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ABSTRACT

Families at the adolescent stage of the family life «cycle
experiencé many new and different chalienges which may result in the

\

family experiencing stress. Both the amount and type of resources have
4

-

bgen suggested as/faciors which may assist families in adjusting and
adapting to stressful life evénts. Consistency or agreement among
family membefs on various aspects of family life has been alluded to as
being important in helpiﬁg families to deal effectively with the events
they encounter. The purpose of this study was to investigate the
nature of family agreement or consistency on selected resources and the
relationship between the identified resource consistency patterns and
coping. Resource consistency patterns 1in thisrstudy referred to the
level of agreement of two or more family members regarding their
assessment of a specific resource. Resource consistency patterns were
anélyzed at two leQels: the couple level (husband and wife) and the
family level (father, mother, and an adolescent child).
. The study utilized secondary analysis of a data set frpm a
national random sample of families # the United States (Olson et al.,
1983). Four couple resource consistency patterns were identified: two
copsistent and two inconsistent patterns. Eight family resource
consistency patterns emerged: two consistent, two inconsistent-parent
J;oalitiqn, and four inconsistent~containing a variety of parent-
adolescent coalitions.* ’
The couple level of analysis indicated that the majority of
couples were Ffesource consistent, with the greatest percentage of
couples 1oc;ted in the resource consistent-low group. At the family

level of hnalysis, a greater péféentage of families was located in each

iv



of th€ resource consistent groups than in anv of the resource
inconsistent groups. The largest percengege of families was obtained
in the resource consistent-low group. A Chi Square Goodness of Fit
Test identified that the observed distributions in each group differed
significantly from that which would be exB’gted by chance.

Analysis of Variance was utilized to test hypotheses related to
membership in a particular couple or family resource consistency group
and couple and family coping scores. Coping séores were assessed as a
mean score and a discrepancy score. Findings of the ANOVA tests
indicated that were statistically significant differences between the
mean coping scores of different resource consistency groups on three of
the five couple resources: marital satisfaction, sexual relationship,
and personality issues. Couples in the consistent-high groups had
higher coping scores as predicted. There were no statistically.
significant differences‘ between the discrepancy coping scores for
various resource consisteAcy groups on any of the couple resources
studied. Analysis of the resource consistency patterns of méther,
father, and adolescent child did not result 1; any statisticaliy
significant findings between the mean scores of various resource
consistency groups for the two family resources studied. This was true

utilizing either the mean coping score or the discrepancy E?piﬁg score.,

.
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CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF ~THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The adolescent stage of the family life cycle brings with it many
new and different chalfenges. As well, demographic data providesJ
evidence that the number of challenging events encountered by today's
North American families {s increasing as corppared to past generations.
At the same time, it must also be acknowledged that the majority ot
families cope 1{in some manner with these varving events, some more
effectively than others.. Researchers continue to search for answers to
the question: what makes it possible for some families to cope well
and others to cope~pdor1y with the various life events they encounter?

Interest in family s?éss and coping may be traced back to
ploneers like Burgess (1926), Angt?ll (1936) and Hill (1949). During
the 1960's it was identified as one of the areas of tesearch which
produced the greatest amount of theory (Broderick, 1970). The
seventies continued to produce a vast amount of literature, both
theoretical and empirical, which has made E.his area a key one in the
study of the family. The decade review article on family stress and
coping by McCubbin, Joy, Cauble, Comeau, Patterson and Neddle (1980)
detaiis this producfive period. These authors saw four main domains of
research being emphasized during this period: “family response to
non-normatjive events; family response to normative transitions Qver the
life cycle; the nature and importance of family psychological resources
and perceptions; and the dature of social support and. coping in the

1
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management of stress” (p. 855). The third domatn high})ghfvd resources
and focused on personal resources, family {nternal resources and soctal
support and coping. This work however has only begun to {dentifv
specific resource factors which distinguish between families who do or
do not cope well.

George's (as cited in Olson et al., 1983) and Pearlin and
Schooler's (1978) work 1s 1illustrative of efforts that have been made
to identify particulag personal resources which might be available to a

family in time of stress. Hansen and Johnson (1979), cautioned that

the mere possession of a resource 1s not enough. Perception of

_personal resources 1s also crucial and may be generative of future

research.

The look beyond merely identifying types and amounts of personal
resources has encouraged the study of the family as a unit of analysis.
Examples of questions which arise with respect to the perception of
resources are: Is there a f?mily perception of resource level and
availability? 1If there 1s a family perception, is parental perception
the c¢rucial component. If there is no family perceptidn, how

discrepant are family members perceptions? What 1impact do
discrepancies between family members' perceptions have on their coping
ability?

It would appear from this brief analysis of previous study of the
resource variable in the stress and coping pr;cess, that further
identification and measurement of this family perception of resources
might -be a fruitful avenue on which to continue the search for factors

which distinguish between families who are effective in coping and

those who are not.



Family And Stress

The family as a developing unit {s more than the sum of its parts.
The {nteraction of family members with particular personalities is what
makes each family unique. Therefore, a family is not only a network of
fndividuals who reside together over a period of time and are related
to each other {n some ways; it is also a network of {individuals who
interact {intimately. This definition of the family recognizes the
fam{ly as a system.

The family 1is dynamic in that it grows and changes over time.
Some of these changes are the result of individual and family
development , others are the result of societal changes which in turn
impact upon the family unit. Consequently families encounter numerous
predictable and unpredictable events (McCubbin, 1980; Boss, 1980; Bell,
Johnson, McGillicuddy-De Lise & Segal, 1980). Some of these events may
cause stress.

Seldom are families at any time dealing with a single stressor
rather stresses tend Eo pile up (McCubbin, et al., 1980; Olson,
McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson, 1982). Impacting on the
present event can be stresses fesulting: from past unresolved events,
transitional changes, initial attempts made ‘by the family to deal with
the present event and the ambiguity of change (McCubbin & Patterson,
1982). Even normal everyday hassles such as establishing curfew hours,
bedtime procedures, and handling homework responsibilities can pile up
resulting in an exacerbation of family stress (Tanner—-Nelson & Nelson,

1981).



Stress and Resources

McCubbin (1979, p. 2317) deplcts the family as a "re‘avtor to stress
and as a manager of resources within the family unit with which to
combat and control change within the family system.” Some families,
those which are creative, possess and can develop additional personal
and family resources which help them to respond to stressors.
Therefore some families learn to implement resources 1in various
situations. The responses of other less fortunate families are not
creative but their reactions are merely responsive and are not
conducive to satisfactory problem resolution. Resources are thus an
{mportant dimension in the study of family coping processes.

Family and individual resources have received attention from a
variety of perspectives. Most research dealing with family resources
has compared the level of resources of husband and wi‘e and detailed
the resultant power structure. Such a resource theory of pgwer
contends that the ability to control the behavior of oth;rs in
decistions rests with the person possessing the most resources (Blood &
Wolfe, 1960). This theory implie} that resources are exchanged between

/
partners to gain personal power/br to have their needs met, this would
suggest that partners frequently do not possess the same resources or
in the same proportions. The majority of the studies testing resource
theory, obtained data from one family member, the wife, and focused on
the personal resources of education, occupation, status and income
giving a limited perspective on family resource patterns.

Home management research has also made reference to the resources

the family may possess. Deacon and Firebaugh (1975) proposed that the



most valuable resource a family can possess is the ability to analyze,
synthesize and reformulate 1its varied insights and. experiences
creatively into new approaches to situations. This ability was called
“resourcefulness” (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1975, p. 160). Initial research
in this area focused predominantly on the {mportance of the resources
of time, space, money and enefgy to home management. Resources {n this
study were viewed as individual qualities rather than as. a family

b

quality.

Family stress researchers ana theorists (Angell, 1936; Burr, 1972;
Hill, 1958; McCubbin et al., 1976; Olson et al., 1983) also made
reference to resources. Resources from this perspective wére viewed as
important mediating variables which {1nfluenced the amou;t of dis-
organization, disruption and/or incapacitation experienced by families
encountering stressful life events, Several personal, marital and
family resources were identified as being beneficial for families "to
possess. Much of this research relied upon the response of one family
member, mainly the wife. The data obtained however were utilized as
being representative of other family members' perceptions or of the
pattern for the total family unit.

It is apparent that in past research investigating resources and
especially family resources, the family seldom has been studied as a

.

unit. Little information has been gathered on ‘the resource
characteristics of the total family unit or of more than one or two

members. Furthermore, the detailed examination of relative levels of

resources of family members and how these different levels form a



pattern has not been documented or related to the family's ability to

cope with stress.

Statement of the Problem

The present study proposes to look at questions related to the
nature of family resource patterns and the relationship between these
resource patterns and coping ability for a group of families with
adolescent childre;. Both couple and family resource patterns shall be
explored.

The following research questions give this research focus and
direction:

1. a) What is the nature of resource consistency patterns on
selected resources for couples at the adolescent stage of the family
life cycle? )

\

2. What is the nature of resource consistency patteruns on
selected resources for families at the adolescent stage of the life
cycle?

3. What is the relationship between the particular marital re-
source consistency pattern of selected marital resources and the
couple's ability to cope?

4., What is the relationship between the particular family
resource consistency pattern of selected family resources and the

family's ability to cope?



Definition of Terms

In the following section, the terms whic?xvill be utilized in this
stud; are defined: - \\\V,)

Stressor - is any life ‘event which changes or has the potential to
create change in the family system (Burr, 1973; Olson et al., 1983).

Stress - a state of tension experiengjd by individuals and/or
families arising from actual or perceived demands which tax or exceed
their resources and calls for adjustment onf;daptive behavior (Olson,
McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson, 1983; Lazarus & Folkman,
1982).

Coping - a complex process which jncludes the efforts taken by
individuals and/or families to manage de;ands which have been appraised
as taxing or exceeding the £e90urces possessed by individuals and/or
families (Antonovsky, 1979; Lazarus, Averill & Opton,01974; Maynard,
Maynard, McCubbin & Shao, 1980; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978).

Crisis - refers to the amount of disorganization, disruption
and/or 1incapacitation experienced by the family when resources are
taxed or exceeded (Burr, 1973).

Family - a social system of interrelated and integrated members
whose majorv functions 1include physical maintenance of 1its members,
addition of family members through reproduction or adoption,
maintenance of order within the family unit, maintenance of family
morale and production aﬁd distribution of goods and services necessary
for maintaining the family system.

Regources - are the personal, marital and family strengths which

help families cope more effectively with the demands they'encounter.



Pattern - a combination of qualities, acts, tendencies forming a
consistent or characteristic arrangement (Random House, 1966, p. 1058) .

Resource Consistency Pattern - 1s the combination of qualities or

profile which describes the level of agreement of two or more family

members regarding their individual assessment of a specific resource.

Assumptions

This study 1s based upon the following assumptions:

. That individual family members can assess relative levels of
resources in their family.

2. That absolute perceptual agreement about particular events or
levels of characteristics in the family 1s rarely achieved.

3. That answers to questions on a questionnaire are reasonable
approximations of individual perceptions.

4. That it is important to study more than one family member to

arrive at descriptions of family patterns.

L]

Delimitations

1. The research employed semwndary analysis of data collected by

Olson and assocliates (1983) in a study of over one thousand families at
s

‘all stages of the family life cycle. Only the data obtained from
complete families with adolescent children (ages 13-18) were utilized
in this secondary analysis. The data were collected using a question-

r

naire thus assesses perceptions rather than actual behavior.

e

f

A



2. The resources examined are limited to those identified as
being critical at the adolescent stage by Olson et al. (1983) in the
primary study. )

3. There are many interpretations of the concept “consistency.”
The particular interpretation employed in this study views
“consistency” as agreement within a range rather® than absoluté
agreement. Couple and family agreement was also arrived at by
statistical creation of a new system variable from independently
obtained {ndividual questionnaire responses rather than‘ By using a
family process approach of by observing a family process.

4. The couple in this study refers to the husband and wife, who
have been separated out f;ym the total family unit for analytical
purposes. .

5. The family in this study refers to husband, wife andkén

s

. P
adolescent child. Therefore, all members of a particular family unit

may not be included in the analysis.

Inportance of the Study

The adolescent stage of the family life cycle seems to be more
stressful than any other stage (Dpavis, 1940; Hamburg, 1974; Olson et
al., 1983). It is during this stage that the family encounters many
developmental changes for parents, children and the family. Con-~
currently during this stage, the family encounters the stresses
aséociated with the adolescent's desire for increased independence from
the family, the parents' own resolution of midlife issues and the

stresses of relating to aging parents and grandparents (Sheehy, 1977;

N
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Olson et al., 1983; Hamburg, 1974). Further, stress may be experienced

by families due to the lack of congruence between parents and

\
3

adolescents within the same family in the way they perceive family
issues and dynémics (Davis? 1940; Olson et al., 1983; Jessop, 1981).
Thus, parents and adolescents within the same family éay be said to
live in rather different worlds (Olson et al., 1983). Some families
appear to handle these stressful perceptual or behavioral differences
well, others have difficulty. '

The importance of the quantity, quality and availability of
resources in the coping process has been well’documented. However
these factors alone are not of sufficient power to explain differences
between families and their ability to deal with stressful events. For
example families with a large number of resources sometimes flounder
and conversely families with f{nadequate resources sometimes do well.
There appeard to be sufficient reason to look at othé} aspects of the
resource variable in this coping process. Lewis, Beavers, Goss;tt &
Phillips (1976) in their study of healthy families noted that there was
“no single thread” which described families which functioned
adequately. In fact there were many different patterns which
accomplished this end. The theoretical work of the 70's and 80's
called for continued efforts to refine theoretical constructs in the
80-'s. Such refinement will not only buftld theory, but may have the
potential of giving direction to the many practitioners who work with

families who are attempting to deal with the stressors of twentieth

centur)& life.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The reason why some individuals and/or families withstand
stressful events while others do not has interested many researchers.
Resources and coping are two variables which have been identified as

rd

important 1in decregging family vulnerability to stress. However the
amount and type ongesources alone do not provide sufficient explana-
tory power for determiﬁing whether families can cope or not. The hope
is entertained that the concept of resource consistency will add to the
explanatory power of the relationship between resources and coping.
The purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between
resource consistency and coping. The purpose of this literature revieﬁ
is to:

1. discuss the stressors which families encounter, especially
during the adolescent stage of the family life cycle.

2. detail research on family coping which has dealt with the role
of resources in thii process.

3. 4identify research on the role of resource consistency’patterns

in the coping process.

- Family Stress

The concept of family stress is an ambiguous concept which has

frequently been utilized without being explicitly defined. Recently

-~

Olson et al. (1983, p. 119) drawing from a variety of disciplines,
defined family stress as "a state of tension arising from actual or

\
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perceived demands that call for adjustment or adaptive behavior.”
Stress as a "stage" can only be observed by the changes or responses it
produces (Selye, 1956). Qvidence of such changes may be physiological,
psychological, behavibralt‘emotional or social in nature. Tradition-
ally, stress has been viewed as a phenomenon having detrimental
affects. Research supported this belief by focusing on negative‘
responses of individual family members and families to stressors such
as deliquency (Korm, 1968; Miller, 1958) and divorce (Defrain & Erick,
1981; Bloom, Asher, & White, 1978) or on families experiencin; crisis
as a result of war separations (Boss, 1980; Hill, 1949; McCubbin et al.
1976), or the great depression (Angell, 1936). Even though stress is
viewed as prevalent, it 1s not necessarily problematic or destructive.
In fact, some stress may have a facilitative role. Channey (1980), for
example prgposed that too little stress in one's life may result in
staleness, boredom and lack of resilience. He further postulates that
it 1s necessary for families to experience stress, because it can
stimulate families to achieve necessary dgvelopmental processes as well
as increase their sense of competence. On the other hand, an excessive
amount of stress can result in the family exheriencing disorganization
and disruption as illustrated by -the studies of families experiencing
crisis (Apgell, 1936; Hil1, 1958). .Thus, the relationship between
stress and family functioning appears to be curvilinear in nature, that
is both too little and too much may be debilitating, whereas a moderate
- \ '

amount nay have the potential to stimulate wmovement towards family

goals,
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Stressors

The demands, actual or perceived, which result in the fam%ly
system experiencing stress may originate~frmn a variety of sourceé.
For example stress may result from, predictable events triggered by
individual family members' developmental changes or devéfopmental

& | N
changes occurring in the family wunit, or from unpredictable events

which arise from changes 1in ;ociety, natural disasters or from
individual family members' thoughts, behaviors or emogions (Olspn et
al., 1983). The events mentioned in the previous statement are
frequently referred to as stressors. A stressor therefore can be
defined as any life event which changes or has the potential to create
change in the family system (Burr, 1973; Olson et al., 1983).

Many stressors have been investigated. Some examples of stressor
events include: natural disasters, war separation (Angell, 1936; Boss,
1980; Hill, 1958), changes in employment status (Thomas, McCabke &
Berry, 1980), chronic illness (McCubbin et al., 1983), transition to
parenthood (Le Masters,.1957; Rossi, 1968)3 entry of children into the
school system (Hock, McKerney, Hock, Treolo & Stewart, 1980) and
launching of children (Stierlin, 1974; Levinson, 1978). Characteris-
tically, this research has focused on one identified séressor with

o

attention frequently directed towards the negative coesequences -of
J
stress..

The idea of families experiencing multiple stressors at one time
has recently reéeived increased consideration (McCubbin et al., 1980;
Imig, 1981; Olskn et al., 1983). McCubbi‘ proposed that seldom, if

ever, are families dealing with only one stressor but that familiés

-
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Es » ‘experience demands resulting from past unresolved events, the present
' 4
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v
event, attempts of the family to deal with the stressor and the
\ n .

uncertainty of the situation. Imig (198]) strongly supports the deed -

ter recognize that families are experiencing an accumulat fon of litg’\ -

events at any one time. ' ~
- .

~

Ome of the first attempts made to categorize {dentitied family

s&:esSoﬁE( was‘ by Hill (1958). Thg categories identified were
- )

d‘§membermenc (loss of member), accession (loss of morale and family
unity) or :a combination of demoralization and dismemberment os
accessioni He furtper acknowledged two additional categories proposed
by Burgess, that of shdd;n change in family status and conflfct among
family members in the conception of tHeir roles. |

A

Hill's classification of stressors, did not encompass all the
stressor events families may encounter. Rece;tly, events have been
classified as Dbeing either- aevelopmsﬁtal or situational events.
Developmental events refefs to thofe events which arise from the normal
growth and development of individual family members or the total family
system. Situational events are unexpe‘;i?events arising frd%m such

¢

occurrences as societal changes or natural disasters which impact on

the family unit. Situational events also result from individual family
v
members' behavior such as illness, deviance, or demands for 1increased
independence.
One of the best known Instruments used for assessing stress is the
Social Readjustment Scale (SRRS) deQeloped by Holmes and Rahe (1967).

Thi's scale is used to assess an individual's level of stress. In an

attempt to assess famin“EVEﬁés and the pile-up of life events (both



maturational and situational) experienced by the félmil.\/_ McCuabbin,

Patterson and Wilson (1981) developed the Family Iunventory of Life

)
Fvents and Change (FILE). The scale consists of nine categories. They
are: intra-fam{ly strain (contlict and parenting strains), marital

strains, pregnancy and childbearing stralns, finance and business
(family finance, family business), work - family transitions and
strains (work transitions, work strains and family transitions),
illness and familv "caref" strains (illness onset and child care,
chronic illness strains, dependency strains), losses, transitions “in
and out”, and family legal violations. Items of FILE emphasize change
of sufficient magnitude that “wdéuld reqpire some adjustment in the
regular pattern of interaction of family members”™ (McCubbin et al.,

?
1981, p. 21). *All life experiences considered stressful by one

individual within the family are considered as having an impact on the
total family. This reflects the belief that what affects one member
affects other members to some extent.

L

Stressor Events During the Adolescent Stage

“"No stage of'the family life cycle seems to be more stressful than
the adolescent p%ase" (Olson et al., 1982b, p. 342). Several
researchers (Davis, 1940; Hamburg, 1974; Rapoport et al., 1976; Sebald,

‘1997;1rev1ewing the literature pertaining to the adolescent stage noted
that historically this stage has been viewed as a time of storm and
stress. Kingsley Davis (1940, p. 266) strongly suggested that conflict

between “"the old and the young is normal in human groups.” He

attributes this arising from three main factors: "(1) the basic age or

-
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birth-cvele differenttial between parent and child, (2) the decelevating
rate of socialization with advancing age, and (3) the resultinyg
fntrinsic difference between old and vounyg on the physiological,
psycho-soctial and sociological planes”™ (Davis, 1940, p. 274). Davis'
work implied parent-youth conflict was {nevitable, vet there fs not
consensus on this {ssue. In recent years social scientists have
questioned the inevitability of parent adolescent conflict (Bandura,
1972; Hollingshead, 1974; LaRossa, 1981). Bandura argues that the
relationship between parents and their adolescents is characterized as
cooperative and mutually satisfactory rather than conflict ridden. The
particular perspective one takes 1is wundoubtedly {nfluenced by the
elements one examines: the situational elements, the developmental
givens, or the process elements in the parent-child relationship.

The following research details the stressors during the adolescent
stage of the family. Klein and Hill (1980) submitted that the number
of stressful events increased during the adolescent stage. Olson and
assoclates' (1983) recent study provides further confirmation of this
notion. Their study, which compared all stages of the family life
cycle, indicated that a greater number of stressors and stralns
occurred during the adolescent and launching phase-of the family life
cycle than at any other stage and that following the launching phases
families experience a remarkable drop in the number of demands they
experience. Further to this, they indicated that the type of streésors
and strains that families experienced differed depending on the stage

of the life cycle the family is in.



What are the stressors that families experience during the
adolescent stage? Frequently, researchers have focused on specific
social problems, unusual events and major family transitions rather
than attempting to determine the ccumon stressors that most families
encounter. Recently, Rapoport, Rapoport and Sterelitz's (1976)
gselective review of family literature identified general areas of
concern that parents encounter during ‘the adolescent stage. These
areas include personal challenges facing parents in mid-1life; {issues
relating to parent-child conflicts; and, issues relating to factors
that impact upon the marital relationship. Further Rapoport and
associates (1976) synthesized the literature to identify common factors
that contributed to the family experiencing demands. Each 1issue as
presented by Rapoport et al. (1976) will be summar i zed.

Mid-life Challenges. Frequently the adolescent stage of the

family life cycle is a time 1in the parents' lives when assessment of
accomplishments are compared with their desired expectations. It 1is
also a time that parents deal with the realization that the peak of
their career and learning power may have been achieved. Adults also
come to grips with their own mortality. This may result in many strong
feelings and emotions. This period is a time of determining whether
they have sufficient individual and family resources to meet the
demands of the "here and now” as well as the future.

During this period, parents are also the middle generation, and
experience obligations in both directions. That is, parents experience

demands of ralsing their own children and caring for aged parents.



This places increased demands on the parents ' resources of time and

energy, leaving little for their needs.

Another 1ssue that many families deal with during this time
period 1s the event of the wife-mother re-entering employment outside
the home. Re—entry {into the work world can be facilitated by

LN
supportive attitudes of society, and individual family members, at the
same time this event challenges the family's organization, and
operations, and the result may be i{ncreased demands on all family

members.

Parent-child conflicts. Rapid societal <changes and soclal

complexity are viewed as two major factors contributing to parent-child
conflicts. Confrontation over limits set by parents were considered by
the reviewers to be the most frequent and problematic issues in the
lives of families during the adolescent stage. The 1ssues often
fnvolved choice of friends, use of motor vehicles, curfew, dress and
hair styles. Other areas that may result in conflict, arise from the

rejection by the adolescent of parentél values, attitudes, and beliefs.

Marital relationships. The majority of parents in the adolescent
stage have been married on the average of twenty years. During this
period there is a gradual decline in couples' experiencing satisfaction
with theilr sexual relationship, the demonstration of affection, and
sharing of interests. This in turn may result in parents experiencing
marital dissatisfaction and thus increasing the potential for divorce.

Olson et al., (1983) in their study presented a very comprehensive
and systematic o;erview of the stressors whjch families expérience

throughout the life cycle. During the adolescent stage, the stressors

t



experienced by families as reported by husband and wife clustered in
{ntra-family strains (30%), finance and business strains (60%7) and
work-family transition strafns (10%). 0f these, the three most
frequently cited stressors were the {ntra-family strains, {ncreased
amount ofvoyide activities in which children are involved (68%), and
increase 1# the number of chores that do not ébt done (487%) and an
- {ncreased strain on family money for food, clothing, energy, home care
(62%) (Olson et al. 1983, p. 127).

Olson et al., (1983) proposed that family stress results from
situational factors. It may also have to do with the lack of
congruency in' expectations and needs between family members and
especially between parents and their adolescents. They compared
responses of family members across a number of variables (e.g.
perceived levels of quality of life, family satisfaction, parent-
adolescent communication) and concluded that parents ahd adolescents
“live in rather different worlds” (Olson et al., 1983, p. 342). When
looking specifically at stressors, parents and adolescents agreed on
the most problematic topics but parents emphasized financial strains as
one of the major demands. Adolescents, on the other hand, emphasized
the day-to-day hassles which trouble them. Specifically, adolescents
focused on the parent-child conflicts revolving around such issues as
use of car, friends, social activities and getting jobs done.

One might conclude that stress is an inevitable part of family
life. Families encounter many events which have the potential‘ for
producing stress. The conditions which may(ffntribute to‘an increasing

amount of stress are evident during the adolescent stage of the



family's life cycle: developmental changes, lack of congruency of
expectations, and strained resources. In family life, preventing some
potentially stressful situations is only one part of satisfactory
interaction, a second is the ability to deal with these events when

-> -

they occur.

Family Response to Stressors

All families encounter many different types of life events. These
life events have the potential for creating stress in the family unit.
However, it has been repeatedly noted that the impact of an event on
the 1lives of 1individuals and the total family system wvaries
(Antonovsky, 1979, Burr, 1973; Hansen & Johnson, 1979; Hill, 1957;
Olson et al., 1983).

Hill (1958) noted that, depending on the origin of the event,
stressors have varying effects on the family. Hill (1958) described
the source of the event as being internal or external to the family.
Generally events which arise external to the family tend to have a
solidifying effect on the family. On the other hand, events which
originate within the family tend to have a disorganizing effect on the
family, in that they reflect the inadequacy of the family. As well,
families vary in the amount of stress experienced when encountering
various events. Hansen and Hill (1979) observed that some families
appear to be almost immune to stress, while other families experiencing
the same event, experience disorganization, 1ncapacitation and
disruption. Antonovsky (1979) similarly observed and questioned, what

makes it possible for some individuals to respond positively and others
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to fall apart when confronted by similar events. Many family
researchers have attempted to find the answer to this question in order
to understand the difference between families and their ability to
successfully handle ;&ressors.

Explanation of the family's response to events producing stress in
the family has been provided by a number of theorists and researchers
(Burr, 1973; Hill, 1958; McCubbin et al., 1981). The impact of life
events on the family have predominantly utilized Rill's (1958) classic
ABCX crisis model 1in an attempt to explain the differences between
families in their ability to cope with stress. Hill (1958) proposed
that his model explained the difference between families who were
crisis prone and those who were not. He concluded that the explanation
for crisis‘proneness is primarily 1in the family's definition of the
event and the family's crisis meeting resources (Hill, 1958, p. 308).
The majority of research investigating the family stress process has
focused on families who have not been able to successfully deal with
the stressful event and who have thus experienced crisis.
Consequently, this research ,provides much Iinformation about those
families experiencing stress that fell 1into processes that were
destructive to the family unit. It did not provide information about
families who were able to manage the stress which they experienced.

McCubbin et al.'s (1981) double ABCX model (which will be
described in greater detail in Chapter I1I1) suggests that families
experiencing stress may achieve outcomes which may vary from bon-
adaptation to maladaptation. This model presents the idea that the

~impact of an event on the family varies, with some families achieving
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growth and development of {ts members and the family as a unit; some

may maintain stability; whereas other families fall apart and
experience c¢risis. The two majJor variables 1in this model which

W,
influence the family stress process are resources and coping. D
Summary

Family stress is an inevitable part of family life. No longer is
family stress viewed as an affective state experienced only by families
experiencing crisis. It is apparent that family stress results from
various life events encountered by families and that such stress
requires effort by the family in order to deal with the changes that
result.

Life events vary in the amount of stress they generated within the
family. Some events result 1in families experiencing a high level of
stress; others may only generate a minimal amount of stress.
Similarly, families vary in their ability to manage the stress they

»

experience. Some families are capable of managing their stress well

and are challenged by the opportunity. Thus, growth and development of
individual family members and the family unit may be achieved. Other

families, 1éck this ability and are only capable of maintaining

stability. Others still are overwhelmed and experience crisis and
\

possible dissolution. X{\»
Understanding family response to Stress provoking events has been
the focus of much research. The major focus of family stress research

has been on families experiencing crisis. As a result, the body of

A}
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knowledge about crisis resolution has grown, but less 4{s known about
families who experience stress but not crisis.

Family stress research, includﬁng empirical and theoretical work
suggests the Iimportance of family resources and coping in the
differential management of stress. The growing body of literature
about "healthy” or well-functioning families also gives support to the

oy
utilization of these variables in the management of stress.

The next section will look closely at coping: the definition,
components, ard strategies.

- .

Coping

Introduction

“Large segments of family life are humdrum and routine” (Reiss &
Opiveri, 1980, p. 431). However, as ideatified in the previous
section, the family is also subjected to numerous life events, some of
which result in the family experiencing stress. It is then that the
family must initiate some effort in order to manage the stress and
return to the more orderly routines of daily life. Increasing interest
in understanding those families which have met the challenges of
various life events without having experienced crisis has promoted
interest in the concept of coping.

The idea of family problems, problem solving, and coping have been
investigated by researchers from a variety of disciplines which are
{nterested in understanding both how families deal with daily hassles

as well as problems of greater magnitude. In discussing the cohcept of



coping, predominately two bodies of literature will be utilized, that
of family stress and coping and family problem solving. To a lesser
degree psychological literature which has tnvestigated individual

b4

coping will also be incorporated.

The Nature of Family Coping

The term coping has been used in a variety of ways, frequently
relying on the context to make the meaning clear (Lazarus, Averill, &
Opton, 1974). Commonly, such terms as mastery, defense, and coping
have been used interchangeably. Coplng however has been differentlated
from these other concepts (White, 1974; Lazarus et>al., 1974). One
differentiation is that defense i{s an automatic response to danger and
attack (Wwhite, 1974). Implied in this description of defense is that
the response is based on 1{nstinct - the fight or flight notion.
Mastery, on the other hand refers to the outcome. That is, mastery has
occurred where demands have been surmounted and the efforts taken by
the individual or family have come to a successful conclusion (White,
1974) . There 1is 1increasing agreement among a number of researchers
that coping 1s a more complex process\}han defense and mastery which
include; the cognitive and behavioral efforts taken by individuals and
families to manage the demands (needs, opportunit&es, threats,
pressures,bchallenges) they experience which tax or exceed their
resources (Antonovsky, 1979; Lazarus et al., 1974; Maynard, Maynard,
McCubbin & Shao, 1980; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). The cognitive and

behavioral efforts mentioned in the previous definition frequently are

referred to as coping strategies and are thus the means through which
-~
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demands experienced by the family are overcome. McCubbin et al. (1980)
further identified that the efforts or coping sttategies utilized by
families included both intra-family strategies as well as transactions
with the larger community. Such a definition of coping does several
things; first, it emphasized the complexity of the coplng process;
second, it acknowledges the active participation of families in dealing
with the demands they experience; third, it allows for the inclusion of
all the efforts or strategies utilized by families, thus both the
negative as well as the positive efforts can be cgnsidered; and last,
it emphasizes that coping is more than a routine or automatic response
to demands. In order to more fully understand the concept of coping,
ft 1s useful to discuss four additional salient characteristics of
coping: coping as a ﬁrocess, coplng as interpersonal interaction,
coping as a means to an end and coping effectiveness.

Coping as a process. Hill (1958) was one of the first researchers

to describe family coping. His work conceptualized coping in process
terms, even though he did not mention the té?ﬁf‘ He envisioned family
coping as a roller coaster course of adjustment that involved an
initial period of disorganization followed by recovery and re-
organization. Hill, however, did not elaborate on this process.

Olson et al. (1983, p. 136) described "coping as a life long
process that has no fixed beginning or egg point.” In other words
coping is never static, but is a dynamic process that develops and
changes over the life history of the family. Changes in coping that

occur are a result of the number and severity of demands experienced,

the amount of disruption experienced in the family and the availability
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and utilization of intra-family and community resources (Olson et al.,

1983).

Reiss et al. (1980, p. 439) drawing upon the problem solving works

of Aldous (1971) and Argyris (1965a, 1965b) conceptualized the family's

response to stress as consisting of three stages, which were described

as: 1. “definition of thevevent and search for additional informa-
tion, 2. 1initial response and trial solutdon, and 3. final decision
or closing position and family commitment to this.” They regarded

these stages as three conceptual vantage points for examining the
family 's response to stressful events. Nine tasks of coping were
outlined identifying that within each task there are two contrasting
coping strategies. For example, in task one, "owning'lxp‘, the two
contrasting coping strategies w%re identified as either acceptance or
rejection of responsibility for responding to th; -StreSSful event.
Reiss and Oliveri numbered each task, but clearly noted that this was
meant as a reference tool and not to imply that the coping process was
a sequentiai process. They emphasized that families may begin with any
task, skip some and end almost anywhere.

More recently McCubbin agd Patterson (1983) depicted coping as a
procesé of achieving balance in the family system and thét this process
consisted of three stages: resistance, restructuring and consolida—
tion. The first stage was designated “adjustment”, whereas the other
two stages were viewed as “adaptation.” For example, in the family
adjustment phase - resistance - when families experience demands, the

family attempts to make adjustments in their pattern of interaction

‘
&
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that results in the least amount of disruptipn in the family's well
established patterus.

The adaptation phases involve the awareness by all family members
that change in their existing structure must occur in order to restore
some stability and/or i{mprove f§m;1y satisfaction in the family system.
Once these changes have been made, additional effort is required by the
family in order to achieve consolidation and bring the entire family
together at this new level of functioning (McCubbin €t al., 1983).
Coping stéaFegies utilized by families during restructuring differ from
those utilized during consolidation. McCubbin et al. (1983, p. 28)
stated that families who successfully restructure, "employ the adaptive
coping strategy of system maintenance, designed to keep the family
functioning together as a unit, to maintain the esteem of members, and
to maintain family morale.” In attempts to consolidate, families
utilize éoping efforts of synergizing, interfacing, compromising and

system maintenance.

Coping as interpersonal ;hteraction. Family coping, wunlike

individual coping, involves the collective responses of fa;\ly members
(Olson et al., 1983). The collective response of the family is not
simply the sum of each individual family member's ideas or responses
but includes the interaction that occurs between family members as well
as transactions betw;en the family unit and the community (Olsop et
al., 1983; McCubbin et al., 1980).

Klein and Hill's (l§79) work in problem solQing effectiveness has
relevance here as weli. Family problem solving is viewed as an

interpersonal interaction involving an exchange of perspectives and

3
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ideas, and co-ordination of decisfons and actions which requires both
persuasive and empathetic skills. They further emphasized that the
fnteractional nature of problem solving is dependent upon the skill and
competency level of individual family members. This is to suggest that
some family problem solving, especially at the early stages of the
family life cycle may involve only the parents. However as the
communication and cognitive competency of children increase, the number
of family members who may participate in the process increases. They
propose that the amount of family problem solving interaction relates
in a curvilinear way to the family life cycle phase, with the peak
oc¢curring during the period when children are adolescents and young
adults (Klein & Hill, 1979).

McCubbin and Patterson (1983) intimated that the interactional
nature of family coping may further be dependent upon the nature of' the
demands encountered, the amount of disturbance experienéed and the
change required by the family systenm. For exaﬁple, demands which
result in minimal change in the family éystem me?ﬁ@ly require the
individual affected by the demands to initiate coﬁingigtrategies which
resﬁlt in family stability. ’On the other hand, the demands experienced
by the entire family may require the equal participation of all family

members.

Coping as a means to an end. Coping within this view is defined

as the means by which individuals and/or families resolve the demands
experienced. When described in this way, coping strategies have been
the focus of interest to researchers, and clin‘éians alike. Coping

. strategies are a combination of intra-family and community resources



utilized by the family to manage the demands experienced. McCubbin and
Patterson (1983) clearly desciibe the purpose of coping strategies as
being.to: B \

l. eliminatg and/or avold stressors and stralgs,

2. manage the hardsﬂips encouﬁtered as a re;ult of the various
events experienced, ,

3. maintain the integrity and morale of the family systen,

4. acquire and develop resources toﬂmeet the demands,

5. imﬁlement Yhanges in the f;imizlyvsystems structure in order to
accommodgle the demands experienced.

One conclusion that may be made from the analysis of this list is that
coping strategies which families may utili;é serve many functions.

To enhance the u;derstanding of coping, several approaches have
beeg taken to identify particular strategles utilized by families or
individuals 1in dealing with the particular stressors ofr demands
encountered. Pearlin and Schooler (1978) focused on determining what
strategiesr adult family members wutilized in response to demands
encountered in their role as parents, spouse, worker and homemaker .
They chose these areas on the assumption that the maj;rity of demands
that individuals enCOunt;r, occur 1in normal everyday 1living. The
subjects described seventeen different strategies utilized in the
various roles these people encountered. These gstrategies weré further
categorized into three groups: strategies that modified the situation,

responses which controlled the meaning of the event, and strategies

that functioned to control the stress.



Other rtesearchers attempting to identity coping strategles,
focused on identifying strategles utilized by families challenged bv
specific events, for example, chronic illness (McCubbin et al., 1983);
traumatic cord injuries (Cleveland, '1980); family members missing f{n
action (Boss, 1980); war separation (McCubbin, Dahl, Lister, Benson *&
Robertson, 1976); membership in the police profession (Maynard et al.,
1988); and parenthood (Miller & Sollie, 1980). In these studies and
others, ‘numerous strategies were utilized by families. For example,
redefining the event to make it more manageable (M(‘(Iubbi\n et al., 1976,
19813; 0lson et al., 1983; Skinner, 1980; Tanner-Nelson. & Nelson, 1981),

y
seeking social support (McCubbin et al., 1983; Olson et al., 1983,
Maynard et al., 1980; Unger & Powell, 1980; Ventura & Boss, 1983),
redistribution and redefinition of roles and tasks (Boss, 1980; Keith &
Schafer, 1980), and seeking spiritual support (McCubbin et al., 1976;
Tanner—-Nelson et al.,él981; Ventura et al., 1983) to name a few. Olson
et &/’(1983) identified five strategies: reframing, passive
appraisal, acquiring‘ social support, seeking spiritual support and
mobilizing the family to acquire and accept help. These strategie§ may
further be viewed as strategies utilized within the family system and
strategies utilized in transaction with the community. Olson et al.
(1983) referred to them as internal family coping strategies and
external coping strategies.

The strategies which families utilize vary throughout the life
cycle (Olson et al., 1983). It was noted that during the adolescent

phase, coping strategies which actively sought resolution of the

problem such as reframing, (the redefinition of problems as being

L 4
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manageable) were helptul to families whereas during the retirement
phase, familles utilized coping strategles such as passive appraisal
more frequently. -

Mederer and Hill (1983) also proposed that the strategles utilized
varies with the stressful events encountered. The determination of
what strategies are utilized and under what conditions is considered to
be a complex process and one that is not fully understood (Mengel,
1982). Turner (1982) stated that such factors as the family's coping
style, the “typical, habitual preferences for wavs of approaching
problems”™ (Menaghan, 1983, p. 114), available resources, the emotional
state of the 1individuals involved, perception of control, and the
ambiguity of the outcome of the situation influenced the choice of a
coping strategy.

The majority of research investigating family coping strategies
have generally obtalned information from only one family member. For
examplée, Pearlin and Schooler (19798) identified the coping strategles
of 1individuals experiencing stress created in their family roles.
Other researchers such as Maynard et al. (1980), McCubbin (1979), Boss
(1980) also described the coping strategies of individual family
members and not the strategies utilized by the family as a collective
entity. In studies where more than one family member have been used,
husbands and wives have predominately been used as informants. Few
studies have included children as informants when more than one family
member has been included. In studies with more than one family member,
differences between males and females were noted in the coping

strategies utilized (Ammons, Nelson & Wodarski, 1982; Keith & Schooler,
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1980; McCubbin et al., 1983; Olson et al., 1983; Ventura & Boss, 1983).
For example, the findings from the study done by McCubbin et al. (19813)
fndicated that the strategies utilized by mothers were directed towards
promoting family wunity and expression of feelings. Conversely,
strategies wutilized by fathers were directed towards promoting
cooperation, organization and control.

Olson et al. (1983) found significant differences between husband,
wife and adolescent 1in the use of three of the five coping strategles
identified in thelr study. These three strategies were: seeking
spiritual support, seeking soclal support, and mobilizing formal
support. Wives employed the coping strategies of spiritual support and
formal supports more than husbands. Adolescents use of these coping
strategies were lower than that of both thelr parents. Wives also
emphasized the importance of social support more than their husbands.
Adolescents ' use of this strategy was somewhere between that of their
parents. The coping strategies of reframing and passive appraisal

showed no difference between family members.

Effectiveness of Coping Strategies

McCubbin et al. (1980) depicted coping efforts (strategies) as
being directed towards decreasing the presence of factors which
increase family vulnerablity, strengtheﬁing or maintaining family
resources which buffer the family frog harm or disruption, reducing or
eliminating the demands experienced and influencing the enviromment to
alter the circumstance. Implicit in the above description of coping is

the idea of effectiveness.
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Several researchers (Boss, 1980; Maynard et al., 1980; McCubbin et
al., 1976) compared the coping strategies of families who were
successful in dealing with the stressors, with those of families who
were less successful. These studies advocated that successful families
utilized a variety of strategies, as well they wutillized strategies
which portrayed confidence and which actively sought resolution to the
demands experienced. In comparison, families who did not deal as
successfully with stressors tended to utilize avoidance type
strategies.

Pearlin and Schooler's (1978) study of individuals experiencing
normal everyday events, théy described coping strategies as being
situation specific. For example, in the parenting role, effective
strategles were those which also encouraged family involvement and
promoted a family's sense of competence in dealing with the events,
whereas Iineffective strategies were those that involved avoidance such
as selective ignoring and passive acceptance.

Olson et al.'s (1983) study also indicated that families who coped
effectively utilized reframing as one of their major strategies. On
the other hand, families who expertenced a high amount of stress
utilized passive appraisal as their major strategy.

From the literature previously discussed, it is evident that there
is no one single way to determine coping effectiveness. Menaghan's
(1983) review of coping, suggested that one major issue has to do with
how coping effectiveness should be measured. Her review suééests that
researchers have utilized three approaches to determine effectiveness:

perceived effectiveness (individually assessed effectiveness); observed
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effeftiveness (reduction of feelings of distress or depressed
feelings); and problem redgction over time.

Klein and Hills' (1979, p. 519) model of problem solviag
effectiveness suggests there are two evaluative dimensions of the
concept to be considered: (1) “the quality of solution, refers to the
degree to ;hich it meets some determinate standard”, and (2) “the
degree to which solutions are jolintly accepted by family members.”
They further identified that little 1is known about the way these two
evaluative dimensions actually operate during family problem solving
and suggest that more research is needed which incorporates a range of
possible measures of effectivenes. Klein and Hill (1979, p. 520)
theorized that "family problem solving effectiveness will be influenced
by the way 1in which family interaction 1s organized for problem
solving.” Four factors for analyzing family problem solving inter-

action were presented:

1. Amount of interaction which occurs. Such aspects as amount of

verbal and nonverbal communication, the number of alternative solutions
suggested, elaborations of language codes, amount of support and amount
of conflict that occurs during family problem solving need to be
considered; A

2. Distribution of interactions. This aspect is concerned with

evidence of leadership and the type of leadership that exists;

3. Sequencing of interaction. The observable steps that families

follow when problem solving; and

4. Normality of interaction. The degree to which problem solving

conforms to the existing standards about behavior in the family.
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Problem solving effectiveness may be assessed according to these four

factors.

Summary

Families vary in their ability to deal with the demands they
encounter. Coping may be defined as a process which involves the
development and use of strategies to manage the stressors which the
family experienced. Coping strategies and their effectiveness have
been {nvestigated from a variety of perspectives. The conclusions
which may be drawn from this section of the review are: copling 1is a
process which develops and changes over the family's life cycle; a
variety of strategies are utilized by families in different situations
and that a combination of strategies may be better than one to cope
with stress. To further achieve effectiveness the combination of
strategies may be crucial, in that strategies which encourage families
to actively resolve difficulties are more beneficial than are those
that e;courage avoidance of problems. Effectiveness of strategies
utilized have been determined, based on the family's assessment of
satisfaction, as well as ft%m the researcher's assessment of family
functioning.

The last section of the 1itefatufe review contains a discussion of

resources and the role of resource consistency in the coping process.

Resources and Family Coping

Family resources were described by Hill (1958) as a key variable

in allowing families to cope with stress. McCubbin and Patterson
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(1983, p. 16) depicted coping as a “bridging concept which has both
cognitive and behavioral components wherein resou}ces, perception and
behavioral resources interact as families try to achieve a balance 1in
family functioning.” From these descriptions, resources are an
{mportant dimension to be investigated in the study of family coping.
Empirical research into the understanding of the role of resources
in the family coping process has received limited attention. The
previous section in this review notes that research has mainly focused
on the stressor and the amofht of crisis experienced by the family.
Major contribution to the understanding of resources in the process has
come from a variety of perspectives, home management, social exchange,
healthy family research and practice, and family stress research. The
role of resources as detailed by each of these perspectives will be

briefly presented. -

The Nature of Resources

Resources have been defined in a number of ways. In the home
management literature resources are "what'the family has or can create
to get what it wants”™ (Paulocci, Hall & Axin, 1978, p. 136). Resources
are the means available to the family for meeting demands and solving
problems (Baker, 1971; Deacon & Firebaugh, 1975, 1981; Kieren, 1975;
Paulocci, Hall & Axin, 1978).

Researchers from a social exchange perspective viewed resources as
"anything that one partner may make available to the other; helping the
latter satisfy his needs or attain his goals” (Blood & Wolfe, 1960, p.

12), or as any attribute, circumstance or possession that increases the
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ability of its hotders to {nfluence a person or group (Osmond, 1978;
Rodgers, 1979). Implied fn this definition are the ideas of exchange
and power. The definition suggests that individuals may possess not

only different resburces, but also 1individuals may possess different

, .

v
levels or amounts of resources.

McCubbin and Patterson (1983, p. 14) described resources as belng
“part of the family's capabilities for meeting demands and needs and
include characteristics (a) of the individual, (b) of the family unit,

, ~
and (c) of the community.” Other family social scientists such as
Olson et al. (1983) described family resources as those marital and
family strengths which contribute to family unity and growth and
development. From this perspective, family resources may perform a
preventive function, in that they buffe} families from many events
which may result in stress.

In summary, from the variety of definitions presented, resources
are the attributes, characteristics and material possessions of
individual family members and/or the total family unit. The resources
the individual family members or the total family unit possess have the
potential to satisfy needs, to provide power to make decisions and to
promote family stability and growth.

In order to more fully understaﬁd and recognize the role of
resources in influencing coping it is useful to discuss various types
of resources and the role of resources in coping. ~e
Type of resources. Resources have been classified in a number of

L ]
different ways: human and material; economic and non-economic; tangible

and intangible; and as personal, interpersonal and material (Deacon &
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Firebaugh, 1975; 1981; Kieren, 1975; Paulocci, Hall & Axin, 19/77).

Resources are of a variety ot types, some more easily }erognized than
others, therefore it s difficult to identify all/te%ources. In this
review selected resources will be discussed unger _the headings ot
personal, interpersonal and material.

Personal resources are those attributes and characteristics

possessed by individual family members. Included In this category are
the cognitive attributes (e.g. 1intelligence), affective attributes
(e.g. empathy), psychomotor skills, health and energy (Deacon &

Firebaugh, 1981; Kieren, 1975; Paulocci, Hall & Axin, 1978). George

(as cited in Olson et al., 1983) expanded\ypon these resources, and
, .

ing&%ﬁgé such resources as financial means, education and the

.

psychological attributes of self-esteem, feelings of a sense of control

over one's life and an accurate perception of reality.

Interpersonal resources were described as those qualities which

involve interaction with other individual(s) (Kieren, 1975). Kieren
(1975) included in this category the resources of communications (both
the ability to express oneself in thought and feelings and the ability
to accurately geréeive the intent of messages from other individuals),
family and friends, and the ability to handle conflict effectively.
McCubbin et al.'s (1980) review of the literature identified
social support and the family system's internal resources as important
interpersonal resources. Social support 1is described as information
exchanged at the interpersonal level which provided eﬂotiénal, self

esteem and network support. This network support may include family

and friends, as well as contact with the broader community such as
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clubs, and formal organizations. Family system resources were
described by Burr (1973, p. 202) “"as the variation 1in the family's
ability to prevent a stressor evént of change in the family social
system from creating some crisis or disruptiveness in the system.” The
family's internal resources of adaptability and cohesiveness have
received the greatest amount of attention.

Material resources refer to anything that {s external to

individual family members. They are the tangible goods of consuﬁption
or investment (money, clothing, time, space and other goods at one 's
disposal).

Deacon and Firebaugh (1981) further elaborated on the difference
between human (personal and interpersonal) resources and material
resources. They suggested that human resources differed from material
resources in two ways. Human resources are pervasive, they are not
given away in any exchange as can be the case with material resources.
Human resources can also be repeatedly extended and it 1s possible that
their positive or negative influences may 1increase 1in the process
whereas material resources are limited.

Most resources which the family possesses are scarce or limitea,
that is, 1f‘they are used for one purpose, they are not available for
use in another situation. Paulocci, Hall and Axin (1978) suggest that
in one sense personal aed interpersonal resources can be consiﬁered to
be limited, however, individualg and total family unit# have the
potential to maintain, create, and enhance these resources, such

enhancement will increase rather than diminish their pool of resources.

Deacon and Firebaugh (1975) further postulate that resources available



to the family vary over the family's life cycle. This variation is due
CON AN

to the differing circumstances the family encounters and  to the

N

£;Hividuélity of the family membels.

However defined or categorized, resources are many and varied and
both individuals and groﬁps can develop thém. They are the means or
the raw matertal which allow individuals and families to develop
strategies to cope with stress or not.

]

Roles of Resources in Coplng

Home management literature.suggests that the goals which families
set are directly related to the resources available. As well, the
level and quality of‘family‘iiving can diminish without an adequate
supply of resources (Baker, 1971; Deacon & Firebaugh, 1975; Paulocci,

Hall & Axin, 1978).

Deacon and Firebaugh (1975) propose that the resource pool of

.

families needs to consist of a mix of resources. A mix of resources
\ y

they infer is essential for overall well being of the family. In order
A

that an adequate combination of resources be achieved, families can
exchange resources between family members and between the family and
systems which are external to the family. Deacon and Firebaugh (1978)

described how this exchange of resources occurs in one of twp ways:
[}

i

mutual exchange between two or more individuals; or a one way transfer

of resources, that is, %ne individual provides a resource without being
: \

a mutual recipient at that particular time. They further suggested

H

that one way transfer of goods can be for either benevolent (love) or

more malevolent reasons. Resqurces transferred for benevolent reasons

le
o
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have the potential for building trust and affection within the
re}ationship, thus servé'iwfital function; that Of'promotingvinte—
st
grat&?n within the family unit (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1975). One might
‘conciude that in a climate of trust and togetherness, effective)
utilizatlon of resources can occur.
LI

Initial research 1in this area focused predominatly on- the
fmportance of the resources of time, space, money and energy to home
management . Resources in these studies were viewed as individual
qualities rather than family qualities.

Thé role of resources has also been investigated from the social
exchange perspective. Blood & Wolfe's (1960) classic study of Detroit
families provided the stimulus for a large number of studies investi-
gating family decision making and power. Blood & Wolfe (1960) examined
the comparative level of resources between the marital partners add the
gelationship between resources and the power structure of the unit.
Such a resource theory of power contends that the ability to cont;ol
the behavior of others in decision making rests with the person
possessing the most resources. The finding; of this study showed that‘
as the resource level of the wife increased so did her ability to
participate in deciéionA making (Blood & Wolfe,‘ 1960). Studies by
Opping (1970), Rodman (1976), and Safilos-Rothschild (1969) also
supported this finding. . However, studies by Rodman (1976), Olson,
Cromwell & Bahr (1976) pointed out that there are other dimensions
which are evident in the process when family members bargain and

negotiate with one another. For example Rodman (1976) proposed that

culture will 1influence this process. Safilios-Rothschild (1969)
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further elaborted .on th®s process including resources which were

®

comprised of material, personal, and interpersonal resources. The
saltient resources identlfiedAby Salifios-Rothschild (1976, p. 135,
were “(1) socloeconomic (money, soclal mobility and prestige); (2)
affective (affeciion, love and feeling needed); (3) expressive
(understanding, emotional support and special attention); (4)

companionship (social, leisure and intelligence); (95) sex; (6) services
(housekeeping services, child care, and personal services); and (7)
power in the relationship.;' Safilios~Rothschild (1976) stated that
resources would not necessarily be shared between both spouses, nor
that equal value would be assigned to each resource by all spouses or
by both spduses in the samé family unit. The sharing of resources, it
.

was further suggested, was dependent on a number of factors: value of
the particular resource; accessibility of the particular resource; and
the nature of the available resource from alternative sources
(Salifios—-Rothschild, 1976). The conclusions which were drawn from
this work were that the more one member valued a particular resource,
but lacked access to it, or alterqatives through which other resources
might be acquired, the.greaCer the potential for that member to pay a
high price in order to secure the resource.

Findings of this research showed that resources were exchanged
bgtween partners, either to gain personal power or %ave their needs met
and thus indicated that partners frequently did not possess the same
resources or in the same proportionsf The majority of‘the studies on

resources obtained data from one family member, thé wife, and focused

A
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on the resources of educatfon, fincome, occupatfon and status and thus
gave a limited perspective in family regource patterns.

Family stress researchers and theorists (Angell, 1936; Burr, 1973;
H{l1l, 1958; McCubbin et al., 1976) also made reference to resources.
Much of this research attempted to identify specific resources which
accounted for the observed differences among families 1in their
adaptation to experiencgd demands. ’

Angell (1936) 1in the studyr of families experiencing the great
depression, identified adaptability and integration as being two very
{mportant qualities for families to possess to help them cope with the
stresses they encounter. Studiés of war separation by Hill (1949), and
McCubbin, Dahl, Lester, Benson & Robertson (1976) supported the premise
that adaptability and integration were indeed functional. Hill €1958)
also identified that families who were more successful possessed the
additional resources of good marital adjustment and open communication.

Burr (1973) identified several resources (which will be discussed
{n Chapter III) which buffered families from strgés as well as
resources which promoted family regeneration. Of éhese resources that
he 1identified, the resources of fémily adaptability ‘and integration
have received the most attention from reseafchers.

Resources from the family stress perspective were predominantly
viewed as an important mediating variable which influenced the amount
of disorganization, disruption and/or incapacitation éxperipnced by
families encountering stressful life events. This research typically

relied upon the responses of one family member, mainly the wife. The

. »
data obtained however was utilized as being representative of other

LY
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family member's perceptions or ot the pattern for the total familyv
unit. Generally family stress researchers have directed thelr
attention thards understanding the events and the crisis process
rather than looking carefully at {ndividual or family resources.

Recent family literature has begun to identify factors coutribut-
ing to healthy or adequate family functioning. The role of resources
from this perspective, is to provide stability and promote growth.
Otto (1963), a ploneer in the family and marital enrichment movement ,
ascertained that families have many resources, strengths and pos-
sibilities that are eigher latent or unused but that are present as
potentials. The possession or development of these factors, may
contribute to family unity and solidarity. This viewpoint implies that
family resources perform a pfeventative role in family life, thus
reducing the potential of families experiencing undue stress and/or
crisis. Continuing with this approach, several researchers (Lewis et
al., 1976; Olson et al., 1983; Pratt, 1976; Stinnett et al., 1979;
1980; | Tanner-Nelson & Banonis, 1980), focused on identifying
] characteristics of strong families. Several resources were identified
as being descriptors of strong or “well functioning” families such as:
love, concern, commitment, close family ties, flexible role
expectations, united parental unit, and clear, open communication.

Recently Olson et al.;s (1983) interest in understanding the role
of resources resulted in an investigation of a variety of marital and
fgmily strengths and their impact on healthy family functioning.

Resources, they stated, served two roles for families. One major role
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was that of buffering or protecting families from the demands of family
life. Secondlv, resources facilitated family adjustment and adaptation
to family life, changes. Olson et al. (1983) also reported that the
resources which are beneficial to families are different over the
family life cycle. During the adolescent stage, the family 's internal
resources, satisfaction with the spouse’'s personality and behavior,
satisfaction with one's sexual relationship, marriage, family ana
friends, and financlal management, emerged as critical resources for
adequate family functipning. Also important are feelings of family
pride and accord, satisfactory levels of parent—-adolescent
communication, perceptions of a satisfactory quality of life and
moderate levels of adaptability and cohesion (Olson et al., 1981).
These family resources assist families in meeting the demands involveq
in raising teenage children. They also serve to protect the family
from the stress of change.

In summary, resources can be described as being those factors
available to individual family members or the family as a whole for
developing coping strategies which reduce tension, manage conflict and
in general meet demands and needs of the family unit and individual
family members. The resources which families develop, maintain or
create may be many and varied. As well, the resources a family
possesses change over the family's life cycle in response to the
demands experienced and the development of individual family members.

The next section of the liférature reivew will identify the role

of resourcde consistency in coping. 4
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Role of Resource Conststency in Coping

The previous discussion of research concerning family resources
has noted the limited study of the perceptions of the whole family unit
and, also, has indicated the limited attention given to the description
of the different ways the family resource pool may be organized.
Furthermore; we know little about the relationship between particular
family patterns of reéourées and coping.

One way to look at family patterns has been to assess the relative
levels of similarity/dissimilarity, agreement/disagreement, consis-
tency/inconsistency between family members. In this section of the
review, the key works completed in the area of consistency or agreement

will be discussed.

Definfition of Consistency

Many researchers from various family related fields have
'

investigated the degree of agreement within individuals and between
family members and its impact on various aspects of family life. These
researchers utilized a variety of social concepts. Terms such as
congruency (Imig, 1981; Douglas & Wind, 1978; Wampler & Powel, 1982;
Weigel, Weigel & Richardson); spontaneous agreement (Ferreira & Winter,
1973); similarity (Rim, 1980; Medling & McCarrey, 1980); consistency
(Eitzen, 1970; Hornung, 1980; Lenski, 1954, 1956; VanEs & Shingi, 1972)
and consensus (Booth & Welech, 1978; Jaco & Shepard, 1975; Klapp, 1975)
are found in the literature. For clarity, differentiation between
these concepts needs to be made. “Consensus”, as conceptualized

by Klapp (1975, p. 336) “"designates the sharing of acquired mental
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characteristics that makes possible human typés of social organiza-
tion.” Implied {n this definition is that agreement between members is
achieved through a process 1in which members of the group discuss,
negotiate and/or compromise. Wampler and Powel (1982) 1in their
discussion, referred to “congruency” as the degree to which one person
i{s Integrated with another person such that there 1is an absence of
conflict or inconsistency between what exists in their awareness and
behavior. Douglas and Wind (1978) in their study of “congruency’
between husbands' and wives' responses referred to congruency as the
degree to which family members gave identical responses Iindependent of
one another. Similarily, in Rim's (1980) study he measured the degree
to which family members possessed the same qualities in various
dimensions. Ferreira and Winter (1973) referred to the family
characteristic of “spontaneous agreement” which was defined as a
measure of the shared values and similar preferences pf family members,
which were independently assessed.

From the previous discussion, the concept of “consistency”, seems
to be more closely related to that of “congruency”, “spontaneous
agregment", and‘"similarity" than, to “consensus.” These concepts,
basically refer to a state of agreement, whereby individuals possess

similar values, beliefs, perceptions and statuses.

Measurement of Consistency

Scheff (1967) in his discussion of agreement, suggested that
agreement can be measured in two different ways: as an individual

level of agreement, which #s the extent to which individuals in the



group state thelr agreement with X or as a group level of agreement.

The latter stresses the co-orientation of i{ndividuals in the group

towards a statement. The first measurement is simply finterested in the

amount of agreement there {s on the part of one individual to the

statement X, whereas the co-orientation of individuals Is concerned
AY

with how much agreement there is among members. Agreement can also be

assessed at various levels. These two levels are perceived and actual

agreement (Klein et al., 1979; Scheff, 1967). Perceived agreement 1is
9

measured by comparing several family members ' responses which have been

stated prior to any interaction with other members. Actual agreement

would be measured through interaction analysis of the family's
discussion.

Several methods have been utilized to measuré agreement . One
method was to determine the percentage of judgments for which there was
agreement between two individuals or groups of {individuals. This
percentage was representative of the naumber of {items that were
responded to in exactly the same way, that is all members endorsed the
statement "X" (Robinson, 1967). Another option available which
utilized this approach was to specify an acceptable range of agreement.
The percentage of agreement was based on whether several individual 's
scores fell 1into this range. Thus, the percentage arrived at
represented the number of items that were responded to within this
specified range (Robinson, 1967).

A second method, involved the wutilization of correlational
techniques to determine the degree of agreement between two

individuals, categories or groups (Robinson, 1967; Kieren, 1975;
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Larsen, 1974; Jgssop, 1981). Correlagions, however, are a measure that
eal wi;hxéiﬁqilxtent to which two variables are related” (Hinkle,
Wiersma & \Jurs,‘ 1982), therefore correlations may be saild to be an
{ndex of relationship. Robimson (1967, p. 20) stated that “agreement
requires that paired values be identical, while correlations requires
only that paired values be linked by a linear relationship.”

Correlational techniques where used to measure agreement, may therefore

obscure the true nature of agreement.

Consistency Between Family Members and Coping

In the family, similar to other small groups, agreement between
members has been suggested as being an important factor in achieving
effective solutions to problems they encounter. A basic assumption
that has permeated the family field of study is that family members
develop and maintain a shared and distinctive view of their environment
(Olson et al., 1983; Reiss, 1971). Other researchers such as Imig
(1981), Kieren (1981) and Larsen (1982) stated that some degree of
agreement between family members 1s necessary in order for the group to
survive and tﬂrive.

Klapp (1975) in his study, stated that the degree of consensus
(agreement) experienced by a group was a critical factor affecting
organization and group structure. He proposed that 1in groups where
agreement was low, they were characterized as being less well organized
in such matters as continuity of leadership and assurance that group

rather than individual needs\aére\being served. Conversely, agreement



between group members<facilitated the sharing and utilization of
fndividual resources for the betterment of all members in the group.

Ferreira and Winter (1973) proposed that in families where there
are agreement between family members' perceptions of everyday {issues,
it will be easier for the families to copi‘ and achieve a decision
satisfactory to all members. They further concluded that the
development of pathology is less likely to occur in families who hold
similar views.

Imig (1981) adds support to the argument that agreement between
family members facilitates families to function effectively. Tmig
proposed that incongruity (lack of agreement) of perceptions between
spouse; 1s potentially problematic for the couple's relationship and
for effective family functioning. He concluded that when family
members perceive events ,differently the effectiveness of
communications, the wutilization of resources and approaches for
handling problematic situations will be diminished.

From a problem solving perspective, Klein and Hill (1979)
suggested that consensus between family members and homogeneiiy of
composition and competence, that is the ability of family members to
sharel equally in solving problems, were important factors which
faciliated effective problem solving. From this Perspective, families
who possessed satisfactory levels of these qualities would be
characterized by/sﬁhred role expectations, values, goals and sentiments
towards famii}rmembers and the total family unit. As well, this type
of family gnit would share similar definitions of events they

encountered and possess similar criteria for evaluating problem solving
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effectiveness. They argued that consensus (agreement) between family
members and homogenity of competence were the properties of stable,
integrated family units. Thus, families in which the members possessed
similar levels of resources developed stronger units. Inconsistent or
discrepant family units which possessed lower levels of agreement and
which were less homogenous, developed less integrated family units.
This implied that high levels of agreement was {mportant for the
development of integrated family units who are effective in solving
problems they encounter.

Burr (1973) in his crisis model proposed that similarity of
sentiments between family members positgvely contributes to a family's
ability to recover from a crisis. He poisted that the greater the
degree of similarity (agreement) between family members, the greater
would be their ability to deal with the demands they encountered. The
evidence, however, on the level of agreement among family members'
perceptions of events is not entirely conclgsive. A few other
researcheré investigating the degree of agreement among family members
have stated conclusions which are contradictory to those mentioned
previously. For example, Jessie Barnard (1972) concluded that in‘every
marriage- there were two marriages, one viewed from the husband's
perspective and one viewed'from the wife's perspective. Several other
major studies (Kandal, 1972; Larsen, 1974; Niemi, 1968; Olson et al.,
1983) provide support for this perspective that family members perceive
life differencly. This contradictory evidence argues for further study

of the level and role of family agreement on important variables.



In summary, previous research emphésizes the important role of
some level of agreement between family members and thedir ability to
cope effectively with problems they encounter. The level of agreement
for such cases {8 not yet understood. Some studies suggest that the
amount of agreement between family members is low and that in families
there are as many perceptions of family life as there are members .
This suggests that very little if any agreement exists among family
members. Characteristic of this research, howeyer, is the c¢omparison
of family member's perceptions of various aspects of family life
utilizing correlatiénal techniques.

It is the purpose of this study to investigate consistency among
family members and its impact on coping utilizing a measure of
agreement other than correlation. Further, the distribution patterns
of perceptual agreement of family systems and/or subsystems and coping
has not been extensively studied. More, analysis of family functioning
and attitudinal resource consistency is needed. The need to focus on
the family unit or a family subsystem as the unit of analysis has been
supported by several researchers (Bokemeier & Munroe, 1983; Olson et
al., 1983; sSafilois-Rothschild, 1970; Thomson & Williams, 1982) in
order to develop a greater appreciation for the complexity of family

life.



CHAPTER T11

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework for this study must detail the relation-
ship between resources and coping. More specifically 1t wmust detail
the relationship between couple and family resource consistency
patterns and coping. In order to do so, this chapter will provide a
brief review of stress and coping theories with particular attention
directed to the impact of resources and resource consistency and
coping.

Out of this discussion a rationale will be presented tor the use
of McCubbin et al.'s (1982) double ABCX Model as the conceptual basis
for the present work. The concept of resource consistency, which is

the independent variable of the present research, will be incorporated

into this model.

Conceptual Approaches to Family Stress and Coping

The relationship between family stress and coping has generated a
great deal of theoretical work. The majority of this research has
utilized Hill's ABCX crisis model and post crisis roller coaster
course of adjustment. It was not until the seventies that major
attempts were made to modify Hill's model to lend clarity to the
understanding of stress and coping. Major adaptations to Hill's ABCX
model have been undertaken by Burr (1973) and McCbein and Patterson
(1982). A brief analysis of the three models will be presented:
Hill's (1958) ABCX model, Burr's (1973) modification, and McCubbiA and
Patterson's (1982) double ABCX model. .

53
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Hill 's ABCX Crisls Epdel

Hill (1958) presented the idea that families experience many
problems throughout their life history and that the majority of
families work out ways of solving these problems or relieving the
stress associated with the problem. Hill, however, directed his
attentfon towards understanding those families affected by serious
p;oblematic events in their lives. Thus, Hill focused on identifying
the factors that contributed to families experiencing crisis. Hill''s
(1958) classic ABCX model provides such an explanation. Briefly it can
be described as:

A (the event) —) interacting with B (the family's
crisis meeting resources) —interacting with C (the
definition the family makes of the event) 4
produces X (the crisis).

Hill, 1958, p. 36

The event (the A-factor) or the crisis precipitating event was

described as being "a situation for which the family has had little or
no prior preparation and therefore must be viewed as problematic”
(Hill, 1958, p. 34). In his view, crisis precipitating events would
not be the same for ali families, but would vary depending upon the
hardships that accompanied the event. Hardships were described as
being “those complications accompanying a stressor ‘'which demand
competencies from the family which the event {itself may have
temporarily paralyzed or m;de unavailable” {(Hill, 1958, p. 35).
Hardships were further described as being external to the family and
could be considered to be attributes of the event itself. Hardship,
Hill suggested, constitutéd a sepérate variable which requires separate

tion.
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The event (the A-factor or C(risis Precipitating event) received

the greatest attention in Hill's conceptualization. Hill identified
N

~
.

events which could be crisis provoking and classified them according
to: (1) source - whether intra-family or extra-family, (2) effects
upon the family configuration which combine dismemberment, accession
and demoralization, and (3) type of event impinging upon the family
such as sudden changes in family status and conflicts among family
members.

The second variable, the family's crisis meeting resources or the

19
B-factor was described as being “a set of resources {in family

organization which by their presence or absence, kept the family from

crisis or urged it on” (Hill, 1958, p. 41). This variable was got

explicitly defined. Hill however identified eight family resources

beneficial for families to possess: family adaptability, family
integration, positive affectional relations among family members, good
marital adjustment of husband and wife, companionable parent-child

relationships, a family council type of decision making, social

&

N
participation of the wife, and sSuccessful experiences with past

stressors. Hill proposed that the family's crisis—-meeting resource
base was the key factor in faciliating effective response to the
stressors they encountered. Hill, however did not develop this
concept.

The third variable, the family's definition of the event. or the

C-factor, refers to the subjective definition the family assigns to the
event plus the related hardships. The definition the family ascribes

to the event partly reflects its value system, the experiences the

A4



56

family has had with past stressors as well as the resources the tamily
possesses which could be utilized to deal with the stressor events.
Hill (1958) suggests that the family's definition of the event 1is an
fntervening variable {in that for an event to be transformed into a
crisis, the family must define it as being insurmountable.

Hill's definition 1mp11esp that all family members view the event
similarilly. However, familyvmembers frequently perceive events and
f?P{T;,Tife differently. Hill and Hansen (1964) further proposed the
Tﬁéa that in stress worn families, it would ge highly improbable that
family members, esg 11y adults and children, would define the event
in a similar manner. Therefore one might question whose definition of
the event would determine whether or not the event was 1nsurmountégle?

'

The definition of the event continues to be designated as an important
variable in family stress research, however limited attention has .been
directed towards understanding this variable.

The final variable in Hill's model was crisis or the X-fact;r.
Crisis according to Hill (1949, p. 51) was "any sharp or decisive
change from which old patterns are inadequate.” Concommitantly, the
family defines the event an unmanageable one. Hili'(l958) implicitly

refers to the fact that the degree of crisis experienced by families

may vary, howgver he did not explicitly describe how it would vary.

Process of Adaptation or Recovery From Crisis
Hill also described the process of adaptation or recovery from
crigis which he referred to as the roller coaster profile of adjustment

to crisis (sge Figure 3.1). This process consisted of three phases:
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disorganization, recovery and reorganization. Thus, not onlv did Hill
acknowledge that some families experience crisis but also that some
families were seen as being capable of recovering from crisis. Further
to this, Hill's dlagram indicateé that the level of recovery may vary

between families. Hill, however, did not elaborate on this process.

Figure 3.1

Hill's Roller Coaster Profile of Adjustment to Crisis

Crisis Angle of recovery

Level of reorganization

Period of
disorganization

Source: Hill, 1958, p. 310

Ihwassessing Hill 's model, it is important to review how he viewed
the family. He described. the family as a‘unit of interacting
personalities whose major goal was to wmaintain balance in the family
system. Hill's model offers a partial explanation of a family's
response to demands that it experiences. The possibility that families
may seek change and growth rather than reequilibrium was omitted.

In summary Hill's ABCX crisis model consisted of three variables,

A (the event), B (the family's crisis-meeting resources) and C (the



family's definition of the event) which contribute to the degree of
crisis the family would experience.

The major strength of Hill's ABCX model was the identification ot
the key variables {n the crisis process. These variables provided the
basis for much of the subsequent research into family stress. One of
the xnique contributions made by Hili was the identification of the
B-factor, the family's crisis meeting resources. This variable denoted
the potential for the family to prevent an event from creating change
or crisis. Further to this, Hill's conceptualization of the coping
process suggested that families do recover from crises and are active
participants in this recovery process. Hill's model further implies
that families are unique, and each family will experience an event in

)
their own way as well as experience change or crisis based on their
perception of the event.

As unique and valuable as Hill's ABCX crisis model has been, there
are still limitations to be considered. The major limitation of Hill's
model’is the lack of explicit definitions for each variable as well as
any presentation of propositions related to them. Definitions provide
clarity to the variables and result in a common language between
scholars. Propositions, on the other hand indicate relationships and
provide direction for hypotheses for subsequent research. As well,
Hill's coping process is a vague and loosely described process, lacking

direction as to what may specifically assist families in coping with

the crisis they are experiencing.
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Burr 's (1973) efforts were directgak§pwards increasing the clartity
and understanding of Hill's ABCX model . Burr elaborated on the
variables presented in the ABCX model providing definitions and
propositions to denote the relationship between various concepts and
their influence on the stressor—crisis relationship. Burr's reworking
of Hill's ABCX model re8ulted in the development of six variables and
nine propositions to explaln family behavior in response to stress and
twelve variables and thirteen propositions describing family behavior
in response to crisis.

The major constructs in Burr's conceptualization were: the
stressor event, the amount of change, family vulnerability, the
family's definition of the seriousness of change, the crisis and
regenerative power. fhese variables, as well as the propositions
stated by Burr, will be briefly described.

The stressor was defined as "an event that produces change in the
family social system” (Burr, 1973, p. 201). Burr (1973) advocated that
events vary in the amount of change they will produce @ well as the
amount of crisis experienced. The stressor Burr proposed was a
dichotomous variable ranging from an event not causing any change to
one causing an enormous amount of change. It was labelled in the same
manner as Hill's A-factor. The proposition stated by Burr (1973, p.
201) that related to this variable was:

A stressor event 1in a family social system

influences the amount of crisis in the system, and
this 1s a positive relationship.
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Family vulnerability, refers to the “varfatfons in a family's
ability to prevent a stressor change or change 1in a family soclal
system from creafing some c¢risis or disruptiveness in the system”
(Burr, 1973, p. 204). It was further postulated that family vulner-
ability was a continuous variable, ranging from slightly vulnerable to
highly vulnerable. Incorporated into this variable was Hill's concept
of family crisis - meeting resources. The proposition associated with
this variable was:

When a stressor event occurs, the vulnerability to
stress 1influences the amount of influence the
stressor event has on the amount of crisis and this
is a positive relationship.

Burr, 1973, p. 202

Definition of the seriousness of the change refers to the family's

subjective definition of whether the changes that occurred in the
family's social system were easy or difficult. This definition of the
seriousness of change 1is similar to Hill's definition of the event.
Such definitions originate within the family unit. In comparison with
Hill's model, Burr focused on the resulting change experienced by the
family rather than the event 1itself. Thus the following proposition
was developed (Burr, 1973, p. 202):

The definiton a family makes of the severity of

changes in the family sociak system influences the

family's vulnerability to stress and this 1§ a

positive relationship.

Burr indicated that several other variables would influence family
vulnerability. These variables will be presented with the propositions
as stated by Burr (1973, p. 204-210):

l. Positional influence. The amount of positional
influence in a social system 1influences the

vulnerability of families to stress and this is a
positive relationship.
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2. Personal influence. The amount of personal
influence In a social system influences the
vulnerabflity of families to stress and this {s an

inverse relationship.

3. Externalization of blame. The externalization
of blame for changes in the family social system
influences the vulnerability of the family to
stress and this is an inverse relationship.

4. Family integration. The amount of family
integration influences the vulnerablity to stress
and this 1s a positive relationship.

5. Family adaptability. The amount of family
adaptability influences the vulnerability to stress
and this is an inverse relationship.

6. Amount of time stressful events are
anticipate The amount of time stressful events
are anticipated influences the vulnerability to
stress and this is an inverse relationship.

amount of change incorporated Hill's ideas of hardships. This

was viewed as a dichotomous variable ranging from no change to
amount of change. Change that resulted could occur in the

boundaries, goals, structure, processes, roles, values or in

any combination of these areas. The proposition stated (Burr, 1973, p.

203) was:

The amount of change that occurs when a stressor
event occurs in the family social system influences
the amount of crisis that results from the event
and this is a positive relationship.

Hill's X-factor or crisis was relabelled by Burr (1973) as “"amount

i

of crisis.” This variable referred to "the amount of disorganization,

disruption and/or incapacitation experienced by a family unit” (Burr,

1973, p.

200). In defining this variable Burr indicated that not all

events will have the same impact, nor will all families respond in the

same manner. Burr concluded that the variable, "amount of crisis”, was



62

a continuous variable ranging from no crisis to a high degree of
crisis. Burr (1973) further proposed that even when no crisis exists,
the family may still experience stress, however the family has the
ability to cope with the stress in some way.

Regenerative pgwer refers to the ability of the family to recover

from crisis. This variable implies that families vary in their ability
to recover from crisis, ranging from little regenerative power to a
high amount of regenerative power. Burr (1973, p. 208) stated the
following proposition:

‘The regenerative power of families influences the

level of reorganization after a period of crisis

and this 1s a positive relationship.

Burr identified several other factors which would influence
regenerative power of the family. The propositions stated'(Burr, 1973,
pp. 204-212) for these variables were:

1. The amount of positional influence in a social

system influences the regenerative power and this
is an inverse relationship.

2. The amount of personal influence in a soclal
system influences the regenerative power and this
is a positive relationship.

3. Family integration influences regenerétive
power and this is a positive relationship.

4. Family adaptability influences regenerative
power and this is a positive relationship.

S. The amount of extended familism influences the
regenerative power of ‘families.

6. The length of time a family system exp.riences
disruption influences the relationship in the above
proposition (5) which asserts that extended
familism influences the regenerative power of
families and this is a quadratic relationship in
which variation in short periods of time are
inversely related and variation in long periods are
positively related to the regenerative power.
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7. The amount of similaritz of sentiment in a

family 1influences the regenerative power of
families and this is a positive relationship.

8. The amount of marital adjustment influences the
regenerative power of families and this 1is a
positive relationship.

9. The amount of consultation in decision making
influences the regenerative power of families and
this is a positive relationship.

10. The amount of anticipatory socialization for
changes in the family soclal system influences the
regenerative power of families and this 1is a
positive relationship.

Burr 's model (see Figure 3.2) illustrates the relakionship of the
rpecified variabl-es to one another and their influence in the stressor
- amount of crisis relationship. The major strength of Burr's model
was in the definition of variables aAd derivation of propositions
relating the variables.

Further to this Burr identified specific family resources which
ingluenced family vulnerability and regenerative power. The variables
which facilitated regenerative power or coping were similarity of
sentiments, marital adjustment, consultation in decision making, and
anticipatory guidance. In addition, the following reSOurcés influenced
both the regenerative\power and vulnerability of the family, positional
influence, personal influence, integration, adaptability, extended
familism, and time. Thus Burr's elaboration of Hill's model gave
direction to the exploration of the family's resources in the coping
process.

Both Hill's model and Burr's modification of Hill's model are

concerned with families that are experiencing crisis. Both clearly

acknowledge that not all families experience crisis but neither
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provides an explanation of how families deal with those stresses that

are not defined as crisis.

Double ABCX Model

The double ABCX model was created by McCubbin & Patterson (1983)
based on their belief that a more dynamic model was needed to explain
the family stress process. Their model describes family adaptation to
stress or crisis. Hill's ABCX model provided the foundation, however,
the double ABCX model adds an additional component to each factor. The
variables in the model are: factor Aa family demands: pile up, factor

i

Bb family adaptative resources, factor Cc family definition and

meaning: family adaptive coping: Interaction of Resources,

Perceptions, and Behavior and factor Xx family adaptation: balancing.

The following is a brief description of each variable.

Factor Aa - family demands: pile up. This variable takes into

consideration the faect that seldom are families dealing with just one

stressor event at any one time. Factor Aa; family demands, therefore
v

includes the stressor, its related hardships, and prior strains yhich

continue to plague .the family. A stressor is any life event or

transition in or impacting on the family unit which produces or has the

potential to produce change (McCubbin et al., 1981). Hardships are

those demands experienced by the family, and are a direct result of the

stressor. Prior{rains are those stresses and strains that have

resulte® from the unresolved hardships of events experienced by the

family at an earlier time. - . %

. /
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Factor Bb - family adaptive resources. Resources are the

personal , interpersonal, social and material characteristics of
fndividual family members, of the total family system, and of the
community. The resources that families possess have‘the potential to
help families meet and overcome the demands they encountér. McCubbin
and Patterson (1982) concluded, that when viewed over time, there
appeared to be two general types of resources: existing and expanded.
Existing resources are resources the family already possess. These
resources can serve two purposes, that of minimizing the effects of the
stressor, and decreasing the potential of the family to experience a
crisis. Expanded resources are new resources which the family system
develops in response to the demands they are experiencing.

Factor Cc - family definition and meaning. Included in this

variable are the family's perception of the most significant event,
change or demand believed to have caused the {imbalance and "C" the
family's total perception of the crisis event (McCubbin et al., 1981).
The “C" factor includeé, the stressors, existing and newly acquired
resources and estimates of what 1is need to bring the family into
balance. Further to this, the post cplsis perception is directed
toward redefining the situation iTtéNS;;.that is manageable.

McCubbin et al. (1981) noted that this Cc factor is a family
perception, and thus it 1involves an effort to integrate individual
discrepant views into a unified whole. It 1is further proposed by

McCubbin et’al., (1981) that when the family's definition and meaning

are viewed in this manner, it becomes a critical component of coping.
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Family Adaptive Coping A

Family coping includes the behavioral responses of family members
and of the total family unit which are directed toward eliminating,
manag ing aﬁd/or resolving the excess demands the family is experienc-
ing. Coping also includes the acquiring, building and developing of
family resources needed by the family to adapt (McCubbin et al., 1981).
This variable 1is considered to be a bridging concept between coping,
perceptions and research whether resources, perceptions and behavioral
responses interact as families try to achleve a balance. Coping is not
viewed as stressor specific but consists of strategies that attempt to

manage various dimensions of family life simultaneously.

Factor Xx - Family Adaptation

This concept is used to describe the outcome of the family's
efforts to achieve a new level of balanced family functioning following
crisis (McCubbin et al., 1983). This variable is considered to be a
continuous variable ranging from bWa%ation (positive end) to
maladaptation (negative end). Bonadaptation results in the maintenance
and strengthening of family integrity, and the promotion of individual
family members as well as the total family unit (McCubbin et al.,

. N

'1981). Convéjrksely maladaptation results in “the deterioration in
family integrity”, “curtailment or deterioration in the personal health
,and development of a mgmber or the well;being of the family unit or the

loss or decline in the family independence and autonomy” (McCubbin et

al.; 1981).
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The Operationalization of the Double ABCX Model

The application of the double ABCX model to the research problem
fn this study will be described briefly. This model suggests that
families experience many stressors which have the potential for
producing stress and/or crisis. It is a model which acknowledges the
fact that seldom are families experiencing stress resulting from one
stressor but that a pile up of events arise from several sources. The
'demands that families experience arise when there 1is a resource/demand
imbalance. This model further intimates that families cope with the
demands they encounter. The effecti;eness of family coping is directly
influenced by the existing régghrces the family has or can obtain as
well as the family's perception of both the demand or Aa factor and the
family resources ot Bb factor. It also demonstrates that family coping
results in varying degrees of adaptation - from what they term
bonadaptation to maladaptation. Thus 1f families do not cope
effectively with the demands they encounter, a crisis may result.

In summary, the major contribution of the double ABCX model 1is
that it provides a means for looking at thé family stress process as an
ongoing process in everyday life, rather than just occurring during
crisis. It clearly indicates‘that stress is ubiquitous and that "all
families experience stress. Resources and coping are further
designated as two important qualities that families possess and they
provide the potential for Eécilitating family resolution of the demands
they experience. The authors also acknowlgdged that not all families

S

achieve resolution, but may experience crisis. Resources are degcfibed

as qualities of the family which over time may be developed, maintain-
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ed, used and depleted. Coping 1is also conceptualized as a process of
acquiring, building, exchanging and using resources to resist and
adjust to the fimpact of the demands encountered. Coping as é process
also is developed over time. Another contribution of McCubbin and his
assoclates to the understanding of the stress and coping process was
the followup( work which resulted in the development of measurement
techniques for central concepts of the madel.

The particular modgl of stress and coping utilized for the present
research is McCubbin and Pattersgps' Double ABCX model. It was
selected because of its emphasis on resources and for its utility in
explaining the relationship between resources and coping. Such an
emphasis made 1t possibgg to detail the relationship between reé&source
consistency and coping.xx-In aﬂditiop the model was utilized in the
original study which provided thé/data for the present secondary

analysis. =

In order to argue f%r the impoftance of couple and family reéource
consistency as an important variable in this model, one needs first to
briefly describe the nature of the interactional unit called the family

’g;d next to provide & rationale for the relationship between family

members ' relative level of resources and their coping ability..

The Nature of the Family Unit

The nature of the family unit can be viewed in many different

ways. For the purpose of this research the family will be viewed as a

social system. A system is defined as "a complex of elements or
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components directly or indirectly related in a causal network such that
each element is related to at least some other in a more or less stab%e
way within a particular period of time” (Buckley, 1967, p. 41). A
gsocial system 1is a particular kind of system based on'fnterpersonal

relatiounships. When viewing the family as a systenm, tﬁg‘$ncus is on
P
AN

the individual family members who are the parts of the systém and the

relationships between the members and between the family members and

systems external to the family.

THe family as a system has important properties. These—properties
&

will be briefly outlined in this section. The key properties related
to the systems framework are: wholeness, interrelatedness, boundaries,

patterns and organization, adaptability and stability.

n
-

The family as a system 1s an integrated, unified whole; more than
and different from the sum of its components. As a system, the family
LCIN

therefore can only be uhderstood and appreciated by a study of

el

wholeness. l?lis frespl.ts in the imﬁortant* ‘family system propet‘ty of
nonsummativity. ‘Th;s i;\to say that in order to gain understanding of
the.fami}y, each family member as well as the relationships between
faﬁily membérs and betyeen the family and the ,external environment negd
to be'considered (Friedman, 1981). R
‘A boundary }s a charac:eristic‘broperty of a family system.
e )

Boundaries may be described as ‘the imaginary lines that exist around

the system and/or subsystem. The purpose of a $0undarywis to delineate

»+* the parts that belong to a system and those that belong to other

- systems or subsystems. According to Minuchin (1974) each member

belong; to a“nulbe{ of gubsystems, but within the famiiy three major

L]
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subsystems are usually identified: the spousal subsystem (which
provides the adult architects of the family with a setting for mutual,
supportive interaction and socialization),‘ the parental subsystem
(which arises with the birth of the first child and {s thus a
transformation of the spousal subsystem) and the sibling subsystem. It
can be further stated that the boundaries developed by the family
system influ;;ces the composition of the subsystems. To clarify, the
boundary of the family system links together family membersf their
expe§tations and their beliefs.

Like all systems, the family 1is comprised of {interrelated and
interdependent components. These properties of the family are such
that when change in one family member occurs, this ‘tends to promote
change in other members to some extent and further to this 1t can
create change 1n the whole famiiy system (Montgomery, 1981; Hill, 1972;
Broderick & Smith, 1979). However the degr.ee of interdependency of the
persons within the family system varies over the life cycle as well as
between families.

The family as a system develops discernable patterns aﬁd form.
Patterns are the observable properties of a system. The patterns that
form in families develop as a result of the interaction that occurs
within the family. Familf patterns therefore are "its accepted and
expected ways of behaving” (Montgomery, 1981, p. 17).‘ The patterns of
each family unit will be unique for each family.' Fawcett (1975)
further proposes that patterné are never complete but are dynamic

therefore ever changing. Mutual interaction between family members,

promotes changes in the pattern (Hess & Handel, 1967).

-
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The family is a stability seeking and adaptive system. The family
as a system is subjected to numerous disturbances from within the
family unit as well as from outside. The family therefore must develop
a way to handle these various disturbances in order that the family
unft remains viable. The viability of the family system depends on the
ability of the family to achieve a balance bet ween morphogenig\(that of
evolving a new structure and organization) and morphostatic (self
correcting) processes. The balance of these two processes can
facilitate families to move to a different level of functioning and to

achieve stability until the‘necessity to change occurs again.

The Principle of Consistency

The theoretical work previously reviewed has identified two
issues, the central role of resources in the coping process and the
mediating function of perception in reducing the impact of stressful
life events. If\one then, views the family as a system with system
properties it follows that family members' perceptions also are
interrelated . and may form congistent or 1inconsistent patterns.
Theoretical formulations do notﬂx~deal with family perception
sufficiently. At the family level, the source of perception is not
alwayg clear (McCubbin et al., 1980). Oﬁcé one asks about the source,
this legds to determining (1) each individ;al family member's
perceptions, (2) how similar or different their perceptions are, and
(3) how the family memhers' perceptions arrange themselves in a family.

An argument can be made for the power of consistency on agreement

of family members ' perception of family resources, in that less energy
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and effort would be required by the family to define vardous aspects of
the situation and their coping ability. Thus 1t 1{s proposed that
consistency 1in itself 1s an intervening variable in the stress and
coping process. In addition a shared perception of being highly
resourceful contributes to the view that difficult situations can be
handled.

We know little about how family members' perceptions of resources
are distributed in families and less 1s known about ow certain family
patterns may be related to coping. The questions that arise are: if
there is a family collective pattern of perceptfon of resources, then
what does it look like? Is consistency of perception important for all

[
family members, the parents'only or can parent—-child coalitions also be
facilitating? This study proposes that consistency patterns of family
members on resources is essential to investigate in order to refine the
role which resources play in the stress-coping process.

The properties of the family which have been presented reflect the
nature of the family unit as a social system and provides the basis for
the principle of resource consistency. Within the family system it 1is
possible to determine the level of agreement between two or more family
members ' pérception of various importa;t aspects of family life such ;s

resources. Such determination makes it possible to describe the

consistency pattern (absolute or within a range) of these variables.

Y

The principle of consistency (agreement within a range) is the term

which characterizes the pattern or distribution of variables\within a

system. .
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fhere {s no strong evidence in the previous literature that
complete agreement between family members 1{s necessary for resolutian
of demands experienced by families. The {mplications of some research
(Burr, 1973; Klein et al., 1979; Ferreira et al., 1973; Imig,_ 1981,
Reiss, 1980)- is suggestive that some degree of agreement contributes to
coping. Hess and Handel (1967) postulated that a family system,
harmonious relationships are sought and that when "family members
develop compatible 1images of self, of other family members and of the
whole family unit, continuity of the family system is promoted. They
further stated that to expect family memBers to view family life 1in
exactly the same way would be wunrealistic. Therefore, harmonious
relationships would not be‘interbreted as being relationships based on
identical values, beliefs‘gngkperceptions. It might further be

posfulated that in families where family members perceptions are
consistent on important resource variables, energy could be directed
towards growth rather than maintenémivities. On the other hand,
in families where the family members perceive resources very
discrepahtly (low degree of coﬁsistenc}) more energy may be needed for
maintepance of the relationship (achieving some level of agreement)
rather than growth act;vities. Thus their level of functioning woulq
be less adequate. |
. -

Based on the previous priqciple of resource consistency, it would
be expected that those eouples and families who have more than one
member who perceives their resource level as being high on important
variables would be able to cope better than couples and families who
have one or more membere who perceive their resource level as being low

.
.
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L 4
on {important variables. Further, families with two or more members

with similar high levels of a resource minimize the potential of having
to direct their energles towards having to bring other members up to
their level.

, The importance of a strong parental coalition has been repeatedly
emphasized as being important to healthy family functioning (Barnhill,
1979; Lewis et al., 1976; Olson et al., 1983; chéf‘}963). In family

groups, parental consistency on important resources may be an important

variation to scrutinize carefully.

Summary

In summary, the family as é system encounters !pnygstreséful
events from a variety of sources, some resulting as-a consequence of
change within the system others from changés in the extermal environ-
ment. The family as a unit responds to the stress of change by
attempting to gain stability. It has been suggested that families who
have developed consistent, mutually satisfying relationships will cope
more effectively. Resources have ‘:en shown to have an important
function in the stress and copihg process. The role which res;urce
consistency (agreement within a range) has in promoting adfﬂuate family

;&ec“ific

functioning-is illustrated by the following general and

propositions:
1. The perceivéd resource eoniiéténcy patterns oI
family yembers will have an effect on family coping.
a) Couples whé ;re consistegt on the high level of important

resources will have higher coping scores than will do those who” form a

]
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discrepant pattern or a low-low pattern.
b) Families who form a high-high-high consistency pattern on
important resources will have higher coping scores than do those who

form a Igy—low—low consistency pattern.

¢) Families in which the parents are high-high in important
resources will cope better than will families in which the consistency
occurs between parent and adolescent because of the importance of the

marital unit.

Hypothesis for this Study

The null hypotheses to be listed in this study are:

Couple Level

1. The Mean Coping scores for each couple resource consistency
group on each specific resource variable are equal.

2. The discrepancy coping scores for each couple resource
consistency group on\each specific resource variable are equal.

F&ﬁily Level

1. The mean coping score for each family resource consistency
group on each specific resource variable are equal.
2. The discrepancy coping score ‘for each ggmily resource

consistency group in each'speéific resource variable are equal.



CHAPTER IV

-

RESEARCH METHODS

The .research design will be presented in this chapter. Because
sgcondary analysis 1s the technique being used, initially a brief
review of the research design of the original study will be described

(Olson et al., 1983). Following that, a defailed discussion of the
sample, insfrumentation, and data. analysis specf¥ic éo this secondary
analysis will be described. Permission was granted by the original
researchers and the funding orggnization, which was aﬁ 1nsurénc¢

company, to utilize the data.

The Original Study

The data was collected in a étudy of family ﬁealth of a group of
over one thousand American families at various stages of the life
cycle. All participants were policy holders of the insurance company
initiating the study. The focus of this study was to identify "healthy
family systems 1h order to learn how they have effecfi)ely dealt with
the stress that occurs during their critical transition periods” and
also to i&entify “the types 8f resources and supﬁort sysfzhs that

families use to cope with their problems” (0156‘ et al., 1§82, p. 2).

The Sample and Sampling Procedure

Individuals, couples and families were the units of analysis in
the c;riginal study. Since the study was designed to explore and
" describe the nature of couple and family'stres"\s and coping ability

- 77
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througﬁout the life cycle, a stratified random sample of policy holders
at each life cycle stage was employed. In order for a couple or family
to qualify, the individuals had to be members of {intact units and
capable and willing‘CO complete all the necessary forms.

The company contracting this research provided assistance 1in
identifying the sampling wunits, arriving at phe stratified random
sample and collecting the data. The company had at {its disposal the
services of leaders who were 1ocated‘thr0ugh0ui the United States. The
first step in drawing the sample was to identify group leaders who were
assoclated with the company in various centers across the entire ‘United
States who would be willing to collect data. o

Once group leaders were identiffed, an initial 1list of policy
holders in each leader's district was 1dentified. Each family in this
list was tentatively plac;d in a particular family life cycle stage on
the basis of the husband's and wife's ages or by the age of the vldest
child. A random selection of participant families was made_with
backups to all;w for representation at all stages of the life cycle.
}n order to> achleve the’desired sample size;”".it was decided by the
primary researchers to ove;r sample by at least 50%" (Olsorf et al.,
1963, p 18). So?ne life cycle stages, such as the young couple,
families with young adults, familigs in the middle years, and retired
families were intentionally over sampled in proportiion t<; other stages
to assure—Bufficient representation (Oison et al., 1982). Each group
leader was asked to collect‘ informa*n from 15 randomly selected
touples or families distributed over the life cycle as follows: two

\

young couples, one childbearing, one preschool, ‘one school age, two
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adolescent, four young adults, two middle years, and two retirement. A

total of 2,700 families were randomly selected. ‘a
The final sample consisted of 1,140 couples and 412 adolescents
of which 1,024 returned fully completed forms. The final distribution

of the sample as described by Olson, McCubbin and associates (1982, p.

23) is presented In Table 4.1.

Comparison with the National -Gallop Survey

-~
The Gallop organization, in December 1981, conducted a national

s;rvey to assess satis;action with quality of life. The results were
published 1in January, 1981. The Gallop survey was based on personal
interviews with 1,483 -adults. -
The Gallop sufvey, according to Olson et al. (1983) aéked some of
the same types of questions as their survey had asked. For example,
the Gallop survey askéd, "Considering everythiﬁg, how satisfied are you
with your ...‘ family life, marriage, relations with your children,
housing, health, job and housework?” (Olson et al., 1983, p. 24). The"
Olson et al. (1983) study asked, "How satfsfied are you with your ...
family, marriage, children current housing arrangement, own health,
;riégigal occupation, and househoid fesponéibilities?" (p. 24).
Becaus; of the simiiarity of many_of'the questions, it was possible to
¢ compare the two‘ groups. The reéults from these two .Surve,ys were very
similar, suggesting to Olson and associates that their sample was more

representative of Americhn families than would be suggested by the

population from which it was drawn. £

3
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" Table 4.1
—
Sample by Stage ~ Original Study
Stages of the Family Total
Life Cycle Couples Adolescents Individuals

-

Stage 1 Young Couples
. Without Children 121 N.A. 242
»
Stage 2 Families with Pre- .
Schoolers (ages 0-5) 148 : N.A. . 296

Stage 3 Families with
School Age Children

(Ages 6-12) 129 N.A. 258
Stage 4 Families with .

Adolescents - :

(Ages 13-18) 261 350 872
Stage 5 Launching Families : .

(First Adolescent 19) 191 . 62 444

" Stage 6 Empty Nest Families , .

(A1l Children Gone) 144 N.A. 288
Stage 7 Retired Couples

(Male over 65) 146 N.A. 292

n
TOTALS 1,140 612 2,692

Becauge the particular focus of this secondary anal&sis was stage 4 it

will be described in detail.

Demographic Characteristics: Stage Four Adolescent Stage

2

Marital status. Couples at stage four had been married an average
-
of nineteen years. The range was 5-39 years. The majority of these

~

r °

couples were in their first marriage. Less th?n 102 of the total
sample reported ever having been married before (Olson et al.,- 1982)7

‘Divorce or separation had been considered by 17% of the ines.and 15%

. [ J

‘of the husbands at some point in their marriage.
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Age composition. The age of the parent sample at stage &4 ranged

from 31-57 years, the average being 41 years. More specifically the
husbands' average age‘was 43 yeérs and the Lives' 40. The‘average age
of the adolescent sample was 16 years.

Residence. Families resided in a>variety of settings. The
largest group (25%Z) lived in metropolitan areas exceeding a poﬁulation
of 100,000. The remainder of the families were fairly evenly
" ‘distributed between large towns (18%), small towns (142%), rural areas
¢

(14%), farms (13Z).

Education, occupation and employment. Only 3% of the husbands and

2% of the wives, had less fhan a high school diploma, while 327 of the

husbands and 19% of the wives reported having completed four or more

¢

-

years of college.

The wives reported working at a variety of occupations. The three
primary occupations clited were homemaking (35%), other professtions
(22%), and sales, technical aﬁd clerical ocgupations,(l?l).

The husbands most frequently cited occupation was a professional
position (14% professional and 297% other»professions). The next
occupation most frequently cited was skilled trades (12Z), and sales,
gechnical and clerical pbsitions (11.57). Thé major employmeﬁt status
fof the husbands was full time employment (73%) foilowed next by full

time and part time combined (122%).

. ' H
- &
«
1 >
Other profession - referred to managers, teachers, nurses whereas
professionals included doctors, lawyers, and executives. /

-

.\
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Income. The modal income for families in stage 4, was between
$20,000-29,999, with 29% of the sample achieving this level of income.
The next largest category was $30,000-39,999 in which 177 of the sample

was located.

Data Collection

A leader administered questionnaire was utilized to collect the

data. The group leaders collected the data in a series of group

Pw

meetings. Family members each fombleted questionnaires independently
at these meetings. Phase I involved the use of one group of leaders.

)
Phase II was initlated when response rates fell -below that expected,

and a set of new 1éadefs werg utilized. Leaders were provided with#
research packets which included instructions on how to work with the
famiiies; and how to organize meetings to collect the data. WhedV;he
. NS -
response rate of only 51X per leader was obtained for Phase I, a second
phase of data collection was initiated. This secoﬁd phase of the data
) i*ﬁ

collection was organized by the research team rather"than ‘the
éontracting company and the response rate obtéihed was higher (59%)..

There was a high percentage of *families in both phases (I=49Z and-

I1=40%) that did not participate in the study for some reason (Olson et
al., 1982). 1In total, some data'wa; obtained from 43% of the sampled
families. It Was particularly difficult to obtain data from families
in which the father, mother and adolescent were asked to complete
questidnnaires, (stage 4). The number of families at the adoléscent

stage which completed questionnaires was 261. The presenf research is

focused on this group. Phase I data collection OCCuf}ed.during the

2
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time period June 1981 to November 1981 and Phase II began 1in November
« Y

1981 and was completed by Jaduary 1982.

P

Instrumentation ® “

A fixed answer questior’méire consisting cg‘li scales plus a
o

demographic section was utilized to collect the data. Scales were

developed by the original research team to measure marital and family
. . N

dynamics applicable to both husbands and w#ives, the.refore the same form
was completed by both. For family level variables an._adole;scent form
was also developed by the original researchers. @he scales were
Aextensively pretested in order to ensure reliabilicy #d validity

(Olson et al., 1983)..- This occurred dn the égfly stages of.the

’

original study. The scales were reported in 9etail in the monograph
. 'Q‘K'

ent}tleﬁf Family Inventories: Inventories used in‘a National Survey of"
. . yy .
Families Across the Family Life Cycle (1982). The monograph describes

the development of each instrument, the reliability (internal ~con-

.

sistency and test-retest), validity, scoripg procedures and norms for

-

[%

the vatioix_s scales.

v

-

The Sample .
‘ AFau‘lil‘ies at the "adolescent stage- of the family 1life cycle

constituted the sample for this study. In order for the family to

1

qualif};,' the following criteria were utilized: family membership must

!

contalin an adolescent between the age of thirteen to eighteen and a

Y
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husband and wife; and {ndividual family members must have completed the
appropriate meagﬁres of each specified resource investigated. Two
levels of analysis were utilized in this study, the couple (consisting
of husband and wife) and the fa;ily (consisting of husband, wife and
adolescent). Far the couple level of analysis, completed forms related
to marital satisféction, satisfaction with personality issue,

satisfaction with sexual relationships, satisfacfion with family and

friends, and satisfaction with financial manaéement Mad to be available

N
\

from both members. In addition the family, consisting of the husband,
wife and the adolescent had to have completed the following question-
naires: Family Satisfaction and Quality of Life.

The sample in this analysis for the couple level of analysis
consisted of 201 couples and at the family level of analysis consisted‘
of 138 families. 1In th;s study because of the criteria imposed, the
sample size was smailer than that used by Q}son et al. (1983). The
extensive ad%lysis done at the various level; (individual, couple and
family) in the original study allowed family members' responses to be

retained even when some of the items on the questionnaires were not

completed.

Selection of Variables

Independent variables., The independent variables in the present

analysis are couple resource consistency patterns and family resource
consistency patterns. Regsource consistency 1in this study refers to
the level of agreement of two or more family members regarding their

individual assessment of a specific resource. In order to arrive at
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couple and family‘ resource consistenfy scores, key cduple and family
resources had to be identified. Criteria for selection of variables
was based on the definition of family resources utilized by Olson et
al. (1982) as well as the findings of that study with respect to key
resources across the life cycle, .

In the original study, family resources were defined as those
"marital and family strengths which help them cope more .effectively
with the stresses they encounter” (Olson et al., 1983, p. 19).
Strengths were viewed as a [smaller constellatidn of attributes
encompassed in the larger term resources” (Olson et al., 1983, p. 95).
The results of the Olson study (1983) contrasted the level of selected
couple and family strengths (resources) over the life cycle at each
stage. During the adolescent stage of the family life cycle sixteen
family resources appeared to facllitate pgsitive family adjustment.
The sixteen resources 1dentified fell 1nto these areas: “positive
appraisal of thelr qualityh of llife, marital and family strengths,

-
communication, supportive network of valued friends and relatives,
leisure activities, strong health practices and satisfaction with
children” (Olson et al., 11983, p. 210). Of these sixteen resources,
six ‘were described by Olson et al. (1983) as essential. Five of these

Vd
were resources assessed at the couple level, whereas one was assessed
at the family level. The five couple level . resources were: family
satisfaction with its financial management, liked the personality of
thelr spouse, enjoyed their extended family and friends, the couple had

a good sexual relationship and were happy with their marriage. The one
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family leveﬁiiﬁxource‘identified was the family's overall happiness
with its uniiiy'bf life.

The fi@%:godple level resources identified in the original study
were ones which only the husband and wife provided dgta. For the
family‘ level resources all three members (mother, father and
adolescent) had been.required to complete the appropriate scales;

Based on the original study findings, the resources which were
selected to create the independent variable of resource consistency at
the couple level of analysis.were: marital -satisfaction, satisfaction
with personality and behavior of spouse, satisfaction. with sexual
relationship, satisfaction witb—financial management , and satisfaction
with family and friends. The resource variables selected for the
creation of the indepenQent variable resource consistency at the family
level of analysis were: satisfaction with quality of life, and
assessment of family strength. Fadily strength were added because of
Olson'; et al. (1983) argument that this scale was designated to
measure the constillation of attributes that are part og the family
systems internal resources. This scale measured group ‘characteristics
rather than individual or marftal characteristics. Family strength,

therefore, was designed to assess family level resources just as ENRICH

was designed to measure couple level resources.
&
&

Dependent Variable

The .dependent variable in this study was’COuple and family coping.

Coping 1in this study refers to the complex process which involves
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efforts taken by individual famify members or the total family unit to
manage the stressors encountered.

Based on the original study, the F-COPES scale, which asked family
members go identify the efforts (strategies) they would utilize 1in
response to stressors they encounter, was selected to measure couple
and family coping.

s

Measurement of Independent Variables

Couple Level

Once the resources were identified a resource consistency score

) wés obtained for each couple on each variable. Two categories were
formed, resource consistent or inconsistent. To arrive at this
classification, the frequency distribution describing the scores
achieved by all the husb;:ds and all the wives on eacﬁ resource was
reviéwed. The means for each group on each resource were utilized as
the cutting points for recoding the husbang's and wife's score into
high or low. To determine couple resource consistency patteras,
husbands and wives scoresAwere plotted‘against each other to form a 2x2

table. Four possible groups were determined: (see Table 4.1): (1)

Couple resource consistent - high (resource scores of both members on a

particular variable were above the mean), (2) Couple resource

inconsistent - husband high (husband's resource score was above the

r

a
mean and wife's score was below the mean, (3) Couple resource

inconsistent - wife high (husband's resource score was below the mean

and wife's resource score was above the mean), (4) Couple resource
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consistent - low (resource scores of both members on a particular

variable were below the mean).

Figure 4,1

i

Couple Resource Consistency Patterns

Wife
Level of Resource ‘V’
Level of Resources High Low
Hiéh Resource Resource '
- Consistent Inconsistent
Husband \ (HH) (HL) ;‘
! | — 4
Low Resource Resource i
Inconsistent Consistent
(LH) (LL)

Familz Level

A similar procedure was followed for determining the family's
resource consistency patterns. Frequency distributions were reviewed
for all three groups, mothers, fathers and adolescents. The mean of
each group for each resource was utilized as the cutting poinF for
recoding mother's, father's ‘and adolescent's score as high or low on a
resource. Utilizing the mean as the cutting point results in the
creation of eight possible family resource consistency patterns, two of
these types of consistent patterns and six types of inconsistent
patterns. The two resource consistent patterns are:

(1) Family resource consistent - high (all family members scored above

the mean on a particular variable). (2) Family resource consistent -
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low (all family wmembers scored below the mean on a particular

—~

3

variable).

The six resource 1inconsistent patterns consist of two types of

\

parent-parent coalitions and four types of parént—qhild coalitions.

The parent coalition types are: (1) Family refource inconsistent -

parents high (parents both scored above the mean, the adolescent scdred

below the mean). (2) Family resource inconsistent - parents low

(parents both scored below the<mean; the adolescent scored above the

mean). The four parent-child coalition types are: (1) Family resource

inconsistent - father-adolescent high (father and adolescent scored

“above the mean and mother scored below the mean).. (2) Family resource

inconsietent - father—adolescent .low (father and adolescent scored

below the mean, and mother scored above the mean). (3) Family resource

inconsistent - mother—adolescent high (mother and adolescent scored

above the mean and father scored below the mean). (4) Family resource

inconsistent - wmother—adolescent low (mother and adolescent scored

below the mean and father scored above the mean).

L4

Measurement of Dependent Variable

The dependent variable for this study, coping was measured by
couple and family mean scores and couple énd~family discrepancy scores
obtained from the F-COPES Qcalé. The F-COPES scale asks individuals to
identify "the . typ;s of strategigs they would utilize in response to

stressors they encounter. This will be ‘described in more detail in a

subsequent section. - I
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Family Resource Consistency Patterns

(

Consistent Patterns

Family Resource
Consistent-High
(Mother, Father,
Adolescent-High)

L

Family Resource
"Consistent-Low
(Mother, Father,
Adolescent-Low)

N

Inconsistent Patterns

Parent\Coalitions

R —

Family Resource
Inconsistent
(Both Parents-
High, Adolescent-
Low)

L

—

Family Resource
Inconsistent
(Both Parents-
Low, Adolescent-
High) \

N\

N
N

Parent-Adolescent
Coalitions

‘\

Family Resource
Inconsistent

(Father and
Adolescent~High !
Mo ther—-Low) }

—

Family Resource
Inconsistent
(Father and
Adolescent-Low,
Mother-High)

Family Resource
Incounsistent
(Mother and
Adolescent-High
Father-Low)

Family Resource
Inconsistent
(Mother and
Adolescent-Low
Father-High) J

-
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Instrumentation for Resource Variables: Couplel .

Eﬂi[&ﬁ' Tﬁe Fnrich;ng and Nurturing Relationship Iésues,
Communications and Happiness (ENRICH) scales was developed by Olson,
Fournic and Druckman (l&%l). This scale described Mmarital dynamics for
research, however 1{t can also be utilized as a diagnostic tool for
couples seeking counselling or enrlchment. This sdale consisted of 12
subscales containing 125 items reflecting the; salient content areas
pertaining to marriage. From this scale five subscales were utilized
for the present work.

l. Marital satisfaction. This subscale provides a global measure

of a spouse's perception of satisfaction in the couple’'s marriage. The
areas of the marital relationship assessed include the major categories
in ENRICH: personality characteristics, role responsibil*‘y, communi-
3
cation, conflict resolu;ion, financial concerns, parental responsibil-
-ities, relationships with family and friends, and religious orienta-
tion. This subscale consisted of ten items. High scores are an
indication of compatabiltiy and satisfaction with the various aspects

]
of the couple's marital relationship. The alpha reliability for this

f}
subscale is .81.

( -
2. Personality issues. This subscale contains 12 Likert-tyPe

items which assess the individual's perception of satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction with their spouse's personality and behavior. Some

examples of behaviors measured in this subscale are: temper,

.

tardiness, jealousy, and public demonstration of affection. High

1
All, scales utilized in this secondary analysis are reported in

Appendix A.

-

13
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scores indicate adjustment to one's spouse's behavior. “ The alpha

reliability for this subscale_is .73.

3. Financial management. The purpose of this 10 item Likert

subscale is to assess the attitudes and concerns related to the way
economic 1issues are’ managed within the family relationship. High

scores indicate satisfaction with the way finances are managed and that

.

there 1§ a realistic approach towards financial matters. The alpha

reliablity for this scale is .74.

r

4. Sexual rela®ionship. This subscale consists of ten {tems

designed to measure an individual's feelings and concerns about the
affectional and séxual relationships with one's partner. Several
aspects of this relationship are assessed. For example, satisfaction
with expression of affection, levelef comfort with attitudes; behavior
and ability to discuss sexual issues, decisions related to birth
control and concerns related to sexual fidelity. High scores indicate
satisfaction with the way affection is expressed and a positi;q
attitude towards the role of sexuality in the marriage. The alpha

reliability for this scale is .48.

5. Family and friends. This ten item subscale assesses the

feelings and concerns about the relationships with relatives, inlaws
and friends. Items specifically assess the impact family and friends
have on the marriage, sati;faction with the amount of time spént with
the fam)ly and friends, involvement of partner with family and féiends;

and comfort felt in the presence of each other's family and friends.

f

High scores reflect satisfaction with the relationships with family,

friends and inlaws. The alpha reliability for this subscala-is .72.

-
1

\
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2
Instrumentation for Resource Variables: Family

N

" The scales utilized for this study will be described briefly as

they are reported elsewhere in/detail (Olson et al., 1982).

—~

Family Strength. The Famil} Strength scagle (Olson, Larsen &
4
McCubbin, 1982) consists of two subscales containing 12 items which

N ) N .
require the respondents to select answers on a Lkert-type scale. ~ The

-

selection of items-was guided’/by the recent definition of family

TR
strengths as being a small group of attributes which consist of family

worthiness and competence and results of factor analyses. Family
v

worthiness &:gludes such aspects as trust, loyalty and respect for
4 :
one's family. Seven items reflect this dimension under the spbscale of

hY

Pride. Family competenée assesses the ability of the family group to
handle problematic events. Fi;; items reflected this aspdct under th
s;bscale of Accord.

Cronbach's alpha was completed for each item separately and. then
for the total scale. The overall alpha reliability is .83. The alpha
reliability for the subscale Pride was .88 and .72 for Accord. The
total possible sum score for the Family Strength scale is 60 which

indicated that there was a strong positive orientation towards the

family.

¢
B

¢

2
Copies of the scales utilized in this analysis are presented in
Appendix A.

13
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Quality of Life. Two different Quality of Life forms - one for

parents and another for the adolescent child were developed by Olson
and Barnes (1982). These evaluated each individual's satisfaction with

various aspects of their life. (i%e parents’' form contained forty

Likert-type items {n 12 categories: \marriage and family life, friends,

. -

extended family, health, home, educ?tion, time, religion, employment,
mass media, financial well being, ;;d neighborhood and community. The
adolescent's form contained 25 Likert-type items in 11 categories,
which were generally similar to the parents' form. In the Adolescent
form employment was omitted, time was classified as 1ei$ure, and
marriage and family were modified to focus on family only. Many of the
specific questions were worded differently to reflect the concerns of
each group. _Howev’f, nineteen items were common to both scales.

The alpha reli2dbiliry is .92 for the parents' scale and .86 for
the adolescents scale. A total unweighted sum score was used for both

the total scale and the subscales. Higher scores on these scales

indicated a higher level of perceived satisfaction.

Instrumentation: Dependent Variable

F-COPES (Family Coping Strategies); F-Copes developed by

McCubbin, Larsen and Olsen (1982) contains 29 Likert-type items which
reflect five typeg of internal and external coping strategies fapilies
may‘use to deal with stressful events they encounter. The five types

of strategies are: reframing,.acquiring social support, seeking
spi;itual support, mobilizing the family to acquire and accept help and

passive appraisal. .



The alpha reliability for the overall scale is .86. High scores

indicate that the family is utilizing effective coping strategies 1in
response to problems and difficulties they encounter.

K

Data AnSlysis

Secondary Analysis

In this "research secondary analysis of data was utilized as the
primary research technique. Second;;y analysis of data may be defined
as the “extraction of knowledge in topics other than those which were
the focus of the original survey” (Hyman, 1972, p. 1). Current
financial deficiencies for social science research makes this an
" attractive method of utilizing data more fully. There are several
advantages for doing’secondary analysis: economizing on time, money,
and personnel. This is especlally true due to the vast amount of time,
money and personnel needed to collect data. It is generally considered
‘that approximately 40% of one's budget is allocated for the data
collection phase. The second benefit is related to the fact that the
data is collected without any "intrusion and exaéerbation of social
conflict” (Hyman, 1972, p. 8). Another benefit liés in the fact cthat
it pfeventsvthe same people from being surveyed repeatedly for several
differeqt projects. Lastly it allows a single researchef the
opportunity to utilize nation-wide data.

Secondary ahalysis, has 1its own limitatipns. Secondary analyses
are always limited by the nature and quali?y of the original design and’

the data that was collected. The primary Qapa,may impose constraints
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upon the way the 'present researcher may apprpach a particular problem
(Li, 1981, p. 107).

In conducting secondary analysis, the researcher ne;ds to make

" sure that the data is compatible with the new research questions belng

>

posed. The researcher also needs to kndw exactly how the data was

-

\\iollected. Li (1981) suggests that the documents needed for secondary
analysis of survey data are: a technical report of the design, a code
book, copies of the questiounaire(s), and the data segu

Secondary analysis has been chosen as the means of approach in

-
this research primarily for four reasons:

I. Secondary analysis, provided the opportunity to work with a

. nation-wide survey that had obtained data from a largé sample.

2. Secondary analysis of a data set with a saﬁple of several
family members allowed for the use of the couple and the family as a
unit of analysis. . o i

3. Secoﬁdary analysis allowed for further exploration of
questions related to family resources which were only partially
answered in the originil study.

4, Secondary analysis was more economical than primary research

in relation to time, money and personnel.

N

s / .
Level of Analysis

An important issue confronting family researchers 1is the need to
_develdé and utilize strategies which adequately describe the complexity
of familyllife. Collecting data from more than one family member has

been one strategy and is helpful in illustrating family complexity.
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“When such data is collected the next step {s the development of a
method’which combines the results from multiple family members thus
faciditating analysis at the couple and family level (Thoéson &
Qilliams, 1982). O0Olson and associates (1982, p. 164) suggest that “the
development of family and couple 8cores can be compared to dealing with
a double eéged sword, in that family and couple scores need to be a
concise measure that will cut through the complexity of the marital and
family system, without destroying the {ndividual components that make
up the family system.”

Several gtatistical techniques have been utilized to analyze data
at the éouple .;nd Afamily levels, for example, means, discrepancies,
correlations, and r;grgssions (Kieren, 1983; Glenn & Weaver, 198];
. N -
Tiggle, Peters, Kelley & Vincent, 1982). Researchers such as Moos and
Meos (1976) and Olson and associates (1982) combined family member's
scores to develop family typologies which classify and describe couples
and families rathgr.than variables. As well Olson and associates in
their recent study-(l982) utilized several techniques to analyze data
at the couple and famii§ level: couple mean scores; couple discrepancy
scores, family mean scéres,~£em11y distance scores and family mean 2z
scores. [ |

%

Couple Scores

Couple scores pregent the opportunity to combine individual

perceptions to form a measure of the couple as a unit (Olson et al.,

1982, 5. 164). For this }tﬁdy, couple mean scores and couple

discrepaQey scores will be utilized:

\

N
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Couple mean scores (husband's  score plus  wife's score/2)
summarizes the characteristics of the couple. .The mean score however
eliminates individual differences as well as the extent to which eéch
{ndividual within the relationship differs from one another. Olson and
associates (1983) suggest that the couple mean may be appropriate even
when {t masks_the tndividual differences between the couple. "Because
the couple mean score falls between the individual scores of the
spouses, it may more accurately reflect the behavior of the couple as a
unit” (Olson et al., 1983, p. 272). As a unit, they propose that when
there is wide discrepancy between the couple's perception, the overall
assessment of the couple would be expected to demonstrate a compromise
somewhere between the individual pasitions (Olson et al., 1983) .

Couple discrepancy scores (husband’'s secore minus wife's score or
vise versa, and changing the score to an absolute value) represents the
amount of difference that exists betweel?éhe perceptions of husband and
wife (Olson, et al., 1982). The couple discrepancy score identifies
and highlights the difference between the husband and wife and thus
measures the degree of intercouple agreement.

The couple mean and the couple ~discrepancy scores measure
different aspects of the marital relationship. Olso% and assoclates
(1982) syggest that using both of these scores overcomes the limitation
of the other. C0u§1é mean scores provide a position for the couple on
a scale, however, they conceal the individual differences between the
couple. On the other hand, discrepancy scores emphasize the individual
differences between a bhusband and wife, Therefore, because of the

complementary nature of these two scores, utilizing both scores in the
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same analysis will minimize® the loss of data and maximize the
* 4\
information obtained (Olson et al., 1983). In summary, the couple mean

score provides a description of the couple as a unit, while at the same
‘1me the discrepancy score provides a measure of {inter couple agreement

(Olson et al., 1983).

Family Scores

Because of the need to in¢rease our understanding of the family as
a systeﬁ, several scoring techniques were {dentified by Olson et al.
(1983) as appropriate for use at the family level of analysis, family
mean s8cores, family distance scores and the family mean z. They
furéher suggested that the family mean score was conceptually equal to
the couple mean score and the family distance score was equal to the
couple discrepancy score. The family mean 2z score  was not described
but was suggested for variables in which parent adolescent norms were
different (Olson et al., 1983, p. 279).

For this study family mean scores and family discrepancy scores

were utilized. Calculation of these scores 1is similar to the

calculatiomr of couple mean and discrepancy scores.

Method of Analysis

Research Question One: .

Question one posed in Chapter I asked "what is the nature of

consistency patterns on selected resources for couples at the
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adolescent stage of the family life cycle?” For this question a

hypothesis was not stated.

A frequency distribution for each selected resource was reviewed
to determine the resource consistency pattern for this sample at the
couple level. A Chi quare Goodness of Fit test was utilized to
determine whether the observed distribution differed from chance.

In addition a McNemar test (Slegel, 1956) was used to test for
significant differences in the proportion of the sample in each

resource consistency group for each selected resource.

Research Question Two: Q?

Question two as stated in Chapter 1 asked “"What 1s the nature of
resource consistency patterns on selected resources for families at the
adolescent stage of the family life cycle?” A hypothesis was not
stated for this question.

Frequency distributions for each selected resource was reviewed to
determine the 'resource consistency pattern for this sample at the
family level. Again a Chi Square Goodness of Fit test was utilized to
determine whether the observed distribytion differed from chance.
Following this, the McNemar test (Siegel, 1956) was performed to detect

[ ]
any significant differences between the proportion of subjects
identified in each resource consistency group.

.

Regearch Question Three:

Question three posed in Chapter I asked "what is the relationship

between the particular couple resource consistency pattern for selected
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couple resources and the couples' coping score?” For this question the
general hypothesis was that the mean coping scores 1in each couple
resource consistency group were equal.

One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and the Scheffe test were the
statistical techniques utilized to determine the relationship between
the indépendent variables and the dependent variable. Analysis of
Variance is "a statistical technique that assesses the effect of one or
more categorical independent variables, measured at any level upon a
continuous dependent variable that {s usually assumed to be measured at
an interval level” (Nie et al.g, 1975, p. 9). It is used to test the
significant differences between the means of a number of different

groups (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1970).

Research Question Four:

Question four asked “What 1is the relationship betwee&' the
particular family resource consistency pattern on selected family
resources and the family coping score?” The general hypothesis stated
for this question was that the mean coping scores in all family
resource consistency groups were equal.

This question was approached in the same way as question 3. One
way Analysis of Variance and the Scheffe test were the statistical
techniques utilized. A significance level of <.05 was established for

all statistical tests.

Y
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CHAPTER V

RESULTS

This chapter describes the demographic characteristics of the
sample utilized for the secondary analysis. In addition, it reports
the results of the tests of each of the eight hypotheses derived to
answer the research questions outlined in-Chapter III. A discussion of
the results pertinent to each research question and any relevant

hypotheses follows each section.

6‘ Description of the Sample

The study sample consisted of 201 couples and 138 three person
families at the adolescent stagé who met the criteria for inclustian
reported in Chapter 1IV. Because the data were to be analyzed at two
levels - couple and family, sixty-three more hudbands and wives were
included even though their adolescent son or daughter did not have
coﬁplete data for the family level of analysis. This was slightly
lower than the number included in the Olson et al. (1983) analysis in
that only couples and families with complete data on the selected
variables were included in the present analysis.

Couples in this study had been married on the average of 18.6
yvears, the range was 5 to 39 years. This was the first marriage for
85.5% of husbands and 82.6% of the wives in the sample. The age of the
parents in the sample ranged from 31 to 57 years of age, the mean Delng
41 years. The age of the adolescents in this sample ranged from 13
years to 18 with the mean being 16 years.

102
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The parents in this sample were relatively Qell educated. A high
school diploma or better was achieved.vby 97.67 of the wives and 96.17%
of the husbands. A variety of occupations were held by both the
husbands and wives in this study. For exampig, thirty-five percent of
the wives were homemakers, twenty percent were in professional
eccupations and eighteen percent were in sales, technical and clerical
emplgyment. Of the wives employed outsidevof the home, 317 were
employed full time and 267 part time. Husbands also were employed 1n a
variety of occupations, with 427 employed in professionél positions.
Full time employment characterized the largest percentage of husbands.
The modal income group for the families in this sample was between
$20,000-$29,999 with 29% of the group achieving this level.

Comparing these demographic characteristics with those reported’by
Olson_in his original study of families at the adolescent stage (1983,

i

pp. 21-34), the sample of the present study does not differ substan-

tially.

The Research Questions

The presentation of the results will summarize the data relevant
to each research question.

Question One. General question. What is< the
nature of resource consistency patterns on selected
resources for couples at the adolescent stage of
the family 1{fe cycle?

Specific questions:
(a) What is the nature of the resource consistency
pattern for marital satisfaction for couples at the
adolescent stage of the family cycle?

¢



(b) What 1is the nature of resource consistency
patterns for satisfaction with personality 1issues
and behavior of one's spouse for ¢ouples at the
adolescent stage of the family life cycle? o

-
-

(c) What is the nature of the resource consistency
patterns for satisfaction with the sexual relation-
ship for couples at the adolescent stage of the .
family life cycle?

(d) What 1is the nature of resource consistency
patterns for satisfaction with family and frjends
for couples at the adolescent stage of the .family
life cycle?

(e) What 1is the nature of resource consiftency
patterns for satisfaction with financial menagement
_for couples at the adolescent stage of the family
life cycle?

The distribution of resource consistency patterns for the five
resources studied are reported in Table 5.1. The &man was used as a
breaking point for recoding individual raw scores into high.or low
categories on a particular resource.

Looking at the distributions of all the resources examined,
between 57 and 647 of the couples were classified as resource
consistent (boﬁh members having scores which fell into the same group
either high or low). The distribution of the remaining couples which
were located in the resource inconsistent groups ranged from a low of-
327 on the sexual relationship resource to a high of 43% on tﬁe
financial management resource.

It is noteworthy that all four possible resource consistency
patterns were well represented but the majority of couples fell into
the resource consistent rather than inconsistent categories. This is
noteworthy given previous research which has studied the concept of
consistency or agréement between spouses (Larsen, 1974). In previous-

research, which has utilized correlations as a measure of consistency,

L]
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correlation coefficients have tended to be low between husband and wife
indicating low agreement or consensus oOn even concrete matters such as
level of income.

It is also interesting to note that the percentage of couples in
the consistent categories appeared to be greater for marital
satisfaction, personality issues and satisfaction with thefr sexual
relationship than for family and friends, and financial management
resources. The commonality between these resources may be thelr
association with core aspects of the marital relationship whereas
family and friends and financial management may be more peripheral 1in
that they do not deal with internal relationship qualities.

A/ closer look at each of the major groups, consi;tent and
inconsistent, reveals that the largest percentage of couples located in
the resource consistent low group for four of the five resources. The
one exception was the resource, financial management. On this
particular resource, the largest percentage of couples was located in
the resource consistency group in which the ﬁusband:s score was above
the mean and the wife's below.

Having answered this particular res¥arch question about the
distribution of resource consistency patterns, a further qugstion was
generated by the data. Did the distribution which was observed differ\
from that which would be expected by chance? , A 2X2 Chi Square Goodness
of Fit test was run for each of the five resources. The results are

reported in Table 5.2. /
/
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s Table 5.1
Percentage Distribution: Couple Resource Consistency Patterns
Resource Consistency Pattern
Resource Consistent Incedisistent
\ ,
} (1) LL 2 (HH) 3 (HL) 4 (LH)
Marital Satisfaction pA 34 307 18 18 °
N l(69) . (60)) L€36) 1(36)
647 36%
Personality Issues pA 35 31 18 16 Lo
N 1(71)\, (63) 1(332_ M(32)
667 347%
Sexual Relationship % 38 20 15.5 16.5
: K
N ’(76); (61)J (31) 9 (33),
687 32%
g
Family and Friends % 32 2$ 18 32
N 64 S4 . 37 (46
NCON D) 676,
597 T 41%
Financial Management p4 28 29 ' 34 9
N (57)  (58) (68) (18).
L_’ﬁ/'__J l N/ !
57% < - 437%

N = 201

Key: Resource Coasistency Patterns

1 = Consistent low - both members low (LL)

2 = Consistent high - both members high (HH)

3 = Inconsistent - Husband high - wife low - (HL)
4 = Inconsistent - Husband low - wife high - (LH)

o
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Results of the chi square test indicated that the observed
distributions differed significant{y from that which would be expected
by.chance on all five coupie resource variables. The obtainet Xz was
significant at the ,001 level for the resource variables of marital
satisfaction, satisfaction with persbnality issues and behabior,
financial management, and sexual relationships whereas the X2 was
significant at the .05 level for the resource variable of family a&d
friends.

The McNemar test (Siegel, 1956) was also utilized as a test of
proportions to determine whether the observed proportions 1in each
resource consistency group for a particular resource were statistically
different from one another. The tests which were statistically
significant are reported in Table 5.3 Reports of the non-significant
McNemar test results for each couple resource are reported in Table
B.1, Appendix B). ,

Results of the McNemar test indicated that the observed proportion
of couples who fell into group ! (LL) and group 2 (HH) were not
gsignificantly different from ;ne another on any resource variable (see
Table B.1, Appendix B). On only one resource, financial management, was
there a statistically significant difference between the proportions in
group 3 (HL) and group 4 (LH). When each resource was examined
separately (see Table 5.3), it was found that on _the six proportions
tests run on the sexual relationship variable, four showed statisti-
cally significant differencesvbetween the proportions in each resource
. tonsistency group. The tests between the differences in proportions
between group 1 (LL) .versus group 2 (HH) and group 3 (HL) versus group

4 (LH) were not statistically significant. A similar pattern emerged
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Table 5.2

Results of Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test
for Couple Resources

Resource Resource Consistency Group
Consistent Inconsistent
Marital Group 1 (LL) 2 (HH) 3 (HL) 4 (LH)
Satisfaction Observed 69 60 36 36
Expected 50.25 50.25 50.25 50.25 .
chi sqhére D.F. Significance
16.970 3 0.001
Personality Group 1 (LL) 2 (HH) 3 (HL) 4 (LH)
Issue Observed 71 63 35 32
Expected 50.25 50.25 50.25 50.25
’ Chi Square D.F. Significance
, 23.060 3 0.000
Sexual Group 1 (LL) 2 (HH) 3. (HL) 4 (LH)
Relationship Observed 76 61 31 32
Expected 50.25 50.25 50.25 50.25
Ch1i Square D.F. Significance
28.791 3 0.000
"Family and Group 1 (LL) 2 (HH) 3 (HL) 4 (LH)
Friends Observed 76 54 37 46
Expected 50.25 50.25 50.25 50.25
Chi Square D.F. Significance
79 896 3 0.048
Financial Group 1 (yL) 2 (HH) 3 (HL) 4 (LH)
Management Observed 57 58 68 18
Expected 50.25 50.25 50.25 50.25
Chi Square D.F. "\ Significance
29.070 3 0.000
Key:

Group = Resource Consistency Group

1 = Consistent low - both Husband - Wife Low (LL)
2 = Consistent high—- both Husband - Wife High (HH)
3 = Inconsistent - Husband High - Wife Low (HL)

4 = Inconsistent - Husband Low - Wife HIgh (LH)



Variable

Groups

Sexual
Relation-
ship

Family
and
Friends

Marital
Satisfact-
ion

Personal-
ity Issues

Financial
Manage—
ment
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Table 5.3
Statistically Significant McNemar Tests for
Couple Level Vatiables by Groups

Couple Resource Consistency Groups

1 (HH) 1 (HH) 2 (HH) 2 (HH) 3 (HL)
by 3 (HL) by 4 (LH) by 3 (HL) by 4 (LH) by 4 (LH)

Chi :
Square 18.09 16.18 9.14 7.75
2 tailed 0.000* 0.000* 0.002%* 0.000%*

p a

Chi
Square 6.69
2 tailed 0.010%* *

P

Chi
Square 9.75 9.75 5.51 5.51
2 tailed 0.002%* 0.002* 0.019* 0.019*

P

[ 4

Chi

Square 11.56 14.02 7.44 9.44

2 tailed 0.001% 0.001%* 0.006* 0.002%*
p

Chi 19.25 20.01 27.92
Square 0.000* . 0.000%* 0.000*
2 tailed

P

*Statistically Significanf <.05

Key:

-

W N -
[ '}

Consistent Low - both Husband and Wife Low (LL)
Conistent High - both Husband - Wife High (HH)
Inconsistent - Husband High - Wife Low (HL)
Inconsistent - Husband Low - Wife Highs(LH)

A\
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pattern emerged for the marital satisfaction and personality 1issues

variables.

Different results are apparent for both the family and friends,

and financial management resource variables. On the family and friends

variable, the differences {n proportions between group I (LL) and group «¢

3 (HL) were statistically significant. With respect to the financial
management resource variable, statistically significant results were
obtained between the proportions in group 1 (LL) versus group 4 (LH),

»
group 2 (HH) versus group 4 (LH), and group 3 (HL) versus group 4 (LH).

One wonders whether the commonality in the findings might not be
related to the 1importance of the marital satisfaction, sgxual
relationship and personality issues resources to different and wmore
central aspects of the couple relationship. Chapter VI will discuss

this in more detail.

Question 2. General question. What is the nature
of resource consistency patterns on selected family
resources for families at the adolescent stage of
the family life cycle?

Specific Questions. .
(a) What 1s the nature of family resource
consistency patterns for perceived family strengths
for families at the adolescent stage of the family
life cycle? 5 *

(b) What 1is the nature of' resource consistency
patterns for perceived quality of life for families
at the adolgscent stage of the family life cycle?

The percentage of families located 1in the various resource
consistency groups which were arrived at by dgvelopiqg a cross
tabulation table for mother's, father's and adolegceﬁt's scores on each
resource are presented in Table 5.4. It isiapparenqpthat no single

type of family resource pattern exists for this sampIEf/althOugh the

|
N -
L

~
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1 . Yargest ‘per‘céntage again fell into group one (LL) for both of the
i

EJ‘ f@\l)‘;\ level resources: Quality of Life and Family Strength. A fairly
: X p )

7‘§"éven distribution of families wgre bcated in the various-mim‘()nqistent

‘@bd’s. A somewhat surprising result was the high percent‘@gg of

Sfamilies; located in the parent-adolescent coalition groups (labelled

'y
Q\égm.by a parent and adolescent scoring similarly, either high or low) .
R o

As well, there was a nearly even split between mother-adolescent

coalitions kand»fa‘ther—adolescent coalitions in all specified resource

. A
categories‘. No comparison was made which was based upon sex of

adolescent and. sex @f parent in the determination of a particular

‘ coalition.
* ¢

It is evident that family> resource consistency patterns are more
/ .

complex than couple patterns due to the number of perceptions to be
considered in arriving at a pattern. It would therefore be less likely

)
for consistency among family members to occur. One must note that

while the percentage of families which fell into the consistent groups
' L 4

was lower than that for couples, the percentages were still 45% for

quality of life and 52% for perception of family strength. Again, one

A

4
might examine the nature of each of these resourWables carefully
&
\ in order to begin to explain the differences in the .tumber of families
‘r\v_', '
who reported similar perceptions. One might ask whether there are some

aspects of family life in which it 1is easier to develop shared

perspectives.



Table 5.4

Percentage Distribution of Family Resource Consistency Patterns

Resource

Family Consi§tent Family Inconsistent

P/A Coalition Parent Coalition

/ N
F/A M/A
Family Strength 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8
T U T A A
. 52% l‘167‘, \ ,,lﬁEJ 16%
: 32% ,
{1 _ e ————— = mme !
487
Quality of Life 23 19 7 12 9.5 9.5, 9 11
I —, — 1 B
¢
42% 19% : 197% | 207%
-—_ -
387%
. _ﬂ,____.__£_~____~———1,~‘—~—~
58%

N = 138

Key:

Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group

Group
Group

w N
N R

\

b

Resource Consistent Low - (LLL)

Resource Consistent High - (HHH) Family Consistent
Resource Inconsistént

- (Father, Adolescent Resource High - (FAH)W

Resource Inconsistent ., Parent/

- (Father, Adolescent Resource Low) - (FAL) Adolescent
Resource Inconsistent r Coalitions
- (Mother, Adolescent Reosurce High) - (MAH)

Resoulce Inconsistent .

» (Mother, Adolescent Resource Low) - (MAL)
(Parents Resource High) - (PH)‘t .
Resource Inconsistent . Parent Coalition

- (Parents Resource Low) - (PL)




A 3x3x3 Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test was again run tor each
family resource to determine {f the observed proportions In each of the
eight consistency groups differed from that which would have been
expected by chance. In both the quality of life an& family streungth
resource tests, the proportions in each of the eight consistency groups
varied significantly from chance. This 1is to say that the observed
proportions in each group differed from that which would have been
expected by chance. The results are reported in Table 5.5.

The McNemar test was utilized again as a test of proportions to
determine whether the observed proportions in each group were
statistically different from each other. This meant comparing the
proportions in each group,with every other resource consistency group
for a total of fifty-six proportions test. For family strength only
thirteen of these tests were statistically significant. On the quality
of life resource nine tests were statistically significant. These are
reported in Table 5.6. The remaining data regarding these tests may be
found in Table B.2 in Appendix B.

Question three. What is the relationship between
the particular resource consistent pattern on
selected couple resources and the couple mean
coping score?
For this research question the null hypothesis tested was that
the mean couple coping scores in each resource consistency group were

~

- ,equal. This general hypothesis was tested separately for each of the

.

five 'resources: marital satisfaction, satisfaction with sexual
relationship, satisfaction with financial management, satisfaction with

family and friends, and satisfaction with personality issues. The

general hypothesis, however was developed into two speciffc hypotheses

\

Y



Group

Observed
Expected

Group

Observed
Expected

Key:

Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group

Group

Group

w N~

Table 5.5

Results of the Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test
For Family Level Resources
Resource: Quality of Life
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
32 26 10 17 12 15 13 13
17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 «17.25 17.25
Chi Square D.F. Significance
24.09 7 0.001
Resource: Family Strength .
1 2 3 4 9 6 7 8
47 25 10 12 12 10 12 10
17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25 17.25
Chi Square D.F. Significance
68.73 7 0.000

Family Resource Consistency Pattern

Resource Consistent Low - (LLL)

Resource Consistent High - (HHHZI

Resource Inconsistent
-~ (Father, Adolescent
Resource Inconsistent
-~ (Father, Adolescent
Resource Inconsistent
- (Mother, Adolescent
Resource Inconsistent
- (Mother, Adolescent
Resource Inconsistent

- (Parents Resource High) - (PH)

Resource Inconsistent

- (Parents Resource Low) - (PL)l

l
Resource High) - (FAH)

Resource Low) - (FAL)
Resource High) - (MAH)

Resource Low) - (MAL)
~

Parent

{ Family Consistent

Parent/
Adolescent
Coalitions

Coalition



Statistically Significant McNemar Test

Table 5.6

tor

Family lLevel Variables by Resource Consistency Group

Variaglg

Family Strength

Groups

Group 1 by 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Chi Square 6.12 22.74 19.59 19.59 22.737 19.59 22.74
2 tailed p 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 Q.000
Group 2 by 3 4 5 6 7 8
Chi Square 5.60 3.8 3.89 5.60 3.89 5.60
2 tailed p 0.022 0.05 0.05 0.02 .05 .02
Quality of Life
Group 1 by 3 5 6 7 8
Chi Square 10.50 8.10 5.46 7.20 7.20
2 tailed p 0.001 0.004 0.02 0.007 0.007
Group 2 by 3 5 6 7 8
Chi Square 6.25 4.45 3.69 3.69
2 tailed p 0.012 0.04 0.05 0.05
*Statistically Significant < .05
N = 138
Key:
Group = Resource Consistency Pattern
Group 1 = Resource Consistent Low - (LLL)W‘ Family Consistent
Group 2 = Resource Consistent High - (HHH)
Group 3 = Resource Inconsistent -

~ (Father, Adolescent Resource High) - (FAH)
Group 4 = Resource Inconsistent Parent/

- (Father, Adolescent Resource Low) - (FAL) 5 Adolescent
Group 5 = Resource Inconsistent " Coalitions

- (Mother, Adolescent Resource Low) - (MAH)
Group 6 = Resource Inconsistent

- (Mother, Adolescent Resource Low) - (MAL) ;
Group 7 = Resource Inconsistent

- (Parents Resource High) - (PH

Group 8 = Resource Inconsistent Parent Coalition

(Parents Resource Low) - (PL)



for each

resource, one uslng group mean scores on the coping

one uéing group discrepancy scores.

General Hypothesis for Question Three.
Null hypothesis H : np T o, Tongy Ty

Alternate hypothesis H,: i # py tor some i, i

Specific hypothesis for Question three.
A. The mean coping scores 1in each resource

consistency group for the resource marital
satisfaction are equal.

B. The mean discrepancy coping scores in each
resource consistency group for the resource marital
satisfaction are equal.

C. The mean coping scores In each resource
consistency group for the resource personality
issues are equal.

D. The mean discrepancy coplng scores in each
resource consistency group for the resource
personality issues are equal. '

E. The mean coping scores 1in each resource
consistency group for the resource satisfaction
with the sexual relationship ar equal.

F. The mean discrepancy coping scores for each
resource consistency group for the resource
satisfaction with the sexual relationship are
equal.

G. The mean coping scores in each resource
consistency group for the resource gsatisfaction
with family and friends are equal.

H. The mean discprenancy coping scores in each
resource consistency group for the resource
satisfaction with family and friends are equal.

I. The mean coping scores in each resource
consistency group for the resource satisfaction
with financial management are equal.

J. The mean discrepancy coping scores in each
resource consistency group for the resource
gsatisfaction with financial management are equal.

116

scale and

A one way analysis of variance test was used . to test each

hypothesis with a post hoc comparison, Scheffe procedure

(Seigel,



1956), utilized for each significant ANOVA test. The findings related

to each hypothesis are summarized according to specific resources.

Marital Satisfaction

The resultg® of the one way ANOVA test indicates that null
hypothesis A was rejected (Table 5.7). There was a significant
difference (p<.05) among the couple mean coping scores of the four
resource consistency groups. The post hoc comparison (Siegel, 1956)
determined that the mean of group two (HH) was significantly different
(p <.05) from the mean of group one (LL). The ANOVA test of hypothesis
B using the group mean discrepancy scores on the coping variable did
not allow rejection of the null hypothesis. Table C.1 1in Appendix C

reports the test results for hypothesis Bl.

Personality Issues

Null hypothesis C was rejected (Table 5.7). The follow-up
comparison (Siegel, 1956), determined that the mean coping score of
group two (HH) was significantly different (p<.05) from that of group
one (LL).

Null hypothesis D wag not rejected. Results of this test are

reported in Table C.2 in Appendix C.

1
Only statistically significant tests are reported in the text of the
thesis.



Sexual Relationship

A\

The null hypothesis E, using couple mean scores was also rejected.
There was a significant difference (p<.05) between at least onekcouple
resource consistency group. The follow-up comparison test (Siegel,
1956), as 1s 1indicated that here was a statistically significant
difference between coping scores in group two (HH) and group one (LL)
at the .01 level and a statistically significant difference between
group three (HL) and group one (LL).

The null hypothesis F using couéle discrepancy scores was not

rejected. Results of this test are reported in Table C.2 in WMppendix

C.

Family and Friends

The null hypothesis G and H for this resource category were not
rejected in the ANOVA test using either couple mean scores or couple
discrepancy scores. There was no statistically significant difference
between the mean coping score or mean discrepancy score of the four
resource consistency groups. All resource groups' coping scores were
similar. Results of this test are reported in Table C.2 in Appendix C.

»

Financial Management

The findings related to this resource category indicated that the
null hypothesis I apd J were not rejected using either couple mean or
couple mean discrepancy scores. There was no statistically significant
difference between the coping scores of the various couple resource
consistency groups. Results of these tests are reported in Table C.2

in Appendix C.



Table 5.7

Analysis of Vartance for Couple Resource

Consistency Patterns and Cfoup Mean Coping Score

A ™
Score D.F. S.S. M.S. F. pP.
Marital Satisfaction
Between Groups 3 1024 .46 341.49 4.289 0.006
Within Groups 197 15719.57 79.79
total 200 16744.02
Scheffe
Mean Groups
90.195 1 1 4
94.194 4
94.472 3
95.466 2 *

Personality Issues

Between Groups 3 1147.69 382.57 4.83 0.003
Within Groups ( 197 15596.32 79.17

Total %V 200 16744 .02

Scheffe

Mean Groups 1 3

90.76 Group 1 ' .

91.95 3

93.95 4

96.42 2 *

Sexual Relationship

Between Groups -3 1253.92 417.97 5.32 0.002
Within Groups 197 15490.13 78.63

Total 200 16744 .04

Scheffe 5<\\

Mean Groups 1 4
90.14
93.91
95.51
95.74

w N~ -
*
*

* 05 level
** (01 level



Analysis of Varian&s/ziﬁjéz}(iig out to determine the relationship

between couple resource consistency patterns and couple coping scores.
Couple mean coplng scores and couple discrepancy scores were utilized
to measure the cShple as a unit. The couple mean score determined the
position of the husbands and wives in the various resource consistency

8

groups on the coping variable. Conversely, couple discrepancy scores
were utilized to illuminate the degree of difference betweeen husban;;'
and wives' perception in the various resource consistency groups on the
coping variable. The A?BVA and post hoc comparison tests indicate that
there were SCatistiéaily significant differences in the couple mean
coping iFores between group one (LL) and group two (HH) on the marital
satisfaction, personality issues and sexual relationship variables. It
was further noted that there was also a significant difference in the
mean score between group one (LL) and group three (HL) on the sexual
relationship variable. Results of the Schéffe test indicated that the
means for the couple coping scores were greater for group two (HH)band
group three (HL) 1in comparison to group one (LL). That is, group two
(HH), and group three (HL) had. higher coping scores which indicated
more effective coping strategies utilized'by the couple in response to
problems and difficulties they encountered. Further to this, there
were no significﬁnt differences among the mean or discrepancy scores on
the coping variable within any couple resource consistency group for
either the family and friends and financial management variables.
Question four: Wh;t is the relationship between
particular resource consistency patterns in

selected family resources and .the family coping
score?



121
In this research question the null hypothesis tested was ‘that the
mean family coping scofes 1In each resource consistency group were
equal. This general hypothesis was tested sep;rately for e;ch of the
two Tresources: family strength and quality of life. The general
hypothesis was further developed into two specific hypotheses for each

resource, one using group mean raw scores on the coping scale and one

using group mean discrgpancy scores.

Gerneral Hypothesis for Question Four
Null hgpothesis Hot M} = up = B3 = uy = ug = ug = uy = uy
Alternate hypothesis H : 4 7 uj for some 1, j

Specific hypothesis for Question Four

A. The mean coping scores 1in each resource
consistency group for the resource family strength -
are equal.

B. The mean discrepancy coplng scores in each
resource consistency group for the resource family
strength are equal.

%

C. The mean coping scores in each resource
~consistency group for the resource quality of life
are equal.

D. The mean discrepancy coping scores 1in each
resource consistency group for the resource quality
of life are equal. h

A one way ‘analysis of variance test was used to test each
hypothesis. The findings related to each hypothesis are ‘summarized

H
according to specific resources.

Family Strengths

"The findings related to this resource category indicated that the
null hypotheses A and B were not rejected using either family mean or

family mean discrepancy scores. "There was no statistically significant



difference between the coping scores of the various family resource
consistency groups. Results of these tests are reported in Table C.3

in Appendix C.

Qualfity of Life

The null hypotheses C and D for this resource category were not
rejected i? the ANOVA test using either family mean scores or family
discrepancy scores. There was no statistically sigunificant difference
between the meah coping score or mean discrepancy score of the elght
family resource consistency groups. All family resource groups' coping
scores were sufficiently similar. Results J;Lthis test are reported in

Table C.3 in Appendix C.

A summary and discussion of the findings of this study will be

presented as they relate to each question in Chapter VI.

. ;T »



CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Family resources have been {dentified as fmportant variables in
this process. The purpose of this study was to examine the resource
consistency patterns of a set of selected couple and family resources

toem—.
and the relationship between the 1identiffed resource patterns and
couple and family coping scores. The study utilized a data base from a
national United States study (Olson et al., 1983). Mothérs‘, fathers'
and adolescents' responses to a questionnaire provided the data. This
fnvestigation utilized the double ABCX model (McCubbin et al., 1983) of
stress and coping as a theoretical model. Resource consistency was
viewed as a facilitating element of the B factor of the model. 1{ was
argued that families consisting of 1nd1v13uals with’similar and high
levels of resources would have higher coping scores than would families
consisting of individuals with similar and low levels or discrepant
levels of resources. The analysis involved using two levels of

analysis - couple and family.

The major'findings related to‘each question will be-summarized and

discussed. Following this discussion, the limitations of the study

will be identified and suggestions made for future research.

Question One:

What is the nature of the resource consistency patterns on
selected resources for couples at the adolescent stage of the family
life cycle?

123
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Major Findings

1. Four couple resource consistency patterns emerged. Two
resource consistent patterns and two resource Inconsistent patterns.

2. The largest percentage of couples were located in the couple
resource consistent group in which both:« husbands' and wifes' scores
were below the mean on each specific resource.

3. The results of the Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test indicated
that the observed distribution differed significantly from tggt thch
" would be expected by chance on all couple resource variables.

4. The results of the McNemar test (a test of differences 1in
chaqggs of proportion for dichotomous variables) iqdicated that there
were significant differences between the proportions in various groups.
The significant differences were between:

(a) group onen(LL) and group three (HL) in the sexual relation-
ship, family and friends, mgrital satisfaction, personality issues, and
financial management resoyrce variables. .

(b) group one (LL) and group four (LH) Iin the resource variables
of sexual relationship, marital satisfaction, personality 1issues, and
fipancial management .

(c) group two (HH) and group three (HL) in the resource variables
of sexual relationship, marital satisfaction and personality issues.

(d) group two (HH) ;nd group four (LH) in the resource variables
of sexual relationship, marital satisfaction, personality 1issues, and
financigl management .

(e) group three (HL) and gr&up four (LH) in the resource variable

»

of financial management.



Discussion

The results clearly indicated that the majority of couples were
resource consistent, in that both partners’' level of agreement was In
the same specified range. This could be considered a somewhat
surprising result considering the previous studies wutilizing cor-
relation as an index of agreement.

In previous discussions of agreement, it was established that
consistency may be conceptualized in different ways. One way 1is to
view consistency as the degree to which family members view family life

in exactly the same way. This would then be labeled absolute or

\complete consistency. Consistency when conceptualized in this manner

‘then would have but one form X1 = X2. Correlations have been used to
measure the degree of absolute or complete congistenéy between family
me;BEYG\ The second way ‘consistency may be conceptualized, js
agreement within a particular range, the specified range .being
arbitrarily determined. Consistency between family members would exist

, .
if both family members' perceptions of various aspects of family life

fall within the specified range. This was the concegfﬁ&figation
. i
utilized in-this study.

Given these two ways ‘of determining consistency between family
members, it 1is not surprising that the results differ between the
cqrrelation estimate of consistency and the range estimate. The more
imp%i}ant questioﬁ, however, 1is which of those methods 1s most
appto$riate to describe the couple or family reality? It could be

argued that defining "consistency” as agreement within a range offers a

better approximation of a sHared perspective in family units than does

I'd
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complete agreement. Family members experlence comman events, vet their

AN

perceptions are always filtered by their unique dévelopmental tasks,
differing observational and evaluati{on skills and the distractions f{n
]

their environment. In addition,\the agreement within a range method
<

allows for the identification of several ways of acliieving cousistency.
. &

The recognition of resource consis;ent couples who both have h?gh
lexels of a particular resource, ,as well as resource couples who both
have low levels of that resource, allows for separating out couples who
are indeed consistent (have high Correlations)‘ but achieve that
consistency by having iow sco}es. In terms of reésource variables, this
may be of particular importance since two individuals with similar low
levels of a resource have a smaller resource p091 than would "two

v
individuals with similar high levels of that resource. The {impact of

2

consistency or agreement on the level of a resource may therefore be

influenced by }he manner in which consistency is achieved - two low
scores or two high scores. The present research did only a small scale
test of this factor.. . \

The findings further indicated that the percentage distribution of
couples in the resource consistency groups were remarkedly similar for

»

the resource variables of marital satisfaction, personality 1issues,

, ]

sexual relationships and family and friends, in that the largest
percentage of couples fell into the resource consistent-low groups..The
only exception to this being the financial management variable where
the largest percentage of couples fell into the inconsistent group in

which the husband's score was higher than the wife's score. This

pattern 1is highly suggestive of a traditional sex role division of
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labor, based upon expressive and instrumental roles. The f{ustrumental
role has been typically reserved for the husband/father (Boss, 1980;
Brim, 1965). While questionnaire data do not allow us to explore this
{nterpretation in depth it does suggest that tﬂe type of resource
variables on which family wmembers agree or d;sagree may be another
factor to explore when looking at patterns of resource consistency
between familyvmembers. There may be some resources or issues in which
it is easier to achieve similarity between family members either

because the particular variable or resource is contributed to directly

]

by both members (as in the case of marital satisfaction or sexual
satisfaction) or /because there-are fewer normative prescriptionsaab0ut
the attainment of particular levels of that resource. This interesting
and dynamic aspect of achieving resource consistency within family
groups needs further exploration.

[ largest percentage of families were located in the resource
consistent low group. This group, even though they are in agreement,
possessed a lower or limited level of the specified resources. This

- -
pattern of consistency needs to be given serious consideration as
previous literature has not explicitly dealt with how agreement had
been achieved only whether it had been achieved. For example, 1t was
not noted whether the members were consistent high, consistent low or
consistent somewhere between these two ranges. The patterns or types
of consigtency within families are important aspects to be considered
by profeésionals working with families, It emphasizes the importance

of viewing each family as unique and thus the need to assess families

to determine their level of agreement in order to direct health

"4
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promotion and/or intervention to their needs. It further has
{mplications for program development for both the families and

fndividuals or groups of individuals who will be working with families.

The findings clearly indicated that for several variables, couples
who were resource consistent low, had lower coping scores than either
the resource consistent high group or the two resource {inconsistent
groups. This implies that the size of the couples' resource pool may
be an important factor to consider. Hess and Handel (1967) argued that
families that agreed on basic family issues would be able to direct
their energies towward promoting healthy family functioning, whereas
families with limited agreement needed to direct their energies towards
maintenance. In addition it could be argued that couples in which both

“

partners have low levels of a particular resource have a smaller

resource pool to draw from than those with high levels.

Question Two:

What 1is the nature of resource consistency patterns on selected
family resources for families at the adolescent stage of the family

life cycle?

Major Findings

1. Eight family resource consistency patterns emerged - two
resource consistency, two resource inconsistent - parent coalition, and

four resource inconsistent - parent/adolescent coalition,

¢
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2. The percentage of families located in the varlous resource
consistency groups, which were developd by cross tabulation, indicated
that the greatest percentage of families was located in response
consistent groups. Of the consistent families, the lagest percentage
of families was located in the resource consistent-low group.

3. Families which were classified as following Into resource
inconsistent groups were evenly distributed among the resource
inconsistent groups.

4. The Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test which was run to determine
1f the observed proprotions in each of the eight resource consistent
groups indicated that the observed distributed differed significantly
from chance on both Quality of Life and Family Strength resource
variables.

5. The results of the McNemar test of proportions indiated that
there were significant differences between the proportions of families
included 1in each resource consistency group in the resource variables
of Quality of Life and Family %trengths. The statistically significant
differences were between the proportions observed in:

(a) group one (LLL) and group three (FAH); group four (FAL),
group five (MAH), group six (MAL), group seven, (PH), and group eight
(PL) in the resource variable Family Strength.

(b) group two (HHH) and group three (FAH), ‘group four (FAL),
- group five (MAH), groﬁp six (MAL), group seven (PH), and group eight
(PL) in the resource variable Family Strength, |

(C), group one (LLL) and group three (FAH), group five (MAH),

group six (MAL), group seven (PH), and group eight (PL) in the resource
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variable Quality of Life.
(d) group two (HHH) and group three (FAH), group five (MAH),
group seven (PH), and group eight (PL) In the resource variable Quality

of Life.

Discussion.

Findings at the family level of analysis indicated a higher level
of consistency among family members using agreement within a range than
&ould have been expected using correlation as an index pf consistency.
A greater percentage of families were located in each of the resource
consistent groups than in any particular resource inconsistent group.

For the majority of families it was more common that the two
parents were consistent than for one parent and the adolescent to be
consistent. When one parent and the adolescent were in agreement they
would fall into anyone of the four parent-child coalition groups. The
result indicated that the percentage of families located in each of
these parent—-child coalition groups were remarkably similar. These
groups while small are none the less interesting. One might ask: (1)
what are some of the characteristics of these families?; (2) Do these
families which have greater parent-child agfeement than parental
~
agreement operate differently when they experience stressors?

The data, while not conclusive, were suggestive of variability in
consistency across resources, For example, 52% of the family on the
resource variable of Family Strength were resource consistent, while on

the Quality of Life resource variable only 427 of the families were
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resource congistent. Thus, it cannot be assumed that if a family has a

N\
\

similar level of agreement of resougces on one resource that this level
of agreement will necessarily exist for all resource dimensions. This
aspect in {tself leads one to wonder how similar, or different, family
units are on various other resource dimensions. It further suggests
that family clinicians and researchers need to investigate and assess
many dimensions of family life in order to determine whether in fact,
families have such a thing as a family perspective.

The findings clearly illustrated the complexity of family life, by
the increased number of resource consistent groups that results when
mother, father and their adolescent were gtudied. These results
suggest that the complexity of the perceptions of family life greatly
increases with the addition of another family member. It became
apparent that not only can the adolescent held similar views to both
parents but coalitions can dbvelop between the adolescent and either
one parent or the other.

The literature on family interaction suggests that the complexity
of family relationships increases with each addition of another family
member (Bossard & Boll, 1956; Toman, 1969). Toman's (1969) assessment
of family interaction éroposed that each parent develops a particular
relationship with the child as well as with each other. Bossard and
Boll (1956, p. 77) stated that the number of two-person interactions
that exist between all of the family members may be determined by the

following formula:



vy -y x = the number of personal
{nterrelationships

y = the number of persons in the family

Thus in a family of three, two parents and one child, this would
result 1in three, two person relationships. However Iin a family of
five, two parents and three children, this would yield ten relation-
ships. Similarly when looking at family patterns when additional
members are added, the number of possible patterns increase in a manner
similar to Bossard and Bolls' (1956) postulation of family relation-
ships.

One additional point needs to be considered when discﬁssing family
complexity. 1In the present study, the male and female adolescents were
considered as a single resource pool. By combining male and female
adolescents into a single resource pool, six 1inconsistent resource
patterns emerged. However, if the sex of the adolescent had been
considered 1in the development of the various consistency groups, the
number of resource consistency groups would have increased even
further. Considering the sex of the adolescent would be an interesting
aspect to 1investigate in the future. Differences between adolescent
males and adolescent females were noted in previous research by Larsen
(1974) regarding the degree of perceptual agreement achieved with their
parents. Adding this variable of sex of the adolescent, in itgelf, may
generate the formation of many questions that could provide added
understanding of how congistent family members are on a variety of

topics.



Question Three:

What is the relationship between the particular- resource
consistency pattern In selected couple reources and the couple mean

coping score?

Major Findings

1. The results of the one way Analysis of Variance indicated that

the null hypotheses was rejected on three resource variables: marital
satisfaction, personality issues, and(seXUal relationship. The post
’ ' h

¥

hoc (Scheffe test) indicated that on the resource variables of:

(a) marital satisfaction, that there was significant difference
between group two (HH) and group one (LL) mean coping score. Couples
in group two had higher coping scores than did those in group one.

(b) personality issues, there was a statistically significant
difference between the mean coping score in group two (HH) and that 1in
group one (LL). Couples in group two had higher coping scores.

(c) sexual relatiounships, there was significant differences
between group two (HH) and group one (LL) and between gruop three (HL)
and group ome (LL) mean coping scores. Couples &n group two had a
higher mean coping score than that of group one. Couples 1in group
three had a higher coping score than that in group one.

2. The results of the ANOVA tests indicated that there were no
statistically significant differences between the mean discrepancy
coping scores of the four resource consistency groups in the resource
variables of marital satisfaction, sexual relationship, personality

issues, family and friends, and financial management.



Discussion
The data supported the inital hypothesis that consistency and high
levels of a particular resource are related to Increased mean scores on
a coping measure. The couple discrepancy score however waé not as
useful as the couple mean in that no test was statistically signifi-
cant.
The findings indicated that couples whose perceptual views of
. family life were highly consistent on the resource variables of marital
satisfaction, satisfaction with personality issues and behaviors of
one's spouge, and satisfaction with sexual relationships possessed a
higher coping mean score than any other group. As well their coping

score was significantly different from the coping score of the couples

~
\

who were located in the resource consistent low group. These results
suggest two important areas that need to be considered. The‘quality
‘and quantity of the family units resource pool.

The literature on family resources and coping has 1indicated that
the amount of resources possessed by a family 1is positively relaﬁed to
the family's ability to cope with the demands they experience. This is
to say, that the largér the family's resource pool, the greater is the
potential of thé family to cope effectively with the demands they
encounter. The investigators' determining the importamnce of the
family's resource pobl have predo;inantly asked only one family member
about the family's reources and have used this data to compare the

‘level of resources between spouses. Some 1literature on family

resources has also alluded to the importance of the level of resources

possessed by family members. Research findings suggest that family
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members who possess a variety of res?urces at a high level have an
enhanced quality of life and are able to deal more effectively with the
challenges they encounter (Burr, 1973; Klein et al., 1979). This
implies that families in which the members possess similar and high
levels of resources are able to deal more effectively with problems
they encounter as well as enhance family stability. The researchers
(Burr, 1973; Klein et al., 1979) further suggested that when there is
consistency between family members wigﬁin the relationships, they are
able to mobilize thelr resources to overcome ghe difficulties they
encounter. Family members therefore are able to share in the tasks by
providing additional resources that result in resolution of the demands
encountered. >  B also intimates that the greater th;‘number éf family
& N

members coﬁkri btihg to the family resource pool with an equally high
lévei of resources the more options the faﬁily has to draw from. As
well, the possession of high levels ﬁinimizes the potential: o% the
resource pool being depleted. Research done to date has not dealt wifh
the issue of consistency between family members whose resource pool 1is
limited.

As previously noted, the findings suggest that resources vary in
vdlue in relation to coping. Of the five couple resources (marital
satisfaction, satisfaction with personaliFy issues, satisfactién with
sexual relations, satisfaction with financial management and satisfac-
tion with family énd friends) and the two family resources (family
stfengthé and quality of 1life), the data indicated that the specific

resources in which resource consistency related to higher coping mean

scores were the resources of marital satisfaction, satisfaction with



136

personality 1{issues and satisfaction with. the sexual relationship.
These appear to be more central aspects of the marital relationship
than the remaining couple variables. This ingerpretation polnts to the
fmportance of a strong marital unit 1in the achievement of coping.
Previous research that described characteristics of healthy or
well-functioning families have frequently cited the {mportance of the
marital relationship as the basis for the quality of 1life experienced
by the total family unit (Barnhill, 1979; Lewis et al., 1980, Otto,
1963, 1980; Satir, 1967; Stinnett et al., 1980). This literature notes
the important role that the quality of the marital relationship plays
in family 1life and provides insights into how a strong satisfying
marital relationship benefits the total family unit.

Satir (1967) saw the marital couple as the architects of the
family andvthe key to all other relationships. Blood and Wolfe (1960)
highlighted the actual or potential benefits of the marital relation-
ship as being a source of help to families in times of stress. Burke
and Weir (1975) further proposed that a marriage which is highly
satisfying to both partners promotes\the develdpment of a high level of
trust. They further statedbtﬁat trust between the marital partners
facilitates the ability to work together during times of stress.
Implied in the previous discussion is the importance of a high level of
satisfaction in the marital relatgp;ship and that family members view
the/quality of the relationship in the same way.

Two techniques were utilized in this study to arrive at co}ple and
family scqres for the dependent variable, mean scores aﬂd discrepancy

scores. Significant findings were obtained only with the use of mean
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scores. No significant findings were obtained using discrepancy
scores. Thesensfipdings suggest that the mean score may be a more
robust measdre when assess}ng famiy members as unit. In previous

research the family has generally been studied in -terms of individual
family members and/or from the perspective of one family member,
however, the complexity and diversity of the couple was not adequately
illustrated utilizing this type of approach. The need to analyze the
couple és a;uﬂi has resulted in the development of a variety of
statistical techniques which attempts to describe the couple as a unit.
Olson et al., (1983) furtheg proposed that using a variety of methods
to arrive at couple or famil} gcores might provide a more comprehensive
picture of the family as a syst;m.

The two techhiques utilized ' in this study attempted to assess
different dimensions of family life. The mean or aveéage score was

Y

utilized to describe the couple as a system. The mean score provides a

]
[}

fairly accurate picture of the family members' position on a scale when
each family member's score is relatively\g%ose“(olson et al., 1983).
However, when the family members' score wer;xvery'dﬁscrepant, the mean
score masks individual differences. Oléon et al. (1983, p. 272)
postulated that a mean score "may be an important‘méésuge even when 1t
washes out the individual differences™, in that "it may more accurately

reflect the behavior"” of the family members as a unit.

Discrepancy scores, on tﬁ@ other hand, assess the "degree of

\

_differencé“ between family members' perceptions (Olson eg‘al., 1983, p.

%

272). This score illuminates the differences between family members.

Olson and associates (1983) concluded that these two techniques

\



describe different dimensions of family members' relationship, and

% v

. ok
therefore may‘be complementary to one'dﬁpther.

/

Question Four:

.

What 1s the relationship between the particular family resource
consistency pattern of selected family resources and the family's

ability to cope?

Major Findings

1. The results of the one-way analysis of variance tests
{ndicated that there were no statistically significant differences
between the mean coping scores of the various resource consistency
groups 1n either. Family Strength apd Quality of Life resource
variables. /

2. The results of the ANQOVA tests indicated that there were no
statistically signficant differences‘ between the discrepancy coping
scores pf the eight reource comsistency groups in either the Family

Strength and Quality of Life resource variables.

Discussion
The findings clearly indicated _that on the two family resource
- variables Family Strength and Quality of Life there were no sggnificant
differences between the group mean coping scores. |
In light of this finding, there are several factors which may have

contributed to their being no difference between the coping scores of

the various resource groups. Consideration needs to be directed towards



the limited number of family resources investigated, the smaller sample
, v

slize compared with the couple level of analysis, aund lastly the

increased number of resource consistency groups and the decreased

number of families in each cell. Before conclusions can be drawn about

the relafioship between family consistency patterns and coping, it Iis

suggested Ehat further studies must be done.

Limitations of the Study

fhis study of marital dyads and three person family units had to
contend with the general 1limitations imposed by the wutilization of
secondary analysis as its primary technique. 1In addition the methods
utilized contributed several other limitations which will be discussed
in this section,

Secondary analysis limited the choice and selection of resource
variables which could be studied as independent wvariables. It has
already been noted that the type of resource variable studied may
influence consistency patterns. The range of variables as specified by
the original study. :

The method utilized to measure the dependent variable, coping,
provides a limited view of this dymamic conceﬁt. The quesionnaire data
utilized focused on individual family members' perceptions of family
coping at one .point in time. Thus, this measure of family bcoping

L}
P
provides a static view and oneée arrived at through methodologihcal

-

creation of a family score rather than in actual assessment, during
S

interaction with other family members.

P4
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Another limitation to be considered is the sample. The sample in
this study predominately consisted of white middle {income families
I1iving throughout the United States. While the sample {s homogenous f{t
does not allow for generalizations to be made about other groups,
particularly those who refuse to participate in the study.

Our data while referring to family groups, still only studled
three family members, the husband, the wife, and one adolescent from
each family. Therefore, {t cannot be concluded Xhat a complete picture
of family resource patterns exists, however the data {improves upon

existing knowledge.

Suggestions for Further Research

The primary findings in this study highlighted the varlety of

resource consistency patterns that emerged and the relationship beteen
these couple and family level resource consistency patterns and coping.

In the process of answering these research questions and analyzing the

data several important areas requiring further investigation emergeﬁ.

Concept of consistency. Further study is encouragegd iﬁ/the
re—examination of the conceptualization and opérationalizatién of the
concept of agreement among family members. In the study of agreement
within a range one could be advised to look at other ranges than those
created by a mean split.

? The need is also apparent to use a multi method approach for data
collection when investigating family process variables. Interaction

and perception are both important and central factors to consider in

order to achieve an accurate view of the family as a unit.

L |



Couple scores. Another recommendation for further research would
be to.encourage continued interest in the development and refinement ot
couple and family scores. Two scoring techniques developed in the
recent works of Olson and assoclates (1983) were utilized in this
study. Only mean scores resulted in significant findings with respeét
to resource consistency and coping scores. This may indicate that mean
scores are ﬁore robust than discrepancy scores. There is not a
sufficient body of research which determines the relative usefulness of
these two researcher generated estimates of family scores compared to
other techniques of assessing a group quality (e.g. {interaction
analysis).

Resources and coping. Further research must continue to identify

other aspects of the B factor which may help distinguish between‘
families who function well and those who function poorly. While
resources: have been mentioned in most theoretical descriptions of the
stress and coping process, it 1is evident that the resource variable 1s
made up of many unique aspects. Resource consistency 1is but one of
these. The resource consistency patterns identified suggest the
complexit} of family life. On the other hand, they also suggest the
many ways families may achieve their goals. Lewls et al. (1982) 1in a

study of healthy family functioning, titled their book No Single Thread

and suggested that families have many different mixes of resources
which allow them to function adequately. Similarly, by looking more
carefully at_how families distribute their resources, for example, by
type of resources, by sex of parent and child, we may come to

appreciate better the unlimited potential of family groups.
v



Working with families. While the research reported here is but a

small step in the total understanding of resource consistency and
family coping, each segment of research has the potential of increasing
our understanding of family life, and particularly the factors which
i{nfluence a family's responses to stressful demands which they
encounter. Findings from this research and the suggestions for future
research have implications not only for families themselves but also
for practitioners working with families. Practitioners play 1important
roles in helping familie§ shape the goals which they attempt to
achieve. One way to help families 1s to assist them in developing
realistic standards for the level of agreement necessary to cope with
stressors in thelr everyday life. Family life educators, whether they
be nurses, home economists, social workers or psychologists provide
information to families about desirable levels of interaction. Our
assumptions about family life, whether they be a belief that a family
view of reality is possible or not or whether they be a belief that
~

absolute agreement between family members is attainable or not,
influences how we advise family members. These assumptions about
family life need to be continually tested in research and practice.

The finding that families may achieve consistency in different
ways either by having similar high or low levels, also indicate that
practitioners need to be preapred to design family enrichment or
educational strategies based upon what is in the family. A family life
eductor would make different recommendatfﬁns to a family who had

similar low levels of an essential resource than one with discrepant

levels of the same resource. Research and practice should go hand in
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hand. Researchers must continue to challenge our conceptualizations of
family life so that our measurement of these variables will increasing-
ly be better approximations of “the ‘famlly's reality.,” Similarly
practitioners must be good Interpreters of research results so that

family practice is kept dynamic and timely.



References

Adams, S. (1954). Status congruence as a variable .in small group
performance. Social Forces, 32, 16-22.

Adelson, J. (1964). The mystique of adolescence. Psychiatry, 27, 1-5.

Ammons, P., Nelson, J,, & Wodarski, J. (1982). Surviving corporate
moves: Sources of stress and adaptatlion among corporate executive
families. Family Relations, 31, 207-212.

[y

Angell, R.C. (1936). The family encounters the depression. New York:
Charles Scribner & Sons.

Antonovsky, A. (1979). Health, stress and coping. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Baker G.R. (1970). Patterning of family resources for educability,
conceptualization and measurement in Costa Rican families.
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University.

Bandura, A. (1972). The stormy decade: Fact or fiction. In D.
Rodgers (Ed.), 1Issues in adolescent psychology. New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Barnhill, L. R. (1979). Healthy family systems. Family Coordinator,
28, 94-99.
L3

Bell, C€.S., Johnson, J.E., McGillicuddy-Delise, A.V., & Segel, I1.E.
(1980). Normative stress and young families adaptation and
development. Family Relations, 29, 453-458.

r
Blood, R.O., & Wolfe, D.M. (1960). Husbands and wives: The dynamics
of married living. New York: Free Press.

Bloom, B., Asher, S., & White, S. (1978). Marital disruption as a
stressor: A review and analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 85,
867-894.,

Bokemeier, J., & Monroe, P. (1981). Continued reliance on one
respondent in family decision-making studies: A content analysis.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 645-652.

Booth, A., & Welech, S. (1978). Spousal consensus and its correlates:
A reassessment. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 40, 23-32.

144



145

Boss, P. (1980a). The relationship of psychological father presence,
wife's personal qualities and wife/family dysfunction in families
of missing fathers. Journal of Marriage and the Family, Qg,

541-549.

Boss, P. (1980b). VNormative family stress: Family boundary changes
across the life span. Family Relations, 29, 445-450.

Bossard, J. H. S., & Boll, E. S. (1956). The large family system: An
original study in the soclology of family behaviour. Philadel-
phia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

AY

Brim, 0. G. (1965). Family Structure and Sex Role Learning by Children
In H. Rodman (Ed.)., Marriage, Family and Society: A Reader (pp.
154-~169). New York: Random House. : :

Broderick, C. B. (1979). ' The general system approach to family. In
W.R. Burr, R. Hill, F.I. Nye,’& I. Reiss (Eds.), Contemporary
Theories about the Family, Vol. 2, New York: Free Press.

Buckley, W. (1967). Sociology and modern systems theory, Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc.

Burr, W. R. (1973). Theory construction and the sociology of the
family. New York: John Wiley.

Centers, R., Raven, B.H., & Rodrigues, A. (1971). Conjugal power
structure: A re-examination. American Sociological Review, 36,
264-278. ’ ?r

Charny, 1. W. (1980). Why are so many (if not really all) people and
families disturbed. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 6,
37-47. :

Cleveland, M. (1980). Family adaptation to traumatic spinal cord
injury: Response to crisis. Family Relations, 29, 558-565.

Cook, A. S., & Weigel, D. J. (1983). Relocation and crisis: Percelved
sources of support. Family Relations, 32, 267-273.

Davis, K. (1940). The sociology of parent-youth conflict. American
Sociological Review, 5, 523-535.

Deacon, R. E., & Firebaugh, F. M. (1981). Family resource management.
Principles and application. Boston, Allyn and Bacon, Inc.




B ~ (1975) . Home anagement: Context
and concepts. Boston: Houghton, Miffin Company.

Defrain, J., & Erick, R. (1981). Coping as divorced single parents: A
comparative study of fathers and mothers. Family Relations, 30,

265-274.

Dill, D., Feld, E., Martin, J., Beudema, S., & Belle, D. (1980). The
impact of the environment on the coping efforts of low-income
mothers. Family Relations, 29, 503-509.

Douglas, S. P., & Wind, Y. (1978). Examining family role and authority
patterns: Two methodological issues. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 40, 35-47.

Eitzen, D. S. (1970). Status inconsistency and Wallace supporters in a
mid western city. Social Forces, 48, 493-498.

Fawcett, J. (1975). “The family as a living open system: An emerging
conceptual framework. Unpublished manuscript.

Ferreira, A. J., & Winter, W. D. (1973). On the nature of marital
relationmships: Measureable differences in spontaneous agreement.
Family Process, 12, 355-369.

1

Friedman, M. M. (1981). Family Nursing: Theory and Assessment. New
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Glenn, N. D., & Weaver, C. N. (1981). The contribution of marital
happiness to global happiness. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 43, 161-168.

Grotevant, H. D. (1976). Family similarity in interests and orienta-
tion. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 22, 61-72.

Hamburg, B. A. (1974).. Early adolescence: A specific and stressful
stage of the life cycle. 1In C. V. Coelho, D. A. Hamburg, & J. E.
Adams (Eds.). Coping and adaptation, (pp. 101-124). New York:
Basic Books, Inc.

Hansen, D., & Johnson, V. (1979). Rethinking family stress theory:
Definitional aspects. = In W. Burr, R. Hill, I. Reiss, & F. Nye
(Eds.). Contemporary Theories about the Family, (pp. 582-603).
New York, The Free Press.




*

Hansen, D. A., & Hill, R. (1964). Families under stress. In H.T.
Christensen (Ed.). Handbook of Marriage and the Family, -(pp.
782-819). Chicago: Rand McNglly & Company.

e

Hess, R. D., & Handel, G. (1967). The family as a psychosocial
organization. In G. Handel (Ed.), The psychosocial interior of
the family, (pp. 10-24). Chicago: Aldine-Atherton. :

e

Hill, R. (1958). Generic features of families under stress. In H. J.
Parad (Ed.), Crisis intervention: Selected readings (pp. 32-52),
New York, Family Service Association of America.

(1949). Families under stress. New York: Harper.

Hinkle, D. E., Wiersma, W., & Jurs, S. G. (1981). Applied statistics

for the behavioral sciences. Chicago: Rand McNally College
Publishing Co. \

Hock, E., McKenry, P. C. Hock, M. D., Triolo, S., & Stewart, L. (1980).
Childs school entry: A stressful event in the lives of father.
Family Relations, 29, 467-472.

' Holmes, T. H., & Rahe, R. (1967). The social readjustment rating
scale. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 11. 213-218.

Hornung, C. A. (1980). Status unconsistency, achievement, motivation,
and psychological stress. Social Science Research, 9, 362-380.

Hornung, C. A., & McCullough, B. C. (1981). Status relationships in
dual-employment managers: Consequences for psychological
well-being. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 126-141.

_—Hyman, H. H. (1972). Secondary analysis of sample survey. Principles,
procedures and potentials. New York: John Wiley.

-

Imig, D. R. (1981). Accumulated stress of life changes and interper-
sonal effectiveness in the family. Family Relations, 30, 367-371.

Jaco, D., & Shepard, J. (1975). Demographic homogeneity and spousal
consensus: ; A methodological perspective. Journal of Marriage and

. the Family, 37, 161-169.
e

Kandel, D. B., & Lesser, G. S. (1972). Marital decision-making in
American and Danish urban families: A research note. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 34, 134-138.




146

Keith, P. M., & Schafer, R. B. (1980). Role strain and depression In
two—job families. Family Relations, 29, 438-488.

Kiell, N. (1964). The universal experience of adolescence. New York:
International Universities Press.

Kieren, D. K. (1983). His, hers and theirs: Problem perception 1in
dual career marriages. Unpublished Manuscript.

Kieren, D., Henton, J., & Morotz, R. (1975). Hers & his. A problem
solving approach to marriage. Hinsdale, Illinois: The Dryden
Press.

Klapp, O. E. (1957). The concept of consensus and its 1importance.
Sociological and Social Research, 41, 336-342.

Klein, D. (1983). Family problem-solving and family stress. Marriage
and Family Review, 6, 85-111.

Klein, D. M., & Hill, R. (1979). Determinants of family problem-
solving effectiveness. In W. B. Burr, R. Hill, & I. L. Reiss
(Eds.). Contemporary Theories about the Family. Research Based
Theories, Vol. 1. (pp. 493-548). New York: The Free Press. )

Korn, R. (1968). Selected studies in social problems - juvenile
delinqyency. New York: Thomas Crowell Cowmpany.

Larson, L. E. (1972). The influence of parents and peers during
adolescence. The situation hypotheses revisited. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 34, 67-74. .

- )
Larson, L. E. (1974). Systems and subsystems perception of family

roles. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 36, 123-138.

La Rossa, R. (1983). The transition to parenthood and the social
reality of time. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45, 579-589.

Lazarus, R. S., Averill, J. R., & Opton, E. M. (1974). The psychology
of coping: Issues of research and assessment. In C.V. Coelho,
D. A. Hamburg, J. E. Adams (Eds.), Coping and Adaptation, New
York: Basic Books.

Lazarus, R. S., & Fulkman, S. (1982). Coping and adaptation.
Unpublished manuscript.

Le Masters, E. E. (1957). Parenthood as crisis. Marriage and Family
Living, 19, 325-355.




146

\
[

Lenski, G. E. (1954). Status «crystallization. A non-vertical
dimension of social status. American Sociological Review, 19,
405-4113.

(1956). Social participation and status crystallizatien.
American Sociological Review, 21, 458-464.

Lewis, J. M., Beavers, W. R., Gossert, J. T., & Philips, V. A. (1976).
No single thread: Psychological health in family systems. New
York: Brunner/Mazel.

Li, P.S. (1981). Social research methods. Toronto: Butterworth.

Maynard, P., Maynard, N., McCubbin, H. I., & Shao, D. (1980). Family.
1ife and the police profession: Coping patterns wives employ in
managing job stress and the family environment. Family Relations,
29, 495-501.

McCubbin, H. I. (1979). Integrating coping behavior in family stress
theory. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 41, 237-244.

McCubbin, H. I., & Boss, P. G. (1980). Family stress and coping:
Targets for theory, research, consulting and education. Family
Relations, 29, 429-430.

" McCubbin, H. I., Dahl, B. B., Lester, G. R., Benson, D., & Robertson,

M. L. (1976). Coping repertoires of families adapting to
prolonged war-induced separation. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 38, 461-471.

McCubbin, H. I., Joy, C., Cauble, A., Comeau, J., Patterson, J., &
Needle, R. (1980). Family stress and coping: A decade review.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 42, 855-871.

McCubbin, H. I., Larsen, A. S., & Olson, D. H. (1982). F-COPES:
Family Coping Strategies, University of Minnesota, St. Paul.

McCubbin, H. I., McCubbin, M. A., Patterson, J. M., Cauble, A. E.,
Wilson, L. R., & Warick, W. (1983). CHIP - Coping health
inventory for parental coping patterns in the care of the
chronically 1ill child. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 45,
359-370. o

ey
X

McCubbin, H. I., & Patterson, J. M. (1983). The family stress process:
The double ABCX model of adjustment and adaptation. Marriage and
N\ Family Review, Vol. 6, 7-37.




Y

!

2

g

A4

¥

(1981). Broadening the scope of
family strengths: An ‘emphasis on family coping and support. In
N. Stinnett, J. Defraln, K. King, P. Knaub, & G. Rowe (Eds.).
Family Strengths 3: Roots of well being (pp. 177-194). Lincoln,
Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

McCubbin, H. I., Patterson, J. M., Cauble, A. E., Comeau, J., Larsen,
A. S., & Skinner, D. A. (1981). Systematic assessment of family
stress, resources and coping. Tools for research, education and
clinical intervention. St. Paul, Minnesota: University of
Minnesota.

Mederer, H., & Hill, R. (1983). Critical transitions over the family
life span: Theory and research. Marriage and Family Review, Vol.
6, 39-60.

Medling, J. M., & McCarrey, M. (1981). Marital adjustment over
segments of the family life cycle: The issue of spouses value
similiarity. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 195-203.

Menaghan, E.G. (1983). Individual coping efforts and family studies:
Conceptual and methodological issues. Marriage and Family Review,
Vol. 6, 113-135.

Mengel, A. (1982). The concept of coping. Topics in Clinical Nursing,
4, 1-3.

Miller, H. M. (1958). Understanding and preventing juvenile delinquen-
cy. New York: Abingdon Press.

Minuchin, S. (1974). A family model. In S. Minuchin (Ed.). Families
and family therapy. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Montgomery, J. (1981). Family crisis as process: Persistence and
change. Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, Inc.

Moos, R., & Moos, B. (1976). A typology of family social environments.
Family Process, 15, 357-371. -

Nie, N., Bent, D. H., & Hull, C. H. (1975). Statistical package for
the social science. New York: McGraw Hill.

Niemi, R. G. (1968). A methodological study of political socialiation
in the family. Ann Arbor, Michigan University Microfilms.

Olson, D. H., & Barnes, H. L. (1982). Quality of life. Univeristy of
Minnesota.




Olson, D. H., Fournier, D. G., & Druckman, J. M. (1982). ENRICH:

Enriching and nurturing refations heps issues, communications and
happiness. University of Minnesota.

Olson, D. H., Larsen, A. S., McCubbin, H. I. (1982). Family Strengths.
University of Minnesota.

Olson, D. H., McCubbin, H. I., Barnes, H., Larsen, A., Muxen, M., &
4 Wilson, M. (1983). Families. What makes them work. Beverly
Hills: Sage Publications.

(1982). Ome
thousand familles: A national survey of AAL families. A final
report. (mimeographed) St. Paul: University of Minnesota, Family
Social Science Dept.

Opping, C. (1970). Conjugal power and resources: An urban African
example. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 32, 676-681.

Osmond, M. W. (1978). Reciprocity: A dynamic model and a method to

study family power. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 39,
49-61.

Otto, H. A. (1981). Developing human and family potentials. In N.
Stinnett, B. Chesser, & J. Defrain (Eds.), Building Family
Strengths: Blueprint for action (pp. 39-49). Lincoln, Nebraska:
University of Nebraska Press.

Otto, H. A. (1963). Criteria for assessing family strengths. Family
Process, 2, 329-337.

Patterson, J. M., & McCubbin, H. I. (1983). The impact of family life
events and changes on the health of a chronically 111 child.
Family Relations, 32, 255-264. -

Paulocci, B., Hall, O. A., & Axin, N. W. (1978). Family decision
making: An ecosystem approach. New York: John Wiley.

Pearlin, L., & Schooler, C. (1978). The structure of coping. Journal
of Health and Social Behaviour, 19, 2-21. _

Pratt, L. (1976). Family structure and effective health behaviour:
The energized family. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Price-Bonham, 'S. (1977). ‘'Marital decision making: Congruence of
spouses responses. Socilological Inquiry, 47, 119-125.




Rapoport, R., Rapoport, R. N., & Strelitz, Z. (1977). Fathers, mothers
and others: Towards new alliances. London, Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

Reiss, D. (1971). Varieties of consensual experience I; A theory for
relating family {ntearction to individual thinking. Family
Process, 10, 1-27.

Reiss, D. (1971). Vvarieties of consensual experiences Il: Dimensions

of a family's experience of 1its environment. Family Process, 10,
28-35. (b).

'

Reiss, D., & Oliveri, M. E. (1980). Family paradigm and family coping.
A proposal for linking the family's intrinsic adaptive capacities
to its response to stress. Famlly Relations, 29, 431-444.

Rim, Y. (1980). Means of {nfluence on Marriage: Similarities and
discrepancies. Small Group Behavior, 11, 66-75.

Robinson, W. S. (1957). The statistical measurement of agreement.
American Sociological Review, 22, 17-25.

Rodgers, M. F. (1979). Instrumental and infra-resources: The bases of
power. American Journal of Sociology, 6, 1418-1433,

Rodman, H. (1976). Marital power and the theory of resources in
cultural context. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 7.

Rossi, A. S. (1968). Transition to parenthood. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 30, 26-39.

Safilos—Rothschild, C. (1976). A macro- and micro- examination of
family power and 1love: An exchange model. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 38, 355-362.

N

(1969). Family sociology in wives' family
sociology: A cross cultural examination of decision making.
Journal of Marriagae and the Family, 3}, 290-301.

Satir, V. (1967). Peoplemaking. Palo Alto: Science and Behavior
Books.

Scheff, T. J. (1967). Towards a soclological model of consensus.
American Sociological Review, 32, 32-46.

Sebald, H. (1977). Adolescence. A soclal psychological analysis.
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc.




Selye, H. (1956). The stress of life. New York: McGraw-Hill Compauy.

Skinner, D. A. (1980). Dual-career family stress and coping: A
literature review. Family Relations, 29, 473-481. .

Siegel, S. (1956). Nonparametric statistics for the behavioral
sciences. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.

Stierlin, H. (1974). Separating parents and adolescents. New York:
Quachrangle.

Stinnett, N. (1981). 1In search of strong families. 1In N. Stinnett, B.

Chesser, & J. Defrain (Eds.). Building family strengths:
Blueprints for action (pp. 23-30). Lincoln, Nebraska: Universit
of Nebraska Press. e

Stinnett, N., S 'rs, G.; & Defrain, J. (1981).~ Strong families. A

national) study. In N. Stinnett, J. Defrain, K. Kimrg, P. Knaub, &
G. Rowd (Eds.). Family strength 3: Roots of well-being (pp-
33-5957 Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

Tanner-Nelson, P., & Banor‘:. (1981). “Family concerns and
strengths {dentified {1 laware's Whitehouse conference 1in

families. In N. Stionett, J. Defrain, K. King, P. Knaub, & G.
Rowe (Eds.). Family strength 3: Roots of well-being (pp. 43-59).
Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

|

Tanner-Nelson, P., & Nelson, C. W. (1981). Personal and family stress
management . Journal of Home Economics, 73, 34-36.

Thomas, L. E., McCabe, E., & Berry, J. E. (1980). Unemployment and
family stress: A reassessment. Family Relations, 29, 517-524.

Thomas, E., & Williams,‘R. (1982). Beyond wives family sociglogy: A
method for analyzing couple data. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 44, 999-1008.

Thompson, L., & Walker, A. J. (1982). The dyad as the undit of
analysis: Conceptual and methodological issues. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 44, 889-900.

Tiggle, R. B., Peters, M. D., Kelley, H. H., & Vincent, J. (1982).
Correlational and discrepancy indices of understanding and their
relation to marital? satisfaction. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 44, 209-215.




159

Unger, D. G., & Powell, D. R. (1980). Supporting families under
stress: The role of soclial network. Family Relations, 29,

566-574.

Van Es, J. C., & Shingi, P. M. (1972). Response consigtency of husband
and wife for attitudinal items. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 34, 741-749.

Van Meter, M. J. S., & Agronow, S. J. (1982). The stress of multiple
roles: The case for role strain among married women. Family
Relations, 31, 131-138.

Ventura, J. N., & Boss, P. G. (1983). The family coping inventory
applied to parents with new babies. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 45, 867-875.

Vogel, E. F., & Bell, N. W. (1960). The emottonally disturbed child as
a family scapegoat. In N. W. Bell, & E. F. Vogel (Eds.). The
family (pp. 382-397). Glencoe, 1l.: Free Press.

Voydanoff, P. (1980). Work roles as stressors in corporate families.
Family Relations, 29, 489-494.

Wampler, K. S., & Powell, G. S. (1982). The Banett-Lennard and
relationship inventory as a measure of marital satisfaction.
Family Relations, 31, 139-145.

Weigel, R. G., Weigel, V. M., & Richardson, F. C. (1973). Congruence
of spouses personal coanstructs and reported marital success:
Pitfalls in instrumentation. Psychological Reports, 33, 212-214.

White, R. W. (1974). Strategies of adaptation: An attempt at
systematic description. 1In G. V. Coelho, D. A. Hamburg, & J. E.
Adams (Eds.). Coping and Adaptation (pp..47-68). New York:
Basic Books, Inc.

Ziemer, M. M. (1982). Coping Behavior: A response to stress. Topics
of Clinial Nursing, 4, 4-12.




APPENDIX A
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTATIONl

N

ENRICH: Enriching and Nurturing Relationship issues, Communication and
Happiness

Family Strength
Quality of Life

F-COPES: Family Coping Strengths

l'I'he following instruments presented in this Appendix are copyrighted.
Permission to use them has been obtained from the authors. -
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Table A.l
ENRICH: Enriching and Nurturing Relationship Issues,
Communication and Happlne::k\\

David H. Olson, David G. Fournier, & Joan M. Druckman

RESPONSE CHOICES

1 2 3 4 S
Strongly Moderately Neither Agree Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree

MARITAL SATISFACTION

1. I am not pleased with the personality characteristics and personal

habits of my partner.

-

2. I am very happy with how we handle role responsibilities in our

marriage.

3. I am not happy about our communication and feel my partner does
not understand me.

4. 1 am very happy about how we make decisions and resolve conflicts.

5. I am unhappy about our financial position and the way we make

financial decisions.

6. I am very happy with how we manage our leisure activities and the

time we spend together.

7. 1 am very pleased about how we express affection and relate

sexually.

8. 1 am not satisfied with the way we each handle our responsi-

bilities as parents.

9. 1 am dissatisfied about our relationship with my parents, in-laws,

and/or friends.

10. I feel very good about how we each practice our religious beliefs

and values.

PERSONALITY ISSUES
1. My partner is too critical or often has a negative outlook.

2. Sometimes I am concerned about my patner's temper.
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3. At times, I am concerned that my partner appears to be unhappy or
withdrawn.

4. My partner's smoking and/or drinking habits are a problem.

S. At times, my partner is not dependable or does not always follow
through on things.

6. When we are with others, | am sometimes upset with my partner’'s
behavior. !

7. Sometimes my partner is too stubborn.
8. It bothers me that my partner is often late.
9. Sometimes I have difficulty dealing with my partner's moodiness.

10. At times, I think my partner is too domineering.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
1. Sometimes I wish my partner was more careful in spending money.
2. We always agree on how to spend our money.
3. We have difficulty deciding on how to handle our finances.
4, "1 am satisfied with our decisions about how much we should save.

5. We are both aware of our major debts, and they are pot a -problem
for us. .

6. We keep records of our spending so we can budget our money.

7. Use of credit cards and charge accounts has been a problem for us.

8. Deciding what is most important to spend out money on is a concern
for us. '

9. It bothers me that I cannot spend money without my partner's
approval,

10. I am concerned about who is responsible for the money.

SEXUAL RELATIONSHIP

1. 1 am completely satisfied with the amount of affection my patner
gives me.

2. We try to find ways to keep our sexual relationship interesting
and enjoyable.



3.

10.

!
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I am concerned that my partner may not be interested in me
sexually.

It is easy and comfortable for me to talk with my partner about

sexual 1ssues. ’

1 sometimes worry that my partner may have thought about having a
sexual relationship outside of our marriage (affair).

~

Our sexual relationship is satisfying and fulfilling to me.

1 am reluctant to be affectionate with my partner because 1t 1is
often misinterpreted as a sexual advance.

Sometimes I am concerned that my partner's interest in sex 1is not
the same as mine.

I am satisfied with our decisions regarding family planning or
birth control.

It bothers me that my patner uses or refuses sex in an unfair way.

ILY AND FRIENDS

Some friends or relatives do things that create tension in our

.marriage.

We spend the right amount of time with our relatives and friends.

I think my partner is too involved with or influenced by his/her
family.

I do not enjoy spending time with some of our relatives or
in-laws.

My partner likes all of my friends.
Sometimes my partner spends too much time with friends.

1 feel that our parents expect too much attention or assistance
from us. '

I feel that our parents create problems in our marriage.
I really enjoy being with all my partner's friends.

It does not bother me when my partner spends time with friends of
the opposite sex.



Table A.2

Family Strengths

David H. Olson, Andrea S. Larsen, & Hamilton I. McCubbin

RESPONSES CHOICES

4 5
Stroigly Moderaiely Neithez Agree Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Disagree
1. We can express our feelings. - o -
2. We tend to worry about many things.
3. We really do trust and confide in each other.
4. We have the same problems over and over.
5. Family members feel loyal to the family.
6. Accomplishing what we want t& do seems difficult for us.
7; We are critical of each other.
¢
8. We share similar values and beliefs as a family.
9. Things work out well for us as a family.
10. Family members respect one another.
11. There are many conflicts in our family.
12, We are proud of our family.
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Table A.3

Qualf'ty Of Life
Parent Form

David H. Olson & Howard L. Barnes
RESPONSE SCALE
1 2 3 4 S
Dissatisfied Somewhat Generally Very Extremely
Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH:

l.
2.
3.
4,
5.
.6.

Marriage and Family Life . . . . .

Friends . . . . . . . . ¢ . . ..
Extended Firily e e e e e e e

.7.

8.
9.
10.
I1.

Health . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « &

Home . . « & ¢ ¢ o« o o o o « o »

12.

¢ 13.

Education . . . « + ¢ ¢ ¢« « « . J14.
15.

Time . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o « « 16,

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Religion . . . « ¢« ¢« &« « &« & . .

23.
24,
Mass\Hedia e ¢« o & s o o e o o o 25,

\

Employ&ent e s e e e s s s e e

| " 26.
27.
(/, ) 28.

Bﬁinancial Wellbeing . . . . . . .29,

‘/{ 30.

Your family

Your marriage

Your children

Number of children in your fagily

Your friends

Your relationship with relatives
(aunts, uncles, grandparents,
etc.)

Your own health

Health of other family members

Your current housing arrangement

Your household responsibilities
Other family members' household

responsibilities

Space for your own needs

Space for your family needs

The amount of education you have

The educational programs designed
to improve marriage and family

life :

Amount of free time

Time for self

Time for family

Time for housework

Time for earning money

The religious life of your family

The relgious life in your

community

Your principal occupation (job)

Your job security

The amount of time family members

watch TV Y

The quality of TV programs

The quality of movies

The quality of newspapers and

magazines

Your level of income

Money for family necessities



Neighborhood and Community

31.

32.

33.
34.
.35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

40.
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Your ability to handle financial
emergencies

Amount of money you owe
(mortgage, loans, credit cards)
Level of saving

Money for future needs of family

The
The
The
The
The

schools in your community
shopping in your community
safety in your community
neighborhood you live in
recreational facilities

(parks, playgrounds, programs,

etc
The

.)

health care services



Quality of Life
Adolescent Form

David H. Olson & Howard L. Barnes

RESPONSE SCALE

1 2 3 4
Dissatisfied Somewhat Generally Very
Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

Extremely
Satisfied

HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH:

Your Family Life
1. Your family
2. Your brothers and sisters
3. Number of children in your family

Friends
4. Your friends

Extended Family

5. Your relationship with relatives (aunts, uncles,

grandparents, etc.)

Health )
6. Your own health
7. Health of other family members

Home
8. Your current housing arrangements (the place you live)
9. Your responsibilities around the house

Education

10. Your current school situation

Leisure ‘ ,
11. Amount of free time you have
12. The way you use your free time

Ref&gion ‘
13. The religious life of your family

14, The religious 1ife in your community

Mass Media ‘
15. The amBunt of time family members watch TV
16. The quality of TV programs
17. The quality of movies .
18. The quality of newspapers and %fgazines

»

2
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Financial Wellbeing

19. Your family's ability to buy necessities

20. Your family's ability to buy luxuries
2]. The amount of money you have to spend

Neighborhood and Community
22. The availability of shopping in your community
23. The safety in your community ?
24 . The neighborhood you live in
25. The recreational facilities (parks, playgrounds, programs,
etc.)
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Table A.4
F-COPES

Hamilton I. McCubbin, Andrea S. lLarsen & David H. Olson

RESPONSE CHOICES

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Moderately Neither Agree Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Agree Agree

10.
11.
12.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,
25.

26.
27.
26.
29.

Sharing our difficulties with relatives.

Seeking encouragmeent and support from friends.

Knowing we have the power to solve major problems

Seeking information and advice from persons in other families who
have faced the same or similar problems.

Seeking advice from relatives (grandparents, etc.)

Asking neighbors for favors and assistance.

Seeking assistance from community agencies and programs designed
to help families in our situation.

Accepting that we have the strength within our own family to solve
our problems..

Accepting gifts and favors from neighbors (ex. food, taking in
mail, etc.)

Seeking information and advice from the family doctor.

Facing problems "head-on” and trying to get solutions right away.
Watching television.

Showing. that we are strong.

Attending church services.

Accepting stressful events as a fact of life.

Sharing concerns with close friends. ‘w @

Knowing luck plays a big part in how well we are able to solve
family problems. ’
Accepting that difficulties occur unexpectedly.

Doing things with relatives (get-togethers, dinners, etc.).

Seeking professional counseling and help for family difficulties.
Belie g we can handle our own problemss« '
Participating in church activities.

Defining the family problem in a more positive way so that we do
not become too discouraged.

Asking relatives how they feel about problems we. face.

Feeling that no matter what we do to prepare, we will have
difficulty handling problems.

Seeking advice from a minister.

Believing if we wait long enough, the problem will go away.
Sharing problems with neighbors.

Having faith in God.
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APPENDIX B

NON SIGNIFICANT McNEMAR TESTS
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Table B.1

Summary Table of Non Signifficant McNemar Tests for

Variables

Sexual Relationship

Chi Square
2 tailed p

Family and Friends

Chi Square
2 tailed p

Marital Satisfaction

Chi Square
2 tailed p

Personality Issues

/
Chi Square
2 tailed p

Financial Management

Chi Square
<2 tailed p

* p <.05 _
N = 201 ‘@3

Key:

Couple Level Variables

[y

1 by 2 1by3 1byd 2 by3
1.43
0.23
)
0. 2.63 2.81
0.41 0.11 0.93
0.50 ~
0.48 -
- a7
U/
0.37
0.55 e
)
0.0 0.80 0.64
1.00 0.37 0.42

Resource Consiétency Patterns

1 = Consistent low - both members low (LL)

2 = Consistent high - both members high (HH)

3 = Inconsistent. - husband high - wife low (HL)
4 = Inconsistent - husband low - wife high (LH)

2 by 4

166

3 by 4

0.02
0.90



Tagle B.2

1
Summary Table: Test of Proportions Between the Proportion of

Chi Square
2 tailed p

Chi Square

2 tailed p

Chi Square

2 tailed p

Chi Squate

2 tailed p°

Chi Square
2 tailed p

Group | =
Group 2 =
Group 3 =
Group 4 =
.Group 5 =
Group 6 =
Group 7 =

Group 8 =

L

Located in Each Resource Consistency Group

Family Strength Variable

Resource Consistency Groups

4 5 6 7
0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
. 0.83 0.83 0.82 0.83
0.04 0.05 0.04
0.9 0.83 0.84 .
s ]
0.05 0.064
0.83° 0.84
0.05
0.83

&L

. . ¢
Resource Consisteng Low < (LLL)
Resource Consistent High - (HHH) .
Resource Inconsistent , - .
-~ (Father, Adolescent Resource High) - (FAH)
Resource Inconsistent
~ (Father, Adolescent Resource Low) - (FAL)'
Resource Imconsistent
~ (Mother, Adolescent Resource High) - (MAH)
Regsource Inconsistent
- (Mother, Adolescent Resource Low) - (MAL)
Resource Inconsistent
- (Parents Resource High) - (PH)
Resource Inconsistent ’ ' )
—t(P{rents Resource Low) -(PL) “ T '

lMcNemar® Test (%iégel,ai965).

»
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Families



Group

Group

Group

Group

Group

Group

Group

o Key:
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group

Group

Group

Table B.3

168

Summary Table: Test of Proport10n32 Between the Proportion

of Families Located in Each Resource Consfstency Group

Quality of Life Variable

Resource Consistency Groups

by Chi Square 0.43 3.38
2 tailed p 0.51 0.07

by Chi Square 1.11 2.44
2 tailed p 0.29 0.12
by Chi Square 1.75 0.05 0.64
2 tailed p 0.19 0.83 0.42
by Chi Square 0.83 0.12
2 tailed p 0.36 0.73
by Chi Square ; 0.15
2 tailed p 0.70

by Chi Square
2 tailed p

by Chi Square
2 tailed p

= Resource Consistent Low - (LLL)

2 = Resource Consistent High ~ (HHH)

= Resource Inconsistent

- (Father, Adolescent Resource High) - (FAH)
= Resource Inconsistent .

- (Father, Adolescent Resource Low) - (FAL)
= Resource Inconsistent j

- (Mother, Adolescent Resource High) - (MAH)
= Resource Inconsistent

- (Mother, Adolescent Resource Low) - (MAL)
= Resource Inconsistent

- (Parents Resource Righ) - (PH).
= Resource Inconsisent
. - (Parents Resource Low) - (PL)

2HcNenar Test (Siegel, 1956).

.

/

7.20
0.007



APPENDIX C

SUMMARY TABLES FOR NON SIGNIFICANT ANOVA TESTS
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Consistency Patterns and Couple Coping Mean Score for Family and

Variable

&

Financial
Management

Familz and
Friends

N = 201

Table C.1

ANOVA Non Significant Tests for Couple Resource

Friends and Financial Management Variables

S.S.

569.64
16174.11
16743.75

422.57
16321.18

16473.75

M.S.

189 .88
82.11
83.71

140.86
82.85

83.72

2.31
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0.08

0.17



Y,

ANOVA Non Significant Tests for Couple Resource Consistency

Table .2

Patterns and Couple Discrepancy Coping Scores for Couple Resources

Variable S.S.

Marital Satisfaction

Between 250.71
Within . 24527.71
Total 24778.42

Family and Friends

Between 44.02
Within 24734 .40
Total 24778.42

Personality Issues

Between 201.64
Within 24576.78
Total 24778.42

Financial Management

Between 358.84
Within 24419.58
Total ' 24778.42

Sexual Relationship

Bétween 77.98
Within 24700.44
Total 24778.42

N = 201

Df

197
200

197
200

197
200

197
200

1197

200

83.57
124.51
123.89

14.67
125.55%
123.89

67.21
12gn 76
123.89

3

119.61
123.96

123. 85 Php

-25.99
125.38
123.89

0.12

0.54

0.97

0.21

0.57

0.95

0.41

0.89



Table C.3
Summary of Non Significant ANOVA Tests for Family Resource
Consistency Patterns and Family Coping (Mean and Discrepancy) Scores

for Family Resources of Family Strength and Quality of Life

Mean Scores

’

Variable S.S. Df M.S. f P
Family Strength o
\ —
Between 883.41 7 126.20 1.95 0.07
Within 8396.23 130 ' 64.59
Total 9279.63 137 67.74
Quality of Life
Between 55. 14 7 79.31 1.8 0.32
Within 8724.49 . 130 67.11
Total 9279.63 137 67.74
- Y
Discrepancy Scores
Family Strength
Between 2037.23 7 291.03 0.45 0.87
Within 83707.13 130 643.91
Total 85744 .37 1370 -625.87
Quality of Life
Between 4952.27 7 707 .47 r " 1.14 0.34
Within 80792.06 130 621.48
Total 85744.38 137 625,87

N = 138




