem solving.

Resources identified by the couplesvwere very

Positive in nature. Positive in the sense that fesources
‘suéh as communicagioﬁ, honesty and érust are commonly
perceived as desireable traifs, wkereas conflict and
argumeht cdnnote negative Connotations. Sprey (1972),
however, Suggested that conflict could also be a re-
source. Ig this sample, énly one individual referred
to_tﬁe morevnegative”connoé?tion of resources. This

——
individual reported'chasfisement as a problem solving

y-

\.7
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~determining the full range of resources. ' ) ’

At

@ . &

resource. Since the resources identifiiled were so
. 2 _

. N ‘. ’ '-
positive, dual career couples may e loy open communi-

cation skills which do not eéncouragé\manipulative or.

¢

o . o ) L
more negative resources. Dual career couples may also

“have a high level of interpersonal pérception which

discourages the use of manipulative techniques, because

~the partner can accurately perceive the purpose“of the

g

other's activiFy and thefeby outwit the manipulative..
strides. ‘One would speculate that'a different saﬁple
of dual career or dual work couples ma§ reflect a diff-«
erent degfee of positive resourcesf as a result i£ would
Suggesﬁ that the full range éf resources has not yet been
ﬁapped.prs one considé?s the poteﬁtial inciusions fort‘°
the fuli range of resources used in pgoblem solviﬁg, the
issue of resourée conceptualization bécomes‘evident.
Resources have been refefred to as a means to an end by
many researchers (Paoluccifet al, 1977; Deacon and
Firebaugh, 1975; Nickell et al, 1976; Dorsey, 1942).
This definition is rather generalland vague,.wﬂich leads
to discrepqpci;s about £he identification of a resource.
Therefofe, it becoﬁes apparent that-clarity of,cohcgpt—v

ualization would be essential prior to any attempts at

=

e

Y
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Df\che-gwen -nine resources identified by

dualgﬁareer équples for problem solving, fourteen were

personal, sgven were interpersonal and eight were mater-—

ial. (Ma erial included those resources external to
. : . | ' ‘
the marital relaéionship while personal resources con-

sist of personal characteristics intermnal to marriage.)

As mentioned earliet, communication, an interpersonal

7.

i " ’\\- . N -
resource, was the most commonly identified resource for

\

use in problem solving. The dual career couples appeared

‘to have a basic .core of ipterpersonal resources encircled
by a varlety of personal and material resources. This.:

implies an interchangeability of most personal and ~
‘material resources while in'terpersonal reéources were

more fuhdamental to the problem’solving relationship.

The fundamental nature of ihterpersonal resources m?y be &
° s
related to Maslow's idea of hierarchy of needs. Since

-
l'“

these dual career, couples have most of their ba51c needs ?

met, such as food, shelter and clotthg, and have -a

sense of security,'the’focus of their goal setting

activity rests in theé social-Zemotional or interpersonal
requirements. Most times marriage has high demands

placed on it to meet these various neeﬁs. Research has

; . . : -

indicated that the busy lives of dual cdareer couples

presents the development of a large network of friends
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or associates. The husband and wife.may have equal
resources at the socioecononic level, howeyer, negotia-
tion and bargaiﬁing are réquired to alloqate equivalent
excﬁénges of resources at the socioemofional Or express-
ive levels, Therefore, the interpe%sonal resources .
involved in'negotiation apd bargaining (such as’
adaptability) are essential in meeting soéioemotional
needs (Bebbington, 1973, Holmstrbm, 1971; Rapoport and

Rapoport, 1969, 1976, 1978).

® Thus dual career couples, because of their

limited support group, probably have éspeciallylhigh
exbectations of their marital invoivement. Theréfore,
the emphasis is placed on the efficienﬁvutilizati;nvof
intérpersonal resources to meet the couple's varied
goals. One could speculate that an inHérept pért of
such emphasis on the Effective management and utiliza-
LY .

tion of resources is a hier§§th g{Jresoutces. One
dual career couple would exhigif'one hierarchy of Te-
sourcéé—based on its needs, availability of resources,
resourcefulness and previous probleﬁf;glVIngbexperience,
whereas a second couple may exhibit a significantly

'

different hierarchy of resources based on that co. _a'sg

sca{g}ty of resources, adaptability, and/or combination
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‘designed to identify the character‘of resource hierarchies

113

of resources, and interpersonal perception. The same
resources may, in fact; have*significantly~different
values for two couples; Consider the following example
in which the difference is based on the variance of
scarcity of resources. One couple may ha;e a great deal
of time for discussion and leisure activity, whereas a
second\couple has limited time Fogether. Time, as a
resource, would be a more highly cherished commodity for
the second couple, and in turn, the resource of time
would also influence the value of communication skills
and leisure for that couple. Resource scarcity, ability,
interpersonal perception, needs and preyious problem solv-
ing experience are sélient‘variables which méy interact

it »
to determine a c&ﬁgle’s hierérchy of resources. Dual
career couplés may exhibit one hiérarchy'of resources
ba;ed on their needs, and a diffgrent sample may exhibit
a somewhat different hierarchy. This research was not
>

nor variables influencing the creation Of\§€Ch hierarchies,

however, the issue deserved mention and requires future
J— .

conceptualization and investigation.

The kind of resources identified by this sample
of dual career couples support Safilios—Rpthschild's

(1976) and Scanzoni's (1978; 1976) speculations that dual

<>

/

/

i



114

career couples exchange primarily e&prgssive resources.,
~The interpérSona] resources which were expressive were
most commgnl& identified.

Thé.frequenéy of matchgs'of this sample were
surprisingly high. Eighty—five‘;er ceng of the couples
. had at least one match. Considering that tweﬁty—nine
resources were generated and yet the number of resources
identified by any couple numbered no highef than fifteen,
the law of probability makes it highly unlikely that
matches should occur because the probabiiity of matches
approaches zero since the number of resources is infinite.
Most matches in this study were in reference to identify-
ing communication as a resourée for themselves and their
spéuse. Some other interesting matches occurred as well,
Fér example, €9éple thirty-three (refer to»Table 5.3)
matches five times: timé, listening, patience and twice
on communiﬁation. Literature suégested that conéruent
pérception contributes to marital satisfactioq.' This
particular couple reported very high problem solving
effectiveness and style which would be part of marital
satisfactioé. Therefore, one could hypothesize that
céngruent perception of'reséurces would contribute to
efféctive problem solving and marital satisfaction.

This study used Level II interpersonal perception which
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—
reflects not only fact of agreeﬁent or disagreement but
N e
also acknowledgement of these facts. ngjnumber of mat-
ches and high problgm solving effectiveness indicates
that.these dual career couples were}probgbly highly

congruent in interpersonal perception. .
’ T 3 . Y

Dual career couples were found to be logical
problem solvers. Logic ranked in the top six resources
iaentified fqr self and for spouse: this supported
Aldous' (1971) speculation that highly educated people
~with adequate income would tend to 'be ratiomnal about
problem solving. The resource of unde;stand&ng also was
raﬁked highly. Together with the interpersonal skillq&
identifiéd, underétanding_would contribute to the Ftate
of interdependence discussed in the review, Understand-
ing is élso a‘participan% resource to adaptability which
haé been suggested to enhance the generation of alter-
natives and therefore influenées the pattern of
interdependence. Interdependence_possibly stems from
-the rélative sfmmeﬁrical contribution 6f reSources.‘ In
this sample makXximum Joint é;ofit was supported as the
goal of problem solving because most couples identified
achieving family or couple unity as primary. 1In

addition, most husbands and wives identified similar

numbers of resources, therefore symmetrical exchange
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seemed probable, which in turn allowed for the varied
interdependence patterns to exist.

tidity of Resources: . ‘ %k,

Questions Four and Five:

-

In order to measure the utility of the resource
variables the following4research questions were asked:
- (1) Given the .identified resources for

problem solving, to what degree can problem
Solving effectiveness be predicted?

(2) Given the identified resources for

problem solving, to what degree can problem

solving methods be predicted?

The results indicated that the error in predict-
ing problem solQing effectiveness was not altered given

[’

‘the thr;e resburce variables andvthe er%or,in predicting
problem solving style was only slightly reduced éiven
thg frequency of matches of resources. ~Although no v
strong predictive statements éan be made, there is n§
evidence to suggest that the conceptualization of re-
sources as fundamental to the problem solving relation-
',éhip‘should be éﬁéndoned. The pri@ary reason why thé

association between resource variables and problem

solving effectiveness and style was so low was that
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little variance existed wit@in the variables ;xamined.
Tﬁe‘sample was highly hOmogensous; There is nothing in-
herently wrong with homogeneity, but it does 1limit the
measuremen; of ;ssociation betwéen two variables and
thereby limits any predictive stétements.a researcher
can make. This state of homogepeicy in the saﬁpie may
be a result of the mailed-out questionnaire technique
beiag§e those couples returning questionnaires were a
sel%:;electéd group whba éemed to feel highly rewarded
in their problem solvingjrelationship and marriage.
Social desirability may have also contributed to high
reports of effectiveness and style. Dual career couples
may feel compelled to repbrt positively about the life;
style since it ‘is relatively new and somewhat unaef.
sérutiny by various segments of society. However, the
internal reli;bility of the responses was significant

at the .01 level. This may indicatevthaf these dual
career couples were either consistently iqflﬁénced by

soclal desirability, or not influenced as one might

think.

»

One could expect that some dual career couplés

are not so highly successful with the lifestyle. In

fact one of the people originally contacted for this

?
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Study, returned the questionnaire with a note _stating

that he was a casuality of the lifestyle. Many other

couples may péssibly have attempted the dual eareer
lifestyle\and have found it too costly to continue, or
perhaps are struggling tryiﬂg to make it work, Furrher
research could incorporate more variance by purposively
seeking out dual career couples with various degrees of
effectiyeness Or use a broader sample base such as dual
work rather than simply dual career couﬁles. \In addi—
tion, the crude measurement techniques could be reflned

s0 that the apparenthlack of variance could be examined

in much finper detail.

Conéributions and Lihitations of the Research:

Several contributidﬁs can be noted for the
Present study, primarily in Qﬂe methodological area.
The research focused on the couple as a unit, Feﬁ
statistic tools have been made available to examineb
coup}es as a unit, therefore non-mechanical means'of
teasing out relationships were 7é€5§>ary in drder ro
maintain each couple s integrity throughout the analy-~
sis. Too often researchers depend on computers to

analyze data, and as a consequence, the uniqueness of_

the data is often lost, Dual career, couples have most

@
<
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often been viewed as two separate entities: a group of
dual career husbands and a group of dual career wives,

rather than as marital units., This research derived a.
profile of resources'for each dual>career couéle which
alloﬁed for dyadiec anal?sis in addition to the couple-
to-couple comparisons; The focus of couple has particular
merit in regard tb a problem}solviﬁg.relationship such  as
mar;iage, bedause the goal of the study of marriage is'fo

further“the information about the interactions within the

intimate relationship.

~The theoretical contributions are perhaps more
iﬁdirect. The study contributes to probleﬁ solving theory
and .application as Qell as providing support for gener-
alization of theory in past literature. These contri-
butions stem from the particular emphasis on.the role
resources play in problem solving. Reééurces appear to
influence every phase of the'problem.sol§ing procesé,
inciudingwthe recognition of fhé problem, the gener-
ation of alternatives,_combinations of resources,
;assessment of resources, utilization of resources
(allocation and exchange) and gqal attainment. There-

fore, resources influence problembsolving effectiveness

Sa

3

kY
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because they influence the relative degree to whith goal

is attained. Only by knowing the resources available to

a married couple can one hypothesize as to the proBle;
éolving effectiveness of that problem solvipg relation-
ship. Oﬁe can spe;ulate thatkif a couple were to rank
low-in adaptability (the'reébﬁrces af empathy, flexibi-
lity and motivétion) fewer alternative‘combinations of
';esources would be generated. Fewer alternatives leave
le;s room for choice and creates a lower probability of
the most effective solution being identified, ‘This in

turn influences the problem solving effectiveness or the

degree to which the goal was attained.

The emphasis of resources in the framework of
mafi;al pfoblem solving has potential applicationAfor
family and individual counseﬁling. ’It offers a concept~
ual framework on which to base'co;nseiling tecHniques,
it offers>emphasis on resources more than on the out-
‘come bf process oﬁ problem solviné. Pre~marital coun-
seli;ng could incorporate fhe focus of.resources and
theri?y idcrease tﬁe éouple's awareness of the.
-commodities of exchange, - Increased awa:eness>of re~-
sources could possibly enhance';esource development .and

c‘g’ . !

essentially.contributé'tQ increased problem solving

£
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effectiveness and goal attainment. Within the marriage
enrichment movement; resources could provide the focus

of development and enhancement which a couple could work

. m

at over the years. Before such a fra;ework can realize
application, the concept of resource nust be reformulated
to include notions of nesourcefulness, in;errelation—
ships, resource conpatibility, and hierarchy of resources.
Social exchange theory is helpful in identifying some of

these relationships.

¢

In summary, the primary coniributions of this
scudy include:: the methodglogical approach which enabled
the integrity of couples to be maintained throughout
‘analysis, and the cheonetical conceptualization of the
instrumental role resources play in every facet of the
problem solving process. One mus t be aware of the
limitation.of this study before generalizing to all dual

career couples. Both the sample and sdme of the methods

limit the application. . 2

<

-

The purposive sample limits Ehe generalizabi-

~

lity of the results. This sampling difficulty has been
problematic for all dual career studies since the popu-
lation is not identifiable. However, the purpose of

- .

this research was exploratory and not inferential in
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nature, the sampling limitation-was not serious.

9 -

The homogeneous nature of the sample was more
of a limiation insofar as it affected the tests.of
association between variables. One is left wohdering“
whether the limi&ed range of responses biased the fipd—

ings in the direction of no association.

A secohd 1imitation»;eiated to the'instrument
used to obtain data about résoﬁrces and the question
used was "What éersonal, interpefsonal or material re-
sources do you use for problem solving? List those you'
can-identify (e.g. communication, time, patience, money,

etc.)" The use of examples in the question.on resources
was dékermined to be necessary based on the pre—test
which indicated that few people responded to an open
ended”question about resources. Theré was some evidence
that the exaﬁples did influence resﬁonses in that the. .
most frequently identified reéources inéluded thé ex-

amples, In addition, however, twenty-five other re-

sources were generated.
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Instrumentation: -

N
The lack of well developed instruments either

for measuring resources or for measuring various aspgcts
of marital problem solving was one of the limitations of

this study. Seldom had resources been examined in this
, .

light, therefore, only single question meagWres were

available to bofrow or adapt. This unavailability of

k

measures points to the need for further research in 7 e

methodology development Sugggstedgmore‘generally by

| S~ :
Klein (1979). f\‘
Further Research: - , 3 i
“ A v
The primary findings in this research high-
. -, : .7 : -~ - ‘(
lighted the role that resources dq play in problem
~solving and the fact that resburces are*identifiable.
O ~ ! - . ‘ . :
If we are to go beyond‘the_description of the role of
o _ , A o .
resources and learn more about the nature and inter— ////‘

action of resources, the need for concepual clarity of
' o : e -
resources becomes'mandatorm. In the process of !

answering the research questions and analyzing the data,

fiye somewhat separate areas réquiring‘cpnc@ptual

clarity emerged. Many question“evolved with regard to
: g , | \

each area needing clarity, however, rather than discuss

N
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each issue in turn, the five areas have been outlined.
1ncluding some of the most 'salient questions. .. The five
areas that require conceptual clarity inﬁregard to re-
sources include the definition of resource; resource-
@plness; interrelatedness of resources;.exchange
'proqgﬁses»and Rierarchy of resources..'It is hoped that

by ;aifing these issues further research.will be

stimulated.. ’ \\g

8

»Definitinn of ReQOurces:

The existing.vague definitions of the term
ireSource'bhave led to discrepancies in recognition of
what is or is not a resource. The exhaustive list of
resbu;ges has been compiled, and only regently hes Blood

a and Wolfe s list (1960) been extended (SaftNlios- ™~
%Vothschild, 1976). Categorizdtions vary and leég’little
y to increase the discrimination among resources. The te—
sources identified in this research highlighted the
positive resources, but work i1s needed to examine the
‘possibility’of nggative commodities& In addition, the
isgsue has been raised 4s to what constitutes a real
vetsus'potential or'underdeveloped tesource.‘ Hone

management literature sugéests that an underdeveloped

. resource constrains the:ffohlem solving process. The
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t
o

process of development.of resources warrants consider— y

m 3
N

constraints. Is the‘development time based, perception

based or both? When does a resource start an stop'being

a resource? . One can speculate that a xesmurce must be”

consciously possessed for some period of time before it
is elligible for utllization, but perhaps some resources
are exchanged unknowingly. : ' ‘ : ~

- Another related issue.stemming from this Same
vagueness, 1is the quality versus- quantityadilemma. Klein
and . Hill (1979) inadvertantly raise this issue in their
1dent1f1cation‘of interaction.variables when they mix-
the termsv'cdncentration' and 'quantity' " The question
arises '"does the quantlty of a resource, suchias,comm—
unication slills secure more/less/same rewards from an
exchange as does the quality of communication(skills7’
One can speculate that certain communication qualities

would be more valuable than quantity, For inStance, the

ability to employ empathy may be more 1nf1uential than

g

any amount of listening anﬂ/or talking.» *here may be - g4

some type of realignment and welghting trade'off during

allocation to account for the difference and thereby
still be able to achieve an equivalent‘ekéhange.
. , N . . 1 :

o
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One other relevaot question related to the area
of definitidn; deals with the issue of situation specifi-
city: Does marital problem solving entail certain re-
sources which are not included in other situations such

as parent/child interaction? It remains unclear whether
. -

the marital problem .solving relationship encompasses a
R . .
"complete pooling of both partners' resources or whether .

that a pooling is a selective process only.incorporating

certain resources from each partner. This question in

turn raises the second area requiring conceptual clarity,
e _ .

perception of resources.

Q

<
Resourcefulness: '

v
Resourcefulness is yet an unrefined concept,
It is not clear if both partners must perceive a resource
before it can be utmllzed or whether individual acknow-’
o ledgement of one' s'own resources sufflces.: Anooher basis
of the cliche "two heads are better than one" one would’
speculate that Anterpersonal perceotlon of resources woultd
~.contribute to effective utilization of resources within
marital oroblem solving; Howe&er,_resourcefulness may
refer only to an'indivfhual process necessary“prior to

Rooling resources in an interpersonal problem solving

?/\\grelationship, or.it may refer to. two separate Processes,
L . , . ‘ : o

.
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one personal, and one interpersonal.

‘Baker's (1970) definition of 'resourcefulness' was
: }
individual in a family setting, but she’iigﬂnﬁi indicate

~.

why and therefore the term remains vague and unrefined.

Interrelatedness of Resources:

The third area needing conceptual clarity in-
volves the wa§ in which resources relate to bne another.
Safiiios—Rothschild (1976: 358) categorizes ﬁowér as a
resource, and as a product of an "unequal lo;e situation"
This raises thé issue that some resources may be fhe
result of having and/or‘not having other resources.

"The more theghusband is in iove with his wife, the more
he needs and vélues ger loving him. When the husband is
clearlﬂ more 1ﬁ love with his wife than she is with him,
and she is aware of this, the wife has control over a
valﬁable resource, némely{the reciprocation of love."

Stemming from the lack of definitional clarity, inter-

relatedness of resources remains inadequatel§ portrayed.

‘ExcHange:

Using the social exchange framework allowed

the problem solving process to be simply ‘presented.
For the course of the discussion, maximum joint profit

and, therefore equivalent exchange was assumed, however,

P
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little mention was made of deferred rewards and costs for
one or both partners. Maximum joint profit may be an
underlying goal on a long term rather than a short term
basis. A couple may decide to utilize the valued re-
5
sources of one partner at present with the interest of
utilizing the other partnef's values resources, at a
latter date., 1In the long term exchange would be equally
profitable to both partners, however, in the short term
the exchange would appear to be extremely one sided. 1In
‘other words, the long term exchaage may be explained in ’
térms of the ongoing phases of interdependency; whereas
the short term exchange is certain resources'may'be more
endemic of one particular phase of interdépendency. For
example, the resource of empathy,nunderstanding and sup-
port may be more endemic of the independent/dependent
phase than the independent/dependent phase. Foa and Foa
(1971, 1974), Paulocci et al (1977), Safilios-Rothschild
(1976) and others ﬁave raised ‘this issue about exchange.
| Weingartén's (1978) discussion on interdependenéy may be’
a good beginning for fgrther conceptualizing about the
dyﬁamic ongoing nature df exchange. Deutsche's (1973)
discussion of ‘trust and Gouldner's (1960), Blau's (1964),

Fox's (1974), Ekeh's «{1974) respective discussions of

reciprocity all need to come together and formulate a
) &
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dynamic integration of concepts in order to further the

understanding of exchange of resources.

Hierarchy of Resources:

Once some degfee of conceptual’clarity about
the definiﬁions of ghe terml 'resource' has been achieved,
work can proceed as to the valuing process of resources.
Presently, a hierérchy\of resources has beeniguggested
by a few.authdrs, (Safiliés—RothscHild, 1976; Scanz?ni,
1972, 1978), and the idea seems to be based on some gen-
eral ﬁotiéns of qpat constitutes a reward and a cost.
‘One can expect fhat in the context of a marital problem
éolving relationship, a hierarchy of resources is a
dynqmic, adaptive process. The hierarchy is dynamic
because of the inherent nature of resources. While séme
resourcé;ﬁgre CSFSumed, othérs'are deveioped based on the
need througﬁ time, 'Thexvalue of a resource may also
change through time as a result of i;s rélativity.to
other.resources{ Variables which mnay influence the
-value'of.a resource include: scarcity, availabilitj,
appropridteness; identified needs, and perception.

Here again the issue.of situation specificity becomes

relevant because it is uncleér whether a different 
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hierarchy of resourcesfexists for each situation or
whether a coJole agree on.one hierarchy for use in their
relationship; One can speculate that; based on the
assumption%that some resodrces de&ilop while others =are
consuoed, a hierarchykwould have to change at least to1
the extent that the resources chaoged. If one werevto
assume that resources change value with situation then

of course so must the overali hierarchy, ‘These assump-
tions require clarification and research.

This discussion 'also raises one last issue
which has not yet been raised. ' The term 'situation' may
be thought of in terms of the character of the problem,
however, the. situation may aiso refer to the ;elation—
ship and therefore refers to the pooling of resources-
and the degrge.of interpersonal perception partlcipant
to the relationshlp. In this latter instance, situation
hlghlights the intrinsic character of the marital problem
solving relationshipé}ather than the extrinsic character
of the problem. This issue may be particularly relevant

if research were to find that couples selectively pool

resources,

These;five_areas requiring conceptual clarity

have been elaborated in order to stress the urgent need

@ : ) R
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for researchers and theoreticians to devote attention to

this early step of theory development. Beyond‘conceptuai

pa

- clarity, two thrusts of resea%ch mus t bewapplied. Once a

greater degree of conceptual succintness has been achieved,

.. research can proceed. Several suggestions can be made.

First, research developing reliable and valid instruments
: ¥ .
is needed and second, more dynamic research observing

these resources in action is called for.

It is not apparent that all fﬁe descriptive
work on the Folé resoﬁrces play in problem'solving hés
been completed in either family studies or Home‘ﬁanage—
ment. Continued research is required to §tudy and
analyzevfesourcés as they are viewed.by the people
allocating and exchanging them. This'may mean giving up
the relatively fast data collecti&g and analysis- processes
we have ‘been currenfly using and retufning to more un?
structuréq and perceptive gethods. Naturalistic ob-
servaﬁidﬁ,‘fieid studies and the development of tools
tq‘assisf in this type of research is.to be.éncoﬁraged.
Before the more dynéﬁic exchange'process can be unq:f—

stood, more needs to be known about what is exchanged -
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" the resources, the nature“of these resources, their
utility, whether there is a hlerarchy for use within

an interacting unit and whether there is a pattern of
resource development over the life span. This'work

will have implications for the family and marital problenm

solving process and” the marriage or family as a Problem

solving relationship.

A

- It is important that both levels of this re-
search go on simultaneously for there are often seren-
dipitous gains by close interaction in the two realms
of activity.k\There appears to be merit in Gsing the =
case study method for the 8eminal work. The resources
profile developed in this research was_g»basic one -’
limited potentially by the questions asked in the
primary study., Future profiles could 1nclude more data

and extensive content analysis of rich case study mater- ,

ial may -provide leads for larger couple-to-couple group

i
!
comparisons.

' 7
" In the past both soclology and home management

have focused on resources'virtually’independent of one
another. However, with the increased interest in family
studies both. by sociologists and home economists ‘and |
similar theoretical orientations as seen in the work on

4
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system theory, perhaps the two fields willvcombine
efforts and work together ﬁo leafn\more about re-
sources. Adopting one framework in whiéh resources can
be easily viewed would ‘enhanice the cohesion of the field
\ang\iPntribute to interdisciplinary understanding and

\ . ) )
cooperation?\<&Q£13£\i§iiinge employed within the con=-—

. s
text of a marital problem soIVTHEM?ETETTBEEEI;.serves

as a simple straightforward framework. Itlavoids the
confusion which often accompanies the mére complex sys-
tems approach. Perhapé‘once a lot of the conceptual
work is.on a firm bais, the more complex frameworké. ¢

could be employed bd{ for the present social exchange
: - .

provides t@g/hégt mode of explanation.

o

In’suﬁméry, the basic recoﬁmendations for
further study include: conceptualization later followed
by instrument development and refinement, further ex-

ploratory research to enhance the instrumentation

N

combining efforts of socioclogists and home economists

with a common conceptual framework.

Marriage continues to be a valuable relation-
ship for individuals toddy, yet many people are finding
it difficult to;meet'their;néed in this relationship.

People bring many varied resou ces to marriage, If
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)

fesources are the means by which goalsvcan be achieved
via problem solving then a key skill or comPefeﬁcy for

\ .
marriage 'is developing and refining those resources

which can work.to develop interdependence.1 While?Ehe.
research reported heFe is but a small puzzle piece. to
"the uﬁderStahding of resources in marital problem “
solving, eachbpiece has the potential of contributing to
propositions worth& of forming theories uséful for pro-
gram development and future research. This 1s the
“ultimate chﬁilenge for familx ;esearch ;'soﬁnd résearch

to. develop sound theory to apply to enhancing family

life.
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FOOTNOTES

Negotiation and bargaihing are used’
interchangeably.

Characteristics of the stimulus include
privacy, vividness, importance,
frequency and arousal capacity

(Larson, ,1974: 6 - 7).

v
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1.

2

. 150
Circle all answers or answer in the blank provided. ’ *
Sex: male _ female -
How old were you on your last bnrthday?
What is your present marital status?: first marriage ] remarriage
How many years have you been married to the present spouse?
How old were you when you first married?
_—
How many. children do you have?
Ages of children? , " sons daughters

10.

1.

12;

13.

vy

15.

16.

How many ‘children are at present living with you? - . =

How old were you when your first child was born?

. Protestant

. Catholic

Jewish

. Atheist .

. No preference

. Other, please specify

What is your religious preference?

oUnhawNn -

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 1..high school
: P 2. some college or vocational trammg
3. bachelor’s degree
4. some post graduate
5. master’s degree
6

. doctor’s degree . (M 0., Ph. D Law Degree or D.D.S.)

In terms of career development how would you rate your career development as compared to that of your spduse?

o

‘MY CAREER - ’ ’ : - MY SPOUSE’S CAREER ’ . “
Establishment stage : Establishment stage

Early development stage Early development stage -

Middle development stage ~Middle development stage _

Well estabhshed stage ' - Well established stage

- How did you happen to begm to live the dual career life style? Clrcle all factors that mfluenced your choice.

1. personal motivation -+ 5 just happened

2. availability of jobs " 6. influence of spouse ‘

3. education level O ' 7. influence of immediate family

4. financial concerns 8. other, specify .

o -

N

What kind of household help do you have at the pré;ent time? .

What present arrangements do you have for child care while you are working? - -

How satisfied are you with your child care arrangeMu? Cnrcle the dot on the line that best describes your feelings about
your child care arrangements? : 4
o ‘ ® ® ® o ® ®
very . satisfisd satisfied - somewhat satisfied somewhat . dissatisfied " very dissatisfied does not apply
. dissatisfied .




YOUR MARRIAGE AND FAMILY

1.

-

~

- 151

Below are listed some different ways of sharing family tasks. Indlcate who usually does each of the following in your family.

(Circle Appropriate Answer)

ROLE

housekeeplng . .

earning the family income .

physical care of the children .

helping and discipling children

helping each other with personal problems
keepmq in touch with relatives

organizing and helping with family recreatlbn 1
tulfilling social obligations

WHO USUALLY DOESIT

- ad b
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. always or mostly husband

husband and children
husband and outside help

M~

. shared half and half {wife & husband)

always or mostly wife
wife and children
wife and outside help
whoever is available

. outside help

Indicate how /mgortant each of these areas of famlly mteractuon is to your personal sat/sfactlon by cnrclmg 1 for very
"important, 2 for somewhat important, etc., then rate your personal level of satisfaction wnth these areas of your marriage - =

Housekeeping Role . )
Sexual Role .
. Child Care Role (Physncal care)

Career Role

NooeswNne

recreation) . .
9. Fultilling Social Obhgatnons

-

ery satisfied, 2 for somewhat satisfied, etc.

m#wpé

PERSONAL IMPORTANCE
. 'very important ‘

PERSONAL IMPORTANCE

important

. somewhat |mportant
. somewhat unimportant
. very unimportant

PERSONAL SATISFACTION
1. very satisfied

2.  satisfied

3. somewhat satisfied

4. somewhat dissatisfied

5. very dissatisfied

PERSONAL SATISFACTION

Child Socialization Role (teachmg, helpmg, dnsmplmmg)

10. Demonstration of affectnon
11. Communication . .
.12, Conflict resolution . /
13. Achieving couple goals . :
14, Handling everyday decision- maklng & problem solvmg
15. Earning a living . .
16. Money management “
17. Time spent together .

Therapeutfc Role (helpmg each other wnth personal problems)
Kinship, Role {keeping in touch with relatives) .
8.~ Family Recreation Role (orgamzmg & helpmg w1th famlly

-

P T T S Gy

-t ed wd wd wmd md ed —d

-

2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 112345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 , 12345
2345 . 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
2345 12345
P R SRV AN
2345 12345

People vary a good deal on how well they do different things. Please give your most accurate est:mate of hgw well you

YOURSELF
HOUSEKEEPING

a little below average.
. about average

. above average

. unusually well
Idon‘tdoit

bW

‘EARNING A LIVING

1. much below average
2. alittle below average
3. abotit average

4. above average

5. unusually well

6. not my responsibility

much below average

- YL Y WAYXI

and your husband/wife do each of the followmg things, Curcle the appropriate answer.

YOUR HUSBAND/MWIFE

1.
2

5.
6.

. much below average
. a little below average ~

about average
above average

. unusually well
. he/she doesn’t do it

much below average
a little below average

. 3. about average
4,

above average
unusually well
not his/her responsibility



(continued)

YOURSELF

HELPING EACH OTHER Wi TH PERSONAL PROBLEMS

. much below average

1

2. alittle below average
3. about average

4. above average

5. unusually well

6

. I've never done i
— eve e it

TA'K_/NG CARE OF CHILDREN [PHYSICAL NEEDS)

. much below average
. a little below average
about average

above average”

. unusually welt

. 1've never done it

v

ﬁmpym—

TEACH/NG HELPING DISCIPLINING CHILDREN

much below average
. a little below average
. .about average

. above average

g:ma-wm_—-

I've never done it -
KEEPING IN TOUCH WITH RELATIVES

- much below average
. a little below average
about average

. above average

. unusually well

. I've never done it

DO WA -

ORGA N/Z/NG AND HELPING WITH FAM/L Y RECREA TION

.1, much below average
2. alittle below average
3. about average ‘
4. abdve average
5. unusually well

: I've never done it

MEET/NG SOCIAL OBLIGATIONS

1. much below éverage /
2. alittle below average
3. about average

" «4. above average
5. unusually well
6. l ve never dore it

SEXUAL RELA TIONS

“1. much below meeting needs
2. alittle below meetmg needs

3. adequate
4. good
w5, exceptionally good
6. no sexual involvement

&y,

ONHWN =

. unusually well =

T OO RWLNa

N HWN -

152.

-

YOUR HUSBAND/WIFE

. much Lelow average

. 3 little below averaga
. about average
.-above average
nusually well
. he/she has never done it

PWN -

. much below average

. alittle below average

. about average

. above average

. unusually well

. he/she has never done it

. much below average

. a little below average

. about average

. above average

. unusually well

. he/she has never done it

. much bejow average

- @ little below average
about average

. above average

.. unusually well ‘
. he/she has never done it

DB WN

. much below average

. a little below average

. about average

. above average

. unusually well

. ‘he/she has never done it

DNHWN =

. much below average

. alittle below average

. about average

. above average

. unusually well.

- he/she has never done it

. much bmmeeting needs
. a little below meeting needs
. adequate

good

. exceptionally good

- no sexual involvement

3

OMBLWNS
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4, . Evaluate the general competence of you and your spouse at meeting the needs you feel should be met wnthm a
marital relatxonshlp - .
T YOU 0 YOUR SPOUSE
g 1. very competent ¢ 1. very competen;t
2. competent s 2. competent -
3. somewhat competent 3. somewhat competent
4. somewhat incompetent _4. somewhat lncompetent
/J 5. incompetent ¥ 5. incompetent
e 6. very incompetent : 6. very mcompetent
5. Circle the number that corresponds to your evaluatlon of your marital communication openness.
, 1. almost always openly and dlrectly communicate ongomg feelings about myself spouse or our relationship.
' 2. usually openly and directly communicate  ° .
3. frequently openly. and directly communicate L 7.
N 4. occasionally openly and directly communicate ‘ s
\ 5. rarely or never openly and directly communicate

6. - The dots on the following line represent different degree of personal satisfaction in your marriage. The middle point,

“satisfied” represents the degree of satisfaction of W Felationships. Circle the dot which best describes the degree
of satisfaction (all things considered) YOU feel wi relatlonshup

° e ° . ® . [ ’ ) . °
extremely 77 fairly ¢ a little satisfied very - extremely . perfect

dissatisfied dissagisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied
. [ s .

Hl.. PROBLEM SbLVING IN YOUR MARRIAGE )
Problem solving is a positive activity in families in that it is directed toward attaining goals. A problem is defined as any situatios
. in which there is a desited but unachieved goal, (e.g. deciding where to go on'a trip; how to dlscnplme a child). If a situation is
a problem, no habitudl response is available so a new response or solution must br%ound The following questions ask you to
describe your problem solving pattern. ks
1. lf you were to ldentlfy two most |mportant goals for famlly problem solving, which would they be? lee a 1 to the
¢ most important and a 2 to thé next most important. : . S

a. avoiding conflict
b. satlsfying needs . . ‘
¢. satisfying immediate situation’
c_i achieving family or couple unity
. learning and mastering problem solvnng skills
f others, please specufy

t

-

2. How effective is your total problem solving effort in your family? Measure effeptlveness by whether ér not famlly goals
“are attained. Circle the dot that best de;\nbes your fam)?/ situation, .
® e e ! ° \ ° ~ .
very gffective .. effective somewhat effecti .somewhat ineffective ineffective. very ineffective :

. 7 '|’ . A . , . ’ i . .
3. How satisfied are you wnth your current couple pro m solving success? - Circle the dot that best describes your level.
of satlsfactlon . ‘ . :
® e 'y ® ® _e
very satisfied - satisfied somewhat satisfied somewhat dissatisfied dissatisfied very dissatisfied
. . . ' . :

4.  What personal, interpersonal or material resources do YOU use for problem solving? List those you can identify.
{e.g. communicration, time, money, patience, etc.) ° : :

’ -
N\
7

5.  Which does YOUR SPOUSE have for problem solvinvg?. List those yoo can identify.
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In your marriage, who is most likely to identify situations as needing problem solving action?
1. wife - ) ‘

'— 2. husband
3. shared equally
4. other, ‘specify

In your marriage, who is most likely to be the leader in acting in problem situations? .
1. wife ’
2. husband
—.3. shared equally - . )
! 4. other, specify - : . .

What percentage of your problem solving solutions are accomplished by the following methods?

husband dominated - ) :
~__wife dominated T
consensus (mutual or joint)
situation decided (solution just happens) ~

There are many ways to'describe a couples’ problem solving style. Look at each pair and put a slash (/) at the point that .

- best describes your couple joint problem solving method. .
'Shallow . - ° Deep
- Motivated Y N X ® Aimless
 skillful Py . ° Unskillful
I Active L} L \__m Passive’, e
- Ineffective . s ¥ Y 1 Effective p
Infrequent_ P ® 'y Frequent o
Flexible ® e P Rigid -
Deliberate ', ] [ ’ e Impulsive
R : ewanding o o & ( ] ' Unrewarding
. {ffus _e e e Concise
Emotional_{ . . o . _ e . Unemotional
- ~ Onesided a_ N . Joint

All marriages experience situations which prpduce irritation or strain. The following situations have been identified as
problem solving dil_emmas in previous research with dual career couples. We are interested in how YOU perceive these

situations. . . o

" Respond to each situation by indicating HOW OFTEN IT HAS HAPPENED TO YOU AND YOUR SPOUSE SINCE YOU
BECAME A DUAL CAREER COUPLE and WHAT STATE OF RESOLUTION IT 1S IN NOW.

AN

.‘_”‘

Problematic Situation o How often-has it—happgned' - State of Aresolution now
N ' 1~ never . : 1 — never occurred
o 2—once” S 2 — totally resolved
‘ . 3 — several times , 3 — partly resolved
- : o - 4—3ormoretimes . . 4 — unresolved .
' 5 — not applicable to you 5 — not applicable to you _,
WORK SITUATIONS co o E R
Experienced cqmbetitién with spouse over work roles 12345 12345
Felt lack of spouse’s support for your career 12345 123465
. ‘Felt less importance given to your career . 12345 12345
Felt lack of»co-worl/cers’ acceptance of dual career . - ", :
life style . - 12345 12345
Found it difficult to progress in career because ) ) - ' ‘
of dual career fife style o T 12345 12345
FAMILY SITUATIONS -~ " | I
6  Experienced difficulty in scheduling work and . s ,
-+ family time . . 12345 123 45
7.  Haddifficulty dealing with household management 12345 _ 23 4 5
12345 12345

8. . Felt you had foo many of the family responsibilities

L)

e e et
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10 continued
Problematic Situation How often has it hjpenad State of resolution now
) 1.— never - 1 — never occurred
: 2 — once . 2 — totally resolved
N - 3 — several times 3 — partly resolved
4 — 3 or more times 4 — unresolved :
5 — not applicable to you ~ B =~ not applicable to you
CHILD SITUATIONS
12. Had difficulty arranging adequate child care 12345 -1 2 3 45 &
13, Had difficulty arranging family times together 12345 12345
14. Had.difficulty accomplishing satlsfactory child - .
rearing practices 12345 : 12345
15, Had difficulty dec:dmg whether to have children '
or not ) 12345 12345
16. ‘Experlenced guilt 0ver effects of dual career : y
pattern on children 1 2345 i i 2345
17.  Feltl had too many of the child care responsibilities 12345 . 12345
PERSONAL SITUATIONS
18. Experienced social dlsapprovai for non- tradmonal :
male and female roles in home 1234°5 12345
19. Experienced sotial disapproval for non-traditional o .
male and female roles in work : 12345 . : 12345 )
s 20. Felt pressure to prove ability to handie both work : : i
and family roles.. : 12345 12345
21. ' Feltloss of femininity or mascuhmty i 12345 12345
22. Felt pressured because of too httle personal time ' ‘ : ' "
for just you. 1 2345 ‘ 12345
23. Experienced difficulties coping with questions _ - . , ,
of perspnal identity : , ’ 12345 - 12345

11.  iInanindividual problem such as deciding what clothes to take on a business trip, what would be your usual method
of problem solving? Circle the one that best describes your usual method.

-

. act spontaneously

_think about it and then act ’
. ‘consult someone else, then act e o ' - .
. consider several alternatives, then act ‘

. ask someone else to solve it

. put it off until you must act

. other - pleaseggscribe

|

wdﬁmhwpd

12. Witha couple problem, such as trying to work out an equitable pattern of handling household chores, which of the following
- ways of deahng with the problem would be acceptable to you. Circle ALL that are acceptable. N .

. you try to handie more of the chores .

. ask spouse to accept less performanoe at home from you
ask spouse to help you more
hire someone to handle the chores

~reduce.your outside work time
ask spouse to reduce his/hér outside work time °

. quit your job .

i}

mdwN

N

13 W'th a cou Ie problem such as deciding whether or not to have another child, what would be your usual method of problem
solving. Circle the one that best describes your usual method of problem solvmg Circle the one that best descnbes your
usual method ' ‘

- 1. discuss, then act ‘

e 2, let situation resolve.itself ,

- 3. map out several alternatives, evaluate and then act . ~

4. consult outside persons, then act : ‘

. act spontaneously ‘
put it off until you have to act .
let your spouse make the decmon for both of you B ' T B
. other — describe | g e : :

i

Npo

@~
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IV.  YOUR CAREER

1.

In your present job, which of the following characterlsucs is descriptive:

-7- , , 156
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If you were to experience a situation in which your spouse had a position but you could not find a satisfactory position
in the same community, which of the following alternatives would be acceptable to you. Cnrcle all that you would fmd
acceptable: .

. consider moving to a community where both would be employed B B
. consider Imng apart until both could find employment in same loca;llty

. consider takmg a job considerably below your level of training and interest
. consider taking time off to handle the household until you could find a satlsfa&‘ory posmon
. consider entering a re-training program available in locality where your spouse has a jOb

r

]
mb'wn-

Considering your own personality trants bow likely wou?ﬂ you be to take risks and try very unusual alternatives”
to mterpersonal problem solving situations:

1. very likely to take risks

2. somewhat likely to take risks

3. neither likely or unlikely

4. somewhat unlikely ‘

5. very unlikely . : ; - [

Indicate the name of your present job or the title of your present position (not the firm where you are employed).
|

|

1. demands a high degree of education or training to perform the job S
2. has opportunities for advancement

3. demands a high degree of commitment on the part of the worker

4. time consuming ¢

5. demands continuous educanon to keep ori top of the duties

6. is highly important personatly

How long have you been”in th'i'siposition?

How mahy hours per week db you usually work at your job? ' ‘ ! ‘

1. 1-14 hours 2. .15-39 hours 3. 40 hours 4. 4148 hours 5. 49-59 hours 60+ hours |
S .

~ Since your marriage, what has been the apprbximate time spent in full-time employment: _

<

, 1. allof it ..,

- 2. over 75% of it

75% of it .

between 51% and 75% of it

50% of it . .

. between 26% and 49% of it . . ' ' ¢
. 25% of it B ‘ S

. {ess than 25% of it

@NOMAW

What is your approximate annual income before taxes (in_cluding investments)?

What is your spouse’s approximate annual income before taxes (including investments)?

' How supportive are you of your spouse’s career? Circle the dot that best describes your supportiveness.

very supponivé supportive somewhat supportive  somewhat non-supportive non-supportive very non-supportive

How supportive do you feel your spouse is of you} career? Circle the dot that best describés his/her supportiveness.

¢

very supportive supportive  somewhat supportive somewhat non-supportive notwupoomvo very non-supportive
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10:  Rate the relative distribution of INTEREST, TIME, ENERGY and EMOTIONAL INVESTMENT in the following sectors
of your life. Indicate your rating by cirding H for high, M for medium and L for low in each category.

AREA | . INTEREST  TIME ENERGY Eme‘s"s‘:.“m‘g‘;“
Careeroroccupation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... HML HML HML HML
Family relationships . . . . . . . . . . HML HML -HML HML
Leisure time activities . . . . . . . . . HML HML HML HML
Religious beliefs or activities . . . . . . . . . . "HML HML HML HML
Participation in community . . . . . , . . . e . HML HML HML HML
Pamcnpatlon in activities directed towards national or mternatnonal betterment HML HML HML HML
Managmgahome (housekeeping, child care, etc.) .- . . HML HML HML HML

Other, please specify:
—————-

11. Mr. A, an electrical engineer, who is married and has one child, has been working for a large electronids corporation
since graduating from college five years ago. He is‘assured of a lifetime job with a modest, though adequate salary
and liberal pension benefits upon retirement. On the other hand, it is very unlikely that his salary will increase much
before he retires. While attending a convention, Mr. A is.offered a job with a smalil, newly founded company which -
has a highly uncertain future. The new job would pay more to start and would offer the possibility of a share in the
ownership if the company survived the competition of the larger firms.

Imagine that you are adwsmg Mr. A. Listed below are several probabllmes or odds of the new company ‘s proving’
financially sound. % .

Please check the lowest probability that you would consider acceptable to make it worthwhile for Mr. A to take the
new job. _

’

The chances are 1 in 10 that the company. will prove financially sound.
The chances are 3 in 10 that the company will prove financially sound.
The chances are 5 in 10 that the company will prove financially sound. .

The chances are 7 in 10 that the company will prove financially sound. ' ’ ' ~

) The chances are 9 in 10 that the company will prove financially sound.

Place a check here if you think Mr. A.should not take the new job, no matter what the probabilities. A
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" Range of Resources Identified

A

for"Problem Solving.
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Range of Resources

Identified for Problem Solving

2

3

4

.- r
229

Emotion

Foresighi

Hones ty

Impulse

Love

H/ W

H/ fW

Motivation

W/t

Intel ligence

Religion

Understanding

W/fH

H/fW

Support

Patience .

C/fw

fw

fu

H/ fw

H/fH

fH

Compromise

fH

W/ fH

W/ fH

Humour.

W/ fH

Experience

Communication

W/ fH

c/fc

H/ W

c/fH

W/ fH

C/fH | G/fC

C/fw

W/ fH

Action

H/fH

fH

Assertion

fH

Discussion

W/ fR

Listening

H/fW

W/ fH

Family Conference

Same Values/Goals

W/ fH

Money

fH

Time

W/ fH

W/ fw

Third Party

Gathering Facts

W/ fH

Problem Solving Skills

Problem Identiflication

Education

Logic

fH

fH
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20

Emotion >

fw

Foresight

Honesty

fw

Impulse

Love

fC

fw

W/ fH

. Motivation

fw [H/fW

Intelligence

fw

Religion

fw

b

~Understanding

fw

fw

fw I w

Support

fw

fw

Patience

C/fW | H C/fH [H/fw

Compromise -

WALANVET

Humour

Experience

W/fW |

" Communication

C/fw

c/fc ¢

C/fH

c H/fw

fw |C/fw

fW | H/fW |

. Action

Assertion

Discussion

Listening

fH

Family Conference

Same Yalues/Goals

Honey

fw

C/fH

Time

H/fW

W/fH-| H

H/fH

Third Party

Gathering Facts

H/fH

Problem Solving Skills

H/fC

fH

Problem Identification

" Education

Logic

fH

C/fH

H/fw




21 -

22

23

25 26
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27 28 29

30

Emotion

fH

_fw

Foresight

Hone;ty

fw

Impulse

Love

H/fW

Motivation

H/fW

intelligence

C/fuw.

Religion

Understanding«

fw

H/ W

Support

fw

W fw

Patience

fwl H/fH

Compromi se

H/fW

H/fW .

Humour

Experience . .

Communication

fw

H/fwW

/fH

c/fc [

c/fc

C/fw] c/fC

Action

W/fH

Assertion -

fw

Discussion

W/fH .

Listening:

Family Conference

1 Same Valugs/Goals

i .

Money

Time,

W/ FH

“fH W

Third Party

Gathering Facts

Problem Solving Skiils

Problem identification

Education

Logic

W/ fc

\J/fH]




3i 32

33

34

35

36

37

(162,

38

39

4o

Emotion

Foresight

fw

Honesty

impulse

Love

fH

Motivation

Intelligence

fH

Religion

Understanding

fH

fH

Support

W/ fH

Patience

H/fC

fH

W/ FW

W/ fH

H/fC

fH

Compromise

fH'

Humour

Experience

Communication

C/fH

H/fC

C/fw

c/fc

Action

c/fc

Assertion

fw

Discussion .

W/ fH

C/fW

fH

‘fH

Listening ©

C/fW

fH

Family Conference

W/ fH

Same Values/Goals

Hone9

W/fH

H/ fW

Time

C/fW

W/ fH

-H/fW

Third Party

H/ W

Gathering Facts

Problem Solving Skills

H/ fW

Problem tdentification

fH

W W

Education

W/fH

Logic

H/fW

fw
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LY

Emotion’

Foresight

Honesty

impulse

Love ' ‘ ‘ - 1. ‘ %E&

Motivation . ) &

Intel ligence

Religion

Understanding

Support

Patience : : H/fw

Cémpromise

. Humour

Experience . O

[N

Communication a : c/fw

Action

Assertion

Discussion fH

Listening

Family Conference

Same Values/Goals

Honey

Time

ThirdﬁParty ) . v

Gathering Facts

Problem Solving Sk?lls

Problem identification

Education

Logic

Key

+ Resourcés ldentified: W - by wife for self
fH - by wife for husband
H - by husband for-self
fW - by husband for wife
C =~ by both for self
fC - by both for each othér

9



