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ABSTRACT

Recent stud1es of family power have fa]]ed to- prov1de cons1stent
comparable f1nd1ngs, indicating a basic lack of conceptua] and method— |
o]og1c;1 c]ar1ty Prev1ous studies have almost exc]us1ve1y used the
static or structural mode] in the ana]ys1s of fam11y power p]ac1ng the
prlmary emphas1s on- measur1ng the outcome of family decisions.

The introduction of the normat1ve _perceptual, and behav1ora1
' d1mens1ons provides conteptua] c]ar1f1cat1on in the analysis of fam1]y
power on- the structura] 1eve1 It a1so provides a preliminary inte--
gration of the 1mp]1cat1ons of such broad theoret1ca] appr§;ches to

family study as the developmental, symbo]1c 1nteract1on ~and exchange

approaches Congruence or the 1ack of congruence between the norma- -

0 tive 'perceptua1, and behavioral d1mens1ons is regarded as a character-
,1st1c of fam11y power to be explalned rather than as a methodolog1ca1

.-_shortcom1ng The structura] analys1s of fam11y power takes account

ot on]y of dec1s1on-mak1ng, but a]so of the div1s1on of labor, and

- the patterns of tension and conf11ct management . 4' R

A cons1stent demand for research whwch moves from . the stat1c

‘ ana]ys1s of the outcomes of fam11y power to. a dynam1c view of the

process of family power ut111z1ng the 1ns1ghts of modern systems theory;

A<has Ted to the deve]opment of -a cybernetlc morphogen1c model of fam11y ﬂ ‘

_1nteract1on Th1s ‘mode] 1ntegrates the f1nd1ngs and 1mp11cat1ons of |
~ the. deve]opmental, symboi1c 1nteract1on and exchange approaches w1th

' Wthe 1ns1ghts prov1ded by the systems approach Two bas1c contr1but1ons~

'of the mode] are 1ts ab111ty to d1fferent1ate pos1t1ve, prob]emat1c,



.".
A

“and negative interaCtTon styles, and the ability to isolate .the dimen-.
sion (perceptua1,.normative,’or behavioral) withinfwhich a.maritaixor :
'famiTiaT‘prob1em originates Both relat1ons of hannony as we11 as
re]at1ons of conflict can be hand]ed by the model. oo |
Methodoldg1ca1 c]ar1f1cat1on on the structural 1eve1 con51sts jd.
of the rev1ew of weaknesses noted by previous researchers, and the v
presentat1on of comprehens1ve suggest1ons for the- 1mpr0vement of fam1]y§f
pover measures, part1cu1ar1y those ut111z1ng the se]f-report techn1que g;
"The conceptua11zat1on of power in terms of the normat1ve perceptua] o
iAand behav1ona1 dimensions emphas1zes that the lack of congruence be=

tween d1mens1ons of power may be an aspect of fam11y rea11ty rather

~ than the result of methodo]og1ca1 weakneSses

Methodo]og1ca1 c]ar1f1cat1on on the systems ]eveT cons1sts of
the rev1ew of ava11ab1e techn1QUes, as we}1 as the rev1ew of qpserva-svf
t1ona1 measures wh1ch are presently be1ng deve]oped ‘The app]Tcatton,
of a systems model to the study of fam11y power is a new. approach
zresu1t1ng in the need for cons1derab1e flex1b111ty in analysis and
‘mmeasurement | | |
The pr1mary emphas1s of thlS thes1s is on prov1d1ng theoret1ca1
. c]ar1f1cat1on of both conceptua] and methodolog1ca1 1ssues in the _'
: ana]ys1s and measurement of fam11y power, takjng account of both the ."",’f*
structura] and systems approaches The aoyf/iy of th1s or1entat1on to .h’

' prov1de a more comp1ete understand1ng and exp]anation of. the structure

5and dynam1cs of fam11y power awa1ts 1ts pract1ca1 app11cat1on. §

¢
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1. TNTRODUCTIONXAND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

.

Power reTatlons arouse a great dea] of 1nterest and attent1on

because of the1r potent1a1 infTuence 1n a W1de Sphere of act1v1t1es

.'Fam11y power relat1ons~are no eXCept1on as. ev1denced by the grow1ng
,annunt of 1nterest and research focused on th1s area dur1ng the past
_ two decades (Saf1lios Rothsch11d 1970) The pr1mary concern has been

.w1th fam11y dec1s1on mak1ng and conf]1ct resolut1on proceSSes ?f

Th1s 1ncreased 1nterest in the fam11y power. structure becomes

e -

aT] the more reTevant in 11ght of: the chang1ng reTations between the

'Esexes, which constitutes an, 1ncreas1ng]y problematica] issue with1n our

soc1ety There appears to be a con51stent movement from a patr1archa1'.»'

famtly power structure toward more ega11tar1an relat1ons, part1cu1ar1y'

\v‘between husband and w1fe (Mogey,°1957 Dyer and Urban 1958 Blood and
Volfe, 1960, Goode 1963 Aldous, 1969 Ross1, 19705 Larson, 1972; Ne

and Berardo 1973) The traditional assumpt1ons of patrtarcha] power

:’“are com1ng under 1ncrea51ng crtticism, and there 1s accumulating ev1-
E_dence that the rate of change in the re]at1ons between the sexes has
"ibeen steadi]y acceTerating (N1mkoff 1965 Voge1 1965 Ross1 1970

‘x;E%Hobart 1972) o ent1re 1ssue and part of. the following 1SSue of a

Efvywe]T known fam11y Journal (Journa] of Marriage and the Famlly, Vo]ume ;.
‘T}E»33 Nos 3 and 4) are devoted to an extended d1scuss1on of the changes

ngtak1ng pTace and be1ng sought 1n the relat1ons between the sexes Nye f.
| fand B;iardo 1973 310) i chate‘that "the power of w1ves 1s 1ncreas1ng

';,1n areas former]y Targely control]ed by their husbands It 1s probable : i.;‘E-

that husbands typicaT]y are exerc1s1ng more power 1n 1ntrafam11y



~ areas fohner]y the'domain of women."

analysis and measurement of family power.

A\
An extended rev1ew of ‘family power stud1es (Saf111os Rothschild,

1970) reveals both the vaajab1]1ty and 1ncomparab111ty of the f1nd1ngs,

which c]earLy 1nd1cates a basic Tack of both conceptua] and'hethodolo-

gical c]ar1ty. The two-fo]d.purpose-of thi’s thes1s_1s to provide con-

ceptua1Aandvmethodological c]ariffcation of the 13sues inVo]ved‘in,tme’

On the conceptua1'1eve1 fam11y power has been- ana]yzed a]most

®

_ exc]us1ve1y in prev1ous stud1es by the stat1c or structural mode]

whose prxmary emphas1s is on measur1ng the outcome of fam11y power

Th1s approach has 1acked conceptua] c]ar1ty, however because/;oncepts

v

“/have been used 1n var1ous ways by d1fferent researchers with 1ittle

. D

A\
: understand1nq of what d1mens1on of fam11y power a part1cu1ar concept

-1ntends to meaSure The ana]ysis of fam11y‘power on the structura]

/

- level w111 be c]ar1f1ed through the 1ntroduct1on of the nonmative per—.

to 1ntegrate the f1nd1ngs and 1mp11ca%1ons of such broéd theoret1ca1

4

ceptual, and behav70ra1 d1mens1ons of power a techn1que which attemotsé

~

approaches to family study as the deve]opmenta], symbo]1c 1nteract1on,

~and exchanqe approaches Such c1ar1f1cat1on prov1des an Tmportant con-

'/aar1se from the use of poor]y def1ned concepts

_f‘th1s thes1s 1s o move beyond the static’ ana]ys1s of the outcomes of *

l L4

o tr1but1on to a better understand1nq of fam11y power structure 1n that

‘Q'V/1t overcomes the var1ab111ty and 1ncomparab111ty of f1nd1nqs wh1ch

E
Wh11e conceptua] c]ar1f1cat1on needs to take place 1n theuanaly-»_ o

's1s of the structure of fam11y power as out?ﬁned above, a bas1c goal of

Aa:fathy power (Turk and Be11? 1972) to an underftand1ng of the grocess
vf.‘of fam11y powenf A number of researchers (Edwards, 1969 Sprey, 1969

s

”

. , DAY

N

.



8971, 19725 Scanzoni, 1970, 1972; Turk and Bell, 1972; Olson and
’\
Rabunsky, 1972) have stressed the neceSSity of a more dynamic view of

the process of family power but very little con rete work has. been
done in the presentation of a model ‘that can hand]e this kind of anaiy-
”Sis; An understandino of the dynamic aspect of.famiiy.interaction or’
'lnegotiationirequiresithe uti]iiationsof modern systems theory. Thé '
- major contribution 5; this thesis_is’the introduction andoapplication‘
N of the cybernetic apprOach to the study of famiiyepower, ‘This systems -
- mode].of pdwer~tocuses attention on the‘process of fami]y interaction i
rather than'upon its outcome A concerted attempt is ‘made to integrate
the findings and imp}ications of the deveiopmenta], symbolic inter-

. action, and exchange approaches to the tamily with -the insights pro- -
;(V1ded by the systems-approach This is not a sophisticated app]icatnon
of systems theory, but rather represents an initial attempt to appiy
the ba51c 1n51ght that the fami]y is a system in which the behaVior of
each family member is ﬁ?namicaiiy related to that of every other famiiy

Pt

“member. - o

On the methodoiogicai ievei, a number of efinements and revi--

Sions need to be made in order to extend and c]arify our understanding :

‘ of famiiy power These reiate both to the structurai modei of power, :
“,af as wei] as to the systems approach The structura] modei of famiiy |

—
power reiies aimost exc]u51ve1y on the queSLionnaire method of obtain-

ing data ~ Since this research proposes to bring conceptuai ciarifica- o

tion to the structurai modei through the introductton of the nonnative,

perceptuai, and behav1ora1 dimensions methodo]ogica] refinement would f

then cdn51st of the examination of methods which would uti]ize the in-."“

.\ -

sights prov1ded by the 1ntroduction of the above dimen51ons._ It.is_,

. -



[Ad '

,"4eipected that this reorganization and c1arification would a]]etiate the
‘prob1ems exper1enced by Turk and Bel] (1972) and by O]son ananabunsky

r (1972) in the1r attempt to compare d1fferent measures oi-fam11y power.

At the present tlme, the systems model has notfbeen applied to the

~stdgy of famil poner’ .Methodologica1 c]artfitation-nould therefore

‘consist of the review of those techn1ques wh1ch are ava11ab]e for mea-

suring the process of fam1]y power and the proposal of sat1sfactory

techn1ques for the measurement of fam11y power from the systems per—

spect1ve '

A : " The pr1mary empha51s in.both the conceptual and methodo]og1ca1

areas is to prov1de theoret1ca1 clarification of the issues 1nvq]ved in "

studying’ famlly power, The col]ect1ng and ana]yztng of data w111 not .-

\be proposed in thts the31s lhe present focus is to. prov1de an ade-

quate theoret1ca1 base upon which Iater data co]]ectlon and ana]ys1s ‘ -

' \//oén be bu11t B IR T o T

S ‘The second chapter will pr0v1de d cr1t1ca] rev1ew of the 11tera-"
ture and a statement of)cruc1a] 1ssues Conceptua] ;1ar1f1cat1on will
be prov1ded in the th1rd chapter, and - the fourth chapter w111 be '
4devoted to the methodo1og1ca1 c]ar1f1cat1on of fam11y power 1ssues

| Chapter f1ve wTTT'then prov1de a summary of f1nd1ngs and conc]usions _—

reached




I1.. CRITICAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE -

1. Reviews of the famiiy power contept. An extensive amount of

researeh and,invéstigation.has been devoted to the.area of fami]ydpower
Structure during the past two decades. It wou]d be impossib]e to pro--
vide a comp1et§ review ofgthe body of literature devoted to this area
'in-the brief scope ot this thesis. It will thereﬁore be necessary to
'focus>on'majorAcontributions.as iso1ated in previous reviews, and to
bay particular attention to-studtes‘which have taken place'since these
'rev1ews were written. S | |

’ There has been a great deal of d1sagreement regard1ng the ‘con-
,ceptu@11zat10n of power but, according to Smith (1970:861), there has
been genera1 agreenient on two basig points of definition' (i) socia]"
power 1sba person 's potont1a1 for exert1ng a. force toward change 1n
‘another person; (2) soc1a1 power.should not be;regarded as s1mply.a ,
t quality, or qua11t1es,bpossessed'by thevpowérful person; but'rather;as~
bejng determined by complex.conditions governing'the tnterdependenee_of
individua]s‘in/a social re]ationshio | | '. )
| Sm1th makes a basic cr1t1c1sm of social power stud1es These

studies have tended to focus e1ther on theory and to neglect the neces-A

sary emp1r1ca1 support or they have tended to focus on emp1rica1 R

research and to neglect the necessary theoret1c formu]at1ons On thé

gne hand ‘the resuTt is the deve1o?ment of comp]ex ode]s of soc1a1
'power which are 1og1ca11y cons1stent and make strong appeals to- reason, .
! .

but wh1ch are se]dom substant1ated by research f1nd1ngs On the other

,,hand, an 1ncreas1ng number of emp1r1ca1 studies have been comp]eted,

o

SR



but each study deals with a limited and generally minute, aspect of
"soc1a1 power theory, with the result that the findings fré\general1y.
incomparable and/or contradictory. | | | |
| A major review of family power studies concludes that "theories
' about: power structure will not betome more sophtsticated and valid,
until the methodology of'power structuré\studies improves cOnsiderab]y
to inc]ude'the'detailed study of all aspects of power and from the
po1nt of view of all contr1but1ng fam11y members (Sati]ios-Roths-h
(ch11d 1970: 549). In contrast, Turk and BeT] (1972) see the possibi-
| 11ty of methodo]og1ca1 c]ar1f1cat1on ar1s1ng from conceptua1 c]ar;f1ca—
t1on They 1nd1cate that i reanalysis of the concept of power 1s a
requ1rement for the resolut1on of the [methodolog1cal] 1ssues be1ng

posed." Olson and Rabunsky,(1972 ?32), in the1r study of the va]1d1ty '

of four measures of fam11y power, conclude that both the conceptua11za-

tion and operat1ona11£ét, n

of fam11y power need to be 1mproved They N
‘)

i state the.hope that "before more research is done?gn substant1ve ques-
t10ns regardlng fam11y power that - greater attent1on be g1ven to. deallng
with the theoretlch and methodo]og1ca1 1ssues that cont1nue to p]ague,
this 1ntr1gu1ng but elusive concept "' There 1s 11tt]e doubt that both .
theoret1ca1 and methodo1ogica1 1ssues need further cTarlf]cat1on 1n
-order to understand and exp1a1n the contrad1ctory f1nd1ngs revealed by .

‘much of the 11terature | |
The maJor rev1ew of stud1es concerned w1th the fam1]y power |
.e'structure tak1ng p]ace dﬁr]ng the decade of the s1xt1es is prov1ded by .:’
' _Constant1na Saf111os Rothsch11d (1970) She asserts ‘that the maJor
.'stud1es pub11shed dur1ng this decade are those by B]ood (1963 1967)

. and B]ood and Wol fe (1960) those by Kenkel (L961, 1963); and those by ;*

g
o



A
Wilkening and associates (Wilkening and Horrison, 1963; Wilkening and
Bharadwaj, 1966, 1967, 1968; wnkening; 1968). In addition to these
- major studies she refers to the yarioussiudies which have attempted to
assess the dec1s1on mak1ng pattern in dlfferent types of Amer1can fam-
111es, as we]] as the app]1cat1on of dec151on-mak1ng toqvar1ous areas.

In his brief eva]uat1on of fam1]y power studies, Broder1ck

(1971 149) refers to the French and Raven (1960) conceptuallzat1on of
1nterpersona1 1nf1uence and to the Blood and Wolfe. (1960) study of
spousal power as the two most’ s1gn1f1cant contributions to an ugder—

standing of the‘bases of power 1n 1nfonma1 1nterpersona1 re]ationships.

- Both .of these contr1but1ons need further elaborat1on in order to under-

stand the deve]opment of the concept of fam1]y power

2. Historical deve]opment of ma]or concepts ' There is 11tt1e quest1on

that the one study wn1ch has been most often used as .3 basis for fur-
ther research and which is most often quoted by family soc1o1og1sts 1s
Blood and No]fe s Detro1t study (#1ood and WOlfe 1960) This study
'sets forth what has come to be known as the resource theory -of mar1ta1
power. The theory}ﬁgserts that in the marr1age re]at1onsh1p the :

sources of power must be sought in the comparat1ve resources wh1ch are

| ~

"_brought to the marr1age by the husband and w1fe Resources are def1ned

as anyth1ng which onie partner makes ava11ab1e to the other to sat1sfy

h the latter S needs. or: atta1n hlS goa]s The resources suggested are
"the husband s social status, 1ncome occupat1on and the coup}e s com-
’parat]ve educat10n Gomparat1ve work part1c1pat1on as we]] .as organ1- f
zationa] membersh1p They find. that 1n modern soc1ety the patr1archa1
.fam11y has been 1arge1y replaced by the ega11tar1an family, wtth the

'result that "the ba]ance of power .is detenn1ned by the comparative -



’

resourcefulness of the two partners and by the 11fe c1rcumstances with-

in wh1ch they -1ive" (Blood and Ho1fe 1960:29) .

Heer (1963) s1gn1f1cant1y rev1ses the Blood and Wolfe ccnceptu-
. .

a11zat1on of resources by suggesting the 1mportance of noneconomic re-

£

sources in spousa] transact1ons, in add1t1on to the resources derived
from the externa1 s1tuat1on | Such resources as ‘the W1fe 5 persona] '
attract1veness and her adequate performance in various ro]es also make'
an 1mportant contr1but1on to the outcome of dec1s1ons Heer proposesv
- five possible basessof famlly-power. (1).externa1 soc1a1-contro1;
v'(2) the prior internalization of norms;‘(3) discrepancy between actua1}
return and.return-expected'under-an alternativepto'the_exiStinu mar- 1}
'driage ot”tamiiy; (4) re]ative competence; and (5) relative involuement.
First, externa] soc1a1 contro] refers to the normat1ve or cu]turally
sanctioned base of po'er B1ood and No]fe (1060) exam1ned var1ous
types of fam111es 1n wh1ch a. patr1archa1 trad1t1on or normat1ve struc-.
ture m1ght be expected to operate--fann fam1]1es, 1mm1grant fam111es,

.

Catholic fam111es, fam]]les where the head and, w1fe are aged and fam1—,’
. - X

lies where the head. and w1fe are uneducated--but found that the husband
does not have substant1a11y more power in any of these groups than in

4‘;the average~fam11y ' They 1nterpreted these f1nd1ngs as evidence that 53

normat1ve def1n1t1ons d1d not,have an effect on power Heer d1sagrees o

with the1r conc]usuon that externa] soc1a] contro] is thus weaker in-
1ndustr1a1 soc1et1es, and po1nts out that externa] soc1a1 contro] oper;,
“ ates in terms of our 11bera1 dxvorce 1aws and re]atlvely equa11ta ian
"1aws concern1ng the rfghts of husbands and w1ves 1n marr1age., Second- |

‘j1y, 1nterna11zat1on of norms takes place as’ the result of cons1stent

"'external contro] As the ch11d 1earns and accepts what he can and can--:;”



i

b

.\the greatest Fourth]y, the partner with the most know1edge and the

not do, these def1n1t1ons are ‘internalized through the process of S0-

c1a11zat1on and thereafter need not be externally. enforced. Th1rd1y,

- power is not based simply on the comparat1ve resources of husband_and

wtfe_but; according to Heer (1963:138),‘"the'greater the‘difference‘
between the value to the wife of the resources-contrthted.by her hus-
band and the va]ue“to.the.wtfe of the resources she‘might earn'outside ) |
the_erﬁsting marriage, the greater the power of her husband, and vice
versa " It is assumed that both husband and wife conceive of the pos-
31)1]1ty of separatlon d1vorce, and Subsequent remarriage, and that “

this consideration”of‘a]ternatives.affects~the pOWe>‘ba1ance.W1th1n the

'marr1age ' This revision'of Blood'and Wolfe's theoryhis based upon
' Homans - (1961), and upon waller S “pr1nc1p1e of least - interest " The N
: partner with the least 1nterest is the one for whom the d1screpancy be-

- tween actua] return and potent1a1 return for contr1buted resourc s is

greatest re]at1ve competence in a particu]ar area w111 tend to make the~'

'dec1s1ons in that area. F1fth1y, competence is.not cons1dered alone, ;

| -‘_ but must be seen 1n connection W1th re]atlve 1nvoTvement 1n a part1cu—’_"'

| lar dec1s1on Thus the wtfe may choose the co]or of the new automob11eeuf'
cv,whereas the husband may choose the make of the car. The concepts of

'relat1ve competence and re]at1ve 1nvo1vement may he]p to exp1a1n why :

 husbands and wives are more Tikely to make_the f1na1~decxslon§ 1n;cer<5 d -

- ;ta1n areas.

Rodman (1967) 1n a compar1son of data on mar1ta1 power between

{' France Greece, Yugds]avra and the Un1ted States found that the data :

,from France and the Un1ted States supported the Blood and Nolfe "theory ;4

. ;-of resources In Greece and Yugos]avaa in contrast there 1s a nega-v



tive correlation between the husband's educatidnal'status, his occupa-

_tionaT status, h1s 1ncome and his author1ty Score. Bu1]d1ng upon the |

"theory of resources, Rodman formu]ated the "theory of resources in cul- .

tura] context" which states that the ba]ance of marital power is 1nf1u-'

enced by the 1nteract1on of the comparat1ve resources of husband and
v.'w1fe and -the cu]tural or.subcultural‘erpectat1ons about the distribu-'-
tion of marital powef, Rodman (1967-322)1points out that'comparatiye :
-resources are 1nf]uent1a1 1n the Un1ted States because of severa1 /
under]ylng cugtural factors (l) the” emphas1s .on-an equa}1tar1an eth1c,
‘(2) a h1gh degree of f]ex1b111ty about the d1str1but1on of marltal

| power, and (3) the 1mportance that educat1on occupat1on, and 1ncome

_have in. def1n1ng a man's status As a result of ‘the nonnat1ve amb1gu-{.,

ity regard1nq mar1ta] authortty a "power strugg]e" deve]ops 1n wh1ch

.\%dd1t1ona1 resources br1ng add1t1ona1 power In Greece ‘and Yugoslavaa,"

~r

in’ contrast “the more educat1on a man has, the 11ke]1er 1s he to grant

h1s w1fe more author1ty, despite a trad1t1ona1 patr1archa1cu1ture“ "~"

"(1963 321) Th19 is because groups at the h1gher educattona] and so-*'#if

| bic1a1 levels are more 11ke1y to have learned "modern" norms regard1ng

4 mar1ta] dec1s1on mak1ng Rodman conc]udes (1972 57) that educatlon,

- income and occupat1ona1 status are not merely resource var1ab1es 1n a o

"-power strugg]e, but they are a1so pos1t1ona1 var1ab1es 1n the soc1a1

C structure and as such they may 1nvo]ve d1ffer1ng patterns of soc1a11-f o
. ;o

f;fzat1on W1th a greater or. lesser 11ke11h00d ﬁf/T;Ar"‘"g attttudes favor- i |

"yf:able toward the equa}itartan dtstrtbut1on of power Rodman s analys1s

' 4

- ‘demonstrates that resource theory needs to be seen 1n the context of

10

v',fpreva111ng cultura] 1deolog1es or the normat1ve structure of power d1s-h‘{h“:h]ffﬂ

'fw,"Atribut1on In analyz1ng fam11y pow:'



“alternative.

~addition to the

.. influence of'the normative content of roles .in addition to the differ- \\

ential resourceséihicheach partner brings into the marriage, and in

sources withfn a marriage as compared to some other

Burr (1973:188- 198) exam1nes Rodman $ synthes1s regard1ng fém1ly,

power and presents various hypotheses that may be theoretha]]y de-

\duced from Rodman s approach These hypotheses spell out the . contrlbu-/

tions of v§r1ous 1ndependent varlables to power as a dependent var1-

able. The 1nterre1at1onsh1p of the var1ous 1ndependent var1ab1es is -

.

presented dlagrammat1ca11y, and proyldes some revision and extension of - -

Rodman's‘major‘contribution'" | |
It is apparent that the adherents of resource theory 1n 1ts var-‘
1ous forms are work1ng W1th1n the broad perspect1ve of the theory of .
, exchange Whereas B]ood and wolfe emphas1ze the value of the compara-'

a

tlve resources wh1ch each{person br1ngs to the mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1p,

Heer emphas1zes the value of the resources ava11ab1e w1th1n the mar1ta1

e

A relat1onsh1p as compared to those resources avaalab]e outs1de of the |
mar1ta1 relat1onsh1p | Rodman recogn1zes the va]ue of resources, but
adds the 1nterven1ng var1ab1e of cultural 1deoTogy between resources

and mar1ta] power v ‘ | | |
| ‘Resource theory has rece1ved the 11on s share of attentlon 1n
terms of the amount of research wh1ch 1t has generated A somewhat
d1fferent perspect1ve of 1nterpersona1 1nf1uence wh1chfhas not recelved
nearly as much attent1on 1s that prov1ded by French and Raven (1960)

r1s1ng frOm the group dynam1cs trad1t1on of research Neverthe]ess 1t

"": has recelved‘some e]aborat1on and represents an important trad1t1on of

research concernéﬁ w1th soc1al power r 4}f§t;;’f jff'it .f‘i;. FQZS‘:‘

'Trijs5~5' R
f:b"E';“;.n
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“French and RaVen propose five bases of power'which 0 may. exert

over'P:((i) reward'power; which ts based on the perception:of P.that O.
can mediate rewards for him;](é) coerctve power, based on tﬁefexpéc£a'

| tion‘byiP that he.wiTl be punished\by 0if he fails'to conform; -

,~(3) 1eg1t1mate power, wh1ch ar1se;from 1nterna11zed va]ues in P wh1ch

| suggest that 0 has a 1eg\t1mate r1ght to 1nf1uence P, and that P is.

| ob11gated to accept th1s 1nf1uence,_(4) referent power, based on P! s
.1dent1f1cat10n w1th'0, or on the.des1re for-such an 1dent1tv or»fee]1ng ,;: QS
,'of onenessj (5) expert'power basedeon'the=perception that 0 has,someAv | |
special knowledge or expert1se | ~<ﬁh, ':j R e _"f\iﬁ' o
B | The French and Raven mode] of power ar1s1ng from sma]l group | |
'Aresearch 1s app11ed to the mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1p by Ha]]enbeck (1966)
The f1ve bases of power are exam1ned 1n ‘terms of thelr relevance for

the’ marr]age relat1onsh1p, and some” attempt is made to integrate- the

t1.ch1ef f1nd1ngs of resource theory Ha11enbeck S bas1c contr1but10n 1s
;the content1on that referent power 1n marr1age stems from the des1re of
'hthe spouses to be 11ke the1r concepts of the'"1dea1" husband or w1fe
f.Thg,husband does not hold referent power over h1s w1fe but rather
referent power ar1ses from the ro]e of 1dea1 w1fe to wh1ch she aSp1res ‘!__-"
“: - Secord and Backman (1964), 1ntegrat1ng the 1deas of French and :s L
IRaven (1960) Thlbaut and Ke11ey (1959) and EmerSon (1962) suggest thre

1
- 1nterdependent determ1nants of soc1a] power resources fdependenc1es

L l-and a]ternatlves Resburces are deflned 1n terms of the bases of so-:iﬂLn-'

| frc1al power as out11ned by French and Réven The va]ue of such res

'»f'sources however, 1s determ1ned by the dependency of the other person;~

':'-_”Such dependenc1es may be due to some~character1st1c ot the 1nd1v1dua1}b S

"15jor the s1tuat1on or. a comb1nat1on of both wh1ch makes the resources-ﬁ'fld;fﬁ~



N

other poss1b1e a]ternat1ves

.mar1ta1 relat1onsh1p Th1rd1y, both approaches regard the cons1dera- ‘

"power ; _,‘..,,; .

[

of the other person especially valuable to him. The fipal determ1nant

of power is a function df the ava11ab111ty of alternative sources of

¢
reward-and‘a]ternat1ve means of‘reduc1ng costs, It 1s nece ary then;

¢

;1n determ1n1ng power 1n a re]ationsh1p, not only to consider the re- o

sources of P and the dependency of 0 on P, but a]so the comparlson of

\ S , )
A'superf1c1a1 ana]ys1s of the two major-approaches inJicates‘r

that they have a good dea] 1n common Both approaches sfor example, -
\ .

< emphas1ze the 1mportance of resources in determ1n1ng power.\ Resource

,theory tends to emphas1ze soc1o -economic resources whereas _the group

dynam1cs approach tends to emphas1ze psycho]ogical resources but the

) '.concept of soc1o economlc resources is not absent as 1nd1cated by referuﬂ’
“jence to reward and coerc1ve power Secondly, both resource theory and
group dynam1cs theory in the1r rev1sed forms emphas1ze the 1mportance e

of cu]tura] or normat1ve constralnts in determ1n1ng power w1th1n the :

-in assess1ng the ba]ance of power F1na11y, there appears to be at
"1east a tenuous re]at1on between Heer s concept of re]at1ve 1nvolvement

‘Vand Secord and Backman s cons1derat1on of dependenc1es 1n detenn1n1ng

A
T

‘From th1s br1ef ana]ys1s 1t 15 ev1dent that an’ 1ntegrat1on of theil'-"v

‘ﬂFvapproach of resource theory and that of sma11 group theory with refer-

‘“ltlon w111 be: g1ven to such an. 1ntegrat10n at ‘a 1ater po1nt 1n th1s
’thes1s, 'Vftie»fyff!f ﬂff ﬂ;a,p ,f '"3~/:a'v'_‘” ;}i}f“’ _
| Having exam1ned the histor1ca1 development of the maJor concepts '

| °v1ut111zed 1n fam11y power research it now becomes possib]e to exam1ne

PR
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- t1on of a]ternat1ves to. the present arrangement as..an 1mportant factor __’~'

'fehce to power re]at1ons 1s not out of the quest:on Fgrther cons1dera-.g,fd""



somezof the”more recent approaches to fam11y power research,

cent contr1but1ons A rev1ew of - art1c1e§ conCErned w1th the fam-

N

- 3.

1]y power issue appear1ng in 51x maJor pub]1cat1ons (Amer1can Soc1olof

g1cal Rev1ew Fam11y Process Journa] of Comparatlve fam11v45tud1es

Journa] of Marr1age and the Famtly, oc10metry, and the Fam11v Coordt-

nator) from 1970 through 1974, 1nd1cate that there is a cont&nued
interest. w1th ‘the quest1on of fam11y power o s

.(1) Methodo]og;ca] jssues.- Recent concern w1th fami]y Ppower

,has overwhe]m1ng]y focused on the methodo]og1ca1 1ssues wh1ch have

p]agued the sc1ant1f1c study of this area. A number of studles (Turk
- and Be]] 1972 Olson .and Rabunsky,,1972 Murphy and Mende1sohn 1973
"Turk 1974) have been concerned w1th genera] methodo1oglca1 1ssues
,_Turk and Be]l E study represents a compar1son of n1ne maJor méﬁsures of
power that have been used 1n the s tudy of famllles and other groups

| The rep]1cat1ons demonstrate essent1a11y the same resu]ts as those

'reported in the or1g1na1 stud1es, but the ?esults vary substantia]]y

:jdepend1ng on wh1ch fam11y member is’ used as the key informant and ‘more

'1mportant the measures are not. very high]y re]ated to each other, 1n—'
e dicat1ng the necess1ty for a- c]earer spec1f1cat1on of concepts -0lson 1t T

‘_and Rabunsky compare four measures of fam11y power (pred1cted power, o
‘;}fprocess power, retrospectlve power, and author1ty) with‘a criter1on_‘~’

Y.'measure of odtcome power -and they d1scover that noqp of the four mea—,fl{"

“:hijhhsures prove va11d- Wh11e not d1rect1y concerned w1tﬁ‘fam?ﬁ¥“§pW€r the Aff_gffh”

5;,;;Murphy and Mende]sohn study 1s concerned w1th the re1at10NSh1p between

Llﬁ f-observat1ona1 and se]f report data,.and hence 1s re]evant ton1ssues

,

q’l;ra1sed 1n the study of fam11y power They f1nd a pos1t1ve relat1onship

f‘between the researchers observat1ons and the couples self-reports i

i ~re1at1ve to the1r communlcatwon thus support1ng the use of both self—ac;-sL o



| | &
report and observat1ona] data in the study of fam1Ty 1nteract1on ~The'

strongest cr1t1c1sm of methodoTOg1ca1 procedures in fam]Ty power stud—

- jes comes from Turk (1973,.1974) who -asserts that the major probTem

with most-studjes of family power‘1s their concern with ends, inten-
tions Or goaTs as the key'to the.study of poWer The resuTt ts that4
power is: defined as ‘the ab111ty of one 1nteractant to preva11 1n a s1t-
uat1on of conf11ct1ng ends, and group behav1or is thus reduced to the

act1on of .one. 1nd1v1dua] in the group Turk sees three: probTems w1th

'th1s approach (1) It 1nvoTves over51mp11f1cat1on s1nce fam1]1es do what .f

E ,they do because of the mutuaT act1v1ty of everyone, rather than because a

o

. of the des1res and act1ons of. one 1nd1v1dual (2) The assumption that
" :
._behav1or 1s based upon ends 1gnores the fact that our awareness of ends

s-1s often retrospect1ve, and. deveTops 1n the course of act1on, rather

than pr1or to the start of action.~ ( ) A person is a]ways involved 1n

Ca muTt1p11c1ty of reTat1onsh1ps both w1th1n the famlly and outs1de of

tthe famtTy These reTat1onsh1ps are aTT 1ntertw1ned and carr1ed on

: s1mu1taneousTy, w1th the result that it 1s 1mpossib]e to regard1act1on

v

as hav1ng one end~-1t has 1mp11cat1ons for aTT the d1fferent reTat1on—

J\sh1ps Turk S. suggested aTternat1ve is to start ‘from. the assumpt1on
that act1on 1s mergen from the mu]t1p11c1ty of 1nterests and act1v1-A_4 '

t1es in wh1ch group members are 1nvoTved and to concentrate o1 1dent1- ?vaﬁ.i

',, fy1ng the pattern of 1nteractton by thCh the outcome ]S ach1eved

Cow.

l
1

proportion of stud1es are concerned w1th prob]ems encou tered 1n the :ycaa‘
.'-[ use of the resources mode] of fam11y power Since fhese probTems wiT]

be exam1ned 1n greater deta11 in’ the sect1on on methodoTog1caT ref1ne-,:r77 X

ments, they w111 onTy be enumerated at th1s point

In a tons1derat1on of spec1f1c methodo]ogtcaT 1ss s, the maJor ,;"

15



The most frequent1y mentioned problem jg the"reTiance_of most
studies_on.the_wjfe as‘the source qi data;' Thts problem had a]ready ‘
been iso]ated in earlier studies (Heer -1962~'M11kening and Morrison,'
1963; Scanzon1, 1965 ; Saf111os Rothsch11d 1969 .1970), W1th few |

‘resu1t1nq chanqes in research procedure Recent stud1es cont1nue to |

']

'point to th1s pract1se as-a problem in the measurement of fam11y power

(Granbois and Willett, 1970 Centers et. a1 , 19715 Turk and Be11 1972

’

Van Es}and Sh1nq1, 1972) For examp]e Granbo1s and- w111ett point out

that ‘the responses -of husbands and wives were very similar when com-

_nared in the aaneqate, but . a compar1son of 1nd1v1dua1 spouses ' respon-

ses revea]ed substantial d1§crepanc1es, w1th d1screpant responses be-
tween husband and w1fe ranq1nq from 35.6 to 59 5 percent
A second 1ssue wh1ch is ratsed is the representatwveness of ‘the

: L4
_~samn11nq of dgcision areas (Saf1]1os Rothsch11d 1969, 1970 Centers

Y

L.gt. al., 1971; Turk, 1974) . Saf111os Rothsch11d arques that a com-
2p1ete1y d1t;erent p1cture of fam11y power structure could emerge de— ’
f“pend1nq on. wh1ch dec1s1ons were 1nc1uded or(mitted Th1s content1on o
;15 S nported hv the f1nd1ng of . Fenters et a1 that the husband S mean . -
,}power drops when a 115t of fourteen decis1ons is used even though the
t}power score is very s1m11ar to that found by B]ood and WO1fe when the ;j
pde1qht R]ood and WO1fe 1tems dre used | | | | |
Th1rd]v the ca]cu]at1on and use of an}overall dec1s1on mak1nq -Ad; K

score 1s quest1oned (Saf111os Qothsch11d 1969 1970 Cromwe11 1973)7

| :"_The resu]t is. that a]] dec1s1ons are q1ven equa1 we1ght for each 1nd1-zi .

f:v1dua1 desp1te the fact that each dec1s1on var1es 1n 1mportance and

- fr&quency for ‘each’ 1nd1v1dua1 v P
Safmos Rothschﬂd (1969) and mson and Ryder (197.5)-5@9» that .



: deveTopment of new approaches to the measurement of family power

. process of family interaction which leads to these outcomes. . This

""ables are re]ated to the power var1ab1e

5

the dec151on mak1ng 1nstrument has never been tested for - re]1ab111ty or

‘va]1d1ty. Th]S conc1u51on is tested by Turk and Bell (1972) and Olson

- and Rabunsky (1972), who f1nd that there 1s a lack 1n re11ab1]1ty and

va11d1ty in the trad1t1ona1 measurement of fam11y power .These conc1u- .

¥
sions are questioned by Bahr (1972) who finds that the internal consis-

 tency of B]ood ‘and Molfe' s measure is substant1a1 as determ1ned by the

~ coefficient of reproduc1b111ty and by a1pha Bahr conc]udes that in

.&’

terms of measur1ng the domtnant factor of dec151on mak1ng, the Blood
and | Jjolfe sample of e1ght dec1s1ons 1s a ra]at1ve1y efficiond measure

F1na11y, a number of recent stud1es have been concerned with the .

Sprey»(1971 1972) empha51zes the necess1ty of mov1ng from the cons1d-

.eration of the 0utcomes qf'famjly decisions to-a cons1derat1on of the

represents. a more dynamtcAapproach3to4the meaSUrement of family power.
Suggest1ons for the measurement of fam11y 1nteract1on are: offered by

r; Olson and Ryder (1970) and by 0Olson and Straus (1972) Fox (1973)

takes us back éo the resources model but suggests the use of multlp]e

{.c1ass1f1Cat1on ana1ys1s in the measurement of the re]at1ve contr1bu-

¢ .

mt1ons of husband w1fe, and chlldren to fam11y power

(2) Conceptua] 1ssues A]though tne preponderant concern of

&

i famlly power stud1es has been w1th methodo]og1ca1 1ssues there have

£ ""f

'fbeen a number of stud1es wh1ch have attempted to. extend the conceptua1 5

ana]ysws of fam11y power 1nto new. areas, and to show how other var¥-

N

A number of stud1es have been concerned w1th genera1 1ssues re~j,f‘ L
} "." .

‘:1ated to famgﬁy power Krup1nsk1 et a] (1970) factor-ana]yzed the

t B
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presenting probiems of 64i marriages -coming for marital counseling in-
vvo]v1ng Sne or both spouses ' une of the key'dimensions of marital mal-
» adJustment was the dom1nance submission power strugg]e between husband
;rand wrfe This finding emphas1zes the 1mportance of continued efforts
to extend our sc1ent1f1c understand1ng of family power re]at1ons..f
Rodman (1972) spends muoh of his time in rev1ew1ng the evidence
'for his ”theory of resources in cultural context." hn 1nterest1ng var-

,1at1on is h1s tentat1ve presentat1on of four k1nds of soc1ety, which

may represent four stages ‘of soc1eta] deve1opment (Rodman 1972 :63- 65) o

The first staqe is'that of patriarchy,-in which~there is.a high Tevel

.. of paterna] author1ty based on strong patr1archa1 fam11y norms w1th no.

var1at1on ln paternal author1ty from’ one strat1f1ed group to another
.’It is probab]e that Ind1an soc1ety approaches this. ideal- type patr1- _

archy.. The second stage is a mod1f1ed patr1archy, in wh1ch patrlarchaT

.fam11y norms have been. mod1f1ed by equa11tar1an fam11y norms at the -

upper strgra, with the resu1t that paterna1 author1ty is 1nverse1y cor-,

re]ated w1th soc1a] c]ass An’examp]e wou]d be Greece and YugoslaVTa
,wh1ch are character1zed by patriarchal norms 1n the lower c]asses, and

. more equa11tar1an norms in-the upper strata. The th1rd stage is- tran-

.nls1t10nal equa11tar1an1sm in whlch patr1archa1 norms are being replacedf '

=]

-

by equa11tar1an norms, resu1t1ng in a normat1ve flex1b1l1ty about mar1-

nta] power | The resu]t of th1s normat1ve amb1gu1ty is a "power struggle"‘

. in which’ add1t1oné] resources- br1ng add1t1on€1 power, resu1t1ng in a .

"pos1t1ve corre]at1on of. paternaﬂ author1ty and soc1a1 ciass as exem-;>“

' '7p11f1ed in Germany and the U. S A, The f1na1 stége is that ot equa11-s
,0

:xdtarﬁan1sm, character1zed by strong equa11tar1an fami]y norms w1th a

- high 1eve1 of husbandeife sharing of power, and w1thbno variation ofj7,

1
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_this‘pattern from one‘stratified group to another, Because equa]?tara
ian norms are so well estab]1shed there is no corre]atlon between hus -
band S. power and husband S status Examp]es of this kind ofysoc1ety
are Denmark and Sweden. | o

The attempt to extend the condeptuaTqana]ysis-of fanily poWer
into new areas has resu]ted in a group of studies whtch examine the re-
lation between power and a number of other var1ab1es

| Bahr and Ro]]]ns (1971) study the effests of crisis on conjugat'

. power. They find -that the preéoriSis conjugal Teader tends to be re-
placed as leader or to.deerease'stgnificantly in relative power if he
does not have'an obvious solution to the crisis. The more equa]itarian
the power structure, the‘more'likely tt is to change,during a crisis,

These findtngs.indicate the danger of viewfng power from-a.stattc,~
rather tHan a dynamic, interactional perspeCtiVE. |

| Thomas’gt;éal; (1972) explore the relationship betWeen power.and

: r0]e-taking aceuracy The genera] propbsition that persons in higher
‘power pos1t1ons do not need to and therefore do not use role- tak1ng to :

" ‘the same degree as persons of 1ower power pos1t1ons, is supported by

the1r data which 1nd1cates that fathers are 1ess accurate role takers

" than mothers and that mothers are. 51gn1f1cant1y less accurate role- 3

takers than the1r ch11dren

P I

© The relat1on between co+3uga1 orqa.*i’k1on and hea]th is exam-

- (S'v' .

,,1ned by Pratt (1972) who' t1nds the Jevel of health and health behav1or
of husbands and w1ves to be hlgher 1n marr1ages character1zed‘by sharedv
power, f1ex1ble d1v1s1on of,iisks and a h1gh 1eve1 of compan1onsh1p,

'h than in marrlages character1zed by unequa] power, r1gid sex- role d1f—

jferent1at1on and a low 1eve1 of compan1onsh1p

e
o
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In an interesting study based on 1aboratory observation of the
: 1nteractioqﬁofAhusband~wite—ch11d groups involved in a prob1em-so1vtng
session, it was found that high husband power is associated with hiqh.
-mar1ta1 sat1sfact1on, whereas Tittle d1fference Was found in marital
'happ1ness when low and h1qh -power wives were compared It was a]so
found that h1qh parent -to-child power was associated w1th h1qh marlta]
happ1ness, but h1qh child-to-parent power wasiassoc1ated with Tow mari-
ta] happ1ness (Ko]b and Straus, 1974). '
- The most recent attempt to prov1de conceptua] cTar1f1cat1on in

. the genera] area of mar1ta1 power is prov1ded by Ro111ns and Bahr ~
(1975) They 1dent1fy the f1ve key concepts of author1ty, resources, |
power, contro] at€Empts, and control. The{re]at1onshjps between these

five var1ab1es are spec1f1ed by means of'ten propositions |

_(3) Exchanae theor It 1s very d1ff1cu1t to. deflne the 11m1tsA
tof exchange theory as vartous theoret1ca1 or1entat1ons have been re-
garded as fa111ng within the broad purv1ew of th1s approach S1nqe1man
(1972) for example explores the convergences between the . theoret1ca1"

‘orientat1ons*of symbo]lc 1nteract1on and exchange tdeory ‘He’ concludes
| that exchange can be fru1tfu11y conce1ved as symbol1c 1nteract1on in
‘.wh1ch human act1ons are v1ewed s1mu]taneous1y as subJectively meaning-'
.ffu1 and- as obJect1ve rea11t1es in the1r own r1qht S1m11ar1y, Heer .
'.(1963) and Rodman (1972) argue that the. theory of resources as proposed
: ,bv B]ood and No]fe is close]y related to concepts found with1n exchange_
theory The 11ne of demarcat1on between exchange theory and the theoryT‘
,of resources is not a]ways c]ear but recent arttcles dea]ing general]y"

w1th exchange theory, as we]l as. those art1c1es dea11ng Spec1f1ca1]y

1w1th the theory of resources w11] be examined

P



In a perceptfve series of artic]es Jetse Sprey’(1969 1971, 1972),

l

takes issue with the trad1§1ona1 approach to the study of fam11y power,

. (,
C He ma1nta1ns that the treatment of fam11y harmony and conf11ct in a

consensus equ111br1um framework 1s.1nadequate,,and that instead the
’fami1y.shou]dibe viewed as a system in conflict in whiCh the state of

affairs' remains open to continuous re—negotiation "Conceptua11z1ng

" the \family as a system in conflict means to see 1ts process as an on-

go1n confrontat1on between its members, a confrontat1on between 1nd1— L

viduals with conf11ct1ng mnterests”fn-the1r_common situation" (Sprey,

1969:702). There is a clear recognitiOn that family power'structure is -

-not r1g1d or permanent but that it is: rather f1u1d and subJect to- con-'
.stant re—negot1at10n from one event or fam11y cyc]e to another Sprey
argues that it therefore becomes necessary to concentrate on the pro—z

- cess of” family power rather than on the structure of power .

A number of d1fferent approaches have been used in recegt stud-

1es in the assessment of fam11y process Bean and Kerckhoff (1971) o

make use of the Pr1soner s D11emma game 1n order to study how the per-

}sona1 character1st1cs of husbands and w1ves affect marita] re1at1ons in

~ terms of cooperat1on or noncooperat1on as demonstrated 1n the game

‘.Personal character1st1cs are conceptua]1zed in terms. of the four d1men— -

' s1ons of 1nc1us1on, affect1on dom1nance and ach1evement wh1ch are

21

“ “viewed as the fundamental aspects of 1nterpersona1 behav1or and person- ﬂ':v

a11ty It was found that affect1on and 1nc1us1on were associated w1th.sf‘u

cooperat1on wh1]e dom1nance and ach1evement were associated with non-;l’;. '

-*cooperat1on Bahr and Ro]]lns (1971) use the approach of SIMFAM in

o -

‘the1r study of fam11y process to determane the effects of crisfs on : f” S

~'conJuga1 power Hutchlson (1974) uses the RDT (revea]ed difference "Qﬂ

° R
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technique) of Strodtbeck to ana]yze various conJugal commun1cat1on pat-

~ terns, and finds that the amount type of reso]ut1on and qua11ty of

-commun1cat1on processes var1es w1th the type of 1ssue»be1ng discussed.
The 1nsights_of eichange-theory are further utilized inntwovre-

cent research studies seeking to clarify,the process of family power.

Edwards and Brauberger (1973)’f1nd support for their §enera1-hypothesis

of a re]at1onsh1p between the breakdown of intra- fam111a1 exchange and
parent-youth conflict. - No s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps are found how—
.ever,'between.the key_structura] variables of a]ternat1ve resources,
nuéfear?fam?]y'isolation, family size -age composition, sex“composition

and the dependent var1ab1e of 1ntra fam111a1 conf11ct Family size’is'

" the only structura] varlable wh1ch was found to have any relatlon to

'i‘the use of overt control techn1ques We1ss et -al (1974) apply be-

; hav1or theory w1th1n the soc1a1 exchanqe framework part1cu1ar1y ut1-

A11z1ng the not1ons of exchange and rec1prOC1ty, to the prob]ems of mar- f

ital conf]lct The1r focus, however, is on the outcome of the negot1a- '

- tion (J.e., the contract) rather than upon the techn1ques or process of
- the negot1at1on | . ‘ | |
\ Resource theory has prOV1ded the . maJor framework w1th1n whlch

"recent research on fam11y power has been conducted A good deal of

' attention has been devoted ;o rep11cat1on stud1es of the resource the-v E
-ory of power. Oppong (1970), in an 1nterest1ng'departure -bases her :_“ff

; conc]us1ons in support of the reSOurce theory in urban Africa on a sam- o

lp]e of men rather than of wemen Both Centers et al (1971) and

| Cromwe11 et a] (1973) quest1on the representat1veness of. the samp]ing

-f”of decxs1on areas accomp11shed by the eight dec1sions of B]ood and

"'1=fWO1fe. Both f1nd s1m11ar results to those of B]ood and WOlfe when the .

i
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i
e1ght dec1sxon areas are con51dered but f1nd a lower score’ on hus-
-band's mean power when the dec1s1ons are 1ncreased to twelve (Cromwe]]

»

et. al.) or to fourteen (Centers et.al.). In addition, Cromwel] et. al.
introduce the turther dimensions of rare-frequent,and externaléinterna]

- to the c]asstfication of'dectsion areas.  Liu et al. do a rep]ication]'

;tf B]ood and WOlfe S f1nd1ngs by the use of the revea]ed dlfference
techn1que Campbe]] (1970) exam1nes “the ut111ty of resource theory in

' an exam1nat1on of the re]at1on between the number and spacing of ch11-4
dren and the pattern of dec1s1on mak1ng and task performance between
husband and w1fe | : | | .

Gt]]esp1e (1971) contrad1cts the f1nd1ngs of resource theory by
'arguing that d1fferences in marita] power are not due to the contro] of v

:1nd1v1dua1 resources or the persona] competence of the partners, but

) that these d1fferences are structura]]y predetenn1ned in favor of the .

‘-j ma]e women as a class are structural]y b]ocked from the trad1t1ona1

. sources of mar1ta1 power--soc1a11zat1on the marr1age contract 1ncome, ,]’“

‘ -foccupat1ona1 prest1ge organ1zattona1 part1c1pat1on educat1on sub-

urban1zat1on, the fam11y 11fe cyc]e phys1ca1 coerc1on. G111esple con- ‘.ﬁf

' _c1udes that the ega]1tar1an nonn 1s\a myth because husbands obtain B

':power in marr1age not because of 1nd1v1dua1 reSOurces or personal co }fvc B
‘.Detence ‘but because of the d1scr1m1nat1on aga1nst women 1n the 1argjr‘ ey
ysoc1ety _' - ii_ L‘ ,-“. | .:; ' ‘:'. S | t;juyfix
Kande] and Lesser (1972) make an’ 1mportant contrlbution to the

! further rev1s1on of the resource theory of mar1ta1 power Based on ef‘f'VS:C'i';:

| ':j:the1r analys1s of mar1tal dec1s1on-mak1ng 1n Dan1sh and American urban

- fam111es they conc1ude that the soc10-economic resources such as edu-«, afh'

"7f5fhcat10n occupatlon and soc1a1 status emphasized by resource theory may



“be jmportant not only because.bf thetr financial'and_status rewards,
but also "because they}are 1nd1cators of opportunities to gain experi—
ence . in 1nterpersona] and dec151on maktng skills outs1de the fami]y
sett1ng"(1972 137) The opportun1ty for the development of these
'1nterpersona1 skills outs1de the fam11y enhance the person 5 ab111ty to
use. these sk11ls w1th1n the fam11y, and thus have 1mportant conse-
Qquences for 1nteract1on w1th1n the fam11y These 1nterpersona1 sk]]ls
may make more 1mportant contr1but1ons to the exercise of famt]y power

* than the possess1on of the soc1o econom1c resources themse]ves |

,In an 1nterest1ng appl1cat1on of resource theory, Fox (1973)”

moves beyond the usua1 attempt {o corre]ate power w1th re]at1ve amounts_“

' of resources The focus is on: how much each spouse determ1nes the d1s-

5 trtbut]on of power, reqard1es$ of whether the husband s power score 1s

;htgh or ]ow Through the use of the mu]ttvar1ate techn1que of mu1t1p1e'

: J_class1f1cat1on ana]ys1s the gross 1mpact of each spouse on power is
part1t1oned 1nto "Jo1nt" and “1ndependent" contr1but10ns It was foundf:

‘.,that "much of the Jmpact of the husband s resources on power occurs as_fpf__ N

2

E a resu]t of the1r correlat1on w1th the w1fe s resources" (1973 726) or,. ;AthP.

Cin e other words that much of the husband s 1nf1uence in. the determ1na-.-iﬁ‘fvfh

'-':jvt1on of power 1s a shared or Jo1nt effect w1th his w1fe When the 1n- B

7;f dependent contr1but1ons ?f husband and w1fe are con51dered the w1fe s .Qf*

s

T contr1buttons of resources make a greater 1mpact than the husband S.

(4) Sma]] groUp theory Smal] group theory has Sparked‘a great_\dy.fi;iﬁ

L dea1 of research but very 11tt]e has been app11ed to the fam11y 1n

/

| ":;jgeneral or to the concept of fam11y power 1n partlcular. Indeed

.fur777t" R e
Syl

‘"’f;QIWe1ck (1971) presents eleven properties of family problem so]ving whichJif"ﬁrTik

bi'};'suggest that fam111es fa11 on d1fferent portions of dimen51ons re]evant{d;;f;~.fh_



to problem solving than do non;family'groups.

While recognizing the lack of comparabillty’betWeen famities and

; small experimental groups; Tallman (1971) argues that structurally the

o family is a small group and hence general1zat1ons der1ved from small

group research should be appl1cable to the famlly Tallman presents '

psome 1nterest1ng hypotheses regard1ng fam1ly structure wh1ch suggest ‘

-that the fam1ly power structure needs to_be assessed somewhat differ-
; ently from what has been character1st1c in fam1ly research He indi- -

~ cates that one. of the cr1t1cal elements in effect1ve problem solv1ng 1s

S the flex1b1l1ty of - the power structure, and that the optlmum structure |

- would be one wh1ch becomes more open or decentral1zed over the famlly

a :llfe cycl He also suggests that the avatlable channels of conmun1ca-b

. tion are more important from a problem solv1ng perspective than whether

af- the fam1ly is equal1tar1an or. domlnated by an 1nd1v1dual In other
ri;words, all competent fam1ly members should feel free to contr1bute to

‘problem solut1ons Tallman further argues that family consensus w1ll

v

o be greater 1f the nonmat1ve expectat1ons wlth regard to power correspondr ;d'f e

. 'f'to the actual power relat1ons which gradually evolve out of 1nteract1on

I withln the famtly If the normat1ve and actual power systems are dis-‘:h.'"

i

Vlcrepant, the d1str1but1on of affectlon and support w1ll be more congru-r[fg~}y:'l

hent w1th the 1nfonna‘ system than w1th the fonnal system Lo
Sm1¢h (1970) suggests that the appl1cat1on of soc1al power

’theory to research on parental 1nfluence upon adolescents could contr1-lajhﬁ”

‘bute to the study of both social power and parent adolescent relat1on- 7“1"33;_j-

fffsh1ps He: examlnes parents pOWer to 1nfluence adolescents ln terms of:‘}iﬁtﬁs

«l

‘ffathe model of social power as developed by French and Raven (1960) and

‘ “h_as revised by Secord and Backman (1964) to 1nclude resources dependen-faf:u:



s

cies, and alteriatives. The hypothesis that power resources, dependen- -
‘ c1es, and a]ternat1ves wou]d operate Jo1nt1y (1 .e., that there would be

stat1st1ca1 1nteract1on between the three variablesy in determ1n1ng the

parent S ab111ty to influence the ado1escent was not supported by the

- findings. Parenta1 power resources account forfar more of the var1-‘

ance in parental 1nf1uence upon ado]escents than e1ther»adolescent~de¥”

t-pendenc1es or a1ternat1ves The. correlat1ons between‘parentaliinf]u—

' ence and. parental 1eg1t1mate resources support the f1nd1ngs of other

}stud1es that nonnat1ve power is 1mportant w1th1n the fam11y

: In an 1nterest1ng commentary on research w1th fam11y groups as
opposed to other sma11 groups, W1nter et. (1973) measure dec151on—

mak1ng in marr1ed and. unre]ated coup]es It was found that marr1ed

-A'coup1es showed greater spontaneous agreement W1th ‘each other pr1or to :

>uconJo1nt decuss1on ]ess poT1teness to -each other, more 1ntrus1ve

.‘1nterrupt10ns, and a 1esser exchange of exp11c1t 1nfonnatlon between

sl'husband and w1fe

o

(5) Systems theory Although the app]1cation of systems theory ﬁ’p :

to the study of fam11y power 1s Suggested in: a number of studies

'fjf;(Broder1ck 1971 Sprey, 1971 Olson and Rabunsky, 1972 Turk 1974)

"'_f there are only two pub]1shed attempts to apply systems theory concepts

fvtesﬁﬁ A]exander (1973) seeks to’ measure the 1nterre1atedness of fam11y

J.

‘:“un1ts 1n terms of defens1ve and supportive conmun1cat1on, and how such

’__to fam1]y funct1on1ng in. genera] 1n the survey of recent research stud-_“,fgj '

V"g{3conmun1cat1ons were re]ated to rates of son s aggre551ve behavior H “k.,fh;‘.ff

’“f1nds the son 's aggress1on in schoo] to be 1nverse1y re]ated to father-; o

\ "fjto son and mother to son supportive connmnications Mother-to-son

i ;defensiveness was posit1ve1y corre]ated with son s aggressiveness but *f{ﬂ:71f~



- this was not the case with father-to-son defens1veness fie concludes

-1 _.that "ch11dren who deve]op 1nterpersona1 styles (1.e.,.of moderate

versus Tow aggressiveness) in one system (i.e., the family) will tend:

to ewpress simi]ar_styies‘in,a new (i.e., school) syStem".A1erander, i»w

1973: :616). | o s .

s ‘A more recent attempt (Bockus, 1975) tofutildzesystems theory

'45,1n the analys1s of family 1nteractton conceives;of'marital communica-

tion and‘negotiation aS«a cybernetic system 4composed of'five sub¥

systemS" the need assessment process, “the goa]lsett1nq process, the

: des1gn process, the 1mp1ementat1on proCess, and- the eva]uat1on process
‘Each of" the subsystems are 1nterre1ated w1th the other processes, and |
,w1th the system~as a whole wh1]e th1s formu]atwon does 1so]ate 1mpor-‘

| }tant components of the negot1at1on process, - It does not enable us to |

~analyze. the f]ow of negot1at1on and barga1n1ng between marital or: fam- :

11y un1ts | | | | .

Y

_4, Statement of cruc1a1 Tssues. The preced1nq review of the 11tera- “

g ture g1ves some 1nd1cat1on of the comp]ex1ty and of the contradlctory

A,,ionature of the research dea11ng w1th fam11y power structure. Recent
-.1research has done 11tt1e to COrrect bas1c weaknesses 1n prev1ous d1s-

z'i»pcuss1ons ef—the fam11y power concept A 11m1ted number of studTes pro— o

v1de except1ons to the above statement _
, Turk and Be]] (1972) and 01son and Rabunsky (1972) have focused
'?:further attentlon on Saf1]1os Rothsch11d S (1970) analys1s of methodo]-

o/

‘b-:"oglcal weaknesses in stud1es of fam11y power Fox (1973) prov1des an adfi"*“'

:”‘1mportant contr1but1on to methodo]og1ca1 ref1nement through her sug— >.*f* 5

" *gested use of the techn1que of mu1t1ple c1a551f1cation ana]ysis

An 1mportant contr1but1on to the conceptua1 clar1f1catfbn of the



resources theqry of'power\is provided by Kandel and.Lesser's (1972)
argument.that experience in‘interpersona] and decision~making skills
outs1de the fam11y sett1ng may make more 1mportant contr1but1ons to the
exerc1se of faml]y pover than the possess1on of ‘the socio- economlc
resources suggested by resource theory ‘/ r

The most significant contr1but1on of recent studies (Sprey, 1969
__1971; 1972;'Scanzoni, 1970,f1972; Turkiand-Bell 1972 01son and
RabunSky; 1972; Turk’ 1974) has been'the persistent demand that the

/

. analysis of family power move beyond the stat1c cons1derat1on of the

.-'outcomes of fami]y power to a more dynam1c unde utandlng of the process y |

- of fami]y power, - Such an understand1ng require?hthe ut111zat1on of

-

" modern systems theory

A carefu] cons1derat1on of the 11terature reviewed above sug-

* _uoests three cruc1a1 1ssues in the fUrther study of fam11y power Farst

is the need to prov1de both conceptual and methodo1ogica1 c1ar1f1cat1on
in the area of fami]y power stud1es Such c1ar1f1cation wou]d greatly
. ass1st in the understanding and exp1anat1on of fam11y power Second

s the need to move beyond the stat1c or structural model of fam11y

- power to a more - dynamic understanding of the process of fam11y 1nter- |

?7~act1on Th1rd, 1s the need to 1ntegrate the contr1butions of var1ous_jf A

, theoret1ca1 approaches 1n a more effect1Ve approach to the problems of

s

‘7fam11y power These 1ssues w111 be addressed 1n the follow1ng sections :‘ )

of th1s thesis



ITI. CONCEPTUAL PERSPECTIVES

'-lf The StructuraT Mode] One of the cruc1a1 1ssues isolated 1n the -

_,precedlng review of the ]1terature is the need for conceptual c]ar1f1-
»cat1ongto ‘take p]ace before proceedlng with any further stud1es of fam-
t]y power' Turk (1974) is dgubtfu] that such conceptual c]ar1f1cat1on
| “can be accomp11shed and suggests that a comp]ete]y d1fferent approach
needs to be taken. The understand1ng of - famw]y power 1s cruc1a1 how- -
.~:ever, and cont1nu1ng efforts need to be made to br1ng further c1ar1f1-
cation to th1s e]us1ve concept part1cu1ar1y on ‘the structural 1eve]

| Saf111os—Rothsch11d (1970) draws attentton to the fact that
research has not requted in c]ear conceptualtzat1on of the 1dea of the |
tam11y power structure Researchers have used interchangeab]y the |
terms "fam11y power" or “power structure" and the tenms "dec1s1on-.
mak1ng,f "fam11y author1ty," and "1nf1uence ", Thus a term may be de-_ -

. f1ned by one 1nvest1gator 1n the ame way that a d1fferent tenn is. de-~~5

Tf1ned by another researcher ' Slmnlarly, the same term may be def1ned

’;-dlfferent1y by d1fferent authors She po1nts out that, in general,,sur-_f;xl"-

- vey stud1es have tended to measure only dec1s1on—mak1ng, and to treat

1 Affthe ftnd1ngs as referr1ng to fam11y power In contrast observat1ona1

stud1es tend to cons1der 1nf1uence or control as centra] to an under--‘ -

' hf=‘standhng of fam1]y power

o Saf111os-Rothsch11d (1970 540) deflnes fam11y power as a "multi-;n;7f.7§~*

L dimens1ona1 concept that 1s meaSured 1nd1rect1y through behav1ora1 acts :”L"

f?pfin wh1ch the degree of one s power is put to the test " She~suggests

*:tifthat famt]y power can then be measured through the outcome of decision- ;‘sf



making, the patterns of tens1on and confllct management or the type of

'preva111ng d1v1s1on of labor. It 1s the tota] configuration of these
}behaviora]-patterns, howeVer; which tend to reflect the prevai]ing,-
model of'power;irather than any;of-these patterns’seen in tso1ation.
Even decisfon4making, it.is argued, is a multiphasic process: with the
~ different phases pointing to other~crucia1 dimensions of powEr-such as'
influence and authority - | |
-The foregoing adds a great dea] -to the conceptual c]ar1f1cat1on
of the power concept, but it does not prov1de a suff1c1ent theoret]ca]
.hbase to enable a researcher to utilize the var1ous‘1nd1cators wh1ch
;have'been isolated in different-studtes'of famiTy pouer An ana1y51s
- of the concepts used in var1ous famlly power studxes 1nd1cates that
‘there are three bas1c d1men510ns wh1%h are ut111zed in measur1ng power.
'structure, regard]ess of whether the outcome of dec1sion-mak1ng, the |

and conf11ct management or the type of preva111ng

"patterns of tens1‘

_5sem1na1 study wh1ch has 1ed to this articulat1on of fam1]y
;;hat of Larson (1972a), whlch app]les and lnaegrates var1ous

iof the developmenta], symbolic 1nteract1on, and systems

;:” 1nteract1on from severa] d1fferent perspectives The f1rst

.blls;fOf these 1s from the v1ewpo1nt of the 1nd1v1dua1 subsystem, w1th1n

' 5 wh1ch the three bas1c components of norms, covert behav1or, nd overt

'J]f behav1or are 1dent1f1ed Th1s 1s the perSpective which has been used "“ﬁ”.’;” :

d1v1s1on of 1abor s be1ng measured These are the normat1ve dimens1onyw

' fion, and the behav10ra1 d1mens1on, The complete V'T

Yo
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,fs 1n the w1der study of the fam11y Larson analyzes the 1nd1_dff,‘-



asvthe~basis for the present articu1ation of family power, The second

perspect1ve is the time d1men51on whlch assumes the poss1b111ty of

change over t1me w1th#n the individual subsystem components The third-.

,perspect1ve is that of interaction between 1nd1v1dua]s, and permits the
ana]ysIS of 1nteract1on between the var1ous subsystems of the. fam1]y

over tlme

.. .\' -

It 1s;the first perspect1ve wh1ch has become the bas1s of the
present ana]ysws of the fam11y power structure ~ This ana]y51s om1ts
the second persoect1ve of t1me sequence as not be1ng necessary for our

'present understand1ng Th1s is because structura] stud1es of fam11y

'power do not take the t1me d1mens1on 1nto con51derat10n .and, 1ndeed

vflnd it 1mposslb1e to do S0. Thts d1men510n however w1]1 be cons1d-"

ered in the systems mode] of fam11y power. One aspect of the th1rd
' f perSpect1ve that of the 1nteract1on between famlly subsystems w111 _
: rece1ve further deve1opment in the present structura] approach
An exam1nat1on of F1gure 1 1nd1cates both 51m11arities and dif~
.'ferences between the two mode]s The most 1mportant dlfference is in.

| the scope of the mode]s--Larson s mode] 1s an attempt to portray any

and’ every aspect of- fann1y 1nteract1on whereas the current approach 1s ;f"

i ban attempt to app]y th1s understand1ng to the more restrlcted and more '

~spec1f1c area of fam11y power Also Larsoh 's mode] 1s a processua]

°

; mode] even though it focuses on key issues of structural organlzat1onvﬁ'5

"vhBotncof these d1fferences arlse from the 61fferent purposes of the two g

o T'to organ1ze and 1ntegrate the centra] anaIyt1ca1 1ssues 1n the soc1a1

repsychology of marr1age and famlly structure and 1nteraction. In th1s

*Awfsense the mode] may be seen as a teaching dev1ce-f. A further purpose 2'7""'

~ 4

,._,modeTS. Larson (1972a 3) states the purpose of h1$ mode] as "a dev1ce .]ff..jiﬁﬂ
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o ‘ndmely the area of:fami]y‘power;' -
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for the mod%l 1s seen in that it "prov1des an exce]]ent d1agnost1c and

ana]yt1ca1 tool in family study It is not a theory but is 1nstead :

lseen as a c]ass1f1catlon and sorting device. “ Larson conc]udes (1972: 1&

that although the model "is appropriate]y referred to as. a category.
scheme,_it[isnsuggemted that the mode] has theoretﬁcal‘potentia1;" The
presentiapproach_is'an attempt toktest‘and~app1y the theoreticdl ih-
sights implicit fn Larson‘s‘mode]; and to provide a methodologi cal

apptication'of these insights in"a particular area of fami1y.interaction,

Three basic components or dimensions are identified in each

model . A-comparison of these_dimensions reveals the basic similarity

~ between the,two~models. The nonnatiye;gimension.is'utilized in both

models as ‘referring to the applicable?e;pectgtiohs for behavior held by

‘the individuals:involved in interaction Larson's model uses the temm -

.o ¢ - :
covert behav1or" to refer to the "1nterna1 cognitive- rocesses exer-

c1sed by the 1nd1v1dua1 in 1n1t1at1ng action{in an interaCttOnal_COn- ‘

_text" (Larson,1972a 10), ut11121ng both role-taking and ro]e modifica-»

| "tion The present fam11y power model uses the - term "percept1qn" to :

. refer to these same 1nterna1 cogn1t1ve processes ut111zed in any inter-

L dynam1c measurement of fam11y power w111 come

act1pn event F1na11y, overt behav10r in Larson s mode] s1mp1y refers

to the ‘action of the 1nd1v1dua] wh1ch in the fam1]y_power,model 1s-con-_ }

ceptua]1zed as "behav1or Mo T . ég,y'ﬁ.

Th1s categor1zat1on of famlly power 1n terms of the normat1ve,_“‘.?

',perceptual, and behav1ora1 d1mens1ons does not move beyond the stat1c

»model oIt s rather an attempt to cIar1fy the concepts whtch have been

'trad1t1ona11y used in stud1es of fam11y powej The d1scuss1on of the

at a later po1nt Most_-ﬁ"'°°

:1" - . Tooa
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~ . ' i - /
studies of famiTy'power have approached the subject from a structural

point'of view. A comparison of the various stud1es has 1nd1cated the
vvariab111ty and 1ncomparab111ty of the f1nd1ngs The.1ntroductlon of
these three dimensions constitutes a first step.toWard the introduction -
of conceptua] cTar1ty in the study ofy fam11+ power.

- The operat1ona11zat1on of the normat1ve perceptua], and b av-
1oraT d1men51ons of power draws heavwly from the contr1but1ons of. Erend1
1and.Raven (1960) and OTson and Rabunsky (1972) These two.stud1es are .
representat1ve of two d1verse or1entat1ons to power The French and d
'Raven study emerges from the trad1t1on of smaTT groups research and :
faTTs within the frameworkdof the more generaT ng1a1 power research.
- The OTsOn and‘Rabunshy'study derives its basic approach from}the |
reSourcesatheory of family power, An examination of.the.cOnceptslused
by thése two major approaches reveals cToserimiTarities . The catego-‘vi
r1zat10n of these concepts in tenns of the normat1ve perceptua], and
| behavioral d1mens1ons of power enabTes us to bring- about a preT1m1nary:'
1ntegrat1on of these two- d1verse or1entat1ons to the probTem of fam1]y<~
power (F1gure 2). It is ant1c1pated that th1s wiTT prov1de a conceptua]

.framework for the future categor1zat1on of concepts ut111zed in varaous

4 .

g
4

jfamﬂy power stud1es. . } ‘
< In order to extend the theoreticaT 1ns1ghts provtded by the

' fmodeT under d1scuss1on, 1t becomes necessary to proceed to the def1n1- f o

_ft\on and expTorat1on of the conceptua] framework and to an examinat1on

'T‘. iof how this conceptual framework has been operat10nal1zed 1n these ‘

research approaches o ,;T\ 2 ;‘?_~' :

The normat1ve d1mens1on of famiTy 1nteract1on has been the par—

tlcular COncern of the deveTopmentaT approach to the familyt ATthough -__"

(4
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the deve]opmenta] approach 1s usuaily assoc1ated with the concept of
' AW

family 1ife- cycle stages, 1t must be: kept in mind that this approach

drew heav11y upon other approaches to arr1ve at 1ts ba51c concepts (Hi1

f\and Rodgers, 1964) _ One of the key concepts was the 1dea of the family
_beingengaged in 1nterna1 1nteractive behav1br w1th1n the system (based
. on Burges; definition of. the famiiy as a "unity of interacting person-
.alities“), as well ‘as’ the 1dea of the transactive behav1or of the family
~with other systems of the society. Hiil and Rodgers-(1964 178) point

..out further that in ana1y21ng the patterns of interaction of the fami]y

| _hsystem, the developmental approach adapted the ba51c definitions of .

L Bates (1956 314) as fo]]ows.

with-a of social norms.

IS Poségi A 1ocat10n 1n ‘a socia] structure which is associated '
2. Rol A part of a: social’ p051t10n conSisting of a more or 1ess

-1ntegrated or related subset of 'social .norms which is diStithish- _»f

'ab]e from.other.sets of norms forming the sate pos1tlon.4..'

3. Nerm: A patterned or commonly held’behavior expectation. fA;:.:.ﬂ

_1earned response held in. connmn by members of a group ),a

| Buiiding upon these basic concepts the fami1y was then defined

VAas a system of p051tions composed of reciproca] ro]es defrned 1n terms -

of both. fammai and societa] norms" (Hm and Rodgers, 1964: 179) Dbif-

36

.:fering norms are app]ied at. differing deve]opmental stages thus account? BT

' ing for the p0551b111ty of change in the system Other concepts such

1_a roTe behavior, sanctions role sequence, ro]e ciuster, role complex,

o p051tiona1 career, and fami]y career were developed 1n order to further ‘
“fjexpand the exp1anatory power of the approach ' o

In terms of family interaction 1n general, and family power iny,v""

\

- 'particular, norms can be 51mp1y defined as’ shared expectations of be-; e

\

"35 havior or’as shared behavioral ruTes A further distinction needs to]; 173 N

R be made between cu]tura] norms, subcuitura1 norms, fandTy norms, and yff',":tiv -

P .\ )
B
o

.-'9:\ S )

. . Vs -



| 9;1ack of c]arfty in- the cu]tural norms as. to who can legitimfa;”

"tndividua] norms W1th reSpect to the normat1ve dlmension of fam11y
power, we shou]d expect a certain amount of variat1on from one fami]y

to another due’ to the heterogeneous nature of the society 1n which we o

"'11ve (compare Cromwell et al - 1973) Goode (1960 484) supports this T

.content1on' :

Even when "the norms of soc1ety" are. fu]]y accepted by the 1nd1-
v1dua1 they-are not adequate guides for individual action. Order -

- since the total set ‘of rol

gatlons ls probably unique for
every 1ndiv1dua1 3

: In our day of rap1d soc1a1 change we -can’ expect to see 1ncreas1ng

‘ ro]e strain w1th a resu1t1ng confus1on w1th1n the normat1ve d1mens1on

‘;(compare Rodman 1972) This ts part1cu1ar1y the case with reference |

cannot 'be imposed by any general.solution for all role dec1s1ons,‘ }7' Y
e oEi' :

"'to famlly power in: 11ght of the rapid movement toward a more egalitar1an - .5

“ideo1ogy Goode (1963 ZID conments upon th1s confusion as fol]ows

v ‘?"Lower c]ass men concede fewer r1ghts 1deo]ogica11y~than the1r women in »;

"ﬁlfact obtaln, and the more educated men are more l1ke1y to concede morevf“"“’fi

."rights 1deo1og1ca11y than they in fact grant " A]dous (1974) suggestsff"
fthat th1s movement toward chang1ng conaugal re]ationshtps 1eads to thelﬂf
- \making of new fam11y ro]es w1th an. attendant confu51on regard1ng nor?difm‘;}"‘

"‘*}mattve boundar1es She concludes (1974 234)

'Ei Role mak1ng does permit greater freedom for persona1 and coup1e
. development and gives the couple 2 greater potential for adapt1ng
~to change as.well as creating it.  On the other:hand, the Tess -

stable” fam11y structures that result from role maklng may create

" confusion .and heighten conf11ct by mak1ng satlent a broad range of -';7,>T

alternat1ve behaviors

51m11ar1y, Rodman (1972 52) ind!cates that 1nsofar as'ther is a

‘*,cise authortty, decision-maklng becomes problemat1c and therdevelopment

" u}of the power structure becomes highly re]evant Even 1f the norms are

yfexer-v




. o L : :
relatively clear, adJustments between husband and w1fe still need to be -
;h worked out in the process of marital 1nteraction._ Rodman concludes s
) "(1972 67) that whether "from a cultural level or from an interactional ’
Qlevel the ev1dence suggests that nonnative patterns of marital power '
;;;«Wlll develop or the family will be characterized by pathology [
- _ The normative dimension of family power is 0perationalized as ;
A "authority."' Safilios-Rothschild (1970 540) indicates that a "spouse
| "has the authority to make dec151ons (or to be the most powerful one in-
ih!‘fthe family) when cultural or soc1al norms deSJgnated him as: the ex 5
” hojflglg_ righttul' person In our own . culture the husband has been ’
ftraditionally a551gned thlS right although recent ideological shifts
f‘and soc1al changes conterning the status of women are bringing about
| ﬁusignificant changes in this area | ”‘A‘ s
| ;_f.' French and Raven (1960) refer,to this dimenSipn of power as
.‘T"legitimate power K According to their definition legitimate power TU
;f'involves some sort of code or standard accepted by the individual by
',?virtue of which the external agent can assert his power Legitimate
J"'.”power is derived from group norms which, 1n Linton s (1945) terms may
‘:“r?be universals for everyone 1n the culture alternatives (the individual

}°;;;5hav1ng a choice as to whether or not to accept them) or’ specialties B

o (SPeleic to glven p051tions) This underlines the distinction noted s

~ ;}above between cultural norms subcultural norms, family norms; and

”7hjindividual norms ‘ Legitimate power according to French and Raven in g'if”'

"',;;volves the concept of "oughtness," and will elicit such expressions as

' -lﬁijr "should " "ought to," or "has a right to.?} The person not only feels 'f

i-’f:”f that he should engage in a particular activity, but that all others

"‘siaﬂ'ought to behave in the same way Thus legitimacy is induced by some



'?f;gfneSS of the norm emerges

_ 1nterna1fzed norm or va]ue which has Ats base in cultural values,_1n

acceptance of fhe"soc1a1 structure, or in . des1gnat1on by a 1eg1t1m1zing '

. agency .The:] 1t1macy of attempts to use . other types of power also

,eneed to>

©as hav1ng a 1eg1t1mate r1ght to threaten pun1shment for nonconformity

B (for examp]e, parent to chi]d); whereas Ain other cases such use of coer-

~cion would not be con51dered 1eg1t1mate (parent to ch11d when ch11d is o

-

h’7on51dered In certa1n cases an 1nd1v1dua1 w111 be regarded5

39

o ]onger a minor) TR , DR s . o a‘ '»

‘ Olson and Rabunsky (1972 227) def1ne th$1r measure of author1ty

"I_ 1n terms of who has the 1eg1t1mate r1ght to exerc1se power 1n regard tof‘h

-:any part1cu1ar deczs1on They 1nd1cate that the descr1pt1on of authOr-~;,ht:‘

-'.fity 1s heav11y 1nf1uenced by the cultural role prescr1pt1ons and expec-ilfe','fv

,tations w1th the resu1t that "the author1ty measure 1s tapp1ng more xf_ p?;": e

' "_;,hke" (01son and Rabunsky, 1972 228) Th1s is not surprismg, but s
:ffrather exact]y what we would have expected 1n terms of our definition

| 'e_of author1ty representipg the nonnat1ve d]mens1on of fami]y power and o -

the poss1b1e d1fferences between the forma] and 1nfbrma1 d1str1but1on

,Vg;fof marltal power.;dffu

'fi Lennard and Bernstein (1969 84) suggest that because of the com-:-;*‘*°’

V,”'p1ex1ty of the 1nteract1on process, ind1v1duals are genera11y unaware

" ';pafof norms wh11e they are 1nteract1ng MaJntalning total awareness of

- .'soc1a] nonns wh1ch govern our behav1or durtng 1nteraction is similar to}f5,fj3.f.?

f‘lthink1ng about pr1nc1p1es of gramnar and syntax while carry1ng on a

5['conversat1on It 1s on1y when the norm has been vtolated that an aware-

The introduct1on of the perceptua] dimens1on of f%mlly power S

5

ﬁ:'n.,what the re]at1onsh1p should be 11ke rather than what it actua11y is ;7§'3ff:5‘f



*'_as phys1ca]1y g1ven but to an env1ronment as 1t 1s med1ated through ;.f*'-

~'fsymbo11c processes-—to a’ SYmbOT1C env1r0nment " The fundamenta1 meth- |

fafgator must see the- world from the po1nt of v1ew of the subaect of h1s

| ffv 1 Awareness of a need to act “b:'?n

cTearly 1nd1cates the contr1but1on of symbo]xc 1nteract1on to an. under-

‘stand1ng of fam1]y 1nteract1on Saf111os Rothsch11d (1970 544) 1nd1cates

| that percept1on of fam11y power is 2 very 1mportant var1ab1e because "it

l

;_t1s each person s percelved rea11ty that affects hhs behav1or, the
;‘sty]e and qua11ty of 1nterpersona1 re]at1onsh1ps and f1na11y, the type
n]iof husband-W1fe ‘and parent ch11d re]at1onsh1p;‘_ The bas1c assumpt1on ’i
o of symbollc 1nteract1on 1nvo]ved 1n th1s part1cu}ar ana]ys1s 1s that
= :1nteract1on must be understood 1n terms of the def1n1t1on of the s1tua-:
ht1on Accord1ng to th1s approach 1f a 51tuat1on 1s percelved to be
"}ifé then it is. rea1 in 1ts consequences for the 1nd1v1duals 1nv01ved

'.Stryker (1964 135) argues ' "Humans do not respond to the\environment

hod01091ca1 pr1nc1p1e ar151ng from thxs assumpt1on 1s that the 1nvest1- R

'iiilnvest1gat1on. Hf'j. 'ﬂ39527?svg,.:ff{i‘_-- 7_“;2’!f;>3{h5[- {7.}“;

B1umer (1966 542) draws the fo]low1ng 1mplicat1ons for the StUdytif{g“'.'

"»L‘7of act1on from the p051t1on of the actor

, S1nce act1on is. forged by the actor out of what he perce1ves, e

;;'n1nterprets ‘and Judges .one would have to see ‘the: operating- s1tua-’»'j.f

< tion.as the actor sees it perce1ve obJects as the . actor perceives
*them, ascertain their meaning in. terms-of the . mean1ng they have - -

e for the actor, and follow the actor's line of conduct as the actor: g

. organizes it--in:short, one would have to. take the role of the e
,jactor and see his wor1d from h1s standpo1nt R

w1seman (1974 11) presents a symbo]ic interact1on parad1gm which‘éf}*:i'7'

represents the process by whtch people define S1tuat1ons and then use

these def1nitlons to "bu11d up" acts in response to.their definition of_ﬂi?’jff.lf

the s1tuation Q;hf}'h_. ff:li f‘-"*f‘.i"'{7'{,€.i:ff.v*lf7g1_];;f3r177’ﬁif?fjiv*”

o



- ;nonnat1ve d1mens1on A

'““="vcannot be predlcted W1th any maJor degree of certa1nty. It may be the

-~_,jcase that on]y hab1tua1 or non-prob]emat1ca1 behavior can be pred1cted

2, Selective percept1on of the s1tuat10n, 1nc1ud1ng persons and
‘objects involved. (What is perceived will depend on-a person.'s
past ?1story, h1s soc1a1 structure, culture and the situation it-
self.

3. Definition of that s1tuat1on wh1ch would 1nc1ude cons1derat10n‘“fte

~of at least the fo110w1ng--

a. Various cultural meanings of the object, as wel] as 1deo—
.syncratic ones. possible to this situation., = ¢
b. Expected normative behavior on the part. of ‘all. part1cipants
c. Meanings of persons and obJects 1nvolved (status power,
- danger, ‘charity, etc.) "
d. The total - -configuration of the s1tuat1on that dsy all

' obaects and- actors defined w1th1n the context of each other 1n
the situation.

-4, Once the- s1tuat1on 1s’def1ned the 1nd1v1dua1 menta]ly cons1ders :

'.f, alternative - actions. He may even dramatize them in his head, men-

tally acting out the parts as he micht. expect them to. be p]ayed Co

5. The actor ‘chooses one a]ternat1ve course and- 1mp1ements it
(whichicould include “rio action" as a possibility), —

6. Putting himself in the place of the other: persons in. the.s1tua—_t :

- ;ft1on he. constantly checks the: effect of his selected action on:

- them, -adjusting and readgust1ng h1s act1on 1n hopes of gettlng the L

.. -desired effect from them.
-~ 71..The fore901ng aTways 1nc1udes cons1derat1on of the self as
h-.paramount ' : : '

It is ev1dent from th1s parad1gm that 1t xs 1mposS1bIe to pred1ct:'ﬂr

S act1ons on the bas1s ofLatt1tude a]one or on the baSIS of the person 's.-

N ht1on and EXPECtEd responses can be changeﬂ W1th1n the course of the ’

Y"f~'action 1tse1f depend1ng on the react1ons rece1ved from other persons

| ef1nvolved Blumer (1966 538) argues that 1n th15 process of taklng

: h?tudes, s1m11ar]y, they have to Judge the f1tness of norms va]ues and

”r..group prescr1pt1ons for the s1tuation bexng formed by the acts of

‘ “4:1

1 actton occurs w1th1n the context of the s1tua-_'f 5

ihﬁlaccount of each other 5 ongo1ng acts part1c1pants "have to arrest re—plﬁ;iﬁ

: 'iﬂi.organtze or adJust the1r own 1ntent1ons w1shes feel1ngs and att1~ ;'7,'L

'*lixothers . In add1tion when the 1mpu1s1ve or 1dlosyncratic ;Jde of the .‘ffh"7 :

'fffself is, presumed it becomes ev1dent why a parttcular action or response,jrff“



-
'whereas prob]ematlcal behav10r depends to a much- greater extent on the
1nteract10n of the normat1ve perceptua], and behav1ora1 d1mens1ons,
" wlth each of these d1mens1ons beang pr1mary in determqnlng behav1or at '
"d1fferent t1mes and. 1n d1fferent s1tuat1ons At any rate the percep--
'.'tual frame of reference is extremely 1mportant 1n asse551ng and under-ll
‘standing the nature of fam11y 1nteract1on .

The perceptual d1mens1on of fam11y power 15 operat1onallzed as

4z

-f pred1cted power“ and "retrospect1ve power," 1n keep1ng w1th the de;wg-d‘ R

nations used by O]son and Rabunsky 6%972) Both of these 1nd1cators of

f‘perceptual power are based upon the se]f-report of the subJect and are

"further based on outcome measures of deciS1on Pred1cted power is

;based upon the quest1on of who would make a particu]ar dec1sion and !,'*

"hence 15 determined pr1or to the actua] dec1s1on Retrospecttve power,

: 1n contrast, 1s based on the questron of who made a part1cu]ar dec1s1on,f

7“_fand hence 1s determlned subsequent to the actua] dec1sion

French and Raven (1960) a]so d1scuss two 1nd1cators of power on fe':““

':the perceptual 1eve1 The ﬂlist of these 1s referent power, which has

| ”'1ts bas1s 1nothe 1dent1f1cat1on of one person w1th another and results‘”

L

ff1n sim11ar behav1or bellefs, and percept1ons The ldea of "reference f.:"'

- percept1on of what the other 1s Iike and the des1re to behave or be-

"dbfYQFOUPS"‘and "Pr95t199 SUQQEStTOH" may be treated as 1nstances of refer-'fd"vj |

1'ftu'ent power It thus appears that referent power 1s based on the person sf.;;:',fl<

i {olweve as the other does French and Raven s concept of expert power 15_;;;'[ii3

. _;based on the percept1on of one person that another person P°55355es SR

v'fhf}certain knowledge or perceptlon W1th1n a g1ven area, resu]ting 1n an

"?:,att1tude of deference to h1s 0p1n1ons or des1res. The expert 1s seen ;%sij

':.{wgas havxng super1or know]edge or abrllty 1n very spec1fic areas and h1sifff5rf-7 .



'p&wer will generai]y be 11mited to these areas, a]though some "halo

ffect" may occur. Expert power 51m11ar to referent power, is based

'upon perception and thus falls cTearly Within the. perceptual dimen510n

~Since our 1nd1cators and definitions of perceptua] power are

draWn directly from Olson and Rabunsky (1972) there 1s no. further need?

to elaborate on their definitions we would however,. disagree with

)

'.their conc1u51ons regarbing the applicability of perceptuai measures: of
.ki_fpower They 1ndicate (1972 231) that these measuros may be useful 1nd1-"'
cators of "subJective reaiity," but that they are not vaiid measures of |
:; | obgective‘reaiity " In their v1ew suth a distinction 1s 1mportant be-
'T;causeA researchers have often assumed that 1n using de]f reports of y
1;W1ves to obtain measures of the ﬁ%mily power structure th y are obta1n--<<f'“
eving valid measures of bbJective reaiity What they are real]y deaiing‘;

' w1th are 1nva11d measures which only describe subaective reality e

While 1t may be true that perceived power is only measuring

X subJective reality," 1t 1s inappropriate to assume that this measure f'
iiis unimporggnt in assessing famiiy power Indeed it 1s even more
."_fimportant to seek to determine why perceptual distortions of family
“;‘power take place and whether there 1s any systematic relationship be- ﬂf
';<tween perceptua] distortions and the normative and behaviora] dimen51ons;?nlij;;!tl
"'~ffSafiiios Rothschild (1972 23) makes the fol]owing observation ' R

Because the perception of the fami]iai power structure is greafb?ﬁ_ Lo

"iinf]uenced by ‘the spouse’ s ‘needs, motivations, self- concept, ideol-"- =

" ogical commitments as-well-as by the nature of the existing ‘marital . -

f:reiationship and the degree of satisfaction with it, the familial . .

. power-assessment of . the.one spouse often differs s1gn1ficant1y from -

. that made by the other. -Since this: assessment is to-a considerable_ﬂ;}“

- extent also. technically-difficult, each spouse ‘tends to focus on - -
;- those power progesses’ which are: consistent with his- (her) preferred;P:*;_d o
* .. -power-distribution model. But'since it is:the. perceived reality

© .- that affects and determines people's behavior, it is this perceived
‘*.={<.i;rather than any type of objectively determined power structure



that is. va11d for‘each spoUse s

The various levels of percept1on for each 1nd1v1dua1 w1th1n the

'-fam1]y systemzuas well as for d‘ffere"t sub- 9§0Ups or subsystems of~"“:3*ﬁ7c°

"”°A exam1ned in a recent paper (Larson, Goltz,. Howe]] a
tipaper demonstrates the comp]ex1ty tnvolved 1n the
;ion by p01nt1ng out that a "fam11y of”mur conta1ns

;’nterpersona] percept1ons of a s1ng]e cue Xt (1973 11)

”ffrom th1s ana1y51s that perceptual stud1es have on]y
‘fe surface of var1ous poss1b111t1es, and that a great deal
1€a1ns to- be done in th1s area. ~'_: , E ) ) | :
e final d1mens1on be1ng ut1]1zed 1n thus study 1s the behav-
ﬁen51on._ The 1ntroduct1on of th1s d1mens1on 1s an 1mp11c1t |
%gn that there may ‘be’ a d1fference between "subJect1ve rea11ty"'fl
h‘as"mel¢ id by percept1on, and "obJect1ve rea11ty" as measured by behav-
| - ,,;'1nvolves an attempt to measure what fami]y members are

'5_do rather than what they mere]y __pgr__dolng Olson (1959)f,¢;7»
'kffound-noj Rﬁt1onsh1p between the normat1ve d1mens1on of power (author-"
| and il erce1ved d1mens1on of power, nor between the percelved

:,\_of power (as measured by se]f-report pred1ctions) and the behav-.!f,f-*}

RN _-i1ora1 d1mens1on of power‘(as measured by actual outcome of deciswns)

E 7*:the found a very strong re]at10nsh1p betWeen author1ty (normat1ve d1men-.e5 S

x'ﬁ;;sxon) andoactual power (behaviora1 d1mens1on) Though he asserts on '?
-f,;lthe basis of h1s data that 1t is. 1mposs1b1e to detenn1ne whlch approach H
’hh'1s most va11d he does speculate that the behav;oral measure of actual
'?;nrpower is. most va11d because 1t requtred the couple to. Jo1nt]y discuss f;;_;i-ffrr

.;yfthese prob]ems and make mutualIy acceptable decisions which they were ’7]if’fh*if

N



' asked to ab1de by after part1c1pat1ng in the study" (1969 650).

u 1nf1uence" and "force or 1ts threat ", Saf111os Rothschild (1972b 8)

At the same t1me, as argued by Safi]]os Rothschild (1970 544),

1t needs to be recogn1zed that even in a behavxoral measure, "one or -

. more observers perceptlons of the on~go1ng processes 1ntervene between ,

us and the 'real’ patterns of power structure." Kenke] (1961) ‘demon~
strates that the dec151on-mak1ng process and ‘the observed power struc-
ture are dreatly 1nf1uenced by the sex of the observer Thus wives

tended to take a more act1ve and powerfu] role in the dec1s1on-mak1ng

:when the observer was’ a»woman Ve must therefore beware of uncr1t1cally _

accept1ng observat1on measures as by far superlor to the "1nadequate

N and unreltab]e" survey technlques The approach of th1s study is to

accept both survey and observattonal techn1ques as measur1ng some d1men-

s1on of the fam11y power structure Ne wou]d agree with Saf111os-

l-Rothsch11d (1970 5461 that "1t 1s more 1mportant to determine wh1ch

d1mens1ons of power can be measured by each type of techn1que and use:a .

. 3~comb1nation of techn1ques for the assessment of power w It 1s main-“}

3

‘ ta1ned that the normat1ve and perceptua] d1mens1ons may be more read11y
'gmeasured by survey techn1ques whereas the behav1ora1 d1men51on may be\'"

'more read11y measured by an observat1ona1 approach The d1screpancy

| i_between the varwous d1mens1ons of power rather than being 1nd1cat1ve

”:‘,of 1nva11d measures may actuaT]y be helpful 1n analyzlng the dynam1cs o

‘{,

""f"pof fam11y power 'r*f].n';7 :; :fif f”"‘ e .
| The behav1ora1 d1mens1on of fam11y power‘ﬁs operational1zed as »Yf:j"
vf“;defines 1nf1uence as "the degree to wh1ch formal or 1nforma1 overt or
Vo covert pressure of some k1nd As successfu11y exerted by the one spouse,_v

a,1ffon the other, so that h1s he??lpoint of v1ew is tmposed about a

45
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'=thus rests to some degree on, force or its threat He further d1fferen-»

4
LA

pending dec151on desp1te 1n1t1aT oppos1t1on on the part of the other o
-Spouse " In her Detr01t study, Saf1llos Rothsch1Td finds. that both men
_and women exert 1nf1uence power but that men tend to reTy to a greater -
_ extent on verbaT techn1ques such as d1scuss1on and persua510n whereas
"women re}y much more on nonverbaT techn1ques such as, sweet taTk
and affect1on,f"anger, cry1ng, pout1ng, s1Tent treatment‘" (1972b: 9)
hm1lar]y, KenkeT (1963 148) def1nes 1nfTuence as "the degree to

-_1wh1ch a person is abTe to have h1s own w1shes refTected in the dec151on

of the group . InfTuence then refers to the share which an 1nd1v1dua1

" has in the or1g1natlon of what becomes the fam}Ty dec1$1on

| InfTuence is operatlona11zed by French and Raven (1960) ‘
reward power " The basas of reward power is simp]y the ab111ty of the
' ‘powerfuT person to prov1de approprlate rewards The reward power 1s
‘- spec1f1c to those reg1ons withln wh1ch one. 1nd1v1dua1 can reward
‘another for conform1ng | | o PR f{?' |

The second aspect of the behavroral d1mens1on of power 1s that

of "force or 1ts threat " Goode é4971) po1nts out that the fami]y, in

common w1th a&] other soc1a1 un1ts or systems, is a power system, and’

i
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t1ates between Teg1t1mate force and 1TTeg1t1mate forceb that 15 v1o- “'(:"

”,,-Ience. Straus (1972 FNl), in’ contrast d1fferent1ates between v1oTence

'"1 thCh is’ Teg1t1mate accord1ng to the norms of the soc1ety or group

h'-'(such as spank1ng a ch1Td 1n most societ1es) atd 1TTeg1t1mate V1oTence -

vf,(such as spanklng a w1fe 1n contemporary Amer1can soc1ety) Goode main--h ;f

:fotalns that force or ats threat can be used both to persgfie others to o

f‘]do someth1ng as weTT as to avo1d do1ng somethlng He emp as1zes that

'A"we need not be consc1ous of force nor does 1t need to be v1sibTe, 1n j”»i" o

PR
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.the1r own fam11y structure and to take 1t for
never really test whether force wou]d be appl

order for it to be present. Peop]e have been socialized to accept
granted, so that they
ed if they cha]lenged it.

The result is that we are unlikely to observe the app]1cat1on of force,

& -
- but its threat creates a retatlvely stable unchal]enged set of under-

Thus, force plays a roley even when no dev1anx-act is actually comm1tted )
stand1ngs, behaV1ors, and 1mba1ances of 1nf1ue ce or dom1nance Force

or 1ts threat may be more 1mportant in the pro{ess of soc1a11zat1on
(part1cu1ar1y in parent~ch11d relatwonsh1ps), than in.-normal adult
1nteraction.‘ At the same. time, 1t cannot be ru]ed out for adu]t 1nter-

' action.{'Thus Komarovsky (1967-227) reports that -one woman said. of her
husband "He 1s a big man and terribly strong One t1me-when he got>

sore at me, he pu11ed off the banister and he r1pped up three steps "

It s reported that this woman reallzed with g%%v1dence of thlS dam-

age in view, what her husband cou]d do to her ;' e should decide to

strike her S1m11arly,,Goode-(1956 121-125) found that 32 percent of .

'_the wives reported the authorlty or dom1nance attempts of the1r husband'

ﬂ

as belng one of the ch1ef contr1but1ng factors to the1r d1vorce. Goode

' comments:’ . ) N
‘Tt .is not so much that beat1ng and cruelty are v1ewed as an obv1ous.
~ male right in marriage, but only that this is one of.the techn1ques;
“used from time to time, and, with Tlittle or-no subsequent auilt, for
"' keeping control .over-the’ wife. This att1tude is given much less
. overt. express1on in the mxdd]e and upper strata, where- a. ph1losophy
~of equalitarianism is often given 1ip service....In our society,,
- -the .husband who successfully asserds his dominance. does enjoy some
’approval and even'a modicum. of envy from Qther:males. Male domi- .
_'nance 1s°to some extent actua]]y approved (1956 122) .

Nhereas reward power is much more pos1t1ve in French and Raven s
conceptua11zat1on coert1ve power 15 negat1ve in that_1t is based on the

N expectatlon of punishment for fallure to conform to the influence attempt,
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In this respact, it is very similar to the use of force or its threat -

in order to gain comp]tanczw1th a request. The strength of coerc1ve

. power depends on the magn1tude of the threatened pun1shment mu1t1p11ed

‘ by the perce1ved probability of avoiding the pun1shment by confonn1ty
Olson and . Rabunsky s (1972) . process power“ and "outcome power"
‘ are.both'behavioral measures of power Process power is assessed at
. .the Joint d1scuss1on stage by ut111z1ng the revea]ed dlfference tech-
n1que to arrive at an understandlng of power The person’whose pref- '
erence preva11ed on items on which the coup]es 1n1t1a1]y d1saoreed vas
said to exercise pouer. Outcone power‘1s assessed by a fo]]ow—up
quest1onna1re, but is obtalned by’compar1ng the f1na] dec151on ‘made by"
the couple on those 1tems in which the spouses had’ 1n1t1a11y d1sagreed ;
in terms of thc1r indi vidual preferences Both of’these measures are
thus hehav1ora] measures, and are c]ose]y re]ated to the opera+1on of
1nf1uence or of force and its threat “f | |
The quest1on natural]y artses regard1ng the re]at1onsh1p between :

A1nf1uence and force or its threat It is proposed that these two -con-
| :cepts fa]] on a conttnuum' w1th 1nf1uence at the weaker end of the con-

't1nuum and force or 1ts threat at. the more intense end of the cont1nuum

"_4'Some further pre]lmtnary dlst1nct1ons between 1nf1uence and force or

' ‘r1ts threat can be suogested Inf1uence wou]d tend to be verbal where-r"A,'h;
’”‘as force or 1ts threat though 1t may be expressed verbal]y, wou]d tendf;r
g,to have more physaca] and/or behav1ora1 overtones Influence can be -
-'more eas1]y accepted or reJected by the person be1ng 1nf1uenced where-.’-
- as force has certa1n sanct1ons that can be 1nvoked whlch makes 1t more.ht :
‘,d1ff1cu1t but not 1mposs1ble to be reJected Inf]uence can be used

' by e1ther the more powerful or the 1ess powerful 1nd1v1duaJ Jn_the-' .

5 KN



interaction. Force, in'contrast, would be‘more likely to be used by
the more powerfu1 1nd1v1dua1 in the 1nteract1on Both-infTuence and ;\
force can be either consc1ous or unconsc1ous Nh11e it m1ght be somee
;what d1ff1cu1t to d1st1ngu1sh unconsc1ous force from influence, the |
d1st1nct1on would need to be made on the basis of the sanct1ons-wh1ch

can be.invoked by force Force wou]d be more 11ke1y to be used 1n
parent ~child relat1onsh1ps than in. adult/}ﬂfEract1on within the-fam11y
because of the power d1fferent1a1 Parents have more power than ch}]-
'dren and are 11ke1y to use force or 1ts threat in order to obta1n obe- :
1-d1ence from chlldren - The mar1ta1 re]at1onsh1p tends to- be more ega]-‘
1tar1an and hence there. 1s 1ess resort to the use of force or its |

| threat a]though 1t is certa1n1y not prec]uded as preV1ous references

to the stud1es of Komarovsky and Goode have 1nd1cated Force or 1ts
threat nay be used more read11y where. there is a nonnatlve structure
’support1ng its demands, as. in- the parents' expectatton of obed1ence from:
f.chlldren That 1t is not absent . from husband-wiée re]atlons 15 demon- t -
"strated by Goode 5 comment that there is a‘"strong reservo1r of att1tudeb
on- the. part of the Amer1can ma]e genera]]y that he has a _lgh__to tel]
his wife what to do Th1s attItude is g1ven more overt express1on and o
s more frequentJy backed by force, in the lower strata" (Goode 1956 |

o ;122) This 1nd1cates $ome normatlve support for the use of force par-_":

. t1cu1ar1y 1n the 1ower classes

F1gure 2 represented the re]at1of between the va fous conceptual'?'

“"approaches to power As a]ready 1n'fcated the French and ) ven por- S

'-trayal comes out of emp1r1ca1 work w1th1n the sma11 group tra 1tlon

Q:

1;-The OIson and Rabunsky study s an- 1nd1cat1on of the 1n1

} 1n, and emphas1s on, bqth conceptual and methodo1ogica1 rip'nements 1n

’

ased interest R



the study of the fam11y power structure w1th1n the broad resources
framework The dependehce of the present study on both of these mode]s
‘1s c]early ev1dent At the same t1me the, further conceptua] clar1f1ca—
tion in terms of the normat1ve perceptua1, and’ behav1ora1 d1mens1ons
he]ps to organ1ze and categor1ze the approach, and further helps us to -
' understand why there ‘has been’ 11tt1e re]at1on between the conceptual

1nd1cators in-the var1ous stud1es of fam11y power The normatlve per-'

Aceptua], and behav1oraT d1men51ons are ot synonymous but rather repre-’}

A ~ e

" sent d1fferent aspects of po:er In add1t1on, the presence or absence

- of corre]at1ons betueen var1ous d1mens1ons of power: w1th1n a partxcular
. fam1]y may heTp to 1so]ate problem areas and may eventually 1ead to a
much deeper understand1ng of the fam11y power system Th1s approach

opens up- severa] new areas of potent1a1 research and 1nvest1gat1on

- One poss1b111ty is . 1n exam1n1ng the patterns of corre]at1on be- .

-1tween the normat1ve perceptua], and behav1ora] d1menslons. Thus for

. example 01son and Rabunsky (1972 228) when us1ng pred1cted power as. a ;

measure of percept1on flnd a negat1ve corre]at1on between the normat1ve

o and perceptual measures, a negat1ve corre]at1on between the perceptual

and behav1ora1 mea5ures, and a pos1t1ve corre]atlon between the norma-- ;

"’\

itwe power as 2 measure of percept1on they f1nd a pos1t1ve correlat1on

.50

| o t1ve and behav1ora1 measures On the other hand when us1ng retrospec- R

. between the normat1ve and perceptual measures a nonswgn1f1cant pos1t1ve5ri.

lfffcorre]at1on between the perceptua1 and behav1oral measures and a pos1- T

'7‘_t1ve correlat1on between the nonnatlve and behav1ora1 measures. “f:' -

Th1s kind of compar1son suggests the follow1ng typology (Tab]e 1),; -

. 5on the baSIS of wh1ch severa] d1fferent kinds of famlly relar1ons cou]d |

8

R be differentlated The quest1on to be 1nvestlgated is whether different;tvj'
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 TABLE .1: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS, NORMS, AND BEHAVIOR.

E ’ . Lt
/. . . t

CNORMS AND | . * PERCEPTION .\ |~ NORMS AND
PERCEPTION | “AND BEHAVIOR ~° | = BEHAVIOR

- + (positive) :. o + (positite) : + (pbsi_ti‘ve)
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patterns of corre]at1ons are capab]e of 1solat1ng d1fferent k1nds of |

' family 1nteract1on Tead1ng to a poss1b1e dﬂagnos1s of. poss1bTe prob]em -

‘tareas within part1cuTar fam111es
The abpve typoTogy may be furthér extended to at Teast three

'TeveTs of congruence or Tack of congrue ce (TabTe(Z)_ :Such extens1on

prov1des a-more deta1Ted anaTys1s of the 'f1t" between various. d1men-'

sions of fam1Ty power *:- . } ;
The ftrst TeveT determines 1ntrapersona1 congruence Th1s Tevel
s assumes that an 1nd1v1duaT 3 (ego or aTter) percept1ons may be congru- "

,ent or 1ncongruent w1th h1s norms; that h1s perceptlons may be congru-

~ ent or 1ncongruent w1th h15 behav1or and that h1s no#ms and behaqjor

"?A,may be. congruent or 1ncongruent Incongruence between any two of these

; d1mens1ons woqu tend to cause 1ntra personaT conf11ct wh1ch woqu
| fu1t1mate1y have some effect on 1nterpersona1 relatlonsh1ps
‘ The second TeveT of anaTysis exam1nes ;hterpersohaTICUngruence

"Thls TeveT detenntnes if there 1s congruence between the percept1ons of

71'ego and the percept1ons of aTter, wf there 1s congruence between the

';norms of ego and the norms of aTter, and, 1f’there TS congruence between ﬂf;.f

'-‘f,the behav1or of ego and the behav1or of alter.

The th1rd TeveT of ana1y51s cons1ders 1nterpersona1 inter- ”1'

:lbd1mens1onaT congruence. Th1s 15 the most CDmpTex TeveT of analySIS

"'f-This Tevel exam1nes 1f there TS congruence between the percept1on of

'ﬂl'ego and the norms of aTter.on v1ce versa, 1f there 1s congruence between
;}'the percept10n of ego and the behav1or of aTter, and v1ce versa and |
‘hf1f therel1s congruence between the.norms of ego and the behavior of

',

.ialter, and v1ce versa

52 .

‘bean}f.rf; The flrst Teve] of congruence has been systematica]ly investigated{ﬁ~ o



- TABLE 2:??CONGRUENCE BETWEEN PERCEPTION, NORMS AND BEHAVIOR

NEE_MfM_TA

| LEVELfIr INTERPERSONAL CJNGRUENCE

-

| LEVEL-I INTRAPERSONAL CONGRUENCE ©KEY T0 TABLE 2:

perception
norms -
behavior :
- Ego "

- Alter .

 PERCEPTION AND NORMS N

JPEENE .
“PA + PE .

]

PERCEPTION AND BEHAVIOR g L
U PE4BE - ' . neqative

Mbmmzv

PA£BA “"f - correlation’

NORMS AND BEHAVIOR

NE + BE.
NA t BA

PERCEPTION
E + PA

NORMS
E + NA

BEHAVIOR
BE t BA

~"?‘PLEVELEIII INTERPERSONAL INTERDIMENSIONAL CONGRUENCE

PERCEPTION AND NORMS
PE + NA- K
PA ¥ NE - SRR
PERCEPTION AND BEHAVIOR
PA t BE ‘ : ST e
NORMS o BEHAVIOR AR A R
" NE + BA”

- positive or

. 53



.' and discussed by the psychoanalysts' This 1eve1 is genera]ly over-}j'
ﬁ.]ooked by soc1o]oglca1 1nvest1gators or is even dlsparaged by such: 5

' 1nvestigators (Scanzon1 1972) The second level has| rece1ved some
'~attent1on in famlly power stud1es (Granbo1s andWWillet 1970 Olson aqd
Rabunsky, 1972 Turk and Be]l 1972), although the 1mp11cat10ns of a R
-'_Iack of congruence between 1nteract1ng 1nd1v1duals ‘have never been
i c1nvest1gated or the 1ack of congruence has s1mp1y been attrlbuted to =

oconceptual or methodo]og1ca1 weaknesses The th1rd 1eve1 of ana]ysis

- has not been 1nvestxgated 1n terms of fanlly power relat1ons

Not only does the app11cat1on of the normat1ve perceptual and

'4behav1ora1 dlmen51ons apply to dec1s1on-mak1ng, but 1t is also possib]e | e

to broaden the range 50 that th1s analys1s becomes app]icable to the o

'::famlly power structure in general Saf1lios Rothschi]d (1970 540) de-

' Ndif1ned famxly power as "a mu]t]dxmens1ona1 concept that 1s measured

'_'1nd1rect1y through behav1ora1 acts 1n wh1ch the degree of one s power

o is. put to the test " Thus, 1t 1s ma1nta1ned the outcome of decis1on-»’
1‘,mak1ng, the patterns of tens1on and confllct management or the type of o

'?preva111ng d1v151on of labor are a]l measures of fam111aI power It-ls

:bfam11y power, but rather the preva111ng model of power 1s reflected by

*-the total conflgurat1on of these measures Furthermore each of these

AlQ;t1ve perceptua1 and behav1ora1 dimens1ons Flgure 3 portrays in -

' ;'*i:- iv:sua] form the app11cat1on of thlS approach to fam11y POW&F. aﬂd 15

K 4

cons1dered as ba51c to an understand1ng of the k1nds of relatlonsh1ps

A h;whlch are- 1nvolved in the fam11y power sﬁructure

Famlly power 15 represented 1n th1s figure as mu1t1d1men51onaj

54

1'7-g,71mposs1ble to regard any one of these measures as being synonymous W1th zif_';""”

‘Tf-;measures of power needs to be ana]yzed 1n tenns of the under]y1ng norma-{_ _fuf;~;
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in nature being the outcome'of the interrelationshtp'of decision-.
| mak1ng, d1v1s1on of labor and ten51on and conf11ct management The .
‘ var1ous 1nd1cators of each of these d1mens1ons of power further.QEed to
be seen 1n terms of- the 1nterre1at10nsh1ps of nonns, percept1ons and
behav1or Thus dec1s1on—mak1ng needs to be ana]yzed in terms of its
: normatlve perceptual, and: behav1ora1 dimens1ons, and of the 1nterre1a_ :
t1onsh1ps of these d1mens1ons Fina]]y; the 1nterre1at1onsh1p of norms
Aigovernnng dec151on-mak1ng, d1v151on of 1abor; and patterns of tens1on an§®
_‘conf11ct management the percept1ons of deé1s1on-mak1ng, d1v151on of |
1abor, and patterns of tens1on and conflict management and behav1or C I 7
}_related to dec1s1on—maP1ng, d1v1s1on of 1abor and patterns of tens1on | |
- and conf11ct management needs to be analyzed It is. th1s total con-
fi ftgurat1on of d1mens1ons and thelr 1nterre1at1on ip that demonstrates
'.the nature of fam11y power structure | Such an aZ§}y51s g1ves a more
”ﬂiy'deta1ied and more complete p1cture of the fam11y power structure
| | It needs to be recognlzed however that even thlS extended |
.T‘fanalys1s of fam]Iy power falls short of an understand1ng of the" dynamlo

g aspects of the fam1]y POWEr structure All of these measures are 'Q¥d f'r B

- mere]y outcome meaSures of power because all of the studles as presently'f'i*

"ﬂr.set up have only mea5ured the outcome of dec151on-mak1ng, or the outcome L

| 'lu_;of d1v1s1on of Iabor or the outcome of patterns of tens1on and confllct}-'ffe )

; W

e management I none of these stud1es has there been an attempt to ‘”?ff';f_ﬂ

o ,l

s ”?ana]yze the proces by wh1ch these outcomes are arr1ved at Even Olson f:j;f*

. ’e'and Rabunsky s measure of process power" 1s nothlng more than anaout-

: *’t‘,c0me measure of power ThlS should not be 1nterpreted to mean that out-_,ffpfvfef
“x"come measures are of no va]ue On the contrary, they can give us a :""
"7great deal of 1nsight 1nto the family power structure., From thls po1nt

!



| '.stand1ng of the. further 1ns1ghts ga1ned from such an approach

of view they need to be retained"‘ The po1nt is, that we need to\extend

-Qur understandxng of fan11y power beyond these outcome measures 1n

orden to ga1n a comp]ete p1cture It therefore becomes necessary ‘to

‘9\.

'proceed to an analysis of the process of fam11y power, and to ah un

‘2. The Dynamlc %odel A number of researchers (Edwards, 1969 §prey,

1969,v1971,;1972; Scanzon1 1970 1972 Turk and Be1] 1972 01son and -
_ Rabunsky,‘1972"Turk 1974) have been urg1ng the nece551ty of a more
*'_dynam1c view of the process of fam11y power Desplte thelr e]oquent _ f’.

.taappeals very 11tt1e concrete work has been done in the presentat1on of:

a mode] that can’ hand]e th1s kind of . ana]ys1s 1:?' 1¢i. -

Olson and Rabunsky (1972 232) comment -
. § )
COIf fam11y 1nvest1gators are truly - 1nterested in study1ng famwly
process such as occurs in decision- <making and conflict resolution,
they need to- utilize a gynam1c conceptual ‘model that deals with =
~the rec1proca1 nature of the family d1scuss1ons and negot1at1ons
“ that take place rather. than utilize a static model which focuses - 4
“on. the- outcome of family process. ~An alternative .dynamic model S,
 would utilize congepts and. prwnc1p1es from system theory. It would ~ -
focus on communication processes and would. attempt to delineate the ~
. strateg1es and" counter~strateg1es that are used- in the process ofv SR
. 'negotiating and reso1v1ng conf11ct This approach vould: be less B
.. concerned with who wins, "i: i.e., outcome ‘than ‘with the’ process by
'which the. coup]e arr1ved at a a g1ven dec1s1on or: p01nt of 1mpasse

S1m11ar1y, Jetse Sprey‘(1969 702) ma1nta1ns that to conceptua]-;-f in-.

1,1ze the fam11y as a system in. conf11ct “means to see 1ts process asan

‘fi_?ongoing confrontat1on between 1ts members a confrontat1on between ”[:‘

& '5“j1nd1v1duals w1th conf11ct1ng 1nterests 1n their connnn s1tuat1on.f,'”

"'*,:Sprey goes on to def1ne the famlly .as’ an arena 1n which conf11ct1ng

1"f11nterests contend rather than as an organ1sm seek1ng stab]e equ111br1um(ff;.t«7't

":~'¥_As a process then the fam11y 1s conce1ved as "an ongoing peace-mak1ng e

f.,{effort whlch may resu]t 1n a negotlated order, a state of affa1rs wh1chtﬂd;';Vlﬁf;



remains, however open, to continuouS're?negotiation“ (1969 702)

Ina. subsequent paper Sérey 1972 236) argues that our ana]ytlcal

'lfocus needs to sh1ft from a concern w1th the power of. the 1nd1v1dua1

members to.a concern W1th "power1ng" wh1ch is. def1ned as- "the ongo1ng

;.confrontat1on in wh1ch the power 1nputs of all part1c1pants are

rec1proca111Aput to the test." It is this process whlch determines. the

outcome of any g1ven-declslon-mak1ng barga1n1ng, or negot1at1ng event

(compare‘Kenke1, 1963,145).} In contrast to Olson and Rabunsky's find-

qing;that indiyjdualsIWere able to report what decisions were made but

-

‘ Vnot whoﬁmade thems Sprey asserts that indiVidua1s are capable'of giving,'

a detailed account of a g1ven argument but that th1s is understood ands

. reported in terms of trategx rather than _power. He therefore suo?ests""'
,(1972 237) that "we start ask1ng famlly members to tell us what happens
in terms of moves. and countermoves, threats and prom1ses aggress1on o

and appeasement to ment1on only a few potent]a]ly fruatful concepts "

S1m1lar1y, Larson (1974 56) comments

- Theory whrch focuses on the convergence and equ111br1um -of. faml- o

" lies toward greater agreement has missed the point, The point

'.if}wou]d seem better stated as coming. ta know, understand and feel.
‘understood relative to the existence 6f dlsagreements Lt shou]d B

" .not be assumed' that the fact of disagreement is 1nherent1y a .
negative feature of family rélationships....Once a fam11y, ‘or -sub-

_-;fl-system within it becomes aware of d1sagreements, serious disagree- o
< c.ments--those that threaten. the stability of the- un1t-—w111 Tikely .

~ dissipate; W1th time" and communication.  Other d1sagreements,‘ho§;

7',*x';,ever, will prov1de the cutting edge for change; evolutisn:

* (nagentropy or morphogenic processes in-open. systems theory), -
 optimum:toleration, and a.1ittle dynam1c and cha]]eng1ng 1nter-<
action. (_g barga1n1ng and’ exchange) KR

\\f

':ffprocess is that of Sp1ege1 (1968) He sees 1nteraet1on w1th1n the fam- ;5

o 3'1n the fam11y system produces equ111br1um w1th1n the systeh whereas

g [

One'approach to an ana]ys1s of mar1ta1 conf11ct reso1ut1on as a d

.‘:”'7’11y from the v1ewp01nt of role analysis ccmplementarity °f ”0135 W‘th‘~ _‘Q-;Yf



£ - '

fa11ure of comp]ementar1ty produces d1sequ111br1um w1th1n the system
Accord]ng)to Sp1ege1 (1968: 401) “Failure of comp]ementar1ty is so
; d1srupt1ng that” 1t is almost always accompan1ed by processes of restor-
at1on for'wh1ch I would like to use the term re—equ111brat1on " Sp1ege1
d1st1ngu1shes e]even steps in the process of re- equ111brat10n which are
seen as hav1ng a temporal order a]though he is unable to dlscern the
. bas1s of this order. The flrst f1ve types of conf11ct management are
referred 10 as ro]e 1nduct1on, 1n.wh1ch the equilibrium 1s'restored by
-tmeans of a un11atera1 dec1s1on on the part of one of the part1c1pants
..Th1s reso]ut1on is based on man1pu1at1ve and 1nstrumenta1 procedures
"Role 1nduct1on 1nc1udes coerc1on, coax1ng, eva]uat1ng, masklng, and
postponement Ro]e»reversal is regarded as a tran21t1ona1 re-equ111b-
:rar1um device wh1ch fonns a connect1ng link between ‘the f1ve processes of

- role 1nduct1on and roIe mod1f1cat1on The second f1ve types of con—

: f11ct management are’ referred to as role mod1f1cat1on, in wh1ch re-

equi]1brat1on 1s accomp115hed through changes 1n att1tudes and behav1ors

of both partners based on 1ns1ght“and commun1cat1ve procedures Ro]e

. 'mod1f1cat1on 1nc1udes Jok1ng, referra] to a th!rd party, exp]orat!on for -

.a nove] so]ut1on comprom1se and conso]1dat1on
Wh11e th1s approach does take 1nto cons1derat1on the process of

»yconf11ct reso]ut1on, several weaknesses can be pointed out F1rst

o Sp1ege1 seems to asstme that the bas1c cause of conf11ct w1th1n the N

rfgfam1ly is- the breakdown of ro]e comp]ementarlty, and that wherever har-

"”71~mony ex1sts ro]e compiementar1ty can be assumed He asserts (1968 395)

'51.“The fa1lure of complementar1ty feeds back nnto the awareness of the

I

'aiifpart1c1pants in the fbrm of tens1on anxxety or host111ty, and self— o

d}consciousness If the process continues w1thout change 1t will end 1n

SRS '
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the disruption of the system." The question of why'role complementarity

breaks down is answered by reference to cogn1t1ve discrepancy, discrep-

- ancy of goals, aI]ocatlve d1screpancy, 1nstrumenta1 d1screpancy, and
:d1screpancy of cultura] va]ue or1entat1ons As Sprey has frequent]y

~ pointed out, the assumpt1on ‘that equilibrium character1zes the fam11y

process and that conflict is an evidence of the breakdown of this pro-
cess needs to be seriously quest1oned Many families do cont1nue

desp1te the existence of perpetua] conflict and d1sorder' Turner

o

| f_(197o 6) asserts "0ccas1ona11y a fam11y marked by 1ncessant conflict )

turns out to be highly eff1c1ent in reach1ng agreement andggett1ng
fam11y act1v1t1es done Often a fam1]y whose re]at1onships are gener-
al]y harmon10us may neverthe]ess be lncapable of reach1ng family dec1—:
s1ons and gettlng on’ w1th famlly tasks " »

Second]y,the nature of equ111br1um is not c]early spe11ed out by

Sp1ege1 but it does app&ar to Ze a rather static state in’ wh1ch no

,.further process of. mutua] adjustment and change takes place | Thus there',

Y

seems to be an 1mp11c1t assumpt1on that change takes pdace 1n the fam11y

.system on]y through dlsequ111br1um and the resultant re-equ111brat1on

lgi'process Equilibr1um 1s not represented as.-a dynamic chang1ng re]at1on- ‘ |

sh1p w1th1n the fam11y system ewh”ch is a weakness of Sp1ege1 'S analys1s

F1na]1y, the concept of tempora] order 1n the resolut1on df con— .

g f11ct needs ‘to be quest10ned Sp1ege] (1968 402-410) d1st1ngu1shes .7”
L ‘eleven steps tn the process of ‘the restorat1on of equi]ibr1bm, with these
steps hav1ng a tempora] order which has a]k1nd of 1nterna1 1og1c.v_¢5

fﬁThough he 1nd1cates that he 1s unab]e to dlscern the basis of. the order, -

} f?nevertheless 1t s assumed The 1mp11c1t assumpt1on 1s that compromise

. (step number 10) cou]d not take place W1th6ut passing through the -

R S



. )

g previous sequence'of nine steps‘ It is' doubtfyl that th1s sequence of

the resolut1on of conflict can be ma1nta1ned by emplrlca] research. Ead

of these steps, must be seen as potent1a] a]ternat1ve solutions, rather

than as a def1n1te sequence hav1ng a temporaT order,

. Turner (1970:6) raises three 1nterre1ated questlons regarding the

way in wh1ch.the family funct1ons as a soc1a1 unit. The first quest1on
. is to what extent the fam11y functions in harmony or conf11ct or why

there is a d1fference from fam1]y to family in the level of ‘conflict or

harmony, The second quest1on is to- what extent the famTTy is abTe to .

reach dec1s1ons and divide up var1ous family tasks or act1v1t1es The}l
third quest1on is the tightness or looseness,w1th wh1ch 1nd1v1dua]s who -
make up the fam11y are bonded together These three questlons set the

stage for a more deta11ed exam1nat1on of the process of famw]y inter-

'actlon and fam11y power

o) The gybernet1c morphqgenic model . It is with this orienta-

tion in mind that a cybernet1c morphogen1c model of fam11y 1nteract10n
is deve]oped in this thes1s ~ This mode] emphas1zes~fam11y 1nteract1on

which takes into account the nonnat1ve, perceptual, and behav1ora1

&

” doma1ns but which focuses on the process rather than upon the outcome

. of fam]]y 1nteract1on It is aTso ma1nta1ned that the modeT s capabTe
\;¢of hand]1ng not only mar1ta1 1nteract1on ‘but also 1nteract10n w1th1n

,“the fam11y as a who]e The mode] perm1ts us to. hand]e not on]y coopera-"

‘ tion and harmony or re]at1ons of equ1]1br1um! but also s1tuat1ons of

'confT1ct, and the resultant negot1at1on processes.. The systems approach:.f'”

g t' perm1ts us’ to 1ntegrate further the contr1but1ons of _some of the maJor

v’_'conceptual frameworks in. the soc1o]ogy of the fam11y 1n a comprehens1ve

. appltcat1on to the actual ongo1ng process of fam11y 1nteraction

<
e



IN1S moael OT Tamiy interaction 1s also-an implicit recogni-
tion that the structural model of family power is never capable of‘pre-
senting a comp1ete picture becauseithe struCture-of family power is
subject'to continuous refnegotiation and reorganization. This means,
as éuck]ey (1967:130) cogently argues: |

| ..hot only ‘that any given soc1a1 structure must always fa11
some degree to define, spec1fy, or prov1de adequate]y for some’
exigencies or unstructured events, but that it will itself
positively generate such exigencies: confl®ets of interest,
- ambiguous standards, role discrepancies, and failure to achieve .
goals. ' v '
 The mOrphogehic'mode1'does not minimize organtzation or»struc-
ture, but rather seeks torecognize:thatrthe structure,:in order to
remain'viab1e ‘must be subject tq;elaboration or cAUhge Similarly,
}.‘Black and Broder1ck (1972 9) assert that morphogenes1s refers not to
the way that "individual e]ements in a mode1 change their values but
”rather to a built- -in system capac1ty to change the pattern of relation-
sh1p between the elements, result1ng in an aTtered sequence of occur- ”
‘ rence of system events ! It is this bu11t -in capac1ty to systemat1ca11y
change the sequence of system events wh1eh character1zes the morphogeF1c -
7mode1 of fam1]y power Thus morphogen1c processes refer to thoseApro- : |
"cesses wh1ch change the 1nteract1on patterns or the patterns of relatlon-
'ship or ro]e structure w1th1n the fam11y ‘Each 1nteract1on sequence
- has the potent1a1 of a- morphogen1c effect of wh1ch bondlng and allena-
'-t1on are examp]es in the broadest sense, , Y | |
B]ack (1972) 1nd1cates that treat1ng the fam11y as a cybernet1c

Asystem resu]ts in two maJor conceptual contr1but1ons the~introduction N

©oof the pr1nc1p1e of feedback mechan1sms, and the treatment of the fam-

-ily as an open system whlch means that its behav1or 1s 1nf1uenca1by



events ‘and var1ab1es outs1de the fam11y, as we]] as by the 1ntra -system
feedback loops "
| Straus (1972 2). dtscusses the: key problem faced by any researcher |
seek1ng to. apply systems theory to the: study of the fami]y o
' However the literature on the app11cgtton of a. systems frame-
work to- the family consists of general discussion of the elements
of systems theory and its potential. It dges not provide specific
concrete examples of ways of bridging the S%p between the very -
~abstract formilations of systems theory and the concrete reality 6f
the operat1on<f the family. L LT
Straus' paper represents a major step in the br1dglng of th1s gap
toward the. app11cat1on of systems theory to the family. One of the key
problems of systems analys1s is to 1so]ate the system goa]s which are
app11cab1e to fam111es in genera] or to a part1cu1ar fam1]y For A'
examp]e Heer (1963) 1n h1s reference to the d1screpancy between actual
return and return expected under an alternat1ve to the.existing marr1age
or famlly, assumes that both husband and wife concetve of the poss1b11-
ity of separat1on d1vorce and- subsequent remarr1age and that this con-
s1derat1on of a]ternat1ves affects the power ba]ance w1th1n the marri--
‘»age; In. contrast Sprey (1973 13) argues that since marrlage 154
dyadlc re]at1onsh1p wh1ch is supposed too1ast, 1ts cont1nuation must be
seen as- "an 1ntegra1 part of the pay-off' of the game of marr1age |
Ind1v1dua1 'Wins® or '1osses in marita1 negot1at1on become self defeat-
1ng 1f they wou]d 1mpa1r the surv1va1 potent1a1 of’the relat1onsh1p
in. quest1on " It is qu1te poss1b1e that each of these d1fferent per- 4
," spect1ves may const1tute the "System goal" for d1fferent fam111es or 1""
| for the same fam11y’,t d1fferent po1nts 1n t1me.z | |

As already 1nd1cated this mode] 1s not regarded as a sophistl-. N

cated and f1n1shed application of systems theory to ‘the concept of fam11y



pbWer} (It is rather‘the first step in an attempt to apply theffindings '
of prev1ous research in the area of famlly power, and to appTy the
further 1ns1ghts provided by the appllcat1on of the perceptuaT norma-.

- ttve and behav1oraT d1mens1ons of family power The var1ous eTements~
and operat1ons wh1ch enter into.a complete treatment of fam11y 1nter-“

' actlon events are certainly not exhausted by this 1ntroductory discu-
~sion. Further research and 1nvestlgat1on, as weTT as the»1n1t1a1
_attempts at appT1cat1on of the system may reveaT other key concepts or
-operat1ons wh1ch need to be cons1dered Furthermore the present modeT
-takes onTy 1nd1rect acgbunt of the fam11y as an -open. system Further

-eTaborat1on needs to be g1ven to events and variab]es wh1ch are exter—

nal to the fam1Ty, but wh1ch have an effect upon fam11y 1nteract1on

_ --Such eTaborat1on 1s outs1de of the scope of the present approach

BTack and 8roder1ck (1972: 26 28) refer to three requ1rements of

a cybernet1c modeT The f1Lst of these 1s a set of operat1ons or system |

"'behav1ors to choose from The mode] must prov1de for a]ternat1ve courses .

~of act1on F1gure 4 outlines a number of po1nts at wh1ch aTternat1ve
lcourses of act1on are poss1b1e that is, deqision po1nts (for exampTe,
Boxes 3, 4, 5, 36, 14 17, 20, 24, 27 29, 30, 32). The. second requwe-'
ment 1s a set of status 1nd1cators wh1ch prov1de 1nfonnat1on about some

{

"eiaspect of the current cond1t1ons of ewther the system 1tseTf or e]se 1ts

;'env1ronment (for exampTe Boxes 3 4y 55 36 17 24 27 29 30 32)
"-The 1nfonnat1on prov1ded by status 1nd1cators is mean1ngfu1 onTy when

‘compared w1th some correspondlng 1nfonnat1on that is aTready known or:

-

-

’ 7represented w1th1n the modeT wh1ch 1s referred to- as criter1on 1nd1cators

B Cr1ter1on 1nd1cators aTTow status 1nd1cators to be 1dent1f1ed " The cr1-’_ip"
. 'V'

,terion 1nd1cators ut1T1zed 1n the cybernet1c morphogenic modeT of fam11y
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interact1on are perceptual congruence (Box 3) normat1ve congruence
(Box 4), behav1ora]-congruence (Box 5), the resolution of.conflict(Boxesh‘
17, 24 and 27), equitable action (Box 29), and‘the existence of‘alfen-

ation (BOx Sé) Accordlng to Black and Broderlck (1972 29), when ‘the |

' *status 1nd1cator does not match the cr1ter1on the next operat1on 1s

| chosen spec1f1ca1]y to modify the status 1nd1cator in the direction of
the criterion In other words ,. 1n cybernet1c mode]s the criterion 1nd1-’
'cators become 1nd1cators of system ggals_ | | .‘A
Flgure 4 is-a general f]ow chart of the cybernet1c morphogenlc
' :model of fam11h interaction deve]oped in. th1s research Th1s mode1
-permlts a dynam1c analys1s of the process of fam11y lnteract on, rather

than cons1der1ng on]y the outcome of such 1nteraction The two maJor

'contr1buttons of the model are f1rst “to enab]e us to d1fferent1ate 1"~U-

V '. pos1t1ve prob]emat1c -and negat1ve dyad1c or fam1]y 1nteract1on and

3 _potent1a1 prob]em of fam11y 1nteract1on ex1sts.'f§n"'

3 .-

Asecond to enab]e us to 1so1ate the leve] or d1mens1on w1th1n wh1ch a

o

The d1fferent1at1on of - pos1t1ve prob]emat1c or negat1ve 1nter- e

5act1on takes p]ace as the resu]t of" the chorce of var1ous alternatlve .

o behav1ors at d1fferent po1nts w1th1n the model

Posit1ve 1nteract1on fo]]ows the route 1—2-3-4-5-29 6 7 Itdi

n'a,:beglns w1th ego 's percept1on of a need and the resu1t1ng behav1or 1n-'5tr},is-

'9\

'.”bu o If‘there is perceptua] and normat1ve agreement between ego and
’['alter, and 1f the behav1or 1s congruent w1th the1r percept1on and norms;;t-

7then the behav1or w11l be executed w11] be perce1ved as equ1tab1e a

'““:process of bond1ng w111 take p]ace and the behav1ora1 reperto1re w111

. ”'-,_be stored and drawn upon 1n future 1nteraction. It 1s ant1cipated that %fST*-*”

:’“{iin we]l-adJusted fam111es the greatest proport1on of 1nteract1on wi]]

Lol
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'take this route, that 1s, there 1s bas1c agreement regardtng what needs
to be done and the way in wh1ch 1t ought to be done Th1s route may
also account for habitual or non- problemat1ca\ 1nteract1on that 1s
'*rout1ne act1on S1nce there 1s rea]]y no quest1on regard1ng perceptua]
or normat1Ve standards, or regard1ng the congruence or equ1tab1e nature
of the behav1or 1tse]f, it passes w1thout be]ng quest1oned This route
then represents cooperat1ve or harmon1ous 1nteract1on o
Prob]emat1ca] 1nteract1on takes account of the fact that there
are 1ssues to be reso]ved and d1sagreements to be sett]ed in all. fam- f>
‘ i]ies Th1s is in keep1ng w1th Sprey S content1on that the fam11y needs | -
T to be seen as a system in conf11Ct that 1s, a s1tuat1on 1n wh1ch har- _»;
nnny and stab1]1ty are to be seen as prob]emat1ca1 rather than norma] -
: states of affairs\ | ; , _ :
_. _ Problemat}ba\01nteract1on resu]ts from e1ther perceptual d1s-$.“;_ o
) agreement (1 2-3- 12-36.. ﬂbrmat1ve d1sagreement (1 2- 3 4 12 36 ), :”dd-

or the 1ack of congruence of behav1or w1th percept1on or norms - (1 2 3- -

4_5_12_35., ). The 1ack of perceptual, normat1ve or behavioral con-»f»,,fj

_,:gru1ty resuIts in d1screpant behav1or, that 15, in’ behavior by E1ther“ff, o

: ego or alter wh1ch does not agree w1th what 1s expected by the other'nrl”

B person given the1r‘!erceptua1 normat1ve or behaviora1 1nput D1screp--,

"ﬁfar1ses out of or’ reflects 1ncongruent percept1ons norms, or behav1ors

8 apt behav1or shou]d be regarded as a descr1pt1ve rather than an ana1yt1ca1

i "element of the systems approach to fam11y 1nteract1on ' Such behavtor

Discrepant behav1or, however, does not necessarily 1ead to be- \“

s 715hav1or conf11ct It may not be not1ced by the other person or, 1f

' f,~not1ced, 1t may be al]owed to pass w1thout be1ng cha]]enged If dts--'

‘*"lit’crepant behavior 1s not cha]lenged we proceed to the next 1nd1cator R



'wh1ch asks 1f the actton is perce1ved as equ1tab]e If the d1screpant
behav1or is cha]]enged the resu]t is behavior conf11ct which then

il » ' [ .
: proceeds to the process of negot1at10n The resu]ts of thts negot1atlon

‘may take one of several a]ternattve routes whtch W111 be spe]led out in

| ».greater deta11 at a 1ater po1nt

There are two senses 1n which 1nteract10n is def1ned as prob]em-‘
: at1ca1 F1rst d1screpant behav1or may or may not be cha11enged w1th
1d1fferent poss1b1e outcomes 1n each case. If cha]]enged dlscrepant
‘vbehav1or w111 resu]t in behav1or conf]]ctv Second and more 1mportant
is the fact that behav1or conf]1ct may be resolved, 1n wh1ch case. the }‘
;'result wou]d be a~pos1t1ve outcome On the other hand behavior con~
h.‘f11ct may not be resolved 1n wh1ch case the outcome wou]d be negat1ve.' |
_ Because the 1nteract1on determtnes the pos1t1ve or negat1ve outcome
3uch 1nteractlon is. def1ned as problemat1ca1 In v1ew of the modern :

B emphas1s on . ega]]tar1an re]at1ons and the 1ack of nonnatlve gu1de]1nes ‘

for such re]at1ons, 1t 1s to be expected that a considerab]e proport1on'{sg»e"

1 of fam11y 1nteract1on W1]1 be prob]emat1ca1 1n nature.' It 1s 1mpossab1el

‘.ﬂtO pred1ct the outcome of such 1nteract1on w1th any maJor degree or mea-rj7-
p . B . . N ‘._"

‘jsure of certa1nty

Negat1ve 1nteract10n wou]d character1ze those fam111es wh1ch are e

1usua11y def1ned as ma]adgusted or patholog1ca1 Interact1on sequences

| _f._[,_lwou]d tend to- foHow the route S -17 26 27 zs 32 23 7 In other words R

these fam1]1es have not 1earned how to hand]e conﬁ'.ptc w1th the resu]ti;‘;'* .

V' *-that the1r ent1re 1nteract1om tends to be dom1nated by conf11ct

Th1s d1fferent1at1on of a]ternat1ve famlly behav1ors can then be o

"1}1avej§ easi]y ut111zed 1n prov1d1ng a taxonomy of fami]y adJustment and

:K"'hfﬂab111ty to hand]e conf11ct

SR



A further contr1but1on of the mode] 1s to enab1e us %o isolate
" the 1eve1 or d1mens1on w1th1n whlch a potent1al prob]em of fam11y inter-
.'actlon ex1sts One of the 1mp11c1t assumpt1ons of the mode] and, 1ndeed
~of the conceptuydl or1entat1on, 1s that problems, of 1nteract1on exist in
e1ther the perzgptual the normat1ve or the behav1ora1 d1mens1on or 1h
~some’ comb1nat1on of d1mens1ons Three 1evels of congruence between y
1percept1ons, norms, and behav1or have been 1solated ear11er (Table 2)
d'These 1evels of congruence can be app]1ed in determ1n1ng the 1eve1 or f"'ﬁ
: d1mens1on within wh1ch the potent1a] prob]em of 1nteract1on may be “
| found, The ab111ty to determ1ne whether conf11ct takes place at the |
'.f1ntrapersona1 Tevely the 1nterpersona1 1eve1 or the 1nterpersonal-
'1nterd1mens1ona] Tevel shou1d be extreme]y valuab]e both to a therap1st

- Adeahn’mth famﬂy prob]ems and to the genera1 student of the famﬂy g

. who is seek1ng a more accurate understand1ng of fam11y 1nteract1on

L the conf11ct

f”process Th1s wou]d suggest the d1mens1on 1n wh1ch potent1a1 mod1f1ca-. -
ﬂ13t10n needs to take p]ace 1n order to. br1ng about opt1mum reso]ution of [ |
: : U ' -
Hav1ng prov1ded a general overv1ew of the funct1oning of the
- systems model, 1t now becomes poss;b]e to examine each of the e]ements X .:;

‘ ‘;1n greater detall, and to g1ve concrete examples of how 1t wou]d func- o

. t1on 1n de11neat1ng fam11y 1nteract1on

(2) The process of fam11y 1nteract1on. The 1n1t1a1 stages of

(

ﬂf’yany 1nteract1on event reveal the strong 1nf1uence of the approach of

””ffjsymbol1c interaction._ Ego percelves some need or s1tuat10n to wh1ch he}ih'?}'

| “’gi _makes some behav1ora1 re5ponse which may vary from fac1a1 eXpress1on to.'ffs'fj

; some verba] response T%ls behaviora] 1nput is def1ned 1n the broad

e

..:’i7>'"sense of any behav1or which can be assigned some meaning by the actOr ?jf:fx oL



-“follows

or observer (Turner, 1970:21). Alter receives ego's’ behavioral input,

’

.p]aceS'his own interpretation on it, and responds’on the'basis of this
- interpretation. The ‘further style and content of the jnteraction

. seguence depends on this-interpretation and- response At th1s stage in :

1

" the 1nteract1on cyc]e the f1rst three status 1nd1cators are app11ed to

'determine if the cr1ter1a are be1ng met In order to provide a pract1- '

ca] examp]e, case descr1pt1on number 12 from the Inventory of Marital

Conlects (O]son, 1970a) will be ut]]lzed The ‘case descr1pt10ng1s as

Each n1ght Larry prom1ses Judy that he w111 throw the garbage out

after they finish dinner. Invariably, Larry forgets and Teaves -
the kitchen without doing what'he has promised, Judy has felt

- that the best thing to do is to throw the garbage away by herseT?

and has been doing this later in the evening. When he notices

‘this, Larry becomes: angry with Judy, stating that this is his job.

~As- Larry continues to follow his old habits, Judy begins to do the
‘ Achore hersetf onTy to be angr11y cr1t1c1zed by her husband ’

The app]1cat1on of the status 1nd1cators may take place at any -.

x'f,one of the levels of congruence On the f1rst 1eve1 of 1ntrapersona1

congruence the 1ack of congruence 1s f1rst ev1dent between the per- -

5cept10n and norms of Larry and his behav1or that 1s h1s behav10r is ;.;
'"not congruent with h1s perceptlon and nonns Var1ous psychotogica]
fgproblems cou]d be advanced to accounf for this 1ack of congruence |
"SJmilarly, in response to Larry s behavior, Judy s carrying out the N
| Z,garbage a]so 1eads to behav1or wh1ch 1s not congruent w1th her percep- :\'
E i?tion and norms S1nce the present model 1s concerned w1th interact1on, i L

:'=_‘ hthe 1ack of intrapersona] congruence w111 not be pursued any further

The app11cat1on of the status 1nd1cators at the second 1eve1

'-d;.reveals that there IS congruence between the perceptions of ego and the

: :ifpercepttons of a]ter, between the norms of ego and the norms of alter, f,;f:ff



=~as well as between the behauior of egoﬁand the ‘behavior of aTter. A
question may be raised’regarding‘the‘behavioraT congruence of'ego and
-alter. S1nce ego is not taang out - the garbage th1s JOb is done by
-aTter and hence the Tack of congruence does not exist at thts TeveT
| It is at the th1rd TeveT of 1nterpersona] 1nterd1menS1onaT con-
' gruence that probTems of interaction become ev1dent ATthough a. Tack _
of 1ntrapersona1 congruence was noted between the behavtor and the normsb'_
and percept1ons of ego, th1s does not. necessar1Ty lead to interpersonal
:T confT1ct Desptte perceptuaT and normat1ve agreement regard1ng how the'
garbage shoqu be handTed Larry s pers1stent fa1?ure to take out the
‘garbage 1nd1cates that h1s behav1or 1s not onTy 1ncongruent ‘with h1s
-perceptions and norms, but w1th Judy s percept1ons and norms as weTT
'S1m1TarTy, Judy s behav1or of tak1ng out. the garbage is 1ncongruent not
’onTy w1th her own percept1ons and nonns but w1th the percept10n and |
"norms of Larry. The resuTt of th1s lack of congruence 1s d1screpant
o behav1or, wh1ch Teads to behavwor conf11ct Had Larry carr1ed out the
lub,garbage his behav1or would have been congruent and the behav10r
_sequence woqu have contlnued through to the ex1t » '_

The Tack of congruence of Larry s behav1or on the 1nterpersona1- i
1nterd1mens1ona1 TeveT Teads to d1screpant behav1or (Larry s faiTure to Lf‘
';‘take out the garbage), and the resuTt1ng behav1or conf11ct The resoTu-uf
' t1on of the behav1or conf]1ct must come about through a process of |

"negot1at1on It is at th1s po1nt that the 1n51ghts of exchange theory o

| ;'](Homans, 1961 B]a“’ 1954 Turner, 1970) become reTevant Turner (1970 1~"‘

”:;f106) suggests that the tenm barga1n1ng may seem-inappropriate as a

'nfdescript10n of the deTiberat1ons of members 1n the int1mate fam1Ty

ol R .
-zgreTationship He suggests that “bargaining is simpTy a generaT term



for any 1nteract10n in which the cOncessions that one member makes to
another are expected to be rec1procated in some manner SO that over
-the long run the sacr1f1ces of each will balance out." -Iurner suggests'
: three characteristics of the fam11&’barga1n1ng proce55° (1) dt is
1mp11c1t (1t is understood but not explicitly expressed) (2) it is
quant1tat1ve1y approxxmate (1t is d1ff1cu1t to spe]] out in quant1tat1ve
terms how a part1cu1ar concess1on is to be rec1procated), and (3) it 1s
based on the genera] confidence of members in the fa1rness of others

‘(th1s is encouraged by the fact that belng generous is a way of estab— E

o 11sh1ng the expectat1on of ‘generous treatment when the current winner-

‘ may be the Ioser and by the fact that a. barga1n1ng re]at1onshA\\yests_
on trust and be1ng generous is a way of 1nv1t1ng and offer1ng trust so
-that the relat1onsh1p can proceed w1th conf1dence)

| (3) egot1at1on The process of negot]at1on may take the fonn
: of e1ther 1nf1uence or coerc1on (force)' As a]ready 1nd1cated 1n the
.-d1scuss1on of these terms 1n connectwon w1th ‘the structura] model, 1n-_-

, fluence and coerc1bn shou1d not be regarded as d1screte categor1es but
_rather as fa111ng on a contlnuum in the process of barga1n1ng or negot1a—.
‘"'t1oh¢A Bales and Strodtbeck (1951) refer to three success1ve phases of
.dgroup p[oblem so1V1ng—-or1entat1on eva]uat1on and contro1 Turner ':

-f the

_.phases of orientat1on and eva]uat1on have }argely taken p]ace 1n the
'V;_past w1th the resu]t that there 1s a d1sproportionate emphas1s on the

: ,gcontro] phase.: In other words, the attempts at 1nf1uence or coerc1on |

‘"5'i;-jare cemg£21 in an understand1ng of the process of negot1ation w1th1n

: .flthe family jfggf‘di”v;“k _.\-1 fit

Turner (1970 97) dlfferentiates between task-oriented group A"=““



vactivity which is_defined as'decisionfmaking, and.identityroriented/
group activity which_is'referred to as conflict. Conflict is rather
narrow1y_defined as a‘"relationship in}which the'participants_are |
attempting‘to improve or protect their own se]f—images by damaging the
'identities of the others™ (1970-137); and hence the'Cause'of conflict |
is seen as the c1rcumstances 1ead1ng to ego’ 's percept1on of the 1dent1ty
of alter as- a>threat to h1s own 1dent1ty Conf]lct is further companed
to "a'ch11d s seesaw, with the 1dent1t1es ofrego and a]ter on'the two
_ends. Hhenever one 1dent1ty is. enhanced Qhe other is’ damaged what-
*/ever 1owers one 1dent1ty raises the other" (1970 135) - Sprey (1971‘727)
takes 1ssue w1th the concept1on of marital confllct as a situat1on in
whlch W1nn1ng by one partner entails: 1os1ng by the other He argues
1nstead for a non zero sum game concept1on of conf11ct in wh1ch both
part1es can e1ther win or lose Th1s follows " from h1s def1n1t1on of
afam1]y process as a "contlnuous confrontat1on between part1c1pants with.

' ‘5“‘ . _ aconfl1ct1ng-—though not necessar11y 0ppos1ng--1nterests in the1r shared

fate" (1971:722).. The’ focus of th1s approach 1s on the ways’ in whlch

_fam11y members negot1ate the 1ssues that ar1se from the1r Joint part1c1- S

| pat1on in the 1nst1tut1ons cﬁ!nmrr1age and the fam11y It is Sprey 3
view of conf11ct and. the resu]tant barga1n1ng and negot1ation whlch

is adopted in this thes1s G ;_' SR 4_"[

Safl]los Rothschlld (1970 540) defines 1nf1uence as ‘the degree to -

J e

',:wh1ch 7onna1 or 1nforma1 overt or covert pressure as exerted by one
}fam11y member 1s successfu] 1n 1mpos1ng that member s w1shes desp1te
1n1t1a1 oppos1t1on.t She conc]udes that there may be two d1fferent types

of 1nf1uence power, with each type be1ng obta1ned by d1fferent means

The one type of 1nf1uence power, that we cou]d ca]l “verba]“' 1 '



influence power, is obtained by means of persuasive verbal tech-
- niques and can take place only when the "influencer" as well as

the "influenced" party are quite near in terms of enjoyed power. ~

‘Two "equals" (although the word here is ndt used in its absolute °

‘sense) openly try to conv1nce each other, or .the one tr1es to *
persuade the other. .

. The other type of influence power, the "nonverbal" influence

" power, is obtained by means of emotional, sexual influence tech-

" niques and seems to be the only typég of influence that can be
employed when_ the "1nf1uencer is quite far apart from the “influ-
-enced" party in terms of power possession....Thus, the wife has.
only access to the typ1ca] “feminine" weapons ‘weapons of the

.} weak that is,.crying, su1k1ng or, on the contrary, "buttering the
| husband up™ by preparing favorite foods, by being extra sweet and
~ affectionate in order to render him in a good mood and, therefore,

- more responsive to her w1shes and desires (Saf111os Rothsch11d
l972b 9,10). ,

o Several comnents can be made concern1ng the above conc1u51ons
First, it is ah open question whether ma]esror females are-moreoadept

in the use of verbal techniques. Secondly, men-have not been unknown

to use the “si]ent-treatment" or techniques%@fiwithdrawal inﬂsituations

~ of gonflict. Third]y;tthe’process Of'"buttering the'wife up™ by bring-

'~1ng home f]owers or candy, or buy1ng her a new. fur coat or comp]1ment—‘

ing her on, her cook1ng or her ag?earance are not entirely unknown ma]e c

'strateg1es; Such strateg1es of barga1n1ng can be used by either part1c- o

1pant as wel] as in parent ch11d or child- parent 1nf1uence attempts
| »The systems mode] does . perm]t the observat1on of. these barga1n1ng strat-
egxes, and further test1ng of ﬁi]ated hypotheses is therefore poss1b1e

As a]ready 1nd1cated 1n the;d1scuss1on of the structura1 mode]

coerc1on or the use of physica] fo?tv falls at ‘the more 1ntense end of

the ne‘1at1on contmuum The use of coercwn tends to ‘bring anegot1a-
tlon to an end s1nce 2 so1ut1on is forced upon the weaker part1c1pant

- -

Turner (1970 106) 1nd1oates that coerc1on 1eads to unw1111ng agreement

and that comm1tment to such agreement can take p]ace only w1th the ‘con- f

& 4 tinued use of coerc1ve power. Af‘ i e



Voo

Straus (1972:4) finds that a correlation of power and violence

revéa]sAthat "the higher the husband's power, the less often wives used

v‘phys1ca1 force (throw1ng th1ngs, h1tt1ng, kicking, pushing, etc. ) How- .

ever, the use of physical force by the husband tends to be h1gh at both
the wife- predom1nant and- the husband-predominant’ ends of the cont1nuum :
Spreyv(1973:12) refers to the use of threats as one of the key
concepts in the_negottatjon process; but indicates that.this concept '
has°not_been used in an analysis of family confltct. ;Threat is defined

a$ "a message--verbal or nonverbal—-which‘indicatés unfavorab]e conse-;

quences, for a]] concerned resu1t1ng from fa11ure “to comp]y w1th 1ts o

- ) N

demand. It may be 1mp11c1t or, epr1c1t To be effect1ve howeVer, 1t
needs to be understood by’both its sender and rece1ver (Sprey, 1971 |
726) Sprey further po1nts out that much of the soc1a1 sc1ence 11tera- ‘
'ture on - the use of threats in conf11ct s1tuat1ons (Deutsch and Kraus
1960 Tedesch1, 1970) 1gnores two aspects of the 51tuat1on wh1ch are’

‘cruc1a] in ‘the process of fam11y conf11ct F1rst,'1n this’ 11terature, :

threat is. usua]]y deflned un1]atera11y, thus 1gnor1n the fact that

’ threats may have some 1mportant c0nsequences for th_ sender as we11 as
‘for the rece1ver, w1th the resu]t that both parties’ may win or lose, %-:-5
depend1ng on the recelver s'response to the threat Second]y, th1s

11terature overlooks the fact that the rece1ver may be: aware of the '
. m
: consequences of the threat to both part1es, and h1s reactlon 15 deter-

;'m1ned accord1ng1y, rather than be1ng s1mp1y a react1on to the threat

»1tse1f It- 1s apparent that the use o# threat 1s a key concept both 1n

| {the ana1ys1s of 1nf1uence attempts, as- well as in: the analys1s of coér- ff.V;

i.‘cxon (Goode, 1971) 1-1‘} ; ".;'_ "'g"g B ‘7{”,' -

Var1ous other 1nteract1on techniques may be uti]ized 1n the process -

"é{—-\;. . S . R
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of negotiation. .The use of promises as the opposite of‘threats has not

- been systematically examined in the interaction process. Similarly, some
" of the re—equi]ibration processes mentioned by Spiege]-(1968) shou]dﬂbe

examined for thefr app11cab111ty to the negot1at1on process The rele-?

vance of such concepts as coax1ng, eva]uat1ng, mask1ng, ro1e reversa]

- Jok1ng, and exp]or1ng (Sp1ege1, 1968) are 1mmed1ately apparent 1n any

constderat1on of family negot1at1on A more complete out11ne of nego-
t1at1on strateg1es will be deve]oped from the systemat1c observat1on
| and study of fam1]1es as they are engaged in the process of negot1at1on
t;Th1s needs to be- estab11shed as one of the goals of furtner research in
th1s area. | _ |
| - A furthe¥ consideratron of the negot1at1ng process is the con=
»t1nued 1nf1uence of 'the perceptual and normatlve d1mensions upon the
'behav1or of ‘the part1c1pants dur1ng ‘the process of negot1at1on The

very nature of the negot1at1on process depends heav11y upon the percep—

',j tual- d1mension Ego puts h1mself in the p]ace of the other persons in.

) the. s1tuat1ons constantly checks the effect of h1s actlon on them, - and

‘F

.

aadJusts and readgusts h1s act1on on the bas1s of h1s percept1on of the1r
response The same kind of behavioral adJustment 1n response to the |
perceptual clues takes p1ace for edach part1c1pant The nonnative
'.‘d1mens1on a]so has a cruc1a1 1nf1uence 1n the process of barga1n1ng and r.‘=i ;
Rnegot1at1on An examp]e of such normative contro] of the process of f"'
3'negotiat1on is g1ven by Straus (1972 12 13) 3'..f.'f;’5; v_¢;,A-i"f*'

'One of" the prob]ems was that the husband frequently hit the w1fe

The husband dgreed that'this was wrong but said that it occurred. e
. in situations where he 1ost control and’ could not stop. ‘The marri-- S ‘,-)p;_
.-.age_counselor then asked?- MWhy - don't you stab her?" ‘This possibil-- "
ity (and. the fact that the: husband did not stab the wife,. despite

fi'"los1ng control") ‘clearly shows:that his hitting the wife was not
- simply a- reversion to prrmltive levels of behav1or but tn fact



was .under normative control. The implicit, unrecognized, but none

the less operating norms for this husband enabled him to h1t his
wife, byt not to st her.

“The process of n otiation terminates in the-app]ication of the

,,....v"

fourth status 1nd1cator wh1ch asks the quest1on whether the conf11ct

has been resolved. If the negot1at1on has not resulted in’a reso]ut]on ;‘

of: the conf11ct the result may be described as a stalemate (Box 26).
The rea1izat10n by the part1c1pants that a sta]emate has been reached
may lead to the execution of correctlve responsesg'wh1ch resu]ts in

o further negot1at1on Th1s cyc]e may be repeatéd a number of times - be—‘

'fore the conf11ct is u1t1mate1y reso]ved

' ~(4)I, Resolution of conflict. If the conflict is reso‘lved this

reso]ut1on w1]1 take p]ace as the resu]t of perceptua1, normat1ve or

"behav1ora1 mod1f1cat1ons Such mod1f1cat1ons orschanges represent the -

_operat1on of the process of morp ogenes1s, or the "bu]lt 1n system ]

capac1ty to change the attern of re]at1onsh1p between the e]ements, .

,re5u1t1ng in an a]tered sequ:nce of occurrence of system events" (B]ack-

jand Broder1ck 1972 9) T is represents an e]aboration or change 1n f
the structure of fam11y 'nteractloﬁ and 1s an 1nd1cation of why the

1stat1c mode] 1s an 1nadequate repreSentat1on of fam11y 1nteraction

| Regard]ess of whether the conf11ct has- 1ts origin 1n the percep— :

o+

~tual,. nonnat1ve or behav1ora1 doma1ns the resolut1on may come about

1as the resu]t of mod1f1cat1on w1th1n any one of these d1mensions

"{U51ng our preV1ous examp]e of Larry and Judy, and the prob]em of carry-;Js
”“w*f,ing out the garbage, 1t was concluded that the problem orig1nated 1n

d 7]the behav1ora1 d1mens1on-—Larryas persistent fa11ure to carry out the

1fgarbage desplte the fee11ng that’th1s was h1s job f»j.'j; ;7 :

Resolution of the conflxct may take p]ace as the result of

77
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perceptual modiftcatibn (box'lS) S1nce Larry apparent]y perce1ves

that he is threatened when Judy takes out the garbage the process of ‘
barga1n1ng or negot1at1on may conv1nce Larry that Judy real]y does not L
‘mind tak1ng out the garbage and that 1n fact she>does it because she .

is concerned that he is working too hard and fac1ng many pressures as‘_; -‘
the result of. his new job, wh1ch helps to account for his forgetfulness

of this task The d1scuss1on resu]ts in a changed percept1on of the
lyts1tuat1on and the mod1f1ed percept1on then feeds back to the 1nd1cator -
Qﬁof perceptua] agreenent (Box 3) Since the mod1f1ed percept1ons have | o
now resu]ted in perceptua] agreement we can proceed to the next 1n~ ‘

) d1cator of normat1ve agreement

As the problem was. or1gtna11y stated in the case"escr1pt1on

-'_ there was normat1ve agreement regard1ng the task of garbage d1sposa1

| i On th1s bas1s we wou]d move to the behav1ora1 1nd1cator However, 1f
on the bas1s of the above negot1at1on process both Larry and Jugy |
-ﬂperce1ved Judy s tak1ng out the garbage as acceptab]e behavior th1s

| wou]d requ1re some normat1ve adJustment (Box 19) to bring the norms
"zinto agreement with the new percept1ons _ This.. could take place in
"”Several d1fferent ways they cou1d agree that the arrangement was. only
._ temporary, and when the pressure at work was relieved Larry would . 7;';;mgﬂ7'

'Hresume hxs respons1b111ty, they could agree that 1n p]ace of taking out

‘the garbage, Larry cou]d do another task or they cou]d conclude that

"f'ﬁtak1ng out the garbage was st111 Larry s JOb but that 1tJ?°U]d be

"'.rfstored 1n the basement unt1] Saturday when Larry would have more time

J:'to take-ht out whatever mod1f1cat10n takes place w1th reference to

-yinorms has to feed back 1nto the status 1nd1cat0r regarding nonmatlve -1,;t:

’ R

":agreement



__old son shou]d rea11y assume more responsibility around the house and

modification or compromise (Box 22)

- ':“') R ; : ,
Reso]ution of the conflict may finaily take place as the resu]t

of behavioral modification (Box 20) As originaliy stated the prob]em

deveioped because of Larry s fai]ure to take odt the garbage It was

'hiS behav1or which 1ed to- the conf]ict Behav1ora1 modification may

®

take_p]ace in one of three ways (1) An. a]ternative solution may be

found (Bbx 21) Both Larry and Judy may dec1de that their twelve-year- f'A

that this wouid be h1S reSponsibility f rom now on. (This solution may
"resoive the conflict between Larry and Judy, but it may result in. o
_,unexpected conflict between the parents and their son thus revealing

: *the dynamic nature of fami]y 1nteraction ) (2) It may take the form of

14

.the garbage Larry agrees to do some other task or storing ‘the garbage

flln the basement untii ‘the weekené’also represents a. compromise as. does o

the agreement that Larry w11] resume h1S responSibiiity once the pres-

l

.. Sure at work begins to subside Many other possib]e modifications or”
-Acompromises cou]d be suggested (3) Capitulation (Box 23) cou]d take
1p1acet After the bargaining seSSion Larry responds by regular]y taking ,'i

'out the garbage Of course, 1f new norms were adopted and agreed on in ;',"

i

? ‘a previous bargaining sesswn then both partner ibehavior would need

- to conform to these new norms Once the behav1ora1 modification 1s '

. A

Affonce again appiied If the behav1ora1 modification does reso]ve the

'1conf1ict, it feeds back 1nto the behav1ora1 1ndicator to determine 1f

fﬂ severai times during one episode of conflict with various changes

’?: fbeing made in the perceptual, normative, or behavioral dimensions or

"‘R - ud-v;w.. et
&

e;
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In exchange for Judy s taking out .; Lo

“.agreed on, the status 1ndicator regard1ng the reso]ution of conflict is _:liff"5

'5*tthe new behav1or is congruent Th1S process may" feed through the system i.Q?T'f:



'h'vs’resolved In other words the consideratfon of a problem at"

in any combination of these d1mens1ons On the other hand the behav-
vh1oral mod1f1cat1on may not result 1n a resolut1on of the conflict.
There is no further effort to reach a resolut1on w1th a result1ng

| postponement (24-25.. ool e

o . . e L
N wofi " -
3 ?

S1m1larly, the process of barga1n1ng may not result 1n a resolu-'

-

tion of the confl1ct or in any perceptual, nqgmat1ve or behav1oral

mod1f1cat1on w1th a result1ng stalemate (Box 26) in wh1ch ne1ther par- o

| 3 t1c1pant 1s w1ll1ng to relinqu1sh h1s pos1t1on Thus for example, 1n

the case of Larry and Judy, Judy cont1nued to take out the garbage when

Larry fa1led to do so and Larry cont1nued to 1ns1st that th1s was h1s ‘A.”

'v’ job; If correct1ve responses are executed they then feed back \nto

,‘the process of barga1n1ng and negot1at1on On the other hand, 1f cor— J

frect1ve reSponses are not ava1lable or 1f ava1lable responses are not
executed the stalemate w1ll 1sqye in a postponement of the 1ssue

ol
"(5) Postponement.. Splegel (1968 407) def1nes postponement as

h

.

- an. 1nduct1on techn1que wh1ch 1s based on the expectation 1n both ago |

"and alter that the other w1ll change h1s mind as-a, result of the post-‘<

"?fponement He asserts ‘ “Most role conflicts 1n the family are not

4"l_isettled at the moment but are deferred and taken up afresh time and

‘time aga1n " Th1s assert1on regard1ng the postponement of 1ssues 1s a A'ﬁ“'

\n B

. ':hf“supported by We1ck (1971 11 12), who refers to the predonnnance of

ef:lunflnlshed bus1ness w1th1n the fam1ly, that 1s, at any partfcular mo-» “J;{>
‘*‘?Tment, the family as a group conta1ns more unsolved problems than exfst
.';f;1n non family groupsa The attempt to solve a’ particular problem within

N '7ﬁthe fam1ly frequently involves the consideration of a backlog of prob- o

‘ '}1lems that were discussed earlier, but which were never successfully

80
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be ser1ous]y affected by the fact that this prob]em has been postponed
|
~ at Tlme 1. Th1s s1tuat1on is accentuated by several other factors:

Members differ cons1derab1y in their Crlteria as to what constitutes .
.. an adequate solution,. the consequences of any solution typ1ca11y are -
less concrete.and occur with more gradualness -than-is typical in the
non= fam11y group, the consequences of the solution do not have equal
- impact on-all members, and by the time the consequences have . ~
- occurred and are reported to other’ members, these consequences. may
have been filtered and modified in. content due to the1r d1fferen- o
- tial 1mpact (we1ck 1971:11, 12) B I B -
- The postponement of dec1s1ons or of conf11ct resolut1on may or
may not 1ead to the process of a]1enat1on between the part1c1pants or -
to the escalat1op of the conf]tct Whether postponement leads to :
a]1enat1on depends on the nature of the 1ssue (that 1s, its serlousness
or 1mportance to the partic1pants) the prev1ous h1story of the part1c1-_: B
pants W1th reference to the same or 51m11ar 1ssues, the physio1og1cal
state of the part1c1pants (fat1gued hungry, 111 or emot1ona]1y upset)
and many other posswb]e factors When postponement takes place ‘the -
status 1nd1cator of whether alienatron resu1ts must be applled 'In}:;'q

) some cases postponement may prevent a11enation 1n that 1t g1ves each

part1c1pant an 0pportunity to reflect on his fee11ngs and basﬁgyneeds, t"l“

| ’f-: and to wWork through such confused thoughts and f9811n9$-“ 0" the other

hand if postponement 1s regarded as an escape mecﬁanism by one of the

part1c1pants or as an attempt to dodge the necess1ty of mak1ng a dec1-,f ﬂs.f7flf
sion, 1t IS 11ke1y that a11enation wou]d resu]t The ex1stence of a ,;ff”?;_;;;f[
,backlog of unf1n1shed bus1ness or postponed dec1s1ons may he1p to ;é;ip’;ﬁeegf?;g

account for the fact that ser1ous conf11ct may erupt with1n the fam11y fd}?,)”'[f‘

‘ “ff over 1ssues wh1ch seem insign1ficant or mean1ng]ess to outsiders

(Scanzoni 1971) Such 1nsign1f1cant 1ssues, however may simp]y repre-{«;thff"é

¢

sent the proverbia} "straw that broke the camel's back " -}i;;’;dfsgffs&gﬁed«-f
RS . S I S I
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| }( ) ;gnging_ The concept of bond1ng TS‘at Teast part1a1]y the
contr1but1on of var1ous etho]oglcal stud1es (Lorenz, 1969 T1nbergen,‘
'1965 1968), and has. been app11ed to human 1nteract1on by N1sbett i

,.Simmel, and T1ger (Sprey, 1971) Turner- (1970) has prov1ded an’ exten-

| °'-sive treatment of the concept of bond1ng 1n }ts app11cat1on to the fam-i

"1‘iij Because of the Tack of attent1on to thTS concept among fam1ly
-'soc1oToglsts, the present formu]atlon must be regarded as a prel1minary :’ :
Astatement subJect to review and rev1510n _ | . |

‘ Turner sees bonds com1ng 1nto ex1stence "when some va]ue of the

.1nd1vidua1 s--shared or un1que--1s feTt to be fostered by associat1on -

7_and 1nteract1on w1th some other person or group" (1970 41) : The ex1s--_i,df

' tence of any.. group. is exp1a1ned~by the concept of bonds which bring thei .

| :members together, WhTCh keep them together, and wh1ch cause them to '

.a'1nteract w1th1n the group | '”bi'”‘ | d | - A T»

o Turner (1970 42 47) p01nts out several 1mportant facts regard1ng{fg”h';b’

f:the nature of bonds F1rst a dtst1nct1on 1s made between the nature

his

| 'iugand strength of bonds and the processes of conflict and harmony.‘ A high

: -Adegree of bondedness'gr 1nterdependence does not necessarﬂy Tead to a’

5575vhannon1ous re]atlonsh1p, nor does minimal interdeﬁendence necessarily

~

i

o 1nd1cate conlect In fact confTict does not take pTace unless there

o -rfws a high degree of 1nterdependence to keep the antagonlst1c 1nd1V1dUﬂ1S

. g finteract1ng., The absence of bonds wouid resuTt in 1nd1fference or

SR I

§) ‘:?:GVOidance SecondTY, bond1hg must be regarded as.a C°"t1"U°U51Pr°CGSS’gfrhl,g' >

’"thﬂw1th bonds be1ng subJect to constant change from courtsh1p to marriage

‘7'.qto estab]ished fam11y reTationsh1ps ?h1rd1y, bonds vary in their f;}}ﬁﬂrfff"Tif

. TeveT of d1scr1m1nat1on, w1th some bonds being VeLEfKPecific whereas ffi;*l“‘“'*'

':gothers are very generaT Fourthly, aTthough bonds'are seTective, the




ch01ce s aiways reiative to an avaiiabie range of aiternatives

.Fifthiy, a distinction TS made between iove and. famiiy bonds Love‘is »

»regarded as refiecting the presence of famiiy bonds more than 1t is a <r'

bond in 1tseif with the resuit that iove endures or deciines because

' “bonds remain effective or become 1neffect1ve

Turner makes an important distinction between task bonds and

- person bonds Three factors contribute to the formation of task bonds

'3ment has a resxduai bonding effect (Turner, 1970 55 56) The two prin- -_j;‘

‘ successfui coiiaboration ieads to the anticipation of coT]aborating in

- ;i'the fUture sustained<1nteraction or. coiiaboration prov1des the setting .

1n WhTCh other bonds can be formed and the experience of shared enJoy-'

o .“]chpies of mutuai gratification and economy of dec151on are. used to

‘iﬁexpiain 1nterpersona1 seiect1v1ty in the formuiation and‘maintenae;e of o

Y

- task bonds The prinCipTe of mutual gratification asserts that "the

fstrength of the task based bonds 1n any famiiy 1s a function of_the

N ‘ ‘

b,ratio of act1v1t1es that serve the members mutuai ends to the act1v1-”:f

“.::thhe princ1pie of economy of deCiSion asserts that "the more ea511y two ;5iﬁ*?t"

"ih:on the basis of coiiaboration" (1970 62)

f““:‘:identity gratification is pErceived to come from association or inter- : ?-f7*~°

:1ties that serve the ends of oniy some of the members“ (Turner, 1970 61)

-

| Zl~ipeopie can reach deCisions the greater the opportunity to form bonds

'Y

Person bonds or identity bonds. in contrast to task bonds, are

'hiformed through the 1dentity oriented aspects of sociai interaction ifh.
. ”:’rather than through task accomplishment Tn other words famiiy mem-»tff.E7*&sf
bers are 11nked together as’ persons rather than thmugh the mo‘”e 1-' 1

: et:;impersonai task bonds An identity bond 1s estabihshed "whenever the

]

.'Taction with some other person" (1970 55) SUCh 355°C13ti°" or




:'to make a. d1st1nct10n between dec151on-mak1ng processes and the processes e

e Based on Coser s d1fferent1at1on betweenﬁgrea1qsti 3

t.f“f;real1st1c" conf]ict Scanzon1 (1972) makes a. s1m11ar dist1nction betWeed:

. g : . .

. KD
I

'1nteract1on may generame an identity bond through the re]at1onsh1p of

fdent1f1cat1on, in wh1ch ego "ass1m11ates 1nto hPS .0Wn se]f concept1on

the qua11t1es wh1ch he perce1ves in a]ter S. 1dent1ty,“ w1th a resu1t1ng :
'-enhancement of - ego S self—con%ept1on. An 1dent1ty bond may a]so be |
_generated through the nature of alter’s response to ego (for examp]e,
deference trust apprec1at10n etc ), w1th;a resu]ting.enhancement;of~

| ego s se]f-conceptlon | | | |

The d1st1nct1on between task bonds and person—bonds leads Turner‘ZL i

vof conf11ct and harmony Dec1sion mak1ng 1s regarded as central to the _,[ .
, accomp]1shment of group tasks, and 1s def1ned as "a process directed

’toward unamblva]ent group ‘assent and comm1tment to a course of act1on

};or 1nact1on" (1970 97) In contrast the process oﬁ conf]tct and har-
"mony is centraT“to the re]at1onsh1p among 1dent1t1es i B

I conf11ct 1s a re]at10nsh1p in which the part1cipants are .
attempting to improve or, protect their own. se1f-images by damaging R
- the identities of9the others; the immediate cause must 1ie‘in . R
" -circumstdnces le. {ing ego- to perceive the 1dent1ty of alter as a IO
‘ threat to :his own fdentity. .In- response. to such.a perception ego R
_ issues-a. gesture that dlsparages alter's identity. If alter . ‘_-j,.-
.~ -replies by attackihq ego's identity, or responds. defens1ve1y so as S
. . to require that ego apologize or withdraw his gesture’ éWhICh he can .
.- seldom do without- some: ~damage .to-his . 1dent1ty), the co f11ct 1s IR R
o Atthen fully. 1n1t1ated (Turner, 1970 137- 8) s T D

1 f’:h,'b'b -

, bf{persona]ity (1dent1ty-or1ented conf11ct) and situat1ona1 conf11ct (task-g;fffffifé
' t:ioriented conf11ct) Rea11st1c §gﬂf71Ct is regarded as emerg1ng from andi?-_lff_i

4-‘_ ERNEEY




*'*"vg and ma1nta1n stab]e patterns of human interaction, tying 1"d1V1d”a15

ortented deciSions): In contrast,.nbnreaTistic,conf]ict s based on-
personality rather than on situationaT'ineqUittes or problems. It is
'due tofthe ngegpof'the person}(husband.or nifefito express certain»'
tnner‘teelings  "Because of particular personaltty characteristtcs;
'~certa1n persons per1od1ca11y engage in host111ties, antagonisms and

H,confiicts that are c1ear1y not d1rected ‘towards spec1f1c s1tuat1oﬁf’or

- des1red changes in ro]e re]at1onsh1ps" (Scanzon1 ‘1972 :77). The dis-.

.t1nct1on is regarded as 1mportant in that many therap1sts tend to treat
a1l conf11ct as emerg1ng from. persona]1ty ma]adJustment rather than from
L the deta1ls of the s1tuat1on o f Lo B f .

The present mode] of fam11y 1nteraction does not. d1fferent1ate )

;»-between task-or1ented prob]ems and~1dent1ty-or1ented prob]ems or between -

| s1that10na1 and persona11ty conf11cts and, 1ndeed regards such d1ffer--

, ent1at1dh as unnecessary Both task-or1énted conflict as’ we]] as 1den- a‘”.

‘.~t1ty or1ented conf11ct 1s brought about by a lack of congruenee of o

:v'ﬁ etther percept1ons, nonns or behaviors and the resu1t1ng d1screpant

85

t.behav1or br1ngs about behav1or conf]iqt wh1ch 1s subject to reso]ut1on .

5 v‘through the process of negot1at1on. Even Turner (1970 97) recognizes '

:'that what he ca1ls the dec1s1on-mak1ng processes and the conflict and , ;__:f__”

-3

T ;,harmon1zation processes are never separate in rea] 11fe, and that the

flpatterns of dec1s1pn—mak1ng have effects on conflict and harmony, and

:"fiftivice versaa, Rather than seeklng to determine 1f the conflict 1s brought
’ about by task-or1ented behav1or or by 1dentity-or1ented behavior. 1t 1s
"ffmore 1mportant to focus on the process of 1nteract1on and the means by ,f[.;"

: -fwhich a resolut1on of both kinds of conflict can be brought about

Sprey (1971) takes 1ssue w1th the v1ew that bonds simply establish

L
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f'»{f‘_of'eciprocity‘,:_-_-

o It s this paradox, this synthesis between nearness andaremote- L
"~ ness in-every relationship that provides the clue to our -analysis

together'in_a"wide range of re]ationships; and keeping. most people in

their assigned positions ~ He argues that such a conceptualization of

bonding does not. take sufficient account of the synthetic nature of bond-
ing, that is, the changes which are brought about in two peop]e as a
resu]t of the. fact that they are "tied" together by some bond Accord-

1ng to Sprey (1971 723) the concept»of bonding "must grasp the inter-

'dependence between the nature of the bond and the partic1patovy quaiity
; of those through. whose membership it is actuaiized In other words it
'.should contain the syntheSis which is the essence of each reCiprocal

- human reiationship " A""

| Accordingly, the. nature of ‘the: bond is determined by the nature

T e of the interaction of the individua]s who are bound together by this |
fbond» It is this 1n51ght which is graSped by the cybernetic morpho-

4 v.genic mode] of famiiy 1nteraction Wh1Ch takes account of the fact that

- '1"r}¥the natureiof 1nteraction (p051t1ve prob]ematic or negative) deter- :f:

‘A'ﬁ,mines the nature of. the bond and conversely, the nature of the bond |

A-“‘saffects the quaiity and style of further 1nteraction .

o

jrequires an understanding of that which remains outside the bond A

- r

a;;bond is regarded as paradox1ca1 1n nature 1n that the cioser we move
{ t;toward another person, the more we confront and become aware of the 'i;'f

"*f"ffuniqueness or the "difference" of the other person Any attempt to

.

a"‘ffremove this difference or to "become one" wouid.u1t1mate1y mean the end

K ..'o

cof the management ‘of conflict: in bonds.. .The closer the. bond the -
-~ more.exclusive of strangers it becomes, the greate is iso,its
vuinerabi’hty and its strength Its strength is a go\nsf

Spney (1971 724? further argues that an understanding of a bond -

- 86
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its’ vulnerability, that 1s the strain resu1t1ng from the inability
- of its members to be 1nd1fferent to one another (Sprey, 1971:724).

A substant1a1 body of 11terature (see H1cks and Platt, 1971 for
an extended review) 1nd1cates that there is a gradual. decrease 1n mari-

tal happiness or sat1sfact1on over the fam1]y life cyc]e wh1ch 1s con-=

‘_ceptua11ﬁe€ by Pineo (1961) as a process of d1senchantment The present

model of fam11y 1nteract1on provides an exp]anat1on of this decrease
wtth the assumpt1on that ovér t1me an 1ncreasing numbenuof conflicts
h-are not resolved within the fam11y, thus contr1but1ng to the process of
a]1enat10n | | L
Reference has a]ready been made to the ab111ty of the model to
“d1fferent1ate p051t1ve, prob]emat1c, and negat1ve interaction w1th1n

the famlly system Th1s d1fferent1at10n takes p]ace as the resu]t of

the ch01ce of var1ous a]ternat1ve behav1ors atqd1fferent po1nts w1th1n

the mode] S “_-I T . -;."7-}'";39‘
. . . ‘ N ’ R Y - . . . ‘
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A quest1on wh1ch requ1res further research and conceptual c]ar1- ﬁ;~'

» b3

"f1cat1on 1s ‘the re]at1onsh1p between confyict and the stab111ty of the

:_1fam11y It is necessary to account fon the fact that "relat1onsh1ps

w1th re]atlvely 11tt1e conf11ct are somet1mes broken by d1vorce by a o

child 1eav1ng the fam11y, or by brother and é%stfr go1ng the1r total]y

'f1 separate wayse and that fam111es w1th abundant conf11ct cont1nue o

R

g 'unbroken";(Turner, 1970: 6) 1'55; M_“ﬁ. ,,'o".f,faj ,grittga.‘.f,”; ;}ff;j

' ’f Sprey (1%§9 699 makes the fol]owing comments on th1s apparent

7 4cle of cont1nu1ng fam111al aisﬁarmony and: d1sorgan tlon. Other
. 7 studies furnish similar data. "How then can we expldin the fact
7" - that many disorganized and confllct-r1dden families ‘do not dis--

1{;integrate? How 1is. theé*perpetuation of - family disorder ‘from genera¥'5- ] e
‘-tion to generat1on to. be understood? How do s0 many of the so-ca]led R

'vv- ;
e

R

if’OScar Lew1s recent book La V1da for example provides a: chron- -"5'”

;. e T
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o a sense of equity which takes 1nto account the spec fic situation

"multi- probTem" families stubbornTy continue ‘their ex1stence--1n
one form or another-—wh1]e accumulating every conceivable problem
along the way? \ S ' -

<

The cybernet1c morphogeni¢ mode] of family 1nteract1on proV1des

: severaT p0551b]e expTanattons for quest1ons and f1nd1ngs such as those

T

' raised by Sprey and Turner.
*(7) 9u1tg An 1mpbrtant key to understand1ng the level of
stab111ty or d1sorgan1zat1on w1th1n a famITy is the. percept1on by par—.

t1c1pants that fam11y act1on 1s equ1tab1e (Box 29 This then becomes
&

One af the goaTs toWard wh1§h‘ t’ne system of 1nteract1on moves, The ‘
&

concept of equ1ty is. suggested in Turner 5 def1n1t1on of barga1n1ng as

any 1nteract1on in wh1ch the ConCESSTONS that -one member makes to f.o—

another are. expected to be rec1procated in some. manner, S0 that over

*

" the Tong run the sacr1f1ces of each W1TT baTance out" (Turner 1970

106) Turner c1tes results from emplrtcal stud1es on barga1n1ng 1n |

3

, soc1aT 1nteract1on wh1ch 1nd1cate that<bargarn1ng 1s normale tempered

R n

by a concern w1th equ1ty He po1nts out two features of barg%gn1ng
' 9

wh1ch Tead to th1s concern for equ1ty when cont1nu1ng reTattonsh1p;w1th}_

the same person are’ ant1c1pated:(Turner, 1970 107) (1)*Beﬁng generOus.;

@@

in the barga1n1ng process leads to the estab]1shment of an expectat1on o

of generous treatment at some Tater po1nt when the current winner may ff- !

be the Toser (2) S1nce a barga1n1ng reTat1onsh1p rests on trust

"9" be1ng generous 1s one way of 1nv1t1ng and offer1ng trust thereby pro- -

v1d1ng assurance that the re]at1onsh1p can proceed w1th conf1dence.u7

Piaget (1932 284) f1nds that the concept of equity is a mark of a hlgher

stage of moraF?ty or concern w1th Justice wh1*”” t,;from a rigid and

infTexib]e notlon of right and wrong wh1ch is 4,’id from parents, to

_.lr. .

ST
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"If may be possible that a particular action 6r‘gesthre may be
Defceptué]]y, normativély, and behﬁviora]]y congruent, and still.be~Derf.Q
ceiVed'as inequitablelby oné¢ of the participants. For ekampfe, an‘ado-.
\esceht son who has received‘previous permfssion to use his parents' car
for an important ‘date, may pefceive.it as inequitable whén hfs father
'prEempts the car for an unexpec&gd but very important Susiness engage-
ment . Therg’is peréeptuaT, normative,‘aﬁd\behéviéral_agréement that
the father should use the car, 65% fhe action ﬁé still perceived as
inequitable. Such\Perceived inequity, howéver, is the result of the
violation of a pfior agreement. Perceived inequity may. also take place ~.
without such vip]ation. ~In the ekample gf tarry and Judy, there qu
.pefceptualland normative agreement regarding who Should take out the
garbage, -Larry felt'strongly that this was his-jobs If we~assﬁmé that
" the results of the négbtiation broéﬁss led to behéviorﬁl quificafion, _
with.the result that Larry consistently carried out the garbage after
_ this agreemeht, then there Qould be perceptual, normative, and behév-
joral céngruehce. It is possible that‘such‘tongruence is énly super-

ficial, and thus repreSents:artifiéial cdmp jance to a series of

~expectations. It may be that larry really fefls that he is doing far.
too many household tasks and that'carrying outvthe'garbage, though
insignificaht'by itself, ié only another indiéation.gf a more general
“perceived inequity in the marital relationship. Actions which. are per-
_cejVed as inequitable may either feed back:fhtO‘thg System in tﬁe pro-
cess of negotiation (Box 14), o}, if carréctive_rESponses %ﬁe not
exethed they may result in réSidUal.inedvity,‘ hithin'a marital rela-

A tioﬁshib<£here may be.any number of minor issues-whiéh gre-ﬁot regarded = -

as being serious -enough to,warrant_a dﬁsagreement or unp]easant scene.
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(3

These issues remain under the surface, and may never cause a serious
prob]em However, they are present. w1th1n the re]at10nsh1p and have
been categor1zed as res1dua1 inequity. Res1dua] 1nequ1ty 1s def1ned as
those issues which are perceived by ofe of the interactants as being
, inequitab]e but not serious enough to warrént a'disagreement. Much ’
res1dua] 1nequ1ty s1mp1y ex1ts ‘through the system w1thout\creat1ng any
strong feelings of a11enat1on (29- 30 31- 32 7). In Turner's terms an/‘
‘ inequitable,situation is accep%ed without hard feelings and without
~alienation, because.it is expected that the concessions will be recip-
rocated in some manner at some 1ater t1me so.that over the long run
the sacr1f1c1es will ba]ance out If on the othér hand, the inequities
become systemat1c and apparent (1f one part1c1pant must. cons1stent]y
“give in"), such 1nequ1ty will tend to lead to a11enatlon (31 32 28)
The development of residual 1nequ1ty 1s strong]y af%écted by

S~

. Th1baut and Ke]]ey s notion of comparison level. Compar1son level is

'\

'def1ned as "some modal or average va]ue of all the outcomes known to
the person (by virtue of personal or v1car1ous experlence), each out- :
come weighted by its sa}1ence (or the degree to which it is 1nst1gated
for‘the person at the moment)" (Thibaut'and'Ke11ey,“1959:81). The
htgher any‘outcome is above the‘tomparison level, the'more satisfyﬁng
st 1s, the lower an outcome is be]ow the compar1son 1eve1 the 1ess
‘sat1sfy1ng 1t-1s A person ‘s compar1son level w111 ‘be. determlned by

-h1s own exper1ences and expectat1ons A moderate amount of res1dua1

: 1nequ1ty may be devastat1ng for a person WIth a 1ow compar1son level

- 0n the other hand, a person w1th a h1gh compar1son 1eve1 may perce1ve : \g\\\;;)‘
Tittle threat even with- re]at1ve1y h1gh levels of res1dua1 1nequ1ty -

4(8)‘ Al1enat10n.' The process of/a11enat1on is rather d1f/)cu1t
vi T .
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W

to define in-that most discussions approach the subject on an intra-

. personal or psycho]ogtca] level. 1In the present analysis, alienation

is seen as.the resu]t of 1nteractiqn process, and is simply defined as

a feeling of estrangement between two -or more 1nteract1ng individuals.

The process of a11enat1on can on]y be fu]ly understood as it is
seen 1n relation to the process of bonding. A basic assumption of the
present approach is that an increase in bonding will lead to a deCrease
in a1ienptton and an tncrease in alienation wi]t lead to a‘decrease in

bonding. This assumption‘isia basic(reqUirement of the systems model

in that, as the proport1on of interaction which takes the route

(1—2-3-4-5-29 -6~ 7) 1ncreases, ‘the process of bonding increases .and the
process of a11enat1on'decreases. On the‘other‘hand, as the proportton
of interaction which takes the route (.. 26—27-25:32~28-7) increases

there w111 be- a resu1t1ng 1ncreaso in a11enat1on and decrease in bond-.

ingt This relat1onsh1p always rema1ns a dynamlc relat1onsh1p, w1th the~
~result that the level of bond1ng or of ‘alienation within the famlly at

a part1cu1ar time w111 a]ways be a funct1on of the 1nteract1on patterns

which are in the process of development !

'As Figure 4 1]1ustrates, alienation is operationally conceived

‘as aris1ng from e1ther residual 1nequ1ty or’ from postponed dec1s1ons

In e1ther case, a]1enat1on may be the resu1t of one ser1ous case of

[

~ the accumu]atlon of a large number of minor 1ssues Just.as reSidua]

1nequ1ty 1s affected by the externa] variable of compar1son Tevel, S0

a11enat+on 1s affected by the two external varlables of comm1tment and

compar1son level for a]ternat1ves It needs to be recogn1zed that the

: process of a]1enat1on is. subJect to the 1nteract1on sequences within

perceived 1nequ1ty or postponed dec1s1ons, or 1é‘may be;the_result of

o1
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the marriage or family. In contrast, Waller and Hill's (1951:513)
~-definition of alienation seems to suggest that once the process has
begun it leads invariably to family dissolution' | o

It rests uponi crises after each of which the re]at1onsh1p is re~ .
- . .defined upon a level of greater alienation and greater instability;
these crises are 1nter1arded, usually, with periodic reconcilia-
tions and periods in which the couple make a determined attempt to -
adjust to life with one another. Alienation is a summatory social
process; like mating, it is & process in which each response’ Teads,
'to  the next in line and the motive for each new step is furnished
by the experiences of the process up to that point.

One of the variables affecting‘the alienation level of any fam-

ily system is that of'commitment. The. concept of commitment-is typi-

’‘

,ca11y»used aCCOrding to Becker (1960-33), when "try1ng to account for f|
. 'r%z\

the fact that people engage 1n conS1stent 11nes of aCt1Vﬂty " Becker .

- suggests that commitment 1s derived from a s1de bet . which d1rect1y
1nvo]ves 1n\a part1cu1ar action some 1nteres$x~h1ch wer or1g1na11y L
extraneous to that‘actlon. The major elements of com tment are:
"First, the individual is in aApoi1t1on in which is decision With
o regard to some particular line of action has consequences. for
other interest$ and activities not necessarily related to it.
" Second, he has placed himself.in that position by his own prior
act1ons A third element-is present, though so obvious as not .
ta be apparent: the committed person must- be aware that he has
made the side bet and must recognize that his decision in this
case will have ram1f1catlons Beyond 1t (Becker 1960 35-36).
.
Becker suggests that a person may somet1mes find that he has made
51de bets constra1n1ng h1s present act1v1ty because the ex1stence of
general1zed cu]tura] expectat1ons provides pena1t1es for those who
.v1o]ate them ~ This. would be supported by the f1nd1ng that as d1vorce '
has been 1ncreas1ngly sanct1oned the 1ncidence of dlvorce has 1ncreased
Th1s is’ further supported by Johnson 5 (1973 397) comment regard1ng the t;?e
nature of»soc1a1 comm1tmentv "when an actor 1n1t1ates a 11ne of action

and other people are aware of h1s behav1or, they may form normat1ve
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expectations .concerning its continuation." He concludes that "the

social commitment felt by the actor would be a function of such thjngs-“‘
as his'awareness.of-the éxpectations, the characteristice'of his rela-
tionship with those who hold the expectations, and the perceived .
1eg1t1macy of the expectations" (Johnson, 1973 397) |
Hobart (1963) argues that the loss of fam11y funct1ons, 1ncreased
. personal mob111ty, a decline in status ascr1pt1on and an 1ncrease 1n
‘status achievement, and the ascendency of*mater1a115t]c va]ues has
tended to weaken.the éo]idarit} of the family. In order'to~bring'about
~ a change, sdccess*Va]ues need to be displaced by the more hdman-oriented o

being, knowing, caring, lToving values. "A key to this valué change lies
: ' : > .

in'reneWed commi tment toithe family'and in thus re- establishihg the
centra11ty of the comm1tment to 1neff1c1ent human va]ues wh1ch the fam-
ily re]at1onsh1p symbo]1zes (Hobart 1963: 410) .
It appears that the genera] cu]tura] expectat1ons regardxng the kN
) cont1nuance of the- family relat1onsh1p are weaken1ng One of the vari— |
ables which may he]p to account foy the cont1nuance of a mar1ta] or-
tam11y relationsh1p in s1tuat1ons of conf11ct 1s what Johnson (1973 39Q

refers to. as "persona] comm1tment" or strqng personal ded1cat10n to |

carry out ‘a 11ne of actlon desp1te the grOW1ng absence of what Becker

has referred to as side bets . S -
o Another externa] variable affectfng/the outcome of 1ncreased
';_1evels of altenat1on js what Th1baut and Kel]ey (1959) have referred toff
- as "c0mpar1son 1eve} for a]ternat1ves "‘ These are def1ned as "the ‘
'.‘1owest ]eve] of OUtcom%i\? member w111 accept 1n the 1ight of availab]e :' .
a1ternat1ve opportun1t1es“ (Th1baut and Ke]]ey, 1959 21) | Thevcompart-_

“son Tevel for.alternatives.ts a]so-weighted by.the.salience'offthe,-f:f-"“



.ﬁ‘/’\

|3

[
[}

to be high would bé

: re]at1onsh1p

-

'possib1e outcomes w1th»the result that un11ke1y outc0mes in the a]term

nat1ve re]atlonsh1p W111 haVe llttle we1ght, s1nce they are regarded as
hav1ng 11tt]e.poss1b1l1ty of com1ng to pass The ComParlson 1eve1 for .
a]ternat1ves 1s the 1owest level of reward which the 1nd1v1dua1 wl]]

accept in qrder to remain An. the re]at1onsh1p When this point is

' passed the 1nd1V1duaJ w1]1 choose the alternat1ve re]ationship "The

4

w1fe who has a good career and feels re]at1ve]y independent may choose e

to 11ve alone’ rather/than to remaln 1n an. unsat1sfactory re]at1onsh1p

S1m1]ar1y, a wife who perce1ves her chances of secur1ng another partner

]ess 11ke1y to rema1n 1n a h1gh1y unsattsfactory

relationship than/ if she cou]d see no v1ab1e a]ternat1ves to. the present '
1nd1v1dua1 who is unab]e to. percexve alternat1ves to .

the present rehat10n5h1p w1]1 tend tigfema1n in the re]at10n5h1p, no mat-l

‘ ter how high the Tevel of conf11ct may be: in the present relat1onsh1p

A furzzer re]at1onsh1p needs to be seen betweenéskmm1tment and

compar1son 1evel ?or a]ternat1ves A h1gh level of. comm1tment would be

assoc1ated '1th a h compar1son leve] for alternat1ves A 1ow 1evel

of comm1t' nt wou]d be assocwated w1th a Tow compar1son level for a1ter- -

natxves /The compar1son 1evel for alternat1ves aga1nst wh1ch the pro-,

A r

cess of a11enat1on 1s measured w111 be d1fferent for each mar1ta1 dyad

‘oL

or family group, and w111 a]So vary, w1th1n the same group from t1me to E

s

t1me When the process of a11enat1on has reached the comparlson 1eve1

RN for a]ternatlves for one or both of the partic1pants, fam1ly d1sso]ut1on ,Z;»*ZQ

1s 11ke1y to resu]t

f(Q)' Fami]y stab111tyA It 1s now p0551bTe to return to the ques-'

‘ t1on of why some fam111es w1th relatlvely 11tt1e conf11ct are broken by -

- LN

divorce or separat1on whereas other fam111es w1th abundant cont Yetcdo w0

e



‘~‘not disintegrate. hThe~fami1y with Tittle conflict may not have learned

how to hand]e-conflict (that is, the'process'of negotiation fails to "
br1ng about a reso]ut1on), and the maJor1ty “of conf11ct 1ssues resu]t-
in a sta]emate or postponement As the amount of unf1n1shed bu/hness
withln the family accumulates, there is an ensu1ng process of alienaz
t1on, and -an, eventua1 breakdown in fam11y 1nteract1on Another pos-
s1b1]1ty is that there 1s a 1ack of congruence between percept1ons,
nonhs,and behav1or but*because of the emphas1s 1nhmany mart:ages on
avo1d1ng confcht the d1sagreement is never brought to, the surface

\~'The resu]t is perce1ved 1nequ1ty, and as th1s res1dua1 1nequ1ty in- -

creases it. f1na11y 1eads to the process of.d1senchantment and u]t1mate

' a11enat1on. On the other hand other fam111es may face a Iarge number

of conf]1ct 1ssues, but they have 1earned how to negot1ate conf11ct

W1th the resu]t that the 1ssues are. sat1sfactor11y resolved through

jperceptua], normattve or behav1ora1 mod1f1cat10n and the ensu1ng pro- L

-cess of bond1ng It 1s therefore crucial- to determ1ne not on]y the

4

- fabsolute number of 1ssues wh1ch create behav1or conf11ct w1th1n a fam-

'_11y, but even more 1mportant to determ1ne the reTat1ve number of

‘._ 1ssues wh1ch are successfu11y reso]ved 1n compar1son to those .an which

A . « <

a faml]y is not ab]e to reach agreement It is th1s rd:o of resolved

_to unreso]ved 1ssues that determ1nes the stab111ty of a famlly re]a- :. f

. t1onsth rather than the abso]ute number of confLact 1ssue§ &4~~Jf
| In add3t1on the systems model suggests that the fam11y md
o choose those 1nteract1on sequences wh1ch resu1t in the process of

j’a11enatﬁon or 1n the process of bond]ng If confllct 1ssues cont1nue

. "*i”to result 1n a sta]emate and postponement then a11enation qp escala— ;

| t1on w111 cont1nue to~1ncrease. However, s1nce th1s 1s a product of
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_11nteract1on, and since we .can assume that the part1c1pants are- aware of

the a11enat1on we can a]so assume that the part1c1pants are

~able to intt1ate steps toward’the reso]ut1on of the conflict. This
{_‘(

" demonstrates the morphogen1c process of -the "built- 1n system capac1ty

to change %pe pattern of re]at1onsh1p between the elements, resu]tlng

-

1n an altered sequence of occurrence of system events™ (Black and
M|

| Broder1ék 1972 9). It s this recogn1t10n of the cumu]at1ve effect of
previous exper1ences wh1ch 1s demonstrated in the model by the passage v
- from T1me U to T1me 2. vThe-outcome of prev1ous 1nteract1on will be
~ determinative in ego's future perceptton‘and behavior input, as_wel% as
in alter's péréeptibn and.behavdor~input (7a84§ or 7;10411) o | (°r
The present model of fam11y 1nteract1on enab]es us to handle
both relations of equ111br1um or harmony as well as re]at1ons of con- |
flict w1th1n ‘the fam11y. Prev1ous reseafch has tended to focus on
..either one of these approaches to the exc]uiwpn of the other The .
prob]em is that neither approach can adequate]y hand1e the comp1exity e
'»‘of family 1nteract1on.. The weakness of the equ111br1um appro;ch has B
"5 been its tendenqy to view conf11ct as: 1nherent1y ev1I and. as ugt1mate1y"7

)

"‘resu1t1ng in fam11y ch&blut1on. The resu]t of th]S framework 1s that -

a

preparat1on for marr1age does pay a good dea] of attent1on to the N

N
~“_;avo1dance of conh11ct 1nstead of 1ts management" (Sprey, 1969 705)

: the other hand the weakness of ‘the conf]1ct approach 1s 1ts tendency

i to see a11 fam11y 1nteract1on 1n terms of . conf11ct Th1s approach over- -
Jf]ooks the fact that much fam11y 1nteract10n 1s non prob]ematicab in o
,'natune and does not resu]t in confllct One of the key assumpt1ons of
the conf11ct approach wh1ch 1s adopted 1n this thes1s.is that conf11ct

.',1tse1f does not exp1a1n fam11y d1sdrgan1zat1on or disruption but 1t 1s

o""A: S S ‘_ 4 ‘ £‘_.*
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5 _
rather the Process of confHict negotiation which determines its effects

| on the famfly system‘ fin adequate approach to fam11y 1nteract10n must
prov1de the ab111ty to handle both relations of equ1]1br1um as we]] as . ‘
re]at1ons of conf11ct The present model prov1des such an approach : ,'d
-7 (10) Summary Conceptua] c]ar1f1cat1on in the study of. fam11y
power has: taken p]ace on both the structura] and the dynamic 1eve1 On .
" the structura] 1eve1 the confugion of concepts 1n the study of fam11y
dpower has contr1buted to 1ncons1stent f1nd1ngs A compar1son of styd1es
is difficult because the same concept has been used 1n d1fferent ways,
!_ and different terms have’ been used to refer to the sdne concept The
1n£egrat1on of various- theoret1ca1 approaches to the family (Larson,
1972a) has suggested the use of the normat1ve perceptua], and behav- ‘
',1ora1 d1mens1ons as the organ121ng approach to the study of family rea]- .'
«_1ty in general, and to famlly power 1n part1cu1ar ' The two d1verse
or1entat1ons of small’ group theory ahd resource theory have been ‘ana-
]yzed from the perspect1ve of these three d1mens1ons, and a pre11m1nary
1ntegrat1on has taken p]ace ° Three leve]s of congruence between per-f‘

| cept1on, norms, and behav1or have been noted The ana]ys1s of fam11y
‘P! 3wer has usua]]y taken p]ace only w1th reference to dec1s1on-mak1ng
A more. complete analysis would also~cons1der the d1v1sion of labor and

"'the patterns of tens1on and conf11ct management from the p01nt of v1ew

o

b of the normat1ve perceptua], and behav1ora1 d1menswons, and of the , :

var1ous 1nterre1at1onsh1ps between these d1mensﬁons It is this tota]

]

4conf1gurat1on wh1ch represents the fam11y power structure. ' |
Ih1s approach however, can only measure the outcome rather than
r'lfthe process of. fam11y 1nteract1on The cybernet1c morphogen1c model of .
famlly 1nteract1on,.1n contrast takes 1nto account the nonmattve, f.',f B
. . . . (4

»

L
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- perceptual, and behavioral dimehsionsg but is fundamentally concerned

w%th the brocess of *nteraction-with (eference to the‘famtgi as & whole

as. well as. w1th reference to marital .interaction. It enéb]es ué to

e

i d1fferent1ate p051t1ve prob]ematlc énd negat1ve 1nteract1on, and the

,'resu]ts of var1ous interaction styles over a process of t1me. The .

model further-enab]es us to isolate the'dihehsion (normaf;;e? perceptual,

or behaviéral)‘hithin which-a pdnticuiar problem of'family imteraction

eXists Fam11y 1nteract1on may e1ther 1ead to the process of bond1n9—

or to the process of - a11enat1on, both of wh1ch are 1nt1mate1y re]ated ;

L

.- to the deyelopmeqt of family stab11]ty.‘

98



v IV, METHOS?LOGICAL PERSPECTIVES

g ' - \ ’
1/; accurate measurement of f§m11y power re1at1ons has been

S

,,assumed by most stud1es devoted tp this issue. Recent studies (Olson,
1969’ Saf111os Rothschatd 1969 1970 0lson and Rabunsky, 1972 Tuﬂk e

and Bell, 1972) quest1on the bas1c methodolog1ca1 assumptions under—

\

v 1y1ng the ‘measurement’ of fam11y power Unfortunately, much of the

4

' 1nterchange has resu]ted in a rather barren discussipn- regard1ng tﬁ%

re]at1ve mer1ts of the se]t‘report method as opposed to the observa—

- tional method Desp1te fJnd1ngs that ne1ther method corre]ates h1gh1y

‘w1th a cr1ter1on measure of- outcome power (Olson and Rabunsky, 1972)

and that nelther method alone is- capab]e of nepresent:ng the obgect1ve ;

Lnature of. family power (Safilios- Rothschwld 1970. Olson 1969) | |
researchers st11] appear to prefer one method over another The.-
approach of th)s thes1s is in kbeplng with the conc]uston of Saf1llos-
Rothsch11d (1970 540) that it is "more 1mportani to* determ1ne which

| d1nens1ons of power can be measured by each type of techn1que and use a ‘QO

. comb1nat1on of techn1ques for the assessment of power." Self- report

K4
B

'. measures are more appropr1ate in the structural model of power, but N
}1nadequate for “the dynamlc model. On the nther hand observat1ona1 mea- ,?
b'sures are part1cu1ar1y appropr1ate 1n the measurement of the process of
famtly 1nteract1on (dynam1c mode]) but are not near]y as eff1c1ent as
;hse]f-report methods in obta1n1ng normat1ve perceptua], and outcome
| /1-measures of behav1or from ]arge numbersof people bqpause of cost and Af 5'n

“ngven1ence factors Each techn1que of meXSurement needs to be care-

'»f'fu]1y ana]yzed in order to determ1ne both 1ts strengths add weaknesses,

L

o
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6_~and'its’re1ative contribution to the measurement of fa iTy power;

1. The structural model. Methodological issues relafe to ‘the struc--

tural modeT of power are primariTyAconcerned with the weaknesses,inﬁgr- -
entvin the self-report technique. 0lson (1969) ‘calls attention to the

e

fact that previous researchyhas reTied‘predominantTy’on seTt-report
fieasures without taking the’Timitations of this method JInto account, or -
without making any attempt to correct these-]imitations The %rimary

"' techn1que utilized to coTTect data asse551ng power structure has been -
the Blood- and Wolfe type L1kert.summated rating scaTes It has been
a55umed that power is measured 1nd1rectTy 1n terms of the responses to

'a series of 1tems regard1ng the process of dec1s1on -making w1th1n a
mar1ta1 dyad The person who 1s abTe to dom1nate in the Targest number

of dec151ons is reoarded as haV1ng the greatest pover w1th1n the- -family.

(1) Weaknesses of self-report measures. Saf1T1os Rothsch11d

.

| (1969,'1970)apresentstan incisive critique of methodological issues
TinvoTved‘in.the_seTf-report'approach to.the'measurement of‘famiTy power,
as well as makinq suggestions for possibTe improvements Many of the-

i weaknesses rev1ewed by Saf1Taos Rothsch1Td h;¥e been 1soTated and/or

]

’supported by other researchers
| The f1rst TSSue is the 1ncTus1on of dec151ons to be ut111zed in:

'the measurement of fam11y power. S1nce each 1nvest1gator makes an .
—

o arbttrary cho1ce the fam11y dec1s1ons 1ncTuded have varled cons1der- e |

abTy from study to study Can the power scores caTcuTated from such
» ‘ , . :
var1abTe dec1s1ons be regarded as comparab1e7 ‘ SN

s
§

The most frequentTy used samp]e of dec1s1ons 1s that chosen by
: BTood and wOTfe (1960: 12 They state four cr1teria wh1ch were used 1n _"\ ‘

the1r seTect1on of e1ght dec1s1on areas (}) they should be reTat1veTy

<
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_ may make certajn decisions because the husband has delegated,that power

,
P  \

tmportant‘to the functioning of the family; (2) they should be questions
wh1cn near]y all coup]es have to ‘face; (3} they shou]d range from
Atyp1ca1]y mascu11ne to typ]ca]Iy fem1n1ne deczs1ons, and (4) they shou1d
affect the fam11y as a who]e'v W1th reference to the second crfterion,
Heer. (1963:135) p01nts out that a method which taps on]y spec1f1ed areas
:;; dec1swo —mak1ng may not tap an area of conf11ct for a part1cu1ar fam-
ily. If no conf11ct is 1nvoﬂved in any of the e1ght areas , it 1s dif-

ficult to determ1ne who really exercises power, 51nce it is the actuai

- \

d1sagreement whtch puts power to the test This is supported by -

Saf1]1os;Rothsch11d S (1970,542) argument that the results are not. com-

‘ parable because the decisions may be made ‘at different 1evels. "The wife

to'hert but he(still retains veto power. With reference 't6 the third
criterion, Safilios-Rothschild (1970:542) argues that the results from ‘

Studies‘on same or similar popUIations.wiTT‘prohably be very-different,
"depending‘on‘the'extent to which each'investigator chose husband-

13

Adom1nated equa11tar an, or wife- dom1nated dec151ons " Centers et al.

: (1971 265) take the posqt1on that the e1ght -decision areas chosen by

B]ood and wolfe 1nc1ude 1nsuff1c1ent emphas1s on dec1s1ons trad1tlon-

ally w1th1n—tﬁe fema]e S doma1n of power and an overrepresentat1on of )

| .and WOlfe when the etght dec151on i tems are dsed but a 10% loss 1n

husband S mean power when six new decision 1tems are 1nc1uded in the

~

'“fdeterm1nat1on of the power score

A key prob]em wh1ch is not c]ear]y 1so1ated in these methodo]o- -

o giéb] approaches 1s the: confus1on between the perceptua], normatlve, ,

(3

. . . v . _"' .
fr R C ] . N ) . ) . ) N . . ,. - o .
SRR D R : o e

.

- areas wh1ch are normat1ve1y W1th1n the ma]e doma1n of compétence Th1s x

1s supported by the1r f1nd1ng of 51m17ar‘power scores to those of B]ood

101
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- and behavioral dimensions of power. Rodman_(1967, 1972) has conceptua]ly
indicated that .general cultural norms.may‘act as a contingent variab]e,“
affecting the suggested relation between resources and decision-making
~power. A humber otrresearchers assume that se]f-report studies may be
tapping normativerdimensions,rather than an operating pouer structure
(Olson; 1969; Olsoh and Rabunsky, 1972'.Safiltos—Rothschild 19703 Turk
and Bell, 1972). 'Since no methodological d1st1nct1on is made between
these d1mens1ons of power, it ts assumed that' they are all measur1ng

}

the same dimension of power, and hence are equivalent. It is not sur-

prising that Turk and Bell (4972) find little correlation between the - #°

various measures of power given the confusion regard1ng which d1mens1o1
of power a part1cu]ar measure is expected to tap. It is necessary for
‘the methodolog1ca1 approach to take account of the conceptua] dlst1nc-
t1ons between the var1ous ‘dimemsions of power. The determ1nat1on of
wh1ch dec1s1ons are- trad1€1ona11y male and which are trad1t1ona11y
'female, rather than be1ng decided. 1ntu1t1ve1y as in Blood and WOlfe }
(1960), needs to be decided methodolog1ca11y and operat1ona11y in ‘the .
questionnaire itself. AThe questionnaire‘needs to differentiaté be -~
'tween who "usua11y makes the f1na1 dec1s1on" with respect to the var1—
ous areas (percept1on), and who "ought to" make the final dec1s1on w1th
respect to the same area (norms) On the behavioral 1eve1, an outcome .
*’measure of behavioral power could be secured from the "w1n scores" of
an actua] 1nteract1on seQUence of a mar1ta1 pair ar family. In addttion‘
to the 1nc]us1on of the var1ous dec1s1hns wh1ch have al ady been utl-
-11zed by major stud1es, a pretest shou]d be glven ask1ng respondents

. to 11st all d3c1s1ons regard1ng whtch they have d1sagreed w1th1n a

?recentﬂspEnaf1ed time per1od Th1s approach may isolate further“key

¢ L



iBe]] (1972) found 1dent1ca1 responses from ‘husbands and wlves jnvonly
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decision areas which need to be taken into account In add1t1on, it

enables us to take account of the conceptual d1st1nct1ons between the

© perceptual, normative and behav1ora] dimensions. of power.

The second methodo]og1ca1 issue referred to by Safilios- Rothsch11d
is the almost exclusive re11ance of most stud1es“on wives as the re-
spondents, despite growiné evidencelof discrepancies oetween/hnsbends'
and wives' responses with respect to decision-making B1ood and Wolfe

(1960:6) - defend th1s practise on the basis of conven1ence s1nce ‘wives

.ca"more frequently be found at home and are probab]y ab]e to g1ve more

complete and usefulsdata. Furthermore, they feel that previous studies

- have shown a close correlation between what husbands and wives say

about their marriage. A number of studies (Heer, 1962; Wilkening and
Morrison, 1963; Scanzoni, 19659 Burchinal and Bauder, 1965; Olson, 1969;
Safioliosihethschild 19?\3\5 anbo1s and Willett, *1970 Centers et al.

1971 01son andURabunsPy 1972 Turk and Bell, 1972; Larson, 1974, and

-'others) question th1s corre]at1on These sfud1es conc1ude that few d1f-

ferences-exist when aggregated responses f0r husbands and wives are com-

pared, but that 1mportant d1screpanc1es ex1st ‘when 1nd1v1dua1 respondents

answers are compared with those of the spouse. Granbo1s and Willet~

r(1970) f0und that the percentage of d1screpant responses ranged from

35. 6 to 59.5. w11ken1ng and Morrison (1969) found: the percentage of 3 /
d1screpant responses ranged from 23 to 64. Safi]ios~Rothsehi]d (1969)

‘found that 55, 1 to 76 4% of the responses were d1screpant Turk and_

21% of the cases. /

Var1ous conc]us1ons can be drawn from such d1screpanc1es Most -

researchers simply 1gnore,them. 'Others have conc]uded that'theM were"'



104 -

the result of faculty methopolody (Ni]kening and Morrison, 1963;
Scanzoni, 1965) Granboisyand w111et (1970) argue that the discrepan-
cies are the result of perceptua] differences rather than.systematic
bias, and that these perceptua] differences could be overcome, by devel-
‘op1ng more concrete‘quest1ons rather than by try1ng to overcone'system-
atic bias. Heer (1962 67) suggests that the husband's assessment of in-.
f]uence in dec1s1on-mak1ng is more dccurate than the wife's. He assumes

that wives may feel quilty when they are more domlnant because of norma-

&
tive expectat1ons, while husbands wou]d not experience such gui]t \*\
b4

Heer's @ssumptlon, whether r1ght or wrong; ‘underlines the necess1ty for
speTling out the relative contributions of the nonnative perceptual
and behav1ora1 d1mens1ons This is supported by Saf1]1os Rothsch1]d
(1970 542), who. argues that the d1screpanc1es between percept1ons cou]d
;g1ve a useful insight 1nto famlly dynam1cs, and coutd be exp]a1nab1e by

| means of the preva111ng authority and 1nf]uence patterns. S1m11ar1y,

is suggested that "there is no necess ry reason for assumlng that dlf—
ferential perception 'is not an aspect of fam11y reality...to 1gnore‘ :
“differential perception?g? family structure and process seems to create

~a sterile and oversihp]tfied view of family phenomenaf (Larson, i974§ 4
. ' o L. | -

124).
In diSCUssing-the 1ack of agreement between various measures of
fam11y power, 01son ‘and Rabunsky (1972: 231) omment |

The except1ons to this statement are that authority was re]ated to
both .process power and retrospective power. - This finding .indicate$. -
that studies that obtain power scores by having couples discuss and
resolve disagreements (process power) or by having them retrospec- -
\t1ve1y recall who exercises power (retrospect1ve power) are really
tapping who is perceived as the author1ty/on that issue. And the
person perceived as the authority is greatly influenced by cu]tura] -
.role expectations regarding what the relationship should be. like "
~rather than what the re]at10nsh1p is like, i, €. actual ro]e

q'

»
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The aboWe comment once again supports the major contention of
this thesis that the perceptuat, normative, and behaviora] dimensions
add a great dea] of clarity not only to the conception of fam11y power.
but also to our understand1ng of the d1screpanc1es in the measurement
of family power. The measurement of congruence between these various.
'd1mens1ons may further clarify our understand1ng of the dynam1cs of
-family reality. |

The description of family power as based on the perceptior of
the w1fe a]one probably results in the d1stort1on of fam11y rea]1ty

Only two stud1es (Heer, 1962; Oppong, 1970) base their conc]usaon on

data supplied by the husband rather than by the wife. Several studies

‘have been basedon ch11dren.s reports of their percept1ons»of family |
reality (Hoffman, 1960; Hess ‘and Torney, 1962; Straus, 1962). Hess |
and Torney (1962) show that the Sex and age o@ the child affects per-
cept1on with girls and young ch1]dren perce1v1ng the family power
structure d1fferent1y than boys and o]der ch11dren Turk-'and Be11(1972)
fgund that 1n a11 the1r observat1ona1 measures , ch11dren exerc1sed
l“some power, but th1s never showed in any of the se]f report measures

If we are 1nterested in measur1ng famjly power, it w111 be necessary to

o consvder not on]y the penspect1ve of the w1fe but that of the husband

and,of the ch11dren as we11 Furthermore, 1ncongruent percept1on 1s not :

©

accurate reflect1on of fam11y rea11ty

~Th1rd1y, Saf111os Rothsch11d (1970 543) asserts that the ca]cu-l‘

' 1at1on and use of an overa]] dec1s1on~mak1ng score is methodolog1ca}1y

- Aquestionab]e._ Th1s pract1se gives all dec1s1ons an ua1_weight,{even ,

necessar1]y an 1nd]cat1on of 1nadequate 1nstrum:§%s, but may also be an"
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“though they are not all equally important. For example,_whether the
wife works mayﬁhave-a high salience- for ope husband,'but what doctor-to
have when someone is sick may have very 1itt1e significance ->§ome ,
decisions are regarded as very important by one or both spouses for a
var1ety of soc1opsychoTog1ca1 or 1dlosyncrat1c reasons or a part1cu1ar

dec151on may be more 1mportant in one family than another because of

peculiar soc1o economic or dynam1c reasons. Saf111os Rothsch11d sug-

gests d1fferent1at1on .on the basis of 1mportance and frequency Fo]low-

~ing her suggest10n, 1mportant frequent dec1s1ons cou]d ge g1ven a

‘weight of 4; important 1nfrequent.dec1saons a weight of 3; frequent

unimportant decisions a weight of 2; and, infrequent  unimportant deci-

51ons a weight‘of 1. 'fhe calcu]ation of such a weighted‘score’could
“add-an. 1mportant degree of prec1s1on in fam11y power scores.. CromWe]],
et al., (1973) make the further‘suggest1on ‘that spec1f1c items on a
given: scale be arrayed on several different contfnua' mascu11ne to
feminine; rare to frequent’; 1nterna] to externa], 1nstrumenta1 to
‘ ‘express1ve»(and we cou]d add 1mportant to un1mportant) The cross- |

| tabu]at1on of var1ous sca]es may make a further 1mprovement in the cal-

?

"_culataon of power scores
Another weakness of the. overa]] dec1s1on-mak1ng score is that
'1ts 1nterna1 cons1stency and re11ab111ty had not been assessed (leon

and Ryder,~1970f Saf11105eRothsch11d 1970' Straus, 1969) Bahr (1973)

- reports the computat1on of the coeff1c1ent of reproduc1b111ty and- a]pha,
two measures of 1nterna1 con51stency, for Blood and wolfe s eight- 1tem vf |

| scale of fam11y dec1s1on mak1ng He concludes that these eight deci- -

's1ons appear to measure the one dom1nant factor of dec1s1on-mak1ng

. effect1ve1y The ca]cu]at1on of such measures shou1d become routine
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‘ procedure in studies of family power.
A further criticism of the dec1s1on making score 1s that the
dec151ons ut1llzed have not been factor ana]yZed to determ1ne if one or
two factors are receiving greater emphas1s (Saf111os-Rothsch11d, 1969,
Cromwell, et al., 1973). A preliminary factorfana]ysis of datafregard—i
ing- decision-making. from five differentﬂsamples inlthree cu]tures indi- v
. cates-poséib]e-multidimensionality of from two.to five factors for eight'
‘to fifteen items "These data 1nd1cate that the use of a mean summa- S
SN
t1on score to represent. these 1nd1ces 1s methodo]og1ca11y unsound be-
- cause 1t ds 1mposs1b1e to teTl wh1ch factor or d1mens1on is contr1but1ng
to that score" (Cromwe]] et aL, 1973 192)
A fourth methodo1og1ca1 1ssue to be con51dered 1s that "because |
the overa11 dec1s1on mak]ng score-is an’ ar1thmet1c average 1t 1s sens1-
t1ve to extreme ar1thmet1c dev1at1ons and to the. unba]anced emphaSts of e
“the d1fferent factors 1nto whlch the 1nc1uded dec1s1ons be]ong"~
(Saf111os-Rothsch11d 1970: 543) Because of th1s ar1thmet1c property
of the overa11 score the conc]us1on that most”’ fam111es are ega]1tar1an i
. as based on the overallqscore s very d1fferent than the conclus1ons
‘based on an exam1nat1on of the resu]ts of each 1nd1vidua1 decis1on |
Saf111os Rothsch11d (1969 298) makes the fo]]ow1ng observat1on
1n our data the overa11 dec1s1on-mak1ng score shows that - Detro1t .
w1ves tend to see decision-making ‘as equally.often dominated by -
. husbands and W1ves The examination of the individual.decisions,
"' however, shows...that the Detroit wives perceive themselves as the
- deciders in six dec1s1ons .their huskdnd as the décider in three. -
>dec1s1ons ..whila three dec1s1ons perce1ved as joint...and in
one ‘case. Wormen. see-decision-making as equally-shared by themse]ves. .
and their husbands:. This detailed picture...does not seem to jus- ..
- tify the trend 1nd1cated by ‘the' overa11 dec1sion-mak1ng score ‘
‘ It 1s therefore not. suff1c1ent to regard the overa11 deEis1on- |
R mak1ng score as an adequate picture o{$§%2;1y power re]at1ons I "'.' . ;'/ :=

3
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‘additton the results of each 1nd1v1dua] decision w111 need to be ana-
1yzed and compared. ' S ‘ ‘
"Olson and Rabunsky (1972:229-230)'iso1ate three further limita- -ip’f
- tions of se]f-report data in studying family power. The first is the
requ1rement that respondents be ab]e to descr1be who exerc1ses power hn '
their family. ‘This.is rather d1ff1cu1t to accomp11sh both ‘because
f1nd1v1dua1s do not usua]]y view their 1nteract1on in tenns of power,
and because the g1ve and take of mak1ng a decision usual]y d;sgu1ses
who actually made the ftnal dec1s1oni B]ood=(1958.47) comments: "fam- - '
- ilies charactertstica11y have’mOre difticuﬁtydin.reporting’who makes ‘a

-

. fam11y decision because mutua] consu]tat1on‘so often precedes the fina]

"dec1s1on that the re1at1ve 1nf1uence of!each partner tends to be Ljked
Cin the process < 0lson: and Rabunsky (lé72 conc]ude ‘that. 1nd1v1duals
| can\feport what dec1s1ons were made, but they cannot accurately report ’

who made them
Sprey (1972 237) suggests that the reason why 1nd1v1dua1s are not

able to conceptua11ze ‘their 1nteract1dh in tenns of power 1s because .

?
’

~such a conceptua11zat1on does~not make sense to them. "Ind1viduals are.
.i.. quite capab]e of prov1d1ng a b]ow-by b]ow account of a g1ven argu—
_ vf;vment but they tend to dosth1s 1n terms of s trategx rather than power"
"“7o3.,f.(5prey, 1935 237) | | | : o
o The above comments ca]] 1nto ser1ous quest1on the methodo]og1caT}
piapproach whlch measures power merely on the bas1s of the percept1on of ~
‘1who makes the f1na1 dec1s1on w1th respect to a partlcular matter Mostf"'
o,vfdec151ons w1th1n the fam11y 1nvolve input from both partners, which may f“«fi»"“

.

mf_ her to account for the preponderance of the ega]1tar1an response s
L Rather than treatlng this as an ev1dence of a soc1a11y desirab1e :;“ e

- l‘Z . . . A K e S . ; o T A
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" power 1svnot corre]ated 0 actual power Rather than regardln

W

: »d1stort1on of these exper1ences ’Thus 1t is noted that retroszect1ve

response (01son-and Rabunsky, 1972*230)'it may be more accurate to
'regard ega]1tar1an responses as a valid attempt to present family real—
;ity. It may be possible that one spouse prov1ded 75% of the 1nput and‘

the other spouse only 25% <but the final decision is regarded as being

made by both husband and wife.
A methodolog1ca1 approach which rec09n1zes this variable’ 1nput
of spouses would be the categorwzat1on of: dec1s1ons in terms of the

re]at1ve 1nput of each spouse. 'Such a categor1zat1on cou]d take-place

‘on severa1 d1fferent sca1es (Table 3). - This wou]d recogn1ze the var1- -

able input of spouses, and would tend to prov1de a more accurate p1c-

_ture of fam1]y reallty concernlng who exerc1ses power w1th1n a partic-

' u]ar fam11y

’” The second 11m1tat1on of sef? report studtes suggested by O]son

_ aﬂd Rabunsky is the requ1rement that 1nd1v1dua1s recal] past experl-

’

}. ences wh1ch may have occurred some time prevrous]y Such data wou1d~ ‘

- tend to be afﬁected by forgetfu]ness and/or consc1ous or unconsc1ous oN

this

~ discrepancy as- a result of poor methodo]ogy, it shou]d be- regarded as f.'

4

’f:a po;\lble contr1but1on to a better understand1ng of fam11y dynam1cs ,

,,,Saf111os Rothschlld comments (1972b 24) j--'g'7‘ s

_'The ex1stence of a. d1screpant assessment of famlly power structure
. on the part of the spouses must not be necessar11y ‘taken as. a
- "pathological” symptom of-a marital re]at1onsh1p in trouble. It
~ 'may well -represent. an appropriate adjustment of speuses - with dif-
f‘ferent needs, motivations and 1deolog1ca1 commitments in that ‘they

~-are“in some’ cases able to be gonsistent with their self-concepts _"‘

- ‘without creat1ng continuous, unrésolved power conflicts.  For

i7fg.examp1e a spouse who beligves that m;rr1age ought to be: equalttar-
* ian and also that his (her)marr1age is ‘one of these. equa11tar1an

euj're1at1onshrps may be:able to cope with the existing unequal- power
~ld1str1but10n by means of ‘a perceptual emphas1s on those power
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Percent. of input on

i. Husband»

Wife

2. Husband

Wife

3. "Husband |

Wife

" 4. Husband

“Wife

5. Husﬂand-

~ Wife

five-point scale- -

100%

0%

75%
254 .

504

50%

. 25%

- 75%

0%

100%

b.

- TABLE 3: RELATIVE INPUT OF SPOUSES TO FINAL DECISIGNS

Percent of input on

seven-point scal

1. Husband
Wife.

2; Husband

- Wife

3. Husband

ife

4. Husband-

CWife
~ 5. Husband.
L oWife
6. Husband
Wife
7. Husband
- Wife .

- 100%
.03

80%
20% .

60%

40%

508
50%

a0
-60% .

20%

80% -

oy
.10

0%
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~aspe¢ts that tend to present a more equalitarian picture. The other
spouse, however, may be able to better toleratp the existing

. unequa] power d1str1but1on either because of a Tesser commitment ‘to
equalitarian ideologies or because he (she) is favored (or at Teast
perceives to be favored) by the existing power inequality. Thus ,

‘the apparent perceptual discrepancy far from indicating d1ssat1sfac-
tion or strain may often indicate a solid and viable modus v1vend1

Once again, the 1so]at1on of the perceptua], normat1ve and
behav1ora] d1mens1ons, and the congruency or 1ncongruency between these
dimen51ons is cruc1a1 1n understandlng the dynam1cs of fam11y power

A third 11m1tat10n of self- report stud1es d1scussed by Olson and
Rabunsky is the var1ous types of repgrting and perceptuaﬂ b1ases wh1ch
“can occur. 10ne of the major b1ases in the1r op1n1on 1s the tendency
for 1nd1v1dua]s to g1ve socially des1rab1e responses as in report1ng
an ega11tar1an power structure As 1nd1cated above, th1s may be ghe

' resu]t of the methodo]og1ca1 approach wh1ch asks 1nd1v1dui1s who makes d

-/\a flggl_dec1510n, when most - 1nd1v1duals perce1ve a, f1na1 decis1on as

_ the resu]t of a g1ve and take or proport1ona1 1nput Furthermore,\»
soc1a11y deS1rab]e responses are not pecu11ar to se]f—report stud1es

but aTso need to be taken 1nto cons1derat1on in. observat1ona1 measures _»_';’

. (2) Suggested 1mprovements The above. rev1ew of - weaknesses in-

herent 1n ‘self- report measures of fami]y power haslalready suggested '

‘the fo]]ow1ng 1mprovements (1) A carefu1 rev1ew of what decis1ons are:'
to be 1nc1uded 1n the measurement of power. shou]d take platef Such a f",vhiffj'
rev1ew needs to careful]y analyze the proport1on of husaahd dom:nated ».v.} :
. ega?xtar1an and wife- dom1nated decis1ons In add1tion clear d1st1nc-7f§;"
tions need to be made between the perceptua], normative, and behaviorallyk' -
d1menspons of power ¥ Ask1ng respondents 1in a.pretest to ]15t all. dec1-h;;i}, e
s1ons regardlng whfch they have d1sagreed w1th1n A recent spec1f1ed B

o t1me per1od may 1so]ate further key perceptual, normat1ve or behav1ora1
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1decision areas .(2) Furthér studies on family power can no ]ongér rely
- on the percept1on of one respondent (usua]]y the wife). The responses
of husbands and ch11dren need to be taken into account, and dfscrepant
responses need to be exp1a1ned as an. aspect of famlly rdal1ty, rather .
than as a methodologlcal art1fact The systematic existence of var1ous
1eve]s of . corrgruity or 1ncongru1ty may reveal a great dea] about the
dynam1cs of fam1]y rea11ty (3) The: ca]culat1on and use of an- overall
dec1s1on mak1ng score needs to be supp]emented by'a we1ghted score which/
is determlned on the bas1s of . severa] suggested criteria’ (Cromwe11
et a]. 1973). Tne 1nterna] cons1stency and re11ab1]1ty of the 1nstrui
Vment needs to be assessed and the dec1s1ons ut111zed need to be factor~
’t ana]yzed to determ1ne ﬂhe1r un1d1mens1ona11ty (4) In add1t1on to the
.overa11 dec1s1on mak1ng score, ‘the resu]ts of each’ 1nd1v1dua1 dec1s1on
need to be examlned and compared (5) Because most famt]y dec151ons
| - represent. a d1fferent1a1 1nput of fam11y members rather than a un11aterd
'"f1na1 dec1s1on," dec1s1ons shou]d be Categor1zed 1n terms of the rela-
. t1ve 1nput of spouses If other faml]y members are added their rela-
| tive 1nput to a dec1s1on’wou1d a]so need to be assessed (6) Every K
attempt w111 need to be made to 11m1t reporting and: perceptua] b1ases
\

| Such bxases are not pecu11ar to. a part1cu1ar method however, and need

t"to be control]ed for 1n any approach to the measurement of fam11y power

A further 1mprovement in the measurement of fam11y power W1th1n A

o b S
- the structura] mode1 wou]d be the exten510n of th1s measurement to other L

”,d1mens1ons of power Saf111os Rothsch11d (1970 541 po1nts out that

112

S on]y one aspect of fam111a] power, that of dec1s1o mak1ng, has been s'u* '

' f'“stud1ed by fam11y soc1olog1sts, d1scussed as 1f 1t enoompassed all ’

R aspects of power, and referred to as famt]y power structure w; The

s
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conceptuaT1zat1on of fam11y power has 1nd1cated that dec151on mak1ng is |
'only one. dimension of power. The other two maJor d1mens1ons are those’

of the d1v1s1on of 1abor and the patterns of’tensibn and confTict manage-
I"ment. BToodvand Wolfe (1960) discuss both the division of labor as well

as the patterns of tension.and canflict management (wh1ch‘are referred

to as.stresses and strengths), but ne1ther-of these are seen« as a d1men-

_sibn of theffamiTy power structure. 'The incTusion of these'two dimen- - |
sionshthergfore represents‘a new approach»which has not been-considered

in prevfous research Cons1derab1e attentfon will need t0 be given to

the theoret1caT art1cu1at1on of these two d1mens1ons before further
methodoTog1caT approaches can be suggested In generaT, it is suggested _ Yy
,'that the normat1ve, perceptuaT, and behav1ora1 d1mens1ons w111 appTy in’ B

the- study of the d1v1s1on of labor and the patterns ot tens1on and con— | e
fT1ct management {ﬁThe 1nterre1at1onsh1p of the dec1s1on mak1ng area,

the d1v1s1on ofJTabor, and the patterns of tens1on and confT1ct manage-'

' :'ment shoqu prov1de a good deaT of 1nfonmat10n regard1ng the dynam1c g :

‘ nature of famiTy power structure.

It needs ta °be empha51zed f1naTTy, that aTT of these m ,hodoTo-
5ig1ca1 imp vements are. concerned w1th ‘the. structuraT modeT obbfamiTy ‘
power : The approach is only capabTe of prov1d1ng outcome measures of
.famlTy power As such, 1t is not capabTe of present1ng a descr1pt1on
“of. the process of fam1Ty 1nteract1on Nevertheless the\suggested

-methodolog1ca1 1mprovements w1Tl enabTe the presentatfon of a cTearer
»

n conceptua11zat1on of the structure of fam11y power As such they

represent a vaTuabTe contr1bution to an area wh1ch cont1nues to attract

( further lnterest and research

‘ ','2 The systems modeT Ofson (1969 545) 1ndicates that fam11y researchers N

L
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}1t is more d1ff1cu1t to lie when behav1ng than when speaking The f1nd-

B .1ngs of OTson (1969) and OTson and Rabunsky (1972) that measures of

'

\

-have unt11 recent]y relied predomlnantly on self- report measures. There -

has been very 11tt]e ut111zat10n of behavioral methods. Recent studies

(Sprey, 1969 1971 1972; 01son and Rabunsky, 1972 Turk and Bell, 1972;

'Turk, 1974) have urged the necess1ty of a more dynam1c v1ew of the pro-

__cess of fam11y interaction, or the necessity of a systems approach to

family power. Survey methods are 1ncapab1e of study1ng the ‘process of
family 1nteract1on, and it is therefore necessary to tum .to observa-
L-‘

t1ona1 measures Such measures are, for the most part st111 in- the

process of be1nq developed and tested. It 1s poss1b1e that 1ndthe1r -

“enthusiasm for the new methodo]ogy researchers have tended to neg]ect

/
the 11m1tat1ons or weaknesses of the method. B]ood (1958 47) 1nd1cated

that researchers were hand1capped by a severe lack: of know how regard—

ing the pract1ca1 problems 1nVO1ved 1n the observat1on of the fam11y
N

| A great many deve]opments have ‘taken pTace to add 'to our know-how since ';‘.

Blood's statement “but the observat1ona1 method in the study of fam11y

_power is still. re]at1ve1y‘new It therefore needs to be carefully

.1nvest1gated and the conc]usions regarded as tentat1ve

(1) weaknesses of the observat1ona1 method The mpst carefu1

review of the weaknesses of he observat1onal approach is prov1ded by

,Saf11los-Rothsch11d (1970) She po1nts out that the be11ef that survey

: questwons represent onIy the respondents' percept1ons whereas observa— "'i;

t10n revea1s the- "real" power structure is based on the assumpt1on that

v

» author1ty are corre]ated w1th measures of behav1or seem to 1nd1cate that .
'vobserved public behav1or is infTuenced by the normative structure that

'f,is, it tends tolﬁ?soc1a]1y de51rable behavior Furthermore since most

\~,"
s
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observation% are conducted in a laboratory rather than in'the respondents’

"natural” home environment, and in most cases the couples deal with
\

s1tuat1ons wh1ch are somewhat removed from the1r ord1nary concerns, 1

serious d1stort10ns in decision- mak1ng behavior may take. p1ace

N

0'Rourke secured measurements of the decision-making behavior of three-

person family groups in both home and laboratory cond1t1ons He con-

he [

cludes that““groups seen on]y in the laboratory will experience more

[

disagreement among members, w111 be,more active but less efftc1ent at

’gec1s10n naP1ng, and ‘will register less emot1ona11ty than might be the

//f"case if they were seen in their natura]' env1ronments" (0'Rourke, 1963:

435).

. Another 1ssue in obServationa] studies 1is the extent to wh1ch the

| observers' percept1ons of the -process of 1nteract1on 1ntervene between
 them and the frea]" patterns of power structure. Xenkel {1961) demon-
~strates ‘that the sex of the'obserrer has an'important inftuenCe on the

dec1s1on-mak1ng process ‘and accord1ng1y affects the observed power

structure . Thus, wives. fended to ‘take a more act1ve and powerful ro]ev
in the dec1s1on-mak1ng process when the observer sWwas a woman.

It s further po1nted out that in the observat1ona1 Sett1ng 1t

‘ta

is probab]y not possible to- make an assessment of the ent1re range or

the "typica]" 1nf1uence techn1ques wh1ch are: used in actual dec1510n—

making s1tuat1ons Reported 1nf1uence technlques wou]d be d1ff1cult to- -

1observe for the fo]]ow1ng reasons Saf(1los Rothschlld 1970 546)

'-'(a) because of the1rxhnt1mate nature (e.g. sexual re]at1ons or-

" affectional behavior); (b). because of the’ “opt1mum timing .re-

quired for their application (§g§ "when she is in a 'good - modd , "
or "when_things have turned out very well at his work™); (c): be-

cause the application of: the technique requires- the: performance of
‘some special: tasks (such as, cooking 'some special food that he
'111kes or buy1ng ‘her a hat or a blouse or- ahother item that the



husband knows that' his wife would very much .like to have)) or

(d) simply a long time and repeated application (e.g. "nagging" or

"repeating my arguments till he gets tired of me an goes along" )
Despite the aboVe weaknesses, there is no doubt that observa-

tional techniques can measure the process of decision-making more

' readily and more effectively than is the\case with se1f~report measures.

The fact that techniqugs are not totally adequate should not hinder us
from using what we have, or from seeking to improve or develop more

effective techniques.

"

- (2) - Choice of technique. Two issues need to be considered in -

. the choice of a technique to measure family interaction. F1rst is the

_cho1ce of an 1nteract1ona1 st1mu1us Murphy and Mende]sohn (1973)

point out that much of the 1n1t1a1 work in the observat1on of fam11y

1nteract1on.was.done in clinical settings in order to understand the

nature of schizophrenia. A variety of methods was -developed to stjmu]ate_

'fami1y interaction. There-wasdsome use of TAT cards.and_Rorschach cards.

) N

~ The -most frequently used stimulus is Strodtbeck’s (1951)»Revea1ed

Differences Technique (RDT). This te;hhique'i% used by Goodrich and
Boomer (1963} and Ryder and Goodrich (1966) to develop a po]or:Matching
Test'(CMf).‘ Olson (1969) and 0lson and Ryder (1970) revise Strodtbeck's

'Revealed Differences Techn1que in order to develop the Inventory of

‘ Mar1ta1 Conf11cts (IMC). The deve]opment of SIMFAM {Olson. and Straus,

'1972) ut1hzes a structu,,red game “to study cwt%ty, commumcatmn and

: prob]em so1v1ng w1th1n the fam11y Some of these techn1ques requ1re

| .'_elaborate and extehs1ve 1aboratory fac111t1es and equ1pment

The second«cons1derat1on;i«

of measurement Var1ous sca gq ,“=,been developed in order to penn1t

| the scoring and 1nterpre/: i( of fami]y interact1on data One of the .

&

; cho1ce “of techn1que is the method

116
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- first to be developed, and probablyjthe most widelv used scale, is

Ba]es' Interact1on Process Ana1y51s (IPA) which consists of twelve

categor1es wh1ch d1fferent1ate 1nstrumenta1 and pos1t1ve behavior from /

.negat1ve and expre551ve behavior. A second major scale is Leary S

, (1955) Interpersonal Checklist (ICL) which classified interpersonal

behavior 1nto eight categor1es and at five levels. Thts scale is

revised by Terr111 and Terr111 (1965) in order to study Level I communi~

cation. Other communication measures surveyed 5; Murphy and Mende]sohn

-(1973) are Riskin's Fam11y Interact1on Scale, Haley's Fam1]y Interact1on

Ana]yzer and Blenvenu s Marital Comm%n1cat1on Inventory _ w
, If the research des1gn includes a Tong1tud1na1 approach the use

of the CMT (Co]or Matth1ng Test) at Time 1, and the use of IMC (Inven- ‘

tory of‘MaritaT‘Conf1icts) & Time 2 would be reconmended' The reason

for this recomnendat1on 1s that the IMC was Spec1f1ca11y des1gned as a

- 1ong1tud1na1 fo]]ow up measure for the CMT. The cr1ter1a used 1n the

deveTopment of the IMC are as fol]ows (Olson and Ryder, 1970 443):

(1) The data shou]d center around some’ type of conf11ct which 1s s1m11ar o
~_to the Color Hatch1ng Test {2) M1n1ma1‘equ1pment,_fac1]1tjes,_cost, |
~ and t1me to adm1n1ster should be requ1red (3)'Observerslshou1d not.be

- required to be present while the_coup]e-1s,1nteracting. .(4) The sub-
,jects should not‘fee1 trtcked Or'purposety deceived‘as a result of thex -
,procedUre' _(5) The procedure shou]d be re]evant and nove] enough S0 that

the couples become ser1ous]y 1nvo]ved in the task If-the.research |
de519n requ1res the measurement of 1nteract1on~at only one time':the_

use of the Inventory of Marital Conf11cts wou1d be recommended

The basic fonnat of the IMC is s1m11ar to Strodtbeck S Revealed

| Differences Techn1que in that it requ1res spouses to make a dec1s1on :
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‘tndividually, and then to resolve their differehces‘joint]y The IMC .
‘-?overcomes three major limitati’ns‘of‘the RDT. The f1rst 11m1tat1on of
"the RDT is that couples not only vary on the number of items on wh1ch
bthey disagree, but they a]so disagree'on different items. Thus, both
the content and the number of items diScussed usually varies'aeross
couples, which is se]domvtaken into account‘in the data anatysis- The =
IMC structures the items so that most spouses e1ther agree or disagree
on the same. prese]ected twelve confllct 1tems and six non conf11ct ‘items..
Secondly, the RDT has genera]ly not max1m1zed or assessed the
re]evancy'of the‘materia1 to the-COUple The IMC material was chosen .
from reports of problems most frequent]y faced by couples marrted
’vapprox1mate1y two years 1n onder to max1mize re]evancy; which was mea-
sured by the couples 1nvo1vement in the d1scuss10n as well.as by spe— : .
C1f1c quest1ons - o |
Th1rd1y, the RDT d1scuss1on mater1a1 contained only items wh1ch
elicited d1sagreement between the copple. The IMC conta1:s a systemat1c
arrangement of conf11ct 1tems (n= 12) and non-conf11ct 1tems (n 6)
Fam1]y 1nteract1on can therefore be observed under both conf11ct and . .
‘non-conflict s1tuat1ons |
The IMC COd]ng system is s1m11ar to Ba}es' Interact1on Process
Ana]ys1s, and cons1sts of’ f1ve 1nformatxon categor1es, Six op1n1on cate- e
gor1es, two suggest1on categor1es, four pos1t1ve and four negat1ve sup-
_port1ve categor1es, and e1ght structura] categor1es Two types of data "'
gcan be obta1ned the 1nd1v1dua1 and Jo1nt response sheets prov1de data
pon re]evancy of the conflict mater1a1 to the couple and the dom1nance'r

-'pattern that 1s who w1ns Secondly, the 1nteract1on process 1tse1f'f

can be obJect1ve1y measured by means’ of the 29 categor1es

. Lo e ‘ e
oowT A , . ’/ _
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»O]son (1975) has completed the development of.an Inventory of
Parent Ch11d Conflict (IPCC), wh1ch is. des1gned for parents with at
1east one ch11d An Inventory of.PrefMar1ta1 Conflict (IPMC) and an
Inventory of Parent—Adokscent Conflict (IPAC) are present]y be1ng :
developed; and will be available in 1976. These 1nventor1es al] use " the
same‘basfc format as ‘the InyentOry_of Marital Conf11ct The inter-
,act1on session of all of these. 1nventor1es can- be v1deo or tape recorded
and hence lends 1tse1f very we11 to the systems mode] as out]lned
earlier. The IPCC and the IPAC would- be part1cu]ar]y relevant in the

further deve]opment of the systems mode] of fam11y 1nteract10n

3. Summary of methodolog1ca1 perspectlves. The deve]opment of a

research design is beyond ‘the scope of this thesis Some bas1c recom-

mendat1ons for methodo]og1ca1 ctarification have ‘been made on the struc-

tural and systems*leve?s The deve]opment and use of" both-self—report
and observat1ona1 measures has been proposed to prov1de a more. compre-
'hen51ve understanding. of 1nterpersona1 dynamics .

. A pre11m1nary proposa] for the adm1n1strat1on of the var1ous

( methodolog1ca] ‘techniques wou]d 1nc1ude several phases Thé techn1ques.

proposed cou]d be admin1stered either ina 1aboratory sett1ng or in a
home sett1ng b C . . A . |

‘ The first phase wou]d be ,the pilot study or pre test1ng phase
. vTh1s would prov1de opportunlty for pre test1ng both the self—report and

the observat1ona] approach to meaSUr1ng fampdy power In add1tion to

the prepared quest1onna1re respondents cou]d be asked to 1lst a]] dec1-"-'

| s1ons regard:zp’wh1ch they have d1sagreed\w1th1n a recent spec1f1ed time o

)

’-;Eper10d wh1ch ay help to 1solate key dec1s1on areas. wh1ch have not been

"1taken 1nto account 1n the questlonnaire A procedure wh1ch wou]d

119
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improve the content”validity of the questionnajre items -is the use of
the random probe (Schuman, 1966) which.indicates if the question is
understood by the respondent in the sense in which it was. meant in the
ouest1onna1re. The.p1Tot_study would also prov1de_opportun1ty for -

training research assistants in the administration of the self-report

»

- and the observational measures. - - o - B
- The second phase would consist of the adminiitrakion of the self-

A . o . .
report measureS’ These need to be‘developed with the goal of measuring

the perceptual and norm3;1ve dimensions of power | Turk and BeTT (1972)
report on the use of three seTf—report measures which shoqu be |
v‘ rep]mcated 1n order to prov1de some comparlson ofvdata These measures :
“also need to be prepared SO that they‘%an be adm1n1stered to chderen :
as’ weTT as to husband and w1fe , [,? .T
The th1rd phase woqu include the adm1n1strat1on of the observa—

»ltTOnaT measures The repTlcat1on of Turk and BeTT S (1972) observat1onal
and 1nteractlona1 measures is- proposed 1n order to prov1de further com- )
par1son The adm1n1strat1on of the reTevant 1nventor1es of conlect
-would aTso take pTage at th1s time. Immed1ate1y foTTowing the observa-'
'_t1onaT sess1on there is another seTf-report measure wh1ch assesses the
) reTevance of the’ preced1ng exper1ence a5eweTT as secur1ng thermeasure;

of retrospect1ve power (who made a part1cu1ar dec1s1on7)

Ine sumnary, the use of seTf report measures 1n asseSSIng the

"perceptuaT and normatlve d1men51ons of power is. proposed The outcome,; "

i

or stat1c measur% of behav1or 1s secured from the 1nteract1on sess1on,

B and is based on whose suggest1on is f1naTTy adopted as. the result of

‘the d1scuss1on per1od that 1s on the w1n scores The measurement of‘*"

";the process of 1nteract10n takes pTace w:th the various observat1ona1 v

120



measures, including the re]emant inventories of conf]tct The presence
or absence of corre]at1on between thesetvar1ous d1mens1ons of power are
no commentary on the va11d1ty of the measures, but may‘be a more accurabe
assessment of the var1ous fam11{ rea11t1es “These yfamily realnt1es
consist Qf norms, percept1ons, and behav10r with d1fferent d1mens1ons

being primafy within different fam111es, or w1th1n the same fam11y at

ment of family power must take account of these’ d1ffer1ng fam11y rea]-

ER T

: 1t1es as a re]evant aspect of the fam1]y s1tuat10n

121

.'differentftimes or‘Within'differing circumstances. An accurate measure- o



{ V. ,CONCLusloNs.

)

Concerted study of fami]y power over the past two decades has
-»fa1]ed to provide cons1stent comparable f1nd1ngs, 1nd1catjng a bas1c_ :
- Tack of conceptual and methodo]og1ca1 c1ar1ty The structural mode]
of power has lacked clar1ty'becausefconcepts have‘beeneused in-dttfer--

ent-Ways'by ditferent reSearchers with 1ftt1e'understandtng of;whatd.'k'
]d:mension of family pover a part1cu1ar concept measures Important '
methodo]og1ca1 weaknesses of the structura] approach have been noted.
vby various researchers, but very llttle progress. has been made in cor- :
rect1ng these weaknesses A number of rESearchers have emphas1zed the
necess1ty of a mOre dynam1c approach to the meas#rement of fam11y i'

,power, wn1ch wou]d app]y the 1n51ghts of modern systems theory@ and

.focus attent1on on the. process of fam11y 1nteract1on rather than on

1_1ts outcome. “The two-fold purpose of th1s thés1s has been theoretlcalfh

I Aclar1f1cat10n of the 1ssues 1nvo]ved 1n the ana]ys1s and measurement

N of fam11y power

11; Conceptual c1ar1f1cat1on On the structura] ]eve1 the 1ntroduc- X
v X

"f'ftlon of the normat1ve perceptua], and behav1ora1 d1mens1ons and the

ana}ys1s of var1ous concepts ut111zed 1n maJor stud1es of fami]y powerV”’
~in terms of these d1mens1ons prov1des conceptual c]ar1f1cat1on Con¢° "
) N gruence, or the lack of conqruence, between these d1men51ons is.

A=regarded as a character1st1c of fam11y rea11ty to be exp1a1ned ratherf_ !

| :than as a f1nd1ng to be 1gnored or to be "exp]a1ned away" as a resu]t g"*v17”

.gof meth0d01091ca1 shortcom:ngs Furthermore the structural analys1sct'_.rt

- of fam11y power needs to take account not on]y of decision-mak1ng,,v_[fipf;f~‘?

22
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whlch is the subJect of the majority of fam1]y power stud1es Attention

needs to be given to other d1mens1ons of power such as the division of -

.

- labor, and the patterns of tens1on and conflict management y

A conststent demand for the ana1y51s of famt]y power from the
v1ewpo1nt of the process of 1nteract1on has Ted to the deveTopment of
- a cybernet1c morphogen1c model of fama]y 1nteract1on ~ This mode]

assumes that power is. not S1mp1y an attr1bute possessed by the: powerful

person but 1s rather determined by the comp]ex cond1t1ons of 1nter- _Rf

personal re]at1ons Th]S 1nvo]ves an 1mp]1c1t recognit1on that the -
1nteractxon process may'1ead to s1gn1f1cant changes 1n system structure
Two bas1c contr1but1ons of- the systems model are 1ts ab111ty to

'd1fferent1ate pos1t1ve problemat1c and negat1ve 1nteract1on sty]es,

. ;:and the ab111ty to 1solate the d1mens1on (perceptua], normatlve or

.‘fbehav1ora]) w1th1n Wthh a mar1ta1 or fam111a1 prob]em orlg1nates
_.MaJor theorettcal 1nterpretat1ons of fam11y 1nteract1on have adopted
;e1ther the equi]1br1um approach (Sp1ege1 1968) or the conf11ct |

approach-(Sprey, 1969' 1971 -1972) Nelther approach can adequate1y

-"represent the comptexwty of fam11y 1nteract10n Much normal fam11y

'»'1nteract1on is non prob]emat1c or hab1tua1 and thus represents pos1t1ve 'y

- re1at1ons or re]at1ons of harmony However, each marr1age and fam11y

}.-must also per1od1ca1]y cope w1th new, amb1guous or stressful s1tuat1ons

vf.negat1ve outcome depend1ng on whether fam1]1es have 1earned to nego— L

: t1ate successfu]]y Some fam111es have developed negat1ve patterns of

A’:}systems mode] d1fferent1ates these patterns and iso]ates the part1Cular ;!:-5_F

f“fed1men51on in wh1ch 2 prob1em ex1sts

123"

| 'nf;negot1at1on and are character1zed by a hlgh degree of c0nf11ct Th ‘.Tjii"h

[
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2. MethodoTogicaT cTartficatTOn A number of'methodologicaT weaknesses_

of the seTf-report techn1que of measur1ng family power have been noted
by previous researchers These are rev1ewed and comprehens1ve sug-
gestlons for 1mprovement are advanced The Tack of congruence between .

var1ous measurements of power has been trad1t1onaTTy attributed to

'\methodolog1ca1'weaknesses The conceptua11zat1on of power in terms of

the normative, perceptuaT, and behav1oraT d1men510ns emphas1zes that R
such Tack of congruence may rather be an aspect of famtTy rea11ty

Observat1onaT measures of<fam11y power thCh take'account of the *

. process of fam1Ty 1nteract1on are present]y be1ng developed The

- appT1cat1on of a systems modeT to fam1Ty power 1s ‘a-new approach w1th
';the result that methodoTog1caT suggest1ons are tentat1ve and - subJect
‘tO Pev1ew and change. o S

'v 3.. L1m1tat1ons of the present study The scope of any study detenn1nes.

"the range of what can bBe 1nc1uded and what must be echuded by neces-

X

-s1ty.of t1me and space.. Echus1on does not STgnlfy a Tack of 1mportance, f-'

- but. rather a determ1nat10n of pr1or1t1es as based on. purposes and goaTs

A number of 11m1tat1ons of the present study can be 1soTated

',bThe emphas1s has been p]aced on theoret1ca1 deve]opment w1th the resuTt
7that there has been no attempt t00perat1ona11ze the approach or to
deevelop hypotheses outT1n1ng expected reTat1onsh1ps between variabTes..

K BaS1c d1rect1ons and suggest1ons for further research have been estab- iql-}fp"

,._11shed by BTood and wolfe (1960) 1n terms of. the resources modeT of- o

;power Further d1rect1ons have been estab11shed by th1s the51s ‘but

Tﬁ'thelr operat1ona11zat10n st111 needs to take PTace The assumptlons, ,.1?5

| 9? concepts, and proposit1ons of the structural and systems.mode]s stiTT

'T‘remain to be speTTed out In other words a formaT system of theory



construction (Zetterberg, 1965; Blalock, 1969; Burr, 1973) neads to be
more systematica11y.app1ied to the area of‘fani]y power. - This will .

cons1st of:.
<

c1ar1fy1ng concepts e11m1nat1ng or consolidating var1ab1es, trans- -

-lating existing verbal theories into common1anguages, searching
the literature fqr propos1t1ons, and looking for implicit assump-
tions connecting ‘the major prop051t1ons in 1mportant theoret1ca1
works (B]alock 1969: 27) :

. Burr (1973) has prov1ded a 11m1ted examp]e of the app11catlon of. deduc-

f t1ve theory construction to the area of fam11y power This examp]e

»'concentrates on Rddman's (1967) synthes1s of resource theory This_'

approach needs to be broadened to 1nc1ude other th,\

-e,-tacal contribu-
t1ons to the understand1ng of fam11y power

A number of. unresolved theoret1ca1 1ssues requ1re further con-

s1derat1on For examp]é the 1mportance of the normat1ve d1men§10n\bas.

: been recogn1zed but the var1ab1e 1mpact of soc1o cu1tura1 factors has

.not been spe]]ed out 1n deta11 Some 1ns1ghts have been establlshed by |

"»_ Rodman-(1972) as. we]] as by'Burr (1973) Stm11ar1y, the perceptua]

d1mens1on has been ut111zed but the broad 1mp11cations of perceptual

7

'7theory has not been assessed in deta11
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Another theoret1ca1 1ssue wh1ch has not been 1nvest1gated 1s the-,» :

. -

o effect of soc1a11zat1on on patterns of: power re]at1onsh1ps w1th1n the ’

'lfaml}b as we]] as on 1nteract1on styles

Although the general 1ns1ghts of exchange theory have been : 1.'5

'?-['app11ed var1ous spec1f1c hypotheses of exchange theory have«not been

i 1nvest1gated 1n deta11 The 1ns1ghts of balance theory have not been
I _

exp]ored w1th reference to the present mode1s of power

A I1m1tation of the present model 1s that though it 1s capable e;iftljifiﬁ

"1of ana]yzing fam11y 1nteract1on the maJor emphas1s has been placed on ?ﬁﬁ'** w
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Athe analy51s of dyadic interaction of the marital pair. The systematic
analys1s of various other family ‘groups, and the appllcatlon of the
systems model te the interaction of: such groups has not taken place. ;The
‘contr1but1ons made by coal1t1on theory (Caplow, 1968) and-other pos-
751ble frames of reference have not been systematlcally 1nvestlgated

ﬁ. Dlrectlons for-future research Future research 1n the area of fam-

ily 'ower may take place on e1ther the structural or the systems level
Rath r -than regard1ng these levels as be1ng d1ametr1cally opposed as
some researchers have tended to do (Sprey, 1972 Turk 1974), every

" attempt needs to be made to’ 1ntegrate our’ understand1ng of fam1ly power

‘ 'as prov1ded by the structural and systems approaches

| “The most ba51c step for future research 1s the development of a
¢ research deSTgn wh1ch will take account of the suggest1ons for concep- o
ltual and methodolog1cal clar1f1cat10n prov1ded by th1s thes1s A number
v.' of further developments can also be suggested wh1ch w1ll bu1ld upon the
“contr1but1ons of the present approach ' | | o |
On the structural_level,ca n ber of Suggesttons for further
. devel k nt'can:belmade F1rst a Awta1led analys1s of prevlous stud1es
whicégi:je ut1l1zed concepts contr1but1ng to fam1ly power should be
~ made, and these concepts should be categor1zed in tenms of the percep—
:tual, normat1ve or behav1oral d1mens1ons A prel1m1nary observat1onv'
is that most stud1es have tapped the perceptual d1mens1on (Olson and:
AfRabunsky, 1972 Turk and Bell 1972) of power, and that few stud1es
-:,have ut1lized the other two dlmens1ons of power i ‘:__f7pfif,='llf

Secondly, the research des1gn should 1ncorporate a repl1cat1onﬁ e

"'le"of maJor measures of famlly power wh1ch have been utilized ln past

3 f;lstudtes as is done by Turk and Bell (1972) Turk and Bell found thatllaiﬂx :

‘1._
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their reSults were basicai]y similar todthose obtained by the original
measures, indicating at‘]east face ya]idity of'the measures, but that
they Were not highly reiated‘to each other, "The categorization of "
these measures in terms of the perceptual normative and behaviora1
id1men51ons may. prov1de a new perspect1ve on the prob]em of the Tack of
corre]at1on between the various measures

| Th1rd1y, the 1nterre1atlonsh1p of percept1ons norms and behav4

ior needs to be-more thorough]y 1nvestlgated ‘both on the individual
\

- as we]] as on . the systems Tevel. A pre11m1nary suggest1on 1s the

development of a sca]e for each of these d1men51ons whlch wou]d enable
.a more accurate descr1ptlon Thus, for examp]e norms cou]d be cate-
gor1zed in terms of strength 'perceptnons cou]d be categorlzed 1n terms
of accuracy, and behav1or could be categor1zed 1n terms of control

|

The 1nterre1at1onsh1p of these three scales could then be 1nvest1gated
. &

®

Furt’;r research with the systems mode] of fam11y 1nteract1on

. w1]l need toﬂdeve]op severa] areas wh1ch are present]y rather tentatlve.
| n '&ms model is h1gh1y theorettcal in 1ts formu]atlon and
‘f1t1a1'attempt to, apply the 1nsights of var1ous theoret-"f
.;ns to the spec1f1c area of famlly 1nteract;on -Therh.f-

5if th1s mode] may revea1 redundant e]ements wh:ch need to be
A?on the other hand, 1t may revea] further e1ements 1nvolved 4'5'

;1on whlch need to be added to the mode]

"element w1th1n the systems mode1 wh1ch requ1res further

'uifyelahort_ﬁon is the process of negot1at1on Some bas1c d1rect10ns wh1ch

) " such e]aborat1on may take have already been prov1ded Bockus (1975 255)

-.m'suggests that negot1at1on 1s composed of five subsystems--the need ;7.:

tf,.?assessment prefess the goa] sett1ng process, the des1gn process the

ey
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imp]ementatton process; and the evaluation process Straus (1974b:443)
‘presents a very 1nterest1ng mode] whlch outlines why negot1at1on may or
may not 1ead to coerc1on or phy51cal violence. MNeither of these .
approaches fully delineates the var1ous strateg1es of negot1at1on It -~
| 1s expected that the ana]ys1s of actual fam11y 1nteractlon will provrde
.a more comp]ete p1cture and descr1pt1on of these negotlafﬁon strateg1es
Further deve]opment of the systems model w111 need to take more
account pf.the_fam11y as an-open system which is in constant lnter-; |
actiOnrwith its envtronment.‘ Such interaction may‘take'place ag various
points w1th1n the system, which will need to be more c]ear]y spel]ed out.
The two fo]d purpose of this thes1s has been to prov1de concep- 'i/\d_
tual and methodo]og1ca1 clarification of the issues involved in. “the |
analysis and measurement of fam1]y power. Th]S c]ar1f1cat1on has takeh
’ 7p1ate pr1mar11y an - the theoret1ca1 Tevel, and has taken account of both
structural and systems approaches to the study of fam11y power The
} ablllty of th1s orlentatlon to provide a more complete understandlng

and. explanat1on of the structure and dynam1cs of fam11y power awalts ts

'practlcal app11catlon

‘ E.cy" } f-': " N
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