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% .;k ‘tABstract
E Prev1ous 1nvestlgators have related marltal stablllty
to marltal QUallty,'suggestlrg that h1gh qual1ty is dlrectly
related to h1gh stab111ty .

Thls study attempts to dlscover hag‘marltal .commitment
is related go the establlahed correlates of marital
stablllty It examines the'empirical researoh related to

mar1ta1 stability, develops prop051trons relating the
correlates of marltal stablllty proylded.by the‘data to
mar1tal commltment and fits theseIpropositionéiinto‘aqgioéd:
theoret1cal framework This'theoreticaidframework tests the
relatlonsh1ps of predisposing background characterlstlcs,
total 1nteractlon reward/ten§1on balance, :;rmatlve -7
constraint ; and external constraints with personal and
structiral commitment. | ‘ |

The data for this study is provided by"the,1986
‘Edmonton Area Sgrvey. Data:is avallable from 179 husbanda
Land wives (including 18 cohabiting couélesi. Propositione
‘are "tested using both individual and couple(ﬁeasures.

aSupport is found for 'a total of.8'bropositi0ns relating
correlaﬁes to personal commitment, and¥]2 propositions
l relating correlates to structural commitment. Multiple
regression eguations were run<yhict explain 20% of the

. variance in personal commitment and 42% of the variance 1n

/

structural commitment,

9.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The familiar~q§rriage ritual "until death do us part"
suggests that marriage is intended to be for life. There is
little doubt that most couples standing at the marriage
'algap expect (or at least hope)vthat their marriage will
last. It is no secyet, hpwevér, that an increasing
prOpoftion of marriages do not last. Indeed, a érowing<
number of youﬁg people openiy guestion the desirabilitylof
getting married at all, and ?ome question the viability of
marr}ége as an instftutign. Conseguently, the indicatodis

used by some as %qidence-of family breakdown are_hailed by
others as evidence of liberation fro; oppres;ive and
_negative family relationships. Since the mid-1960's the
increase in marital instability has been phenomenabe«and has
generated an increadsing amount of research attention.‘

A signifiéaﬁt.proportion of this attentiwn has been
devoted to deteérmining the demographic correlates of marital
stability and/or instability. Much of the research seems to
ass%mé that the primary détermin;nt Qﬁ marital stability is
the subjecti&e expérience of marit?l satisfactibn, |
happiﬁess, or adjustment. An early review of marital
stability states 1its pﬁrpdse as "tc assess ;his expénsion of
kn%wledge about the ‘correlates’of ﬁarital happi ss and
stability"‘(Hicks & Platt, 1970:533). The most jecent decade
review ofvma;ital sgability a%ser&s that "the glality of

most American marriages is the primary determipagt: of

whether a marriage will remain intact" (Spanier/& Lewis,
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1980:826). g

The impetus for‘this line Jf research is provided by a
groundbreaking study (Lévihget, 1965) wpich atte&pts to
determine ;he variébles'assogiated with rarital cohesiveneis ¢
and dissolution.- This approach is expanded by Nye et al.,
(1973), and further develobed'by Lewis and Spanier (1979). ’
These studzes are‘uniqUEly impdttant because of.theif |
attempt to fit the existing empirical iesearch into a . o
theoretical framework. They ali agree in their basic
cgnclusion that positive affggt balance w;thin the'marriage
'is the primary determinant of‘maritalustability/ This can
perhaps best.be summarized by the.assertion that "the single
greatest predigtor of marital stability is marital quality”
(Lewis & Spanier, 1979:273). " |

&

Lewis and Spanier are alone, however, in their
recognition that many poorly adjusted marriages remain
intact, while many marriages with average br even rela}ively
gooé)adisstment may be terminéted by dfvorce. A suggestion
for resea ‘h related to marital quality in the décade”of the
eighties is that "we need 'to pay more attention to low
gquality, high stability marriages” (Spanier & Lewis,
1980:836). ' B .

Growing out of thé‘recdgnition that many unhappy
couples do not divorce and that some couples who appear
adjusted do divorce, a number of reséarchqrs have begun tov.

investigate the zon-=pt of marital dyadic commitment as a

possibYe explanat.ry variable. Johnson (1973, 1978) makes a



% .
major theoretical contribution in his definition of personaf
and étrnr*ural commitment which differentiaﬁes bethen
int: ~lve aAd external ;éstraints. Clayton (1975)
asse~ : .het marital commitment is the crucial variable in
unders.cending mgrital dissolution and divorce, and that
three major factors_determﬁne levels of mér%tal Eommitment:
marital selection factors, méritél‘interaction factors, and
compafison factors. Growing out of an informal seminar,
Reiss (1880) provides three key.variables afgécting dyadic
commiEment in mér{iage: interaction reward/teqsion balance,
hormative,inputs, and structural constraints.

In addition to these theoretical approaches, a number
of empirical studies have investigated factors which,are
directly or .indirect.y related to marital commitment. These .
include the propensi*y to end an,unsatisfac£ory mgq;jage
(Glenn & Weaver, 1978), d&adic commitment (Jorgensen:, 1979),
divorce liberality (Jorgensen & Johnson, 1980), and thinking
aboﬁt divorce (Booth & White, 1980).

The purpose of this thesis is to further examine the
relat  -ship between marital commitment gnd marital
stability by buildiig upon the foundation of empirical ana
thedretical research related to marital commitment.
Variables which héve-béen related to direct and indirect
measures of marital stability_in previous empirical research

3

are further investigated. Many empirical studies have simply

investigated the correlates of marital stability. These
3 ) o]

correlates are investigated in this study from the
' ]
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perspective of how they-may'be related to marital

_commitment, and the implications of this relationship upon

marital‘stégglity. Baseq upon the empirical research,
.propositions are formulited, ané these are strucghred by Ehe
theoretical framework provided by Johnson (1973, 1978?,
C}ayton (1975), and Relss H!%Oﬂl Four general proposit{ons
‘are fgrmulatea.Which suggest that predisposing background, .
characteristics and the total interaction reward/tension
balance are related to personal commitment, and that
nbrmativé constraints and external cohstraints on marriage
relatioﬁships are related to structurai commitment.

‘The data for this study are provided by the 19801
Edmonton Area Survey, which placed a special focus on family
life. The survey was specifically organi.ed to collect data
from bqth husband and wife, resulting in 'a subsample of ©179
couples. It is this subsamp%e which provides the data for
this study. “

This survey was taken at a point in time when economic
development was experiencing a "boom time." This time was
also.marked\pxtconsiderable geographical mobility and .
vdisruptioh ahd upheaval, and a corresponding increase in
family problems. In a study devoted to improving family
éervices in the city of Edmonton, and conducted at this
time, Larson (1980) points out that "problematic family
relationships are nearly twice as high in.Alberta as.in

Canada on an average, and nearly twice as high in the major

urban centres (Edmonton and Calgary) as in the province of

C
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Alberta aé a whole." -
This setting provides a uniqué oppoftunity to study the
. . 5 » _ .
impacg of marital commitment on marital‘spability. Because
of the unique feagureé of the datg base, pfopésitions Eén be -
tested not only on an'individual levél, put.also on the
basis of a,coqparison of respénses prdvided by bgth members
of the maritalvdyad.-A number of propositions, however,gq
cannot be investigatéd Secausexof:the lack of appropriate
information in thesdata” base. )
Tﬁ}g;investigatiOn begins with a Eompreheésive review
of the literature-related to ma:ital‘stability,.marital

>

quality, and marital commitment. This inclﬁdesvresearch on
s - _
Jthe general context of the c?néept of marital commitment, an
examination of the theoretical and empirical fofmulations of
this céncept,‘and of the nelatioﬁships between marital
com;itment, marital quality, and marital stability.
The third chapter 'is a detailed examination of the

empirical literature which is either directly or indirectly
related tb the concept of marital éommitment. This leads to
the formulation of twenty-seven first-order propositionﬁ, of
which tyenty—one can be‘tgsted by the data avéilable.‘These

propositions are organized on the basis of a broad

theoretical framework.

"“Phe fourth chapter provides the methoddlogical approach
to the investigation of marital commitment. It provides a

description of the sample, how the dependent and independent’
B n » ] o

variables were measurec, ard a description of how data
y -
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~ analysis is carried out in, the study.

* The fifth chafter provides a summary of the findings

related tofspécific propositions, followed by-a discussion
: | | o B

of the implications of these finéings. The -conclusion

assesses the study on the basis of its contributions and

v »

. . .' . 9 . »’
limitations, and provides suggestions for further research

—

related to marital commitment. . ¢



,III_. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The conslderatlon of marltal dyadlc commi.ment 1is
rézatlvely recent in marital 1nteract10n research. Wr1t1ng
in the mid 1970'!s, Dean and Spanier(1974) could claim that a
search of 27 leading texts' in marriage and the family failed
to find a singie reference to gommitment ag a potentigl-
variable in measuring-marital sucéess. While there has been
littlé change with referenCe.ﬁo the-jncluéion of commitment
in’marriage and family textbooks (this writer is aware of
only two textbookg - Clayton, 1975iand(Refss, 1980‘* at
discuss cohmitment), an increasing-nﬁmber of journal s
articles .and dhpublished manﬁsc}ipts prgsented at’
professional conferences héve begun.to utilize Eommitment or
a,rel;ted variable such és "thinking about divorce" (Boogh g
White, 1980) or "divorfe liberality" (Jorgenéen & Johnéon,
1980) a; <« relevant variable ih seeking to unéersfané
marital d_ssolution and/or stability.
) Much of this initial research on commitment has been
exploratory in nature, Johnson (197@ argues that where the
concept has been utilized asg central to the understandlng of
courtship and marriage it has been defined in a rather

vagﬁe, unspecified way. In consequence, the major earlier’
paéers dealing with commit%ent have focused on problems of
defin}tion, (Becker, 1560; Johnson, 1973; Levinger, 1965),
with a resulting failure to provide any empiricai-analyses

of its antecedents or effects. Later studies have been

devoted to a detailed tireoretical examination of the
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problems of clear definitions as well as seeking to-
elucidate the potential effects.of commitment on marital

';stability (Clayton, 1975; Edwé}ﬁsf& gaunders,. 1981; Leik & [}

Leik, 1976; Levinger, 4977, 19793 \yis &.Spanfer,f1979;

ES

. ' ) L
Reiss, .1980; Rosenblatt, 1977; Scanzoni, 1979). These

Y y .
studies, however, have evidenced little agreement on the

, . . 4
definition or antecedents of commitment, nor do they provide

any empirical support for their theoretical constructions. A
few empirical studies have attempted to measure ghe

antecedents of marital dyadic commitmea; (Booth White,

)

1980; Coombs . & Zumeta, 1970; Jorgensen & Johnson, 1980), or -

its'possibleérel?tion to ma--tal ‘dissolution and/or
stability (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Ammons & Stinnet, 1980,
Jaffe & Kanter, 1976). In addition, a small number of

empirical studies have found varying levels of commitment

a

for.differing stages (e.g., dating, cohabiting, married) of

4
interpersonal relationships (Johnson, 197" Leik et al.,

1978; Lewis et al., 1977; Lyness,—1978) but ~ven these

studies utilize differing measures of commitment.
s ;

* The pufpdse of this chapter is 'to provide a summary of
fhe general context within which the résearch on marital
commitment has taken. place, to critically evaluate the
specific formulation§ of marital dyadic commitment and
related concepts: tg’exéfzcate possible relations between

commitment, marital qualify, and marital stability, and to

examine the theoretical foundations of commitment research.

<
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'A.lGeneral Context of Research on Maritai Cbmmitmgnt
| " One 6f the earliest contributlons té_a-broad |
understandlng of commltn nt 1n‘intérpersonal relations was
formulated by Becker (1960), who providéé a formal analysis
of the concept and'seeks HP integrate it with currem
sociologigal gbeory. "Sociglogists typically make use of"the
consept of commitmenE when they are trying tosaccount.for
the fact that peoplé engage in gonigstent lines of activity"

£

(Beckery, 1960: 33) Such €onsistent behaviour persists over

some per1od of time and implies a rejection by the actor of
‘fea51ble alternatives. Commltmept is defined as side bets
whicf link extraneous interests‘of the actor with a
aongistent line of' activity. "The committed person hés ééted
in such a way as to involve other interests of hié,x“
oniginaily_extraneods to the action he is engag.-d in;
directly in®that action" (Becker, 1960:35). While Becker's
dlscu551on is not related directly to marltai commitment, it
] Ceftalﬂly has pract1cal 1mp11catlons for thlS area. Thus,
for example, he maintains that 3 person spmetlmfs finds that
side bets constrain his present activity because tﬁe
existence of generalized culturagl expectations provides

)
penalties for those who violate them (e.g., social attitudes

to. divorce). A person may also find that side bets have ‘been
made for him by the operation of impersonal bureaucratic
. arrangements (e.g., strict divorce laws), or through the

‘process of individual g?justment'to social positions (e.g.,

the efiects of durégﬁon of marriage). Other people-may d#lso
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hglp one’ preserve the side bets he has entered into (efg., \ '
‘reactions of kin and friends to a prospective marital
aissolutioh). | | )

. ( N <
Within the same broad perspective, but with more dirett
B

;appkicafion to ghe family, Hobart(1963) traces four major’
changes which.weaken the solidarity of the family: ioss of
fam?ly functions; incréased personal mobility; decline of
' . status achiebemenf; and,

A\

" the ascendancy of materialistic values. These changes result

status ascription. and increase in
L .

in a value conflict between unlimited commjtment to people

[4

or to ashievement and success.

A family presumes unlimited commitment between -
family members: "till death do you part" between
husband and wife, "#11 we can do for the kids" on -
the part -of parents toward children. But the
., priority of these&ove and concern values is
directly challenged by success and achievement
values which may imply that status symbols are mo:il.
important than babies; that what a child achieves
more important than what he is; that what we gwn is
more imporﬁaﬁ? than what we are (Hobart, 1963:407).

Hobart argues that success values need to be displaced
. . A
by the more human-oriefted being, knowing, caring, loving

L4

values. "A key to this value change lies in refiewed
qommitment to the fam&ly andhin thus reestablishi;a the
Eentrality of the commitment to inefficient, human values
which the family relationship sym£olizes" (Hcbart,. /
1963:410).

The precgding studies provide an important context b‘w
within which future work on commitment is framed. Becker's

concept of side bets suggests the existence of external

cdhstraints on relationships which have the effect of -
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maintaining cgns;steqt lines of adtivities‘or prevgnting tﬁe
’diggoiution of 'existiny reiationships.-ﬂobart;g application
to the family argues that broad changes = in soggety tend
to weaken the effects of .such side bets, and to raise the
necessity of resolving the pervasive value conflicts which
will enable the family to survive in an achievement—ogiented
$ociety. Thé'ébsence~ r weake in@_of external-conStfaints
logﬁéally suggests the neceé@ity'of an increase of internal
resolve, or a commitment to "inefficiert human values"
symbolized by the famiiy relationship. - A
Thefseminal grtﬁcie (Levinger, 1965) which hh's proviaed
the theoretical fr;mework fc most subsequent studies ofﬂ
commithent within the magital relationshib sought to (
determine the Ga;iables associated with marital cohesiveness
and,dissolution./Marital cohesiveness is seen as a Specia} “
case of group cohesivenéss in éeneral, and the strength of a

o

marital relationship is regarded as "a direct function of:
the. attractions within and barriers around the marriage,’and
an inverse function of sugh attractions and barriers from
other relationships” (Levinger, 1965{19). Factors which
differentiate between high and low cohesive marriages are
thus defined as sources of alternative attraction. This
suggésts the existence of two primary dimensions underlying
every marriage; the attractions within the marriage as
comparec to alternatiﬁb attractions, and fhe styength_ or,
weakness of boundaries around the marriage. Levinger

3
suggests that the strength of such boundaries is irrelevant

>
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T as long as the partners' attraction is high enough that they

12

-

.
do not consider alternatlves 7

Sources of attraction are._ deflned by Levinger as:

‘affectlonq; rewards, 1nclud1ng esteem for §§ouse, de51re for //
N e : « ) ’ ' ) :
companlonshlp, and sexual enjoyment; socio-economic rewards,

¥

including husb@nd"s income, home ownershlp, ‘husband' s

educatlon, @ﬁﬁﬁ%@sband S occupatlon and s1m1lar1ty in

:';

éﬁ%%cludlng rellglon educatlon and age. Sources

of barrier strength are defined as: feel1ngs of obllgatlona
. b ‘ s

social stet%

to dependent children énd‘to-the marital bond; moral
proscrlptlons such as proscript e re11g1on and- joint church
attendance; and external pressures such as. primary group
affiliations, gpmmun1ty stigma, and legal‘and econom1c‘hars.
Sources of alternate ‘attraction are defined as: affettiona_
»§ewards Sudh.as preferred alternate sex partner, disjunctive
social relatons, or opeosfng'réfzgious affiliations; and
econemic Eewards such as'wife'ézopportunity for independént_
income.' ‘
Arising from his’diecussion of barriers and bonds

S

Levinger .(1965) suggests three approaches tonincreasing the -

’durabilit; of marriage. The first, and probably most
effective, is to increase the positive attractiveness of the
relationship/through mafriage enrichment. or renewal of the

partners" interest in each other. Secondly, one can decrease

the attractiveness of alternate relationships, although the .

(means of doing so are not indicated, ror-would this approach

be a necessary or suff1c1ent means of enhanting marital

A
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satisfaction. The third approach s increasing barriefrs,.
e ; 4 AR R
although Levinger recognizes that high barriers are likely

-/ ) ‘n .
to leadpto hig‘h interpersonal conflict and tension.
Leziggfr extends and clarlfles his, dlscu551on of

- attractions, barrlers, and alternate attractlons in

Lz

subsequent articles. His conceptual framework is based on

the assumptlon that: ) . : ' .

4

..A;

peoplt@stay in relationships because they are
attracteégto them and/or they are barred from
leav1ng them, and that, consciously or not, people
compare their current relat10nsh1ps with alternatlve
ones. If internal attractions and barrier forces
become distinctly weaker than those’ fromsa viable
‘alternative, the consequence is breakup (Levinger,
1976:43). _ 5

i - « : :

The primary implication of Levinger's work is that o

close relatlonshlps may be held together through obllgatlons
’Q_\x

wthh are 1ther taken on voluntarlly by the partners or

1mposed from out51de by the society. Prlvate commltments

s

emerge.- out ‘of repeated positive 1ntpractlons, whereas publlc

obligation is imposed by sociafl norms to which both members

'

of a relazicnship subscribe‘(Levinger7~1977)‘

One of the major strengths of Levinger's analysis is’

that it is’f;rrly anchored in'the establishe ~tradition of

)
the soc1al psyrhologlcal study of groups

L

he o:ncepts are
the same as trse employed for understandlng the
cohesiveness of other social groups" (Levinger, '1965:28).
Eurthedmore, he.clearly recognizes £he important
contrihutions of both personal attractions to the
‘relationship, as well as external constralnts or barriers to

’ . L4 lf
dlssolv1ng the relationship. & number of subsequent studies
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consider -tHe contribution of personal:attractions or Eoﬁds,
v but fail to considgr the possible {mpact of external
Q%%?nstrqints on marital stéﬁﬁlity. (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980;
ﬂgmmons & Stinnett, 1980; Jorgenéen,,1979; Rosenblatt, 1977).

Levinger's work has provided~a major stimulus for a number

of impdrtant theo:etical £nd empi:ical studies of marital E“\
commitment (Clayton, 1975; Edwards & Saundersg, 19é1f
-

Johnson, 1973,:1978; Lewis & Spanier, 1979; Nye et -al.,

PN

19734 Reiss, 1980). _ ° - -

spite this major contribution to the subseguent

“analys of commitment, a number- of weaknesses in. the

-

' ¢
can be identified. First, no considergtion 1s given

to the possible effects of family background and/o

approaé
démograpﬁic cHaracteristicsAof the marital_partﬁggs. Clayton
(1975) suggests tﬁat thé family Rackground and e?rl?““
dating-courtship ekpé{iendes of married‘persdns &s an
important variablé,ihﬁaqalyzing'maritél commitmeht;‘énd‘this_
coﬁtention 1s supported 5y a gr at deal of empirical
research (Booth & White, 1980; . Bumpass & Sweet, 1972:
' Cherlin, 1977;‘ﬁoombs & 2uméta, 1950; Jorgensgen 5 Johnsorn,
1980; Mott & Moofe, 1979; Norton & Glick, 1976% Price-Bonham
& ﬁaléwick, 1980; Spanier & Glick, 1981).. Second, Levinéer's
- formulation féils to see marital interaction as essentially
’a'process'{Edwards & Sgdﬁders, 1981; Reiss, 1980). Such an
approach wopld meed'té examine the dynamics of marital

interaction, the impact on marital commitment of agreement

atd disagreement of spouses, the effects of variable



oufweighé sanctions and iptérdependenéy. 1f this is_true, .
then ;ny marriage characterized by high positive affect :
balance should be stable” (Nye gi al., 1973:112). |

Lewis and Spanier indicate that the. above formulation
of marital stébility‘fstands as one-of the most parsimonious
and coherent attempts at theory construction in this area’
and that i is noteworthy in.1its speCifici&y gnc
‘testability, sincé its level of abstraction is 2:I a }
" relatively low order and its concepts are easily
' operationalized" (1979:270). This approach therefore serves
as an excellent é#ample of linkin4 research and theory.

\Lewis and Spanier (1979) utilize'the‘basic.approach to
theory building established by Nye and colledgues to develop
a model which establishes "ﬁérital qﬁality" as the key
' variable 'in understanding marital stabil{Ly. Marital quality
is defined as the subjective evaiuation of a married .
couple’s relaiiwnshipst-andlis composed of such fac. rs as
adjustment, satisfaction, happiness, Conflict and r e b
strain, communication, and integration. Marital stability 1is
de%ined as_the formal or informal gtatus‘of'a maryiage as:
intact or ngnintact;_Stable marriage is terminated only by
the death of a spouse. Unstéble marriage 1is one which 1is
willfully terminated by one or béth spOuSes. The implication
of this definition is that intact marriages are stable
marriages and‘hgnce‘they are marriages of %igh qugiity.

Lewis and Spanier recognfie, however, that many podrly

“adjusted marriages remain intact, while many marriages with

Ed
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ave}age or even felativelx good idjdstment may be terminated
by divorce. I ’ . %’

The scheme'fdr'identifyin:vmarital éuality and
~stab111ty includes the four general categories of premarltal
predlsp051tlon ; maéltal quallty during the marriage per1od
threshold varlables, and the post-marital perlod These four
categorles are seen as suggdestive of the processual nature
of matitéi‘intefaction, and identify marital gquality as a
dynamic rather than a staEic concept. |

While the ;uthors recognize that the threshold
variables may be most influential in determihing.the
circum;tancés under which 2 marrjagde will remain intact or
terminate, they assert that "the Sipgle greatest predictor
of marital stabi;ity 1s marital qﬁality" and that ;the key
to our apprbach to marital stability is to understand
marital quality primarily and the ¢peration of threshold
mechanisms secondarily" (Lewis & Spanier, 1979:273). Six
thfeshold variableslare i?entified (maritél expectations,
commitment to the marriage and {ts.assoclated obligations,
tolerance fof coAfIzcz and disharmony, religious doctrine
and commitment, external pressures and émenability to social
stigma,'divorée law‘and availability of legal aid, and'rgal .
and perCEiJed alternatives), but b&cause theése are not /
regarded as of central importance, they are not further

[]
defined or discussed.

There is no doubt’ that the relationship between marital

. L
quality and marital stability ig eXxtremely important, but
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the failure to further explore the impa® of the so-called
thfegyold vériables_is a serious omission. When we conéidér
thevggssible impact of "tolerance for conflict and’
disharmony™ for example, it may help us to explain why
cegtaih marriages break up while othe;s remain’intact
despite the. fact that both evidence the samd/ievel of
" marital quality. Similarly, the impact éf divorce law on
marital stability became readily appafent in the increase in
divorce foilowing the passage of the divorce legislation in
1968. A similar case can be made for the impact of the other
threshold Jariables, including marital commitment. Thus,
even when marital quality is low, a high leﬂ?l of commitment
’hay contribute to the stability of ma*riages. Thié
relationship requires further investigation. |

The use of the propositional! inventory led to the
formulation of three general areas of maritaltqdality, with
three accompanying third-order propositions. The first érea
is that of pfemarital factors, with the following
proposition: "The greater the social and personal resources
available for‘adequate marital role functioning; the higﬁer

the subsequent marital quality" (Lewis & Spanier, 1979:275).

. &
The second area is that of spocial and economic factors, “\

summar%zed by the following proposition: "The greater the%
spouses' satisfaction with their life st~ie; the greate
their marital quality" (Lewis & Spanier, 197§¥2121*/Tﬁe

third area is that ¢f interpersonal and dyédic facto{s,

summarized by the proposition: "The greater the rewards from
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spousal interactioni.;he greater the marital quality.”
i

The greatest propé?tién of the Lewis and Spanier
article is devoted to the explication of the relationship
between marital guality as the dependent vdtiable and its ¢
vari%us correlates (74 first-order propositions). An
extr;;ely small proportion of the article is devoted tg,an
examination of thgvrelationship between marital qualif@sand
marital stabiliti. Oﬁe main proposition is advanced to

R ,

describe this relationship: "The greater the marital
QUality, the greater the marital stability" (Lewis &
Spanier,'1979:2885. Two other contingent cr control
variables are advanced as affecting the central relationship
between marital quality and marital stability. Alternative
attractions are presented as negatively influencing the
level of marital qual}ty and hence stability, whereas
normative égnstraints to remain married positive&y.influencg _
:the level of maritéi quality and stability (Lewis & Spanier,
1979:288). These relationships are @agrammatically
pg;sented in Figure 2.1 (from Lewis & Spanier, 1979:?89);

A rater devast?tiﬁg critique, of the formulation is
made (Thomas & Klebef, 1981) with reference to the two

contingent variables, suggesting that on the basis cf

exchange theory one would predict relationships exactly
B

opposite from those proposed. Lewis & Spaniler argue that
alternative attractions negatively influence the
relationship between marital quality and stability. In

_contrast, Thomas & Kleber maintain that increasing



-y

-

21

Py

PURSRPEN



22

alternative attractions strengthens the relarionship between

marital quality and marital stability. On the basis o
\ ' o
exchange theory €hey predict that as couples experience high

profit from their marriage. (high maritél guality), they will
more likely elect t0o stay married\despite high alternative
ittractions than wolﬂd'chples experiencing low profit 1in
their marriages (low marital quality)f Those ‘experiencing -
low ﬁarital quality would bevmore likely to terminate;their
marriagés iven high alternative attractidn;. They would
.—therefore ‘predict that the stréngth of the relationship
between mar1ta1 quallty and stability increases -as
alternative attractions increase, whereas Spanler & Lewis
predict the opposite. Similarly, Lewis & Spaniereargue that
increasing external pressures to remain married would
positively influence the strength of the relationship

@ .
between marital quality and stability. In contrast, Thomas &

V;Kleber propose that as the control variable of external:

pressures to remain married increases, the strength of the o

relationship between marital quali:. and stability weakens.

Couples with low marital quality and“ﬁigh external'préssurés

.

would likely remain married, making marital quality a peor
predictor of stability (a weak redétionship). Marital’
quality , hdwéter, should be a good predicrbr of marital

stability (a strong relat10nsh1p) for couples with low

Lar

pressures to remalndmarrled; Spanier & LEWIS (1981) admit

the p0551ble errors, suggesting that these may have taken

\

place in the Shlft from looklng at the impact of alterkatlve

.
% N

40-5
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attractions and external pressures upon'maritaI qual?ty‘
alone to—focusing on the impact of these two contingent
variables upon the relationship between marital quality and
marital stability. Tois points out the need for turther'

research into the possible influence of such contingent
. \\

variables, including marital commitment. ot

Edwards and Saunders (1981) point out two major
. +
commonalities between the thedretical efforts of Levinger,

~

Nye et al., and Lew;s and Spanier.‘First, each of the
approaches, either implicitly or explicitly, is strongly
dependent on exehange theory arAd its concept of rewards

within the marital reIStlonsh:p,Kthe perSohal profits ~°

s

available outside the marital relationship, and the
1mportance of external 1nfluences on the perceived nature of
the marriage ,Secondly, each of these approaches has relled
heavily.on ex1st1ng empirical literature for its
formulation, thus sharing a simiiar levei_of generality and
abstraction, which is high in informational content and yet
a51ly operationalizable for testlng purposes #This results
in an 1nt1mate link between emplrlcal research and theory
which advances our understanding of stability beyond the
simple bivariate relationships opon which the bulk of the’
empirical literature is based.
~As already indicated, the above literature is only .

1nd1rectly related to marital dyadlc commitment, but it is

1mportant for its provision of the general theoretlcal

context within which the approach to marltfl commltment 18

-
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framed. While recognizing the potential~iofluence of
1 exterﬁal constraints, this literature is consistent in
presenting strong personal relationships or personal
intéréction as the essential key to ‘understanding marital
cohesiveness or stability. Thus, for example, Levinger
(1965) suggests that the stremgth of boundaries is -
irrelevant as long as the pértners' attraction is high
enough that they do no% consider alternatives. Similarly,
‘Nye et al., (1973) suggest that affect balance outweighs
botﬁ sanctions and ihterdependeﬁéy in determining marital
stapility. Lewis ana Spanier (197§£férgue that marital
guality 1s the primary‘variable contributing to marital
stability, with alternative attrdctions.and external

‘ \
pressures acting as gontingency factors which mediate the
central relationship between marital quality and marital
stability. In éontrast, the ;pecific formulations of marital
commitment considered in the next section,‘whi)e recognizing
the importance of strong personal felationships in marriage,
. also consider ﬁthef potentiilly important factors in a
meaningful analysis of marita} stability.

A}

B. Specific Formulations of Marital Commitment )
' The research noted above brovides an important context
for an understanding of marital\cohmitment as it i1 related
~to marital stability. If it deals with commitmentlat all,
however, it defines it as having only secondary importance

N

in understanding marital stability. During the decade of the

o,
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‘1970's an increasing number of researchers have isolated
vcommitment as an imporrant variable in understanding and
explalnlng marital stability.

Johnson (1973) represents one of the first. major
attempts to deal with the relationship of commitment to
marital ‘'stability. In his initial definition of commitment
he differentiates between personalbcommitmenp, or a strong

personal dedication to a decision to carry out a particular

line of action, and. behavioral commitment, which .is defined

-

in terms of external restraint (based on'Becker' 1960)

'
y V]
<«

as "those consequences of an initial pursult of a llne of

Y
acti (Johnson, 1973 397). Behavioral commitment con51sts
¥

of two components: social commitment and cost cémmrtmémt. A;Q;g
: W Gl IR M
preliminary oper;;lonallzatlon of the ooncept compared'28' d.

earlier paper by a cleerer A ¢ rﬂntlatlon between persOna},fﬁr

o

commitment and what he now ref_is to aS'structupal

‘o

commitment. Personal commltment is deflned as a Eense of S

%

determination to continue a line of action desplt@ édverslty
6.

or temptations to deviate. Three major componenbs mii"&

Er
¥r
\-’Q)‘h

personal commitment are isolated. The flrst of'thg df

.
b
"»: N

attltude basis, whlch is dependent upon the 1nd1v1'

satisfaction with the relationship, deriving from elther an
0 .



\. events. A later paper (Johnson,

, (/ distinction between attraction to one's partner and:

- attraction to the relationship. One may experience a‘high
level of attraction to one's partner, for example, anzryet
be deeply dissatisfied with the melationship, as in many
abusive.relationships. The second major component is the
definition of self‘in terms of the relationship. Thus,a“
person sees himself/herself in the enactment of the role
connected with a particular position such-as husband or
wife, and has & difficult time conceiving'himself/hersg}f in
any other context. The third major component 1is an
internalized sepse of moral-obligation to.the maintenance of’;

3

the\relationship. This obligation may derive from a general
belief that one should finish what one start%, or it mayJ
reflect reliéious values ("What God hath joined together let
no man put asunderJ), or it may indicate a perception of the
relationship as involving an implicit.contract which |
obligétes one to its maintenance regardléss of the costs
invol&ed. In his later paper (Johnson, 1985) the suggestion
is made that it might be clearer to shift to a three—pgrt
commitmeqt framewor}: personal commitment, moral commitment,

and structural commitment. This recommendation arises from

the observation that moral commitment is defined as a

\
\ 1

d
I

.l . oa . : .
c?ﬁgdment of personal commjitment, whereas Levinger places
LAY , )

&
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moral commitment with barriers rathér than with attractions,
and Stanley places moral obligation with structural,or ‘
constraint commitment. While recognizing the‘operation of
external moral obligétion'imposed by significant others,
Johnson argues there is also an interndlized sense of -
personal moral obl1gatlon 1n which the feeling of constralnt
is one of self—constraint.

Structural commltmengﬁgare defined as "events or
conditions which constrain’ the individual to contlnue a line
of action once he/she has initiated it, regardless of
his/her personal commitment to it" (Johpson, 1978:4). Four®
general types of structural commitment mechanisms are
defined: termination procedureé, irretrievé%le investments,
social pressures and available alternatives. Termination
procedures indicate that' énce one has “initiated a line of
action, one must ‘zke some specific steps in order to .
discontinue it. The cost of such termination may be trivial
as in casual dating, or it may be great as in divorce.
IPPetPiévab]e investments recognize the fact that the
development.and mainterance of a relationship requires one
to invest.time, energy, emotional involvement, money, or
othe »ossibly irretrievable resou;ces. Such invéstments ¢
require foregoing a variety of alternative possibilities.
Should the long-term relatiohship end, such investments

k\TZSuld be defined as failures or wasted efforts. Social
pressures arise from the fact that other people build

»l
patterns of behavior around our lines of accion and take us
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into account in making their own plans, with the result that
they develop certain expectations with regard to our
continuation of the relationshiﬁ. Any attempt on our part té
change.the relationship may consequently meet with
resistance fFom these oghers. The fourth type of structural
commitment is a consideration of available alternat ives.

Inv vement in a relationship may regtrict the range ofg
ava! _able alternatives by res&ricting our cognitive

accessibility to sources 'of information concerning

alternative lines of action, or by real changes in the

~social environment which results in the unwillingness of

/

5

others to become involved with us in alternatiye
relationships. It is recognized by the agtbcr Eﬁ%t this
formulation of personal and structural commitmént ls
directly based:upon Levinger's concept of social cohesion
(Johnson, 1978:9). This cléariy places this research wifhin
the generaliconféit of the stability literature discussed

earlier. A non-random, non-representative student sample
+ ) ’ u“l

-

indicates that the‘operationalization of these¢ measures of
<commitment is able to differentiate between cohdgiting and
%arried‘couples, with married coup%és demonstrating a higher
level of commitmént. This analysiglprovides‘no indication,
however, of the relationship of commitment to stability, nor
does it provide any undefyte:ding of the antecedents o%
commitment. The most useful aspect of Johnson's research 1is

the provision of a clear definition of marital commitment

which cén be utilized in research dealing with its ¢

&/
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antecedents and conseguences. ) . .« .

A more detailed model of marital commitment (Clayton,
1975) also builds airectiy on Levinger's (1965)'formulatigg
of marlba% cqhe51veness and dissolution, but seeks to |

R
oveﬁfome QEWeraL,gaps 1dent1f1ea in Lev1nger s approacgh

(Flgure %?2 %hWhlle recognlzlng that "a commitment to spouse

Qand the mgzr*age, plus the presence of personal,‘soc1al .
structural, and cultural barriers to pressures for - \
dissolution, will reduce the llkellhood of a marriage /
terminating because of alternative sources Of attractiogw
(Clayton, 1975:579), he isolates several large gaps in~
Levinger's approach. The first gap is the failuré\to

_consider family-“background and early dating“courtshib
expe{ignées of married:perSOns. Biographical events prior to
marital 'selection are regarded as predisposing in the se
that people with ceffain types of experiences'are more
likely to dissolve a marr1age than are others. A nUmber‘df
factors which are generally v1ewaJ «s béing more ggnduc1ve
to ﬁarltal stablllty and which cre 1 lated to amily .
background, achlevement and identification, 42_ heterosexual
datihg experiences are summarized. The second gap is Ehe
failure to deflne marrlage as dyadic 1nteract10n with the
result that v1rtually no attention 1s glven to such factors

/

as: (1) the interaction of spouss=s w1th one another; (2) the

prevailiTg power configuration within the family; «3)
adjuSthht and satisfaction levels experienced in the

marriage as compared to expectations; (4) fami.y life cycle

5
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stage. The crucial varisble in understanding mar:tal

. uela S

éissélutign and‘éi§6tcé "is not marital cohesiveness, but
rather thg degréé qf'comm;tmeni each spouse hasAtp the_othgr
and to the marriage” (Clayfoh, 1975;580). A closer study of
the model (Figure 2.2).indicates'the postulation of three
. . . v S
FIGURE 2.2 MARITAL-COMMIT&ENT PROBABILITIES

— ]

l\ .

Figure 2.2 has been removed due to copyright restrictions,

»
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major factors which contribute to or determine levels of"

marital commitment: marital selection factors (A and B),

. . . . ,
marital interaction factors (C,, C,, and C,) am

comparisod,
factors (D). This model represents a con51derable |
improvement over Jomnson'slapproach in that 1t spells 0
major-determinants of marital commitment from a theoretica
perspective, although there 1is no imdication of empirical
support for the model. ¢

‘? Another recent formulatlon of marital dyadic.commitment.

!

(Reigsp 1980) also-.reveals ch51derable dependence on the
work of%Leminéer. f;ising out of an informal seminar of four
faculty members and five graduate students devoted to,a‘
discqssipn‘of dye ..~ commitment, three key variabies
affectimg.dyadir cdmmitment‘in-merriage are found: (1)
interacrion'reward—tension balance, (2) normative inputs,

and (3) structural Lonstraints. This model of dyadic

commitment is presented in Tab}e‘2.1 (Reiss, 1980:265).

TABLE 2.1 PREDICTORS OF DYADIC COMMITMENT

Cable 2.1 has been removed due to copyright restrictions.
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major factors which contribﬁte to or determine levels of

: |
marital commitment: marital selection factors (A and B),
marital interaction factors (C,, C,, and C,) and comparison
factors (D). This model repreéents a.considerable
improvement over Johnson's approach iﬁbthat it spells out
major determinants of‘marital commitment from.a theoretical
perspective, although there is no indication of empirical
support for the model.

-

Another recent formulation of marital dyadic csmmi:meqt
(Reiss, 1980) also reveals considerable dependence on the
" work of Levinger. Arising out of an informal seminar of four
faculty members_ana_five graduate students devoted to a |
discussion of dyadic commitment, three key var{ables
affecting dyadic commitment in marriage are found: (1)
interaction reward-tension Balance, (2) normative inputé,

and (3) structural constrairts. This model ofy dyadic

commitment is-presented in Tab = 2.1 (Rei_s, 1980:265).

TABLE 2.1 PREDICTORS OF DYADIC COMMITMENT

-
[ \
] A
Variable 1: Total :
reward tension . S ~
\ ° .| balance ™
7 Y
Variable 3: | Variable 4: Dyadic
structural [; -7~~~ 7777 s 7 commitment
constraints
N \\ ‘
N

~. | Variable 2: ‘
Normative inputs

-
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Interaction reward-tension balance is the ﬁbst obvious
factor affecting one's determination to stay in-a par-icular
dyadic relationship. Reiss pointé out that many -researchers
assume a unidimensional scale resulting in a negative

relationship between tensions and rewards. Actual research,

however, indicates that marital rewards and marital tensions

are largely independent qualities of a marital relationship.

Knowledge of a person's measure on one of these gualities

does not permit one to predict ghe person's position on the

other qu lity. Consenuently the balance between rewards and

. ‘
ten'sions is significaht, and these must be separately
estimated because they are not correlated.

Normative inputs are regarded as the second major

factor affecting dyadic commitment. Thus the belie¥ that

marriage is a union fcr life and that divorce and remarriage.

are unacceptable would increase dyac’: commitment
irrespe. .ve of the reward-tension balance. It could be a
major contributing factor in the continuation of a marriage

where the tensions far outweigh the rewards. Support of a

"marriage by friends and kin is also sudgested as a normative

support contributing to dyadic commitment.

Structural constraints are regarded as the third source
of .dyadic comm;tment, and are defined as the patterned ways
in which our¥social roles relate to each other and tc the

way in which we perform the marital role. A significant body

of research (Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Rgllins & Eeldman, 1970;

o
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,Rolllns & Cannon, 1974; Campbell, 1975) indicates that

parental roles have a negatlve effect upon mar1ta1 roles. On

thT other hang, occupatlonal succesg‘has been traditionally

related in qbpositive“manner to dyadlc commitment. ‘A third
/ area of structural constraints suggested by Reiss i%}that of
shared ties(with kin and friends. | ‘
It- should be .oted that{ accerding to Reiss's model,
st?ﬁétural ceﬁstraints ar- viewed as hav1ng a d1rect efgect
on dyad1c cOmmltment jst. as the other two major varlables

-z,x ; &s, \ \‘, P

‘do. But strugtural constralnts also have 1nd1rect effects on

g X édlc COMmmltment through their effects on reward—ten51on
b o= ’ '

baIance and normatlve 1nputs Thus, for example; structural

constralnts such as relatlonshlps with chlldren .or with

.
N €]

one's JOfk will lead to changes in 1nteractlon with one's

g
v

spouse and thus alter the reward tens1on balance,'whlch 1n

turn'affects dyadT¢ commltment SLmllarly, structural
o
constraints may. affect one' s view relevant to such normatlve

'bellefs that marrlage 18 for life, and thus again 1nd1rectly
: affect dyadic commitment. Because structural constralnts not
) nly have direct effects but also ihdirect effects on

cojnmitment, they are regarded as the key dynamic element in

the theory. o R
. - 1 . :
'{ . The most recent attempt (Figure 2.3) to deielop a model

°

of marital commitment (Edwards &. Saunders, 1981 384) al

. : ‘c v
builds upon the pioneering.work of Levinger, as well as
taking into account the, more recent formulations of factors

—_— —

associated with marital stability providedysy:Nye et al.
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(1973), and Lewis and Spanier (1979).

FIGURE 2.3 EDWARDS/SAUNDERS MODEL OF‘MARITAL\DISSOLUTION

/
-
Figure 2.3 has been removbd due to copyright restrictions. . - 6§’
\
The approach used in constructing the model was to
systematically inspect and corroborate the empirical —p
generalizations noted in the reviews of others-(Nye et al., A

1969; Lewis & Spanier, 1979), to add other_generelizations
found in related literature, and finally‘to\include parts of
exchange and choice theory to seek to fill significant gaps.
© Two major(;eeknesses of the prev1ous‘research and
'theoretlcal approaches are 1dent;jke§ 1) ‘The tendency of
prev1ous research to obscure the underlylng processual
nature of the dissolution dec151on which is often clearly

recognlzed theoretlcally, but which 1is seldom expllcltly

delineated in the sequential character of their models. (2)

RS

Kl
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The failure to recognize the duality of the marital
irelationship, or the fact that two persons are involved in
every marriage. It is necessary to recognize this duality 1in
the model of dissolution’ and to
.take 1nto‘account that in a marital relationship
two separate personalltles are interacting, two
relatively heterogenpus value and need systems
confront each qther, and two different behé&vioral
systems are present. Without such an accountdng, any .
formulation is likely to remain a partial one and to
depict a very one-sided view of the dissolution
process in the ?ace of substantial evidence to the
contrary (Edwards & Saunders, 1981:381).

It is readily. apparent that the specific formulations
of marital commitment clearly fall within the general
context of marital cohesfon'established by Levinger and
explicated by Nye- and colledgues, and by Lewis and Spanler ¥
A comparison of the ‘basic constructs}ﬁ&lllzed by the seven
major theoretical approaches in their discussion of marital
stability and/or marital commitment, indicates that there is

’ . W 4 '
considerable overlap between the different studies (Table
2.2). The two factors of attractions and barriers are found
in each of the theoretfical 'statements of marital stability
. . ) S v OU o B
and marital;commitment;“All of the studies evidence broad
agreement in-their’basicadefinitions of these two factors as
well ape concept of alternatlve attractions affect1ng
marltal stablllty and/or commitment ig suggested in five of

r
the seven theoretl:al approaches to thls area. It needs to('
be recognlzed however, -that this concept is essentially a

theoretical construct“contr;buted by the exchange

literature, but that it has little or no empirical basis
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(Edwards & Saunders, 1981). In contrast, the concept of
social and personal resources or of prediﬁposing'béckgrdund
characteristicseappears in'bnly three of the sten
theoretical statements, but it hasva qolid base of émpirical
support. Finally, thé concept of normative inppts appears 1in
only one of the theoretical statements (Reiss, 1980) as a
separate factcr. }tfis clearly included, however, in all of
the other studies, but is generally subsumed under barrieré

-~

to marital dissolution. The decision to separate normative

r
inputs from structural constraints may certainly be

questioned from a,theoretical perspective, but it is argued
that such a separation is possible from a pragmatic
perspective and that it is.supported by a considerable body

N

of research.

‘This body of research fgfms the basis of thé
theoretical statement o? marital dyadic commitment utilized
in the present reseatrch effort. It should be noted that 'the
specific formulations of marital commitment adopt the
théorefical context of marital stability and apply 1t to
commitment witﬁbgt explanation or justification. Whetﬂér 1t
is assumed that ﬁarital commitment equals marital stabil;ty
ordpow they are related is never discussed in this
literature. |

A cioseuexamination of this literature reveals that
_personality factors or personaiity traits are_cbnspicuousnby
their absence as a possible explanation of marital

~s

commitment. Johnson's (1978) concept of persohal commitment
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indirectly refers to such personality factors as attitudes

of satisfaction with the relationship or to the sense of
moral obligation to the maintenance of the relationship.

Despite the fact that the contemporary studyiof "family
interaction can be traced to Burgess'vview of the family as
'a unity of:interacting,personalities', thé persoﬁality
aspects of marriage have been accorded a relativelf small
corner in the edifice of marriage" (Doherty, 1980:1).

~ \

Doherty arques this is because marriage is largely the

2
domain of sociblogists who 'are untrained in personality ®

theory and whose theoretical bias is ﬁoward social éi?“;
causation, whereas personality is largely tﬁe domain of
psycholog}sts who emphasize personal causation and typically
ignore marriage. Personality is defined by DoheMty as the
relatively enduring characteristics of individuals. Thus,
for example, the claséic, oﬁ;-réplicated finding 1is that
neurotic traits in individuai spouses are associated'with

4
lower happiness scores. The impact of personality factors

can algo'be seen in such theoretical approaches as Rotter's ///
internal-external control expectancy construct (locus of
control), which is related to the individual's belief about
_the controllapiiity of the environment.

Doherty develops a conceptual model linking personality
and marital problem solving which proposes that two key
personality dimensions (complexity and belief in personal

control) are associated with two key interaction variables

(problem-solving adaptability and effort) which ultimately

% -
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are related to prob%em-solving &ffectiveness. The model
suggests that:"ihe more personal complexity that individual
spouses brindiihto a marriage, the greater the adaptability
" or flexibil}¢y°pf their marital problem~solvidé interaction”
and that«"the sfrongef the sense of personal control or.
efficacy that 1nd1v1duals brlng into a marital relatlonshlp,

P

the more likelihood that the marital problem-solving

’ ~ /
interactions will be characterized by higher levels/of

N~

effort, persistence ana assertiveness"’(Doherty, 1986:7Q}‘
‘In a critical reéponse to Doherty's erticle, Larson
(1980) points d@; tpat while the proposed relationships may
“* operate on an~individuel leva% the attempt to apply them to
marital relatlonshlps Cr=etec ;i‘ V :

than -is assumed in the a*ticle.

v

combidr the relative personal complexity o;'personal control

of both husband and wife in a simple additive model is
questioned. "The nature of creative _nteraction is more
difficult to anticipate . . . adding two personalities
creates tpe 1deal environment for the unanticipated"

]

(Larson, 1980:6). /

Yoder and Nichols (1980) apply Altman and Taylor's
social penetration theory in a comparison of remarried,
mef:ied, divorced and never-married persons. Social .
penetration theory argues that the deveiopmeht of )
interpersonal relationships is affected not only by

reward/cost factors, but also by situational determipants

and personality factors. Situational determinants are

o

L

1
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related to societal conte}ts which, for example, place a

. strong stress on Qalrlng, but also provide a growing-

acceptance of divorce as a solutlon to marital discord. A
considerable body Lf research findings demonstrates that
situatiopal determinants and reward/cost fECtprs ate

associated with maritgﬁ‘instability, but the category of
personality charactefistics, according to Yoder and Nichols,
hes’not received a great deal of attention in previous
reseatch. At the same time, personality characteristics
"wi}l“be important variables onl& insofar as they'ére

.+ associated with marital instability over and sbove what we

can already account’for withgshese other factors" (Yoder & 1
Nichols, 1980;414). Using‘a national social survey, forty >
attitude and opinion items were factor analyzed, and four L Y
attitcde factors were identified: life satisfaction,<trust,
6ptimism, and poiitical_conservatism. Control factors such
as age-and education, and the background factors ofs (1)
living with both, one, or neither parent, (2) number-of
siblings, (3) residence at age 16 (rural/urbdn), {4) current
residence, (5) church attendance,, (6) family. income, and (7)
family income at 16 were all measured. Applying discr}minept
analysis, it was found that the four attitudinal varigbles‘
significantly diffé!entiated.remarried; married, divorced
and never-married groups, after removing the effects Qé the
control and background variables. It is concluded by this

study -that attitudes, as examples of personality

characteristics, @b contribute to the stability or
0

&
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ynstability of couples in relationships.

In addition to the theoretical formulations of marital

commitment, a number of important empirical research studies
9 -
have investigated this Subject or closely related gubjects,

particularly from the viewpoint of antecedents of marital

commitment.

<

A}
C. Empirical Studies of Commitment and/or Related Concepts
, , ¢ :
One of the earliest attempts to address the concept of

commitmeht as it ‘ffects marital stability is a study of the

“correlates of marital dissolution (Coombs & Zumeta, 197.0).

I

*1§§The data is based on intensive home interviews with a

gy
g&a_-;‘-',’
-t -

" cross-section sample of 1,304 women at important family life

stages, taken prior to the time of marital disruption, and
measured during a 5-year longitudinal fertility study-éfp
Sfamily growth patterns in the Detroit area. Related to
structural commitment, one of the questions asked at the
initial interview wa< whether a couple oughtyto remain
together in a disharm nious marriage when there were
children invblyéd. Four out of five women (80%) in disrupted
marriages compared tobless than half of those in intact
mar;iages answered this question in the negative. Thid
finding is simply'repor;ed without ‘any further invgstigation
6f its implications, or of its possible relation to other
factors. ' Co
In a multivafiate, multisufvey study of maritall

happiness based on data from the General Social Surveysx

~
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conducted by NORC (National Opinion Research Center) in
1973, 1574, 1975, Glenn and Weever (1978) indicateithat the
most—striking aspect of their data is that the correlétion
eoe%ficients, betas, and R*'s are eo small that there appear
to be no explanatory variables.“df seven independent
variables only church attendance and presence of cnildren
are related to marital happiness on a stat%ﬁticallyi
. gignificant level. In seeking to explain this surptising
finding the authors suggest ﬁ?
. fhat propen51ty to end an- unsatisfactory
matriage 1s an unmeasur®d variable which may
intervene between some of the independent variables
and the dependent variable, thus providing indirect
effects which in some cases enhance and in other
cases offset the direct effects of the 1ndependent
variables (Glenn & Weaver, 1978:271).

Jorgensen (1979) reports the effects of socioeconomic
‘rewards on perceived marital quality. Five measures of
socioeconomic rewardKEOntributions of both husband and wife-~,
were linked to indicators of mafital quality measured by ,’
perceived role competence of spSGQE) marital satisfaction
and dyadic commitment. Dyadic commitment; in this study,
defined as one of the ;ndicators of marital qua&ity. Dyadic
commitment wag measured by pooling the response\to three
queetions related to personal intentions to continue in the
marriage, resulting in a composite dyadic commitment score
for each speuse in the sample. The findings are\generally
unsupportive of the idea that higher levels of socioeconomic

rewarég'are associated with more satisfying and stable

marriages. The study does indicate, however, that dyadic
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commitment of the husband is positively and significantly
relgtedbgblthe edg;ational attainments of his spouse.

A number of studies are devoted to an undervrgnding'of
factors which are'thgoreti;ally related to marita-
commitment but thch do ﬁot directly examine the c.ncept of

. ! .
commitment. Jorgensen and Johnson (1980) gathered data by

means of an in-depth interview of a randomly selected sample

of 240 spouses (120 couples), with a view to measuring ‘the

_correlates of divorce liberality. Divorce liberality is

defined as a continuum of attitudes ranging from'opposition
to divorce tO‘oéerail acceptance of divorce. Thus'diQorce
liberality may be viewed as the opposite of marital
commltment, and has'partiéularbapplication to Reiss's
concept of normative inpufs to commitment. Fivé/bf the seven
independsnt variables were significantly related'to divorce
liberality, but none of them yielded particularly strong .
correlates.’The full complement of significant correlates’

entered in a‘hultiplg regression analysis explained only 12%

" of the variance in the dependent variable cf divorce .

liberality.
A large number of studies have investigated the
correlates of marital dissolution or divorce (Spanier &

Lewis, 1980). The study of Booth and White (1980) is

significant in that it is an irvestigation of the correlates
between a number of independent variables and the dependent

variable of thinking about divorce, which again may bé

regarded as the'opposite'of marital commitment. The

el
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significance lies in the fact that this is not a i,

CowL

éétrospective study of those factors which have'contribufeé
to an existing divorce, but rather is an analy51s %E NS
marrréges in process Marltal satlsfactlon 1s the @%?y o
independent variable which is stat;;tlcallyw51gn1§1cant for

both men and women, but some rather interesti
\

' . / :

satisfaction and thinking about divorce. On tfie: one hand, 4%
' ‘ ) "/}

of the respondents who reported their marrgal

happy" were nevertheless con51der1ng the 6ssibility of
divorce. On the other hand, 21% who 1ndﬂcated their
marriages were only "pretty happy" or that they were "not
too happy" were considering the possibility of divorce. This
mear.s that 79% of those who were only "pretty happy" or "not
too happy" had nevertheless not considerfd the possibility
of divorce. Booth and White utilize the concept of barriers
or lack of them in order to explain these findihgs

The differences between the factors found here and

those mentioned in the divorce literature suggest

that there may be powerful factors which operate to

keep some unhappy husbands and wives from even

thinking about divorce and which encourage some _

happily married people to con51der divorce (Booth &

White, 1980:615).

In summary, empirical studies have demonstrated that
gven a qxuée measure of commitment is able to differentiate
high stability from low stability marriages (Coombs &
Zumeta, 1970). A major multi-survey study failed to find the

usual high correlations between selected independent

variables and a global measure of marital happiness (Glenn &
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Weaver, 1978), and conseguently suggests thel‘propensitj to

end an unsatisfactory marriage' may be an unmeasured '

intervening variable. Finally, a number of 1ndependent
variables have been found to correlate with measures which

: Y :
are theoretically related to the measure of marital o
commitment (Jbrgensen & Johnson, 1980;'Booth & White, 1980).
These findings!-taken as a whole, suggést Ehat the concept
of marital commitment has some theoretical relevance. The

guestion whlch remains 1is how marital commitment' is related

to marital quality and/or marital stability. The follow1ﬁg

. section will be devoted to a theoretical consideration of

this question.

D. Thé.Rélationships of Mafital Commitmen£, Quality, :nd
Stability | | J
The preceding review of literéture has made a sﬁrong
case for the thedretiéal'approaches of Levinger'(1965), Nye
et al.(1973) and Lewis and Spaniér (1979). The Lewis and

Spanier treatment of marital ‘stability is both the most

recent as well as the most extensive review of the empirical

" and theoretical literature in this area. The central

proposition of this approach is the fallowing: "The greater "

the marital .quality, the greater the marital stability"

(Lewis & Spanier, 1979:288). In other words, marital guality

is positively related to marital stability. Even if we

<«

accept the assumption that the single greatest predictor of

L4

marital stability is marital quality, and that indicators of



‘marital quality will explain the greatest proportion of
. variance in marital stability, we still face a major gap in
explaining several important research findings.

An area of research cYosely related to marital quality
is‘that which examines the‘changes in marital®satisfaction
over the famlly l1fe cycle ‘A major study with a large
random sample (Blood & wOlfe 1960) found a general decline
1in mafital satisfaction over the family life cycle. Pineo
(1961) found a similar trend, which he referred to as a
p;ocess;of disenchantment;\andvhis findings are gurtheg
supported by Luckey (1966). A number of oeher studies argue
that marital satisfaction is curvilinear, with setisfactiou
being high among young couples, declining afiter the birth of
the first child and reaehing the highest‘point‘during the
postparental stage (Burr, 3970; Rollins~é Feldman, 1970;
Rollins & Cannon, 1874; Glenn, 1975¢. In an incisive
crlthue of this literature Schramm (1979) ar ues that tHe
c0n51stent use of Cross- sectlonal data hides frhom the
potentlal/sample of bostparental units the gr;éual

I3

who .are uns 1sf1ed with their: marrlages will seek a

,ei1m1nat1qmé§j those marrlages whlch end in divorce. Gouples
‘divorce, and the removal of these unhappy marriages has the
effect of artificially 1ncrea51ng the main marltal
satisfaction scores for each subsequent age level. A further
L @1ff1cultﬂ'of cross—sectlonal-data is that life course -

chanpges are obscured by the fact that, each advanc1ng age

group gs a more select‘segmentvof the populatlon, "Older
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couples, now in the latef_stages of family life, were % .-

probably soc1allzed .married, and formed their femilieshof
' pnocreatlon within a more tradltlonal mlkieux accountlng gor
low divorce rates,and a greater initial continuing
commitment to marriage” (échramm, 1979:9). The implicati&n\‘
,/ : of Schramm s critique 1s ‘that the quallty of marrlage as
defined by marital satlsfacblon teﬁds to decllne with ‘its
_duration. This f1nd1ng needs to be 1nterpreted in the llght .

of the substantial contrastxno ev1dence that the stablllty

of marriage tenc: -0 increass ‘Lth its duratlpn Booth & ’
~White, 1980; C- -lin, 1977; ilicks & Platt, 1970; -Mott &
- , g . , P
Moore, "1979; N = ez al., 1973; Lewis &. Spaniérf ?979- Thus

empirical resegrcn 1nd1cates that the quallty of marr1age

decrea £s while -he stablllty of marrlage 1ncreases Wlth 1ts

.

durat ifon. These flndlngs ralse ‘some qu SthﬂS regardlng the
v \}Q . "'.'; .
prop051t10n of-a positive relaxlohsblp between ’

quality and marital siaHiiity

mari ,
Thls general observat1 n regardlng the proposed ;[ﬁ_\\\\

& theoretical relatlonshlp betw'en marltal quallty aﬂd marital ~
stablllty is further: questloged by spec1f1c research ;i“ |
findings. The ba51c assumptlon leads to the assertlon "that <)

Y high marital quallty w1ll be assoc1ated with high marltalv
stabllgtj and low marltal quallty w;ll be assoc1ated with

low mgrital stabili;y;~Yet a number of researchers (Albrechb

& Kunz, 1980; Lenthallj 19?7; Lewis %_Sr hier, 1%79;’Spanier;
& Lewis, 13980) indicate that this relationship.is mever a

d simple or direct dne in that many poorly adjusted marriages,
~. ’ " ‘ ‘~ ’ o .
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with mult\ple prob%?ms remaln intact, whlle some marriages
( .
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with QOod gajustmenﬁaend in divorce. Thus it cannot be
assumed that marrlages with hlgh quallty w1ll also have hlgh
stability or that low quality marriages will have low
stability; Tt s observation is supported by a study of the
correlations of sucﬁ independent variéples as duration of

marriage, p ggsence of ch1ld¥en early age at marriage,

. educatlona; and a@e homogamy,‘conservatlve religious

-

afflllatlon rellglous devoutness, marltalqsatlsfactlon and .

1ncome and securlty with the dependent varlable of "thinking
about“dlvorce {Booth & White, 1980). It was found that
0

marital satisfaction (qual¥ty) was the only variable that

o .. D e : . . .
showed a statistically significant relationship with the

Bependent Qariable for both husbands and wives. However,

they‘%lso founc that high quality is sometlmes associated
with low stab111ty, and Pow quality is frequently assoc1ated
¥1Qk hlgb-stablllty. | . ®

A specific example of high quality marriages associated
wifﬁ%lo@ stability is that of marriages before the birth of

children. A_considérable body of research (Blood, 1967;

Eloodlgnd Qplfe, 1960; Burr, 1970; Glenn, 1975; Luckex;/

1966 Roilins & Cannon, 1974; Rollins & Feldman, 1970;

Pineo,- 1961) indicates that the period of highest marital -
. . ,

satisfaction is before thé birth of the first child. On the

ot@ér_hand, theshighest rate of marital dissolution aldo
takes place during this peribd (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980;

[

Bumpéssv& Sweet,,1972;,Cherlin, 1977; Jorgensén & Johnson,

~
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1980; Kanoy & Miller, 1980; Spanier & Glick,('1981; Thornton,

1977). This relationship is sbmewﬁét_modified by the-
obsefvationythat most s;udie; do ot differentiate between
yoluhtarily childless couples and thoée postpbning
chiidbiaring or who are,not cépabie of bearing children, as
well as by the failure of many studies to control for |
relevent variable§ such as educational level and |
participation of wives in the labor Eorce, as well as formal
religioﬁs involvement, which may indirectly contribute to
the high dis%flution rate Qf>childiess couples (Houseknecht,
1879). Another ‘variable yﬁich needs to be controlled 1s the
durationuoflmarriage, siﬁce most divorces také place. during
the first few years of marriage, and it may be that marital
conflict may'éQnggibufe to.childlessness. While these.

_ considerations &sy mitigate the relationship between high
quality and low s;ability of marriages, this relationship'
needs to be investigated in greater detail. '

*Of greater ipportance is the finding that low quality
marriages are frequently associated with high stability
(Booth & White, 198&).é§petific example; of this
relationship are the ﬁk@ggncé of children® religious

'devoutness, andvéoupleé gngageﬁgin marital counseling. The
family life cycl? literaturé:(Bufr, 1970; Rollins & Feldman,
1970; Rollins & Cannon, 1974; Glenn, 1975) indicates that
mavitalasatisfaction begins to decline after the birth of B
the first child aqa reaches its lowest point during the

teenagé yearsl A considerable body of evidence, however,

2



, ~
indicates that the presence of children lowers the

probability of marital dissolution (Albrecht & Kunz, "980;
Bumpass & Sweet, 1972; Cherlin, 1977; Jorgensen & Johnson,

1980; Spanier & Glick, 1981). Similarly, conservative

religious -affiliation and religious devoutness are
negatively associated with marital dissolution (Booth &
White, 1980; Levinger, 1965; Lewis & Spanier, 1979; Nye et

N

al., 1973; Reisé W980). The impl;cation of this findiﬁg is
that religious constraints”may prevert ggparat;on or dlvorce'
even in cases where marltal satisfaction or quallty is low. .
“One%area which has received -very little investigation from

this perspective is the marital couples who are eégaged‘in
marriage counéeling. The fact th3%°they are engaged in
counsellng 1s an. 1nd1catlon both that the, quallty of their
marrlage is low and that ﬁhe gzabllxﬁx of Ebe1r marrlage is
hlgh It is 51gH®fmcant that'ﬁhe last two'ﬁécaﬁe reviews of _ _ _ .
marital satisfaction or marital quallty (H1CK§ & Platt,
1970; Spanier & Lewis, 1980) have,drayn attention o the

néed for further research of low'quality,‘high stability

marriages. chks and Platt (1970:569) suggest that
the low happiness-high stability dlmen51on of
marriage -demands research attention. Uﬁtlkjvﬁfy
recently it has been an area of research that has
been almost.entirely overlooked, and the pinning
down of the dynamics of this s1tuat10n is imperative
~if one is to understand either’ mar1ta1 stability or
) amarrlage in general.
Considerable research has been devoted to marriages of low
quality and low stability which can be designated as unhappy

marriages which‘genérally end 1in divorce.‘ﬁﬁy is 1t,
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howevef, that a good number of unhappy marriaéés remain
iqtact? It is precisely in this area that the concept of
marital dyadic commitment may make a major contribution to
our undersfahding of marital dynamics and our explanation of
the relationship between marital qhali;y and stability.

In additionpto the possiblé contribution of commitment
to our'qnderstanding of *the relationship between marital
quality and marital stability, we need to consider the
possibility that researchers may be working with an
inadequate definition and/or pperationalizatiqn of both
marital quality and marital stability. Sabatelli (1984) . ‘
argdes that marita)} satisfaction or quality is, at least in
part, a function of the subjective expectations of the
participants as to what the relationship should be like.

If no account of the expectation level 1s taken, as
is true of the marital adjustment/quality
instruments, then the gegree of agreement with some
statement, or the assessment of how frequently some
marital act occurs, becomes hard to- evaluate 1in

terms of its importance to the evaluation of the
marriage (Sabatelli,1984:654).

Derived from LeWIS and Spaaler s 1nduct1vé§%heory of
marital quality and stability, Shbatelli (1984) presents the
S

Marital Comparison Level Index (MCLI), which .. a measure of

“sthe respondents'’ assessments of their pelationship in

various areas as compared with their expectations.
S1m11arly, the Lewis and Spanier definition of
stability needs to be called into question. This defin%tion ﬁﬂ
v $ ’

is‘essentially a post hoc measure . which defines unstable

marriages as those which have broken up. What is really
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needed is. a measure which will permit the assessment of

instability among/presently intact marriages. Booth et al.

b

describe thé deVélopmént of the Marital Instabilit?hlndex;
which~was specifically designed for this purpose. fhls indéx
includes méasures‘éf thinking about divorEe or separation,
25 well as engaging in acts intended to bring an end to the

marriage (for example, talking with relatives, clergy,

counselors, .er lawyers about divorce).

S

»

E. Theoretical Foundations of Marital Commitment Research
One. of the earliest attempté to place marita¥
commitment within some theofetical framework is provided by
Rosenblatt (1974,119775. Although he makes,a distinction
betweén commitment as'pegsonal dedication and commitment as
conformity to external p;éssures, including the expectations
of others, the—toncept of personzl commitment is prfﬁary and
1s defined;as "an.évowgd or inferred intent of é person to
ﬂaiqxain a rglé%ionshib" (Rosenblatt, 1977:73). Using
cognitive consistenc§ theory he hypothesizis that commitmen

is greater when it_is.acqﬁired pubkicly, effortfully, and

voluntarlly. A ?Pmber of-var1aples/§%§;r1bqﬁaﬁg-tg.margﬂg% .

commitment are suggesﬁed;ﬂThusﬁ'com;%tmenfmfgw'.

associated with public marr?%géfceteﬂfnies and

~with the presence of children, with stayfng«&ith a partnecfﬁﬁﬁk

/ . o
through'a severe marital problem, with habitualpatte??s of
interaétion, as well as a number of other véﬁiﬁbles. He

suggests that the. most significant commitment process

i . . -

<
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"occurs in the natural course of living together. The

development of habitual patterns that are related to the
. . . ' Y

behavior of one's spouse makes leaving the relationship

difficult™ (Rosenblatt, 1974:91). It is interesting to note
that whiiejéommitment has been defined as prigarily pe;sonal
fatheé;than structural, the exambles of Qomﬁitmenf
mechatti sms aré primariiy structural. in naturé (e.qg.,
marriagg ceremonies,'childgen,‘hébffﬁgT\psiijrns). The use
of this theoretical construction would geqﬁ' e a clearer
distinctipn\between personal and structural commltmeﬁt.
Rosenblatt's approach simply regards structural consgraints
as contributing to personal commitment. \

‘The approach of Jorgensen and Johnsan.(1980) on divorce
liberality is derived from the theoretical frameworks of @&
cognitive dissonance, soc{al learning, and social exchange.
Two hypotheses from each of cognitive dissonance theory and
social learning theorv, #1d three hxpothéses der%ved }rom
éxchange theory are tested with a sample of 240 spouses (120

couples). It was found that none of the three theoretical

frameworks provided particularly strong correlates of

~divorce liberality, but that the social exchange fpodel v

received the strongest support. The full complement &f

significant -correlates entered in a multiple rearession

analpsis explained only 12% of the Va:ianc@ in the depe.dent

variable. It could be #&rgued that the use of more powerful

.indicators might provide a better test of the various

theoretical constructions.
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Social exchange theory provides the theoretical

underpinnings of the majority of studies of marital

»

commitment (Albrecht & Khnz, 1980 Blau, 1964; Cook &

Emerson, 1978; Edwards & Saunders, 1981; Jorgensen &

Johnson, 1980; Levinger, 1965; Lewis & Spanier, 1979; Nye et

4
al., 1973; Reiss, 1980), but a number of studies have
indicated that the marital relationship requires a
modification- of economic social exchange theory (Blau, 1964;

Cook & Emerson, 1978; Leik & Leik, 1977; Levinger, 1979}
. » 7 : ‘
Murstein et al., 1977; Scanzoni, 1979).

Blau (1964) maintains that the social .transactions in

_ ggterpersonal relations are fundamentally altered by deep

intrinsic attachments. In such importantvinterpersonal
relatioﬁéhips the mutual supply of rewards becomes a means’
for reaffirming and sustaining the relationship its;lf,
whereas in other social relations the association is a means
for obtaining various extrinsic rewards. Thus a basic
différence is made betweeﬁ associations that are gonsidered
ends—in—theméelves by participaq}s (intrinsic associations)
én@ those they‘consider Teans fo; some furthe; ends

(extrinsic associations).
The strong commitment of individuals in
interpersonal relations that are of intrinsic
importance to them tend to mdke the continuation of
the, association a supreme value, for the sake of
which they are willing to make great sacrifices...y
Contributions to the welfare of a loved one are not
intended to elicit specific returns in the form of
proper extrinsic benefits for each favor done.
Instead, they serve as expressive symbols of the
individual's firm commitment to-the relationship anfd
as inducements for the other to make a corresponding
commipment and continue the association (Blau,

»



1 1964:35) .
Thus extrinsic relationships are marked by a more

scriCt form of social exchange, whereas once social
T

v‘relatlons have become established 1nd1v1duals may exchange -

favors 1in orﬂer to express their comm1tment to the {

+ -

'relationship‘and to encourage commitment on the part of the

other.

Similarly, Cook and Emerson (1978) argue that econégic
exchange theory carries the 1mp11c1t assumption that
exchange partners develop no loyaltles ‘or longltudlnal

commltments to one another because thelr exchanges are based

\

on the concept of ratlonallty and the perfectly competitive

market To the exytent that such 1oyalt1es develop, .

' COnvent1onal economic theory isg compromlsed in seeking to

C

Qdeal w1th 1nterpersonal relatlons They suggest that

',anthropology take the ex;%tence of such longitudinal

relnforcement psychology and much éf sociology and soc1al

4

.commiggents as theoretically expected. "An actor is said tor

be committed to another actor in the network to the extent

that choice of current exchange partner, from among

=alterhative partners, can be predicted. from previous

l
partnérshlps (Cook & Emerson, 1978:72&3./

ThlS 1nab111ty of economic exchange theory to
vuately describe the intrinsic nature of intimate

personal reiationships is further elaborated by a
number of authors who'suggest yarious lev%}s of

relationship, with differing deqrees of exchange at ewch
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,;evél (Leik & Leik, 1977: Levinger, 1979; Scanzoni, 1979).

E—

Leik and Leik (1977) suggest feur levels of .
re. ~ionship, while the others suggest only three.'The first
level in their formulation, 'howeéer is that of no
relationship, whlch 1s regarded ags’ the polar opp051be of 2%e |
level of commitment. In this state there is no exchange at
all, ang consequently all exchange;relevanf behaviour )

involves monitoring alternatives to the current state. This

level can thus be disregarded in the present discqssioﬁ.

The firs: . age of interpersonal relationshilps
suggested by Leik and Leik (1977) is that of stryct exchange
which implies a carefully meni-ored relationship oﬁ mufual-
reward. Becauseveach partner 1s concegnéd with sécﬁring the

best deal available, there is the expectation of a prompt

‘return on any inv-stment, and a constant consideration of

alternatives that may prove more‘profitable. Levinger (1979)
refers to this as the formative stage,bdﬁring which the'
> . ‘ e
magnitude of the exchange balance is important. During such
early rélationships interactiohs are seen in a limited time
frame with the need for immediate reciprocity. Scanzpni
(1979) refers to t%is‘as the exploration stage in which
relationships are tentative, initial, or int;oduéto;y and
such relationshﬁps,can be easily'termig%téa becausé they are
characterized by minimal investment and interdepehdence;
The next stage of interpersonaf ;elationships is

defined as confidence (Leik & Leik, “1977) or as

consolidation (Scanzoni, 1979). ‘Scanzoni suggests that this
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,fctlves which result in mutual

spheres, or goals andxe

bonds. Both Scanzoni and Leik and Lei® see the basic
ingredienf of this stage as trust or fait} in the other
which enables them to assess alterna®  ves against
énticipated long-run returns rather 1 against current
returns. Each partner feelé that continued investment in the
relatioﬂship is warranted because of their cohfidence-o:
trust that short-term iﬁequities will bevbalancea out
eventually. In additjon, this relationéhip is cﬂaracterized
by the enlargement of the kinds of rewards partners ‘supply
one another which leadsvtp increased interdependenbe.

The tﬁifd stage of interpersonal relaticnships 1s
defined as commitment by both Leik and Leix 11977) and
S;anzoni (1979). There is some disagreem«nt, however, és to
thé definition of commitment. On the . .e ﬁéhd, interpérsonal.
commitmént is defined as "an unwillingness to consider any
exchange partner other ghan that (th¢se) of the current
relationship"” (Leik & Leik, 1977:301): This definﬁtion
'Suggests that if commitment 1is preéenp, the ménit%ring of
alternatives has ceased. Scanzoni (1979) argues on the other
han&, that commitment 1s advanced preéisely beéause the
participants have been'able to negbtiate.an'optimﬁm balance
_ff long—range‘énd éhort-term interestsvgpichmare beneficial
to both the participants and the relationship. This view of

commitment avoids the two extremes that alternatives are

irrelevant or that altefgatives are constantly -monitored.
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"Most persons 1nvolved 1n committed relatlonshlps ‘have arr'

~awarenest of the market wlthout constant testing. C- mmltment

&
1s thus seen as'a contlnulng process rather than a static

state in which stability is, by definition, the mark of
commltted relationships. A
Levinger (1979) comblnes the ¢second and third stages of -
Leik .and heik and Scanzoni in what hé refers to as the
plateau-stage. while the first or formative stage was marked .

by careful ‘attention to exg%anﬁéwéalance, the plateau stage

is marked by a deemphasis of exchange properties in the

relationship. It is proposed -hat "the magnitude of one's

‘perceived ekchange,balance'(or tumulatlve payoff) in the

relationship has ar important bearing on one's attention to

currently available rewards and costs“‘(Levinger, 1979:176).

- The comparlson is made to a bank credit balance--if the
credit balance is high, dep051ts and w1thdrawals can be made

‘ bw1thout any feeling of tension and with 1§§ :need for recordv

keeping than when the balance is low. Swmlla ly in a
marriage, when the credit, balance of rewards is high,
withdrawals can be 'made wlthout,ﬁear'of seriously dlsrupting
the relationship. It {s not that gxchadge principies cease
to function, but rather that certain couples have developed
an economy of surplds.

While Scanzoni defines commitment as a permanent

process which may be subiect to change, Levinger suggests an

additional stage of %nterpersonal relationships which he

refers to as a declining stage. In this stage the former



economyiof surplus has been depleted and consequently
partners oncevagain pay close attention to rewards and
costs, and carefnlly mohitor theﬁb;lance. Leik and Leik
recognize that some interpersonal commitments'are rescinded,
but explain such termination by the snggestion'that :

involvements exist for any one person with a variety of

partners, bpt in differént areas such as marriage and work.
Involvement with a work partner coubd pose a challenge to
the marriac- commitment which consists in the (often sudden)
realizatic that an alternative exists, without any
necessary monitoring of alternatives This appears as a-

rather weak explanation’of changes 'in commitment, and
o : , s o
Scanzoni's concept of commitment- as e permanent process, Or.,

Y

.Levinger's concept of declining commizments appearﬂto be
better approaches.

A further question is how to deal v1th deterioratgng i&,

. 1‘\\

relationships Levinger indicates that the traditional _ﬁ%

strategy was to keep the barriers rigid and to remove alﬁ N

-4

alternatives, while the contemporary strategy is to reV1¢§Mﬁ,

, or raise the couple's feeling of mutual attraction, most

often and successfully by means of behav1or modification
levinger suggests that attention mgst he.élven to éhe.notion
that raising a couple”s reward/COst ratio is only anv
intermediate step toward a more permanent peace. A truly
satisfying rel§%1onsh1p is "one where- both partners have ‘
stopped counting reinforcements, where both care for the

other's pleasure as they do for their .own, and where //”‘

-y
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S

satlsfactlon 1s considered less in §erms of 'mine' than.in

terms of "ours"" (Levxnger 1979 389 This approach regards

ww

prec1se rec1proc1ty as more a 31gn of unstable than of

a9

J stable relatlonsh1ps, and eféof?s toward 1mprov1ng

M 1

,"

relatlonshlps should help§c11ents move beyond the conflnes

of llteral exchange. ,5¢:; ‘

H a

Some support for these conceptlons of the a pllcablllty
of str1ct exchange to the marrlage re}atlonshl is f0und in
! »
Mursteln et ‘al. (3977) Placing 1nd1vlduals on, a\contlnuum

accordlng to, the degree to which they belleve that\equlty of

' exchange shogid characterlze therr relatlonshlps, it was

<3

~

dlscovered ﬁhat a hlgh exchange orientation was negatlvelz

.a55o01ated with marital adjustment for both men and women,

“but that a high exchange orientation was positively related

. \
to fﬁiendship intensity among good friends.

The concept of stages of commitment makes 1mportant

contrlbutlons to our. understandlng of the relatlonshlp

‘- jbetween commntment and the quallty of marriage. First of

Wil Tg
time in bothé?he quality of marriage and commltmé% BT
that there is no necessary relatlonshlp between the two ¢
varlables. Over a process of time one couple may demonstratef

" high guallty and hlgh commitment, high quality and low

~commitment, low quallty and h1gh.commitment, }nd low quality

and low cOmmltment in their relationship. Secondly, the
discussion Sensitizes us to the possibility that commitment

is much more than simply an.extraneousi‘static'variable that
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intervenes-hetween.merital cuelity'éhd marical stabiliﬁy.
Rathef, commitment.should‘be seen as in a sﬁate of flnx as a
result of the process of the .relationship, end there may he
a reciprocal relationshiﬁrbetween marital dualfpy and -

15
commitment.- S v N

/ A s
A nore'recent st;dy'(SabatelliJ& Cecii—Pigo, 1985),
building upon the'theoretical insights of thehexchénge
perspective, examines the interaction between sevefel
1nd1cators of relatlonal 1nterdependence angd relatlonal
comm1tment in a sample of 301 married 1nd1vnduals,.1nclud1ng
132 couples. Three measures of relatlonalﬂ1n;erdependence
are utilized in this study. The first is a.heasnre of the
individual's evaluation of the ouccomesndéfivea ffom his/her
relaticnShip in comparison with what 1is EXpectedr(Maritalj
Comparison Level Index). The second,is_the ;elatienal4equity
'scale which examines the degree to which'individuals feel
that the outcomes they derive from their marital
,relatlon:hlps are proportlonate to their 1nvestments in the
relationship. The third" ‘measure is‘a scale measurlng
barriers to marltal dissolution, 1nclu$ung ‘both 1nternal
censtraints (moral proscriptions @#eInst divorce and
feelings of obligation to the marital bond and dependent
children) and external constraints (family and social
pressures, and loss of marital and economic status). TheA
measure of relatlonal commitment was also derived from the

soc1al exchange perspective, and reflects both the degree of.

2 cohe51on ﬁelt in the relatlonshlp, as well” as the ,degree to
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“which.alternatives to the marital relationship are
“monitored.
"The findings -sugaest that the indicators of relational

2N

iﬁtefdependence are positively associated with the
' /

commitment measures. Regression analyses for botK husbands

' TN s
and wives indicate that the greatest percentage of the
variance in commitment scores is accounted for by the
percéption of felational equity, and a signifiqant amount of
the variance s accounted for by the overall assessment of
outcomes compared to'expectations (marital satisfaction).

This study suggests that the exchange perspective
offers valid insights into the relationship between
indicators of marital quality and marital compitﬂpnt.

This chapter reviéwed‘the géneral cbnteit within which
rééearth od'maritalvcommitment»has takéﬁ,placé,'the specific
formulations éf marital commitment, and the empirical
studies of marital commithéht and/br related éoncepts. While
accepting the assumption of Lewis aﬁa Spanier.(1979) that
the single most important predictor of marital stability is
marital quality[ the present study arques that the concept
of marital commitment mékes a.major contribution. to our
uhdefstanding‘of the relationship between quality and
stability. | |

The next chépter e&é@%qﬁs&the antecedents and/or

. ’ R ',Q“S-. ' . .
correlates of dyadic %ﬁm.*fﬁ%ht which were discovered by an
. e Lo .st‘ ‘

examination of the available empirical research.

(

- Twenty-seven first-order propositions are developed, of
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)

whichxtwenty—onthan be tested by the data. These correlates
are summarized by four general propositions drawn from the

theoretical models discussed in this chapter.

-

& 11‘:



111, CORRELATES OF MARITAL COMM I.'I'MENT
Cohparatively few studies have attempted to discover
the antecedents and/or torrelates of marital gommitment,
Those that have provided a theore;icél construction of such
correlates (Clayton, 1975;~Edwards & Sauhders,ﬁ983;-Reiss, 8
1980) have provided’no empirical verification of the
postulated relationships. On the other hand, empirical
sttdies éf,marital commitment (Johnson, 1973,1978; Leik &
Leik, 1977; Leik et al., 1978) make n@ attempt to spell out
the‘theoretical antecedents of such commitment. |
.:;The definition of commitment utilized in this study iﬁ
baséd on thnson'é differentiation between persdnal and
structural commitment. Personal commitment is defined as a
dedication or sense of determination to continue &
relationship over an extend;d period of time despite
adversfty or temptations to:deviate. Structural commitment
is defined as events or.éonditions, or external cpnstréints
to continue a;relationship once.it has been initiated;
regardless of the individual's persénal commitment to it.
Utilizing the theory buildi;g téchnique employgd-by,ﬁye

t al.(1973) and Lewis and Spanier (1979) .as a hodel, the
presént study examined the quérical.réseérch which is
directly or indirectly related to this definition of
- commitment’ This examination yielded a tbtal of 27 | o
first-order propqsitions related to marital’commitment. |

Utilizing the three.studies which have presented specific

theoretical models of marital commitment (Clayton, 1975;

| h * o
- Y '
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< different backgrounds,dand'discrepancy between individual

’,“ &ards'& Saunders, 1981; Reiss, 1980) as a guide, the

¥

twenty-sevén specific propositions were stated in the form

of four general propositions: - - T

1. . Predisposing background characteristics are related to
personal commitment®, o
2. The total interacticn reward/tension balance within a
marriage is related to personal commitment.
3. Normative constraints are related to struwctural
- ,commitment.
4, External constraints on marriage relationships are

related to structural «wommitment. 0
The abovg hypothesized relationships, together with the
first-order propositions on which they are based, are
examined in terms of their empirical suppott in the_
following sections. -
It needs to be kept in mind that there is very little
empirical research dealing directly with'dyadic.commitment.

Consequently much of this chapter neports the research on

‘the correlates of marital stability, and examines the

poasible relationships of these correlates with marital
commitment. The question of cause is not at issue in this
examination. It is hoped that this examination will help to
clarify the_télationShips of these correlates with marital
guality and maritalacommitment;

A. Predisposing Background Characteristics

Relative premarital heterogeneitv reminds us that the

spousal relationship is comprised by two persons from

[

background characteristics contributes to marital

_instability,$and consequently "background differences should *
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be viewed as éredispdsing factors, standihg as'surrogate'
indicators‘of'variations in socialization experiences
encountered in the family of orientation” (Edwards &
Saunders, 1981:382), A number of premarital determinants of
marital quality are isolated in the Lewis éﬁd Spapier (1979)
model, which are regarded as social and personal resources =
for adequate marital role;functioning. Clayton (1975)
likewise cognizes the contribution of predisposiné
<§£Zl events to marital stability. In addition to the
importance placed upon predisposing background |
characteristics by thecretical models of-maritai commitment,
-a substaﬁ%ial body of -empirical evidence supports the
contribution of backgfound events to marital commitment. Ten
propositions are isolated from the research literature

dealing with this area; Of which seven are able to be tested

by the date.

A substantial boay éf research supports the finding
‘that the greater the differencé in‘éges between sp8uses, the:
more likely'the marriage will end in divorce. Levinger
(1965) suggests thaQ§€i@ilarity of age between spouses is
one of the factors contfibuting to attraction within
marriaqe.‘Other reviews of empirical research (Lewis &
Spanier, 1979; Nye et gl.; 1973) provide further ‘
documentation of th}s finding. Bumpass and Sweet'(1972)

foufd that instability was higher than expected when age

. - . . N
differences were large, and particularly when wives were
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older than, their husbands. A more specific finding (Cherlin,
1977) is .that where'wives.were five or more years older than‘
their huebands or nine or more years younger, the
probability of marital dissolution was sharply higher. Booth
and White (1980) found only weak relations between age
homogamy»and “thinking“about divorce," but tnie study does
not deal with dissolved marriages.

~

Prop051tlon 1. Age differences between spouses are
1nversely related to marital commitment.

h
A widely supported research finding is that age at
f1rst marrlage ks 1nversely related to marital dlSSOlUthﬂ
(Booth & White, 1980; Bumpass & Sweet, 1972; Coombs &
Zumeta, 1970; Mott & Moore, 1979; Norton & Glick, 1976;
Spanier & Glick 1981; Thornton, 978). Furstenberg (1§76)

“argues that women who marry at early ages tend to be from
\,‘

. the lower class, pregnant at the time of marriage, and to
kY

marry lower status husband%g Bumpass and Sweet (1972),
however, report very llttle dlfference between unadjusted
rates of marital dlsruptlon hd those adjusted for duration ¥
of marriage and other varlag¥§h They conclude that the

lower stablllty of early man;1ﬁgqs is not due 51mply to low

W, ‘
: educatlon, premarital pregnancy¢ rellglous aff111atlon

l

parental marltal stability, or husband s marital history.
Spanler and Gllck (1981) report that women who marry at ages

14 to 17 are twice as ilkely to” divorce as women who marry

~at ages 18 or 19, and three times as likely to divorce as
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-hcse whe arry at ages to 24..ﬁen_who marry in their -
-eens are t: ice as likely to divorce as men who marfi at
ages 27 o _4, and more than twicg as likely to divorce as
men +ho me -y at ages 25 to 29. Regardless of the woman's
edurati~ 1 level, those who marry youngest are most likely
-~ dive _e or separate. An interesting finding'is that the
ncy toward marittl disruption among'those who mérried
at early ages 15 moderated when they are able to report a

relatively high income level at the. survey date (Spanigp}

Glick, 1981). Thls suggests that a hlgher‘lncome tends to
offset the risks of early marriage. Lee (1977), while
éonfirming a positive and statistically significant
association between age at marr1age and marital
sat;sfactlon,.argues that thlS relatlonshlp 1s not
sufficiently strong to account for the major proportion of
the relalions;ip between age at marriage and-divorce. He
suggesté as 'a possible explanation that those who marry
young are‘moqp aware'of ﬁheir excellent chances for
remarriage in the event of divorce, and are thus less
willing to accept high levels of dissatisfaction in their
current marriages than are those who marry at a later age.
He further suggests that those who marry ét an early ade are
more likely to experience lower marital satisfactid¥ because
‘they lack adequate preparation for marital role performance.
Booth & Edwards (1985) assess tﬁe iﬁpact of poor fole

performance, the respon%ent's al}érnatives to the present

- marriage, and the pré%ence of external pressures to remain
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[

marrled on the relatlonshlp between early marrlage and
r '%‘ N
marital 1nstab111ty The only factor wlth a con51stent and

=

dlscernlgﬁe affect on this relatlbﬁshlp is role performance

An 1temj§y-1tem analysis of tHe role performance scales
; _
vlndlcates that the spouse's unfaithfulness was the largest

sourc - of dlssatlsfactlon.

r,“

ﬁﬁ ‘Proposition 2. Age at first marriage 1is pbsitively
éfrﬁ related to marital commitment.

\

Some of the earlier research (Levinger, 1965; Nye et
al,, 1973) strongly sudgested that s§ouea1 diffe;gnces in
educational level were related to marital‘dissolution. This
finding does got receive the same degree of‘support'in later

$gresearch. Booth and White (1980), for instahEe, find only a
- weak correlation between edﬁeational homdgamy and thinking
aboer divorce, but they do indicate that both men and women
whose spousee are much 1ess'edupatea than rhemselves are
substantially less likely to be considering divorce.
Similarly, the study of Bumpass and Sﬁeet (1972) fdi}s to
find general support for the- association be:ween educational -
heterogamy and instability, bu? iarge differences do create
instability. Scanzoﬁi (1968) found.that among dissolved
marriages in the manual working category, wives tended to

complete more education than their husbands.-

Prop051tlon 3. Large spousal differences in
educational level are inversely-related to marital

" commitment, particularly when the female has a
higher educational level than the male.
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An, 1ntere§;gng'frnd1ng related to the level of |
educatlon of women;ds*reported by Houseknecht and Span1er
:@1980)r Wh1le fﬁndlng thé& usual general inverse relationship
hetween educat;onal status and marital® digruption,.a major
exceptlon 1s found for females w1th 5 or more years of

:fcollege Whlle those with 4 years of coll”_e had the lowest-

’ dlsruptlon rate, those with 5 or more yearij ad one_of the
hlghest dlsruptlon rates. ‘In a somewhat broader*%pmple

Y - N
Spanler-and Gl1ck « (1981) also report that women §1th

graduate school 'training have much morevmarltal nstablllty

.than those who ended their educatlon after four"ears of
‘.college. Houseknecht and-Spanler suggestﬁfour possible ¥ |
explanationsﬁfor the higher diSrdption'rates: (1} Females
with five or more years "of education beyond high school
1nclude a hlgher proportion of non-whites than those who
complete 4 years, and-these are more apt to be dlvorced or

- . e

separated thanawhites, Among-both white and black women at
higher educational ievels: a significant ndmher must either
ﬁmarry down (hypogany) or eqoally (homogamy).~Since,earnings
are related to education, males in this situation might face
identity problems. (2) The independgnt earning power which
is provided by higher‘education makes it easier toﬂwithdraw
from a partidularlmarriage since the wife is not'dependent»
-'on her hosband's income. (3) The high level of commitment to
her career netessitated by the-longer years of tradning may

~¢onflict with commitment to the marriage and family. (4) The

two partners' involvement in_different vocational systems



creates two different reference groups rather than shared
social relatlonshlpa In a cross-cultural study, ;t was
found that societieg with higher female status are aléo'more\
likely to havé higher divorce rafes (Pearson & Hendrix,
1979). |

o Proposition 4. Among womeﬁl graduate school

education is inversely related to marital
commitment., -

Norton and Glick (1976)-suggest that the changing roies
of women as theY'apply to family living will continue to
reguire adaptation and resocialization, resulting in
contipdéd conflict in marriage. At the same tame, the
b%oadening of work-and-ma riage(experience creates émong
women a greater self—perc:g{igﬂ_ii~giiyers of multiple réles
which may create marital Bisruption. The employment of
women, with thgir resulting independent income, results in
.;both increased autonomy and decreased depéndence on
husbands, which may bé one of thé factors in incfeaged
marital dissolution (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; EspenSHéde,
.y979; Hannon et gl., 1977; Holman, 1981; Housekncht &
Spanier, 1980; Levihger, 1965; Mott & ﬁoore, 1979; Pearson &
Hendrix, 1979; Schoen & Urton, 1979). Scanzoni (1968) finds
it is not so much the employ%éht of the wife which .creates
the problem, but rather the aftitude of the ‘husband to his
wife's employment. The majority of wives from dissolved
marriages experienced the disapproval of‘théir husbands

-

téward their employment. This diséﬁbroval is based on the

oALe '%m
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d1vorce.
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perception of ‘the husband that his wife's working reflects
negatively on his ability as the family provider. In

contrast, wives from existing marriages experienced the

approval. of their husbcnda toward their employment. Lewis

'and.Spanierf(1979) find evidence that marital quality is

~
employment, as well as the husband's approval of his wife's

employment. Yankelovichi(1981) maintains on the basis of
exten51ve survey research that what is new is not Lhe fact
of women working, but its cultural meanlng He suggests that

the cultural meaning of a woman working outside the home has

shifted subtly from an'act which dimihishes the husband's

manllness, to one Whlch enhances the woman's status without
adversely affect1ng the man. He also finds that whereas in
the past 1t was mainly blue collar women who worked for pay.,

it is now upper-middle class ﬂomen ‘who 1ncrea51ngly work

4outeide of the home. Norton and Glick (1976) indicate that  «

divorced women with relatively high ‘incomes tend. to delay

N

-remarr1age or to remain unmarried. Those wlth relatlvely low

incomes, gn contrast are likely to remarry within a short

'perlod of tlme Thls flndlng suggests fhat the availability

of an adequate income may create a greater sense of

\ »

:1ndependencev as- well as increasing the fea51b111ty of

. é . “

1 . ’ R . ' ?p Y .
Prop051t10n 5. Wife employment is 1nversely

> related to mar1tal commltment# ' , S

"
-

- o

-
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A cons1stent flndlng of thenresearch is that rellglous

. homogamy is p051t1vely related tO‘marltal stability. The

_major earlier rev1ews of literature (Levinger, 1965; Lewis &

Spanier, 1979; Nye et al., 1973) report a consistent
relationship between, rellglous heterogamy and dlvorce
Jorgensen and Johnson (1980) report moderate support for the
relaticnship bgtweeo religious heterogamy and divorce

liber&lity in their'sample_as a whole. When the sample is

o . ¥ B
broken down by sex, the relationship remains significant for

4 . .
both husbands and wives, but is somewhat stronger for

husbands. Bumpass and Sweet;(197§) report that in

intra-faith marriages, Jewish couples have the lowest levels

of" 1nstab111ty, Protestant couples the hlghest, with

Catholics at an-1ntermed1ate level. Protestant- CathOllC

marriages were.found to be less stable than religiously

7

"homogamous marriageS} No general support was found for

higher instability for i;?egdeﬁominational marriages”émong
: ;

Protestante, except that oét—marriagés involving

fundaﬁeoggliets were over ten percentage points more:

unstable than marriaées between fhndamentalists.

Heaton (1984), ueing log—linear‘models to test the
rglationéhip between religious homogamy apd marital
satisfaction, finds that homogamous marriages are more
Satiéfying.,When controlling for religious participation,
however, bhe assocration bet&eeh homogamy. and satisfaction

k4

drops to virtually zero. Heaton concludes that patterns of

religious involvement apparently underlie the high level of

Y
5
e
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marital satisfaction found in religiously homogamous

marriages.

.

Proposition 6. Religious homogamy is positively \
related to marital commitment. ’

’

;#g The review of research literature outlining the

empirical genefalization that socioeconomic réwardivin,
ﬁarriage, such as income, éducétion, and océupationa%
prestige, are positively and linearly associated with
adjustment and stability in marriage yieided inéohsistent
results. Researchfpreceding.the early 1970's generally
supported this bropoaitién, but later research Sf higher
methodological quality has caused thi§.relationship to §§l‘
questioned (Jorgensen, 1972). N@rton'ahd Glick (1976) have
also conclﬁded that sociéééonomic variables have become less
discriminating in explaining marital diséqlution. They 
indicate that between 1960 and 1970 there tended to be a
convergence of’ dxvorces among educational, occﬁpationai, and
income groups, that 1is, there were fewer dlfferences between
the high and -low groups..Thg percentage of divorced uppef
status WOmen was increasing. .more slowly than the average,

r .

and henge &onverglng with therate for otner women. The
percentagelof ﬁééer status men being divorced was converglng
with that for other men by 1ncrea51ng more rapidly. On the
other hand, in one of the largest survey samples conducted

in the United States (épanier & Glick, 1981), it was

discovered that men and women with college degrees have
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espec1ally high levels of . mar1tal staBillty, those w1th less

'y 'c) '

than high school have espec1elly low 1evels of marltal
astab111ty. Similarlyy 1t was found that men,andvuomen with |
low family iocomes at the survey date hed the greatest
probability of marital disruption It needs to be recognized
that the flndlngs regarding the impact of 'socioeconomic -
1nd1catoFs on marital commitment are, at best, .somewhat
inconéistent. Any findings in this area will need to be
~carefully-interpcetedvaod subject to a number of concrols.‘y
Socioeconomic indicators‘in'the present_analysis are income,
~education, and occupational prest1ge for ease of analyeie,
each of these will be exam1ned separately .
- The flndlngs‘regardlng the possible relationship of
“income and marital dlssolution are inconsistent and subjecc;
to a numbe;-of conditions.'A”nUmber of spﬁdies have found
that cocples whose marriages were dissolved had relatively
lower incomes than those who stayed married (Coombs &
- Zumeta, 1970; Cutrgght, 1971; Levinger, 1965; Norton &
Gllck 1976; Spanier & Click, 1981). Other studieslfound
'llttle or no relat1onsh1p between income and marltal;
dissolution (Booth & White, 1980; Galligan & Bahr, 1978 ;
Glenn'& Weaver, 1978; Jorgensen, 1979- Mott & Moore 1979;
Scanzoni,e1978) Several conditions related to income were
“found to be associated with marital stablllty ‘Some have
" found that marital dissolution was related to a lack ofl

' assets rather than objective level of income (Coombs &

Zumeta, 1970; Cutright, 1971} LevingeE, 1965; Galligan &

a4
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Béhr; 1978: Ross & Sawhill, 1975). Others have found that P

marital dissolution was more related to the subjective

- perception. of wives éoncerning the‘adequacY'bf family

Al

incomes rather than objective “income (Cdombsa& Zumet&, 1970;

" §canzoni, 1968), having.accum@late& debts (Mott & Moore,

- S
1979) or to a history of unemployment (Coombs & Zumeta,

4

1970). Despite the fact that the findings are somewhat.
inconsistent and qualified by a number of conditions, the

evidence for the relationship between level of income and

‘marital commitment sBoulQ be subjected to a further

N

empirital test, taking into consideration some of the

conditions whieh” have been isolated in the literature.
Proposition 7a. Level of income is positively - . _
related to marital commitment. &

¢

-

*

The findings regarding the relationship between level
~education and marital dissolution are somewhat more

COEQEStent than'those for tevel of income. Glenn and Weaver

v s . :
“(1978) found no relationship between level of ‘education and

\

" marital happiness (marital quality), but since none of their

‘independent variables were strongly related to the dependent

~

variable, they indicate that their global measure of

happiness may be ihadequate, ¢r that an intervening variable

of 'propensity to end an unsatisfactory marriage' is

affecting the relationship. Studies are consistent in their

finding that marital dissolution decreased as level of )

C educatibn,incréaséd (Bumpass & §weet, 1972; Coombs & Zumeta,

I'd
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1972: Galligan & Bahr, 1978; Levinger, 1965; Mott & Moore,
1979; Norton & Glick, 1976; Spanier & dlick;>}9é1; Thornton,
1978). This oositive relation between level of‘education and
marital stablllty per51sts even when controlllng for
duratlon of marrlage (Bumpass & Sweet, 1972) economlc

RS .
correlates of -education (Mott & Moore, 1979), or race,

religion, and age (Thornton 1978). On the other hand,

~ Bumpa.s5 and Sweet (1972) found the relatlon to be greatly

attenuated when age at marrlage was controlled .The negatlve
relat10nsh1p between level of educatlon and marltal |
dissolution was partlcularly strong for those with an
incomglete high school education (Coombs & Zumeta, 1?72;
Notton'& GliCk \1976- Spanier & Glick, 1981).' | T k(/f_

Prop051tlon 7b Level of education is positively.
related to marltal commitment.

L8 . : ' . .
The major reviews of earlier research (Levinger, 1965;

Lewis & Spanier, 1979) report significant relationships

:between occupatlonal prestlge and marital dlssolut1on Glenn

t

& Weaver (1978) flnd no relatlonshlp between occupational

‘prestige and tﬁeir global measure of marital happiness. On’

the other hand Coombs and Zumeta (1972) found that 1ower
occupatlonal levels clearly characterlzed marriages whbch

had been 2 Ved durlng the.flve—year study, with 75% of'

husbandsli
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marriages were at a lower occupational level then their

wife's father, compared to 25% of husbands in intact

‘marriages. Scanzoni (1968) suggests that an important factor

in determining the effects of occupationallprestige is a
Measurement of the wife's satisfaction with her husband's
job. Among existing marriages it waslfound‘that the wife
felt that her husband's job carried an adeqguate level of

¢

prestige, and that it supplied the kind of income and

- security which were necessé:y to meet the family lifestyle

aspirations of the wife. Among the manual dlssolved gq@up,

_the wife felt her husband s job did not prov1de the prestlge,

or llfestyle de51red‘by,the wife (i.e., dlssatlsfactlon is
:ﬁ*m

‘due to the husband s under- performance) Among nonmanual

dissolved marrlages, wife dissatisfaction was due to the
fact thatrher husband spent so much time in the performance
of Qccupa%%onal roles thate he was nqt able (accopding to her
perception) to perform his marital roles adequately (i.e.,
dissatisfaction.is due to‘the hushand's over-performance).

Proposition 7c. Level of occupation 1s p051t1ve1y
related to marital commitmént. :

i

3

* Im summary, socioeconomic indicators have'beCOme less
dlscrlmlnatlng in explalnlng marital dlSSOlUthﬂ (Jorgensen
¢
1979; Norton & Glle,,Tg76). The revaew of the effects of

income, education, and occupational prestige indicates

substantial evidence of possible relatlonships between

socioeconomic variables and commitment to marriage. These

0
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possible relations need further empirical tests, taking
account of the controls suggested in the research
literature.

._~" Proposition 7. Soc1oeconom1c statue is p051t1vely
related to marital commitment,

O -
/A ' v -

*’?

. The above seven propositions summarize the prospective.

relationships expecred to- be found between predisposing

~

background characterlstlcs and marital-commitment wthh can

- be tested* by avallable data. Three addltlonal propositions

are formulated which relate predlsp051ng background"

: s E :
characteristics and marital commitment, but they cannot be -
tested by available data,_and so are presented only for the
sake of information. |

While-~increased income hae generally been. found to be
vp051t1vely related to 1ncreased marltal stab111ty, one of

the 1nterest1ng exceptlons which has recelved consxderable

research attentlon 1s the f1nd1ng that among low~1ncome

‘ famllles the receptlon of welfare aSS1stance is related ke

marital dissolution. iConfllctlng evidence e;1sts for this
postulated relationship: Cutrlght and Scanzoni (1973)
reported that AFDC levelsgln 1950, 1960, and 1970 had not
contributed to family instability whereas Honig (1273)
predicted that, other thrngs being equal, an AFDC sti?end
.increase of'1d%‘would reeult in anvincreaee of 20% for

whites and 14% for non whltes in female headed families

]

(cited in Price Bonham & Balswlck, 1980: 960). Similarly,
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using a sample of ober 1300 married females from the
Natiénal.Longitudinal Survey éf Labor Market Experience who
were interviewed annually over a five-year period, Galligan
and Bahr (1978) conclude that dir:ct income supplements hadn
lit%le effect on marital dissqlution.'ln contrast; Bahr
€1979) found that low—incoﬁé whites who received AFDC, food
stamps, or other public‘assistance had much»higher‘ma:ital

dissolution rates than those not receiving any welfare,
“

although this was not true for low-income blacks. In
addition, for both low-income whites and blacks, the-
. remarriage rate for divorced females was three times'greaten

),

among non-AFDC than among .AFDC recipients. Bahr argues phaﬁ{

o

Vol

X

for low-income families, AFDC increases the economic rewards

>

of an al£ernative to - the existing marriage. Draper (1981)
criticizes Paﬁggs conc;usions on methodoiogical grounds, and
suggests that wélfare aid may be the consequence, rather
than the cause, of desertion and divorce. Using a
crbsé—lagged panel correlation téchnigue to reanélyze the
data, he concludes that correlations lgédjng'from marital
stability to wafafe ;;re.génerally largé; than the ones
leéding frém welfare to marifab;stability. Bahr (1981)
replies to Draper's criticiéms,kﬁbaf Draper failed to.
control for relevant variables'sJ;h as income, race, and:
educq}ion. Fgrthermone, he did not détermine both welfare
and marital status dufing Time 1 with the res§f$ that
correlations between welfare statﬁ; at Time 1 éﬁ% marital

. R )
status at Time 2 may have been confounded by the remarriage
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rate of divorted females.during the interval between
measures.

A .somewhat different approach to this problem is

~ provided by Hannon et al. (1977} 1978) in their analysis of

b — ——

the effects_of,the'Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance

‘Experiments on marital dissolution and remarriage. Families

~

were assigned randomly to three- and five-year experimental

treatments with approximately 44% of the families being

assigned to the control condition. A basic income floor is
o

established by simple government transfer payments which

e

avoid the bureaucratic procedures and stigma of the welfare
system. Three different support levels were established,

'($3;800 support, $4,800 support, and $5,600 support) with

the lowest support level beingfsimilar in financial ‘terms to
the combination of AFDC and food stamps. The program differs
from AFDC in-that the grant is received even 1f the male

family head is employed, and the incope guarantee exists for

~all-members of the family even after a femily breaks up. It

was concluded that overall, women on income maintenance have
higher rates.of:marital dissolution than compa¥able
controls, but the effects are partlcularly strong for the
low and med}um levels of support Hannon et az (1977)
suggest the operatlon of income and 1ndependence effects to
explain this unexpected finding. The income effect (raising."

the level of family income) lowers the rate of marital

’dissolution. The independence effect (lowering the

dependence of partners upon the marriage) increases the rate

o,
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of dissolution; Each of the support levels -induces a_strong-
* indepen ence effect by‘reducing the economic dependence of

the mb"e}dependent partner (usually the wife) on the .
_ . , ,

L\

marriagg, but only the high support:program generates an
>income effect strong enough to offset the independence
effect. Th#§, a wife's high wage employment or access to
income independent‘of her husband woul contfibutééto (
independence effects..On the other hanc, high earnings of
the husband or substanﬁial personai asset income would be
classified as income effects, and contribute to stability i
since they wégld be lost to the wife upon dissolution ofbthe;%
'marriage. Thus Qelfare payments provide sufficient -
indepéndent income to the wife to produce independence .
effécts( and dissolution of/the ma:fiage does not éreate any
substantiél‘drop in income.

Proposition: Among low-income families, the

reception of welfare assistance is inversely
related to marital commitment.

4

A predisposing backgraund characteristic whfch'is
frequeqtiy associated with marital stability is rﬁral/u:ﬁép._
Family background, with rural background being associéted
with highgr mari£al stability. Cutright (1971) found
consistently higher stability‘bf marriages among farmers and
farm managers which was;not related to either education or
income. 2umpass and Sweet (1972) indicate that with ali
other factors confrolled, womeh from rural backgfounds have

’

a loutr rate of marital dissolution. The research review of
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others (Cléfton, f975;’Nye gt él., 1973) soéports the
positivé relationship between rural family background and
mérital stability. Levinger'(19655 suggests that one of the
reasons,for.this finding is the fact that'rural family
‘background may be associated with greater-community stigma
associated with marital disgolution. It may also,be;
howeoer,.toat rural family bacéground'is associated with
both stronger kinship ties‘and with the common social
affiliations of spouses. Theoe‘factors would need to be
controlled in.seéking to diécover the independent effects of
rural family background.

Proposition: Rural family background is p051t1vely
related to marital commltment -

A number of studies have found significant

'rﬁ-atlonshlps between premarital pregnancy and/or
'egztlmate births and marltal dlSSOlUthﬂ. Nye et al.
»g@43?3) report that a woman who is pregnant before marriage

_ r
rs‘moretlikely to end her marriage in divorce. Bumpa$s and

Sweet, (1972)'utilizing data from the 1970 National
ferttlity Study, .and controlling for duration of marriage,
found that%tpe level of marital disruption for women whose
first. child ;as born beforo they were martied, 1s 11 points
higher than for women wito postmarital conceptions. Thoée
‘women who were prematitally pregnant had 5 points greater

' likelihood of. mar1%?l dlsruptlon than those who had

. conceived: postmarltdlly Bumpass and Sweet report that when
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age at marriage and educatiomal level afe controlled,
premaritally pregnanf women have disruption rates dnly 2
points higher than those with bostmaripal concgptions, bﬁt
those with'illegitimate.birﬁﬁs are subétantially higher.
After having followed a sample of over 1,300 married women
for15*yeafs, Coombs and'iudeta (1970) report that 4ﬁ%;of
those.whdse marriages were dissolved during thié Eggigd/wéfe
‘pregnant at marriage (compared to 18% of'intact marriages)."
Even after 4 children had been born, the premaritally
pregnant still had a higher dissolution.rate»(9.4%)‘than'
those not.premaritaily pregnant (3.3%). In a five-year
ldngitudinai study on the social conseqﬁencesAof unplanned
‘parenthood, Furstenberg?g1976)‘collectéd'informétion QQ the
marital caree;s of 203 :émen who. became premaritally
'bregnant;in their early teens, énd 90 of their classmates.
He fthd'that'SO% of the marriagés in which the wife was
premaritally éregnant broke up within 4 years. Price-Bonham
and Balswiék (1980) repé;tua similar study by Saubef and_. -
Corrigan (1970) which'féiﬁé}ghat 50% of the women in their
-New‘York study who were premaritally p%egnant lived with‘
theér husbands no more than five years. after marriage.
Proposition: Illegitimate births and/or.premarital

pregnancy-are inversely related to marital
commitment. _ v ¢



A -

B. Toéal Interaction Reward/Tensinn Balance

As indicated earlier,Amuch of the research on maritél'
commitment and/or marital stability lacks a clear
theoretical foundatiQn. A. growing body of research in the”
broad field of magital interaction hés increasingly utilized
the social e§change theoretical framework. This approach
also provides the theoretiéal fouﬁdation of the majority of
studies of marital commitment (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Blau;
1964: Cook & Emerson, 1978; Fdwards & Saundérs, 198i}
Jorgénsen & Johnson, 1980; Levinger, 1365& Lewis: & Spanier}

~

1878; Nye

t al., 1973; Reiss,{1980). This body of research
has placed primary importaﬁce on thé concépt of the
reward/cost ratjo”in human interaction. Levinger's key
argument 1is thé% the strength ¢f the marital relatioﬁship
would be a direct function. of the attractidns within ana
barriers around the marriage, and an inverse function of
such attractions and bérriers'from other reiationships"
(1965:19). Lewis and Spanier (1979) document @'large number
of studies which support the proposition.thafvﬁhe greater
the rewards from spousal ihteractipn, the greater the
marital quality and hence the gfeater the marital stability.
Reiss (1980)'suggéstsathat marital commi tment is‘gértiélly
-Ehe result of interaction reward-tension balance, and that
there is no necessary correlation between rewards and

‘ tensiqns. Tgys, if a marriage is high bn tensions,';t does
.y

not automatically'follow that it will pe low on rewards, or

vice versa. Similarly, Argyle & Furnhaé%(1983) find that

9



2 31\,‘125'
CoE ==

()

Il

R

SR F

e

e e

Il

N
O

IE




86

-

tisfaction and conflict are compatible with each other,

k4 the closer ‘the relationship, the more there is of both.
Spouses, for example, tend to be high on both satisfaction {
and conflict, ¥hereas neighbours tend to be low on both.

Five propositicns 5upport;§ie relationship between to%al

v

. . 0 ‘ - ;- -
5 interaction reward tension balance and marital commitment

&
From the perspeétive of rewards, marital satisfaction
should be consistently related in a pos;tive manner to
marital commitmeat. In their study of e relationships
between a number'of independent.variabﬁgs and the dependent
‘variable of "thinking about divoréé", Booth and White (1980)
-fo&nd that mariial satisfaction ig the only variable whose
. correlation with thinking sbout divorce is statistically
significant for both husbands and wives. In a similar study
of divorce liberality which measured spouses' attitudes
toward divorce, Jorgensen and Johnson (1980) found an
igverse relationship between marital satisfaction and

divorce'libéﬁility which-was significant'for all spouses,

but when the ample was segregated by sex the relationchips

held at a siénificant level only for husbands. Levinger
(1965) Suggegts that affectional rewards are strong sources
of att;action to the marriage, and conseguently mari*al
satisfaction 1s an important dgtérminant of marital bondsq&r
‘marital commitment. Lewis and Spapier (1979) documedt the

relationship between rewards from spousal interactions and

marital quality. Reiss (1980) suggests that the balance
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i
between re;aiﬁs and'tehsions is one of the key'fagkors in
ghe determination of marital commi tment .

Proposition 8. Marital satisfaction is positively
related to marital commitment.

;

G;owing concern is expressed by a number of researchers
regarding the negative effects of individualism upon marital
commitment. It 1s suggested that the "emphasis in our era on
individual rights, personal growth and self awareness seems_
to map éut the road to happiness via ghe route of

_ .
narcissistic 'gelfism'" (Ammons & Stinnett, 1980:39). Nye
(1978) provideé a wide-ranging summary'éi the developments
leading to the contempora- emphasis on individualism and
personal self-autonomy which he associates witﬂ‘the
. increased alienation and resulting destructive trends within
our society. Cogswell (1975) suggests that traditional
family forms have emphastzed constraints whe;eaé members of
variant famiTy forms eﬁphasize opportunities and seldom
consider constraints. She emphasizeg that any close 7
interpersonal relationship which is more than:fléeting or
temporary imposes sdme:constraints on each partner, and that
ultimately "for all to have 'the good life', individuals in

, : o~
close relationships must achieve a delicate balance between

Y

opportunities and constraints" (Cogéwell, 1975:460). Glasser
, ) 4 -

and Glasser (1977) argue that individualism and hedpnism are
two values which have high priorities in our society, and

that these values often overghadow family and communi iy
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responsibilities. While emphasizing that the; are not

\d ' - B
_opposed to personal .growth, the authors maintain that the
e . ‘

interdependence of family members allows'for‘Maximqp .
oppqrtﬁnities for the personal growth of each. Levinger

suggests that thé "success of a marriage is now often vieweqd
less in ﬁermsvofAits perpetuitirthan its furtherment of both
spouses’ personal.pofeﬁtial" (1976:44) . Thiﬁuemphasis has ;ﬁf\
important effect on marital commitment. "In some quarters
today, there 1s a yearning for ways to escape traditiqnai'
forms of dnterpersonal commmitment, such'as'marriaée. Ygt 1t
is‘hard to conceive of a relationship that has both depph

and continuity without some.form of commitmént" (Levinger,
1977:10),. -Larson (19' ;) indicates that marriage has suffered
in the culture of ego gratification, and emphasizes that

while there 1s-considerable merit in self discovery, such

»

suppositions are not inherently compatible with ongoing and

N

fulfilling intérpersonal relationships with others.

Contemporary marriage counseling, has heavily emphasized the

J

improvement of- communication skills and intimacy. -

Unhappily, it has not been demonstrated that these
skills_arqéas related to achieving stability as

they are to achieving some elusivz style of

intimacy which we value. I would go so far as to

suggest that we know almost nothing about teaching .
couples to commit well, (v uauny in when they are - |
upset. On the contrary, we teach them not to put

up with any garbage, to be assertive in demanding

that their own needs be met. We dqQ not teach

sacrifice or devotion to duty or &ny of the thingsg

which are related on the face of it to marital &
stability and much that 1s related to personal

growth and achieving a full range of options and, ~
in short, to marital instability (Broderick,

1977:272-3). .
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' A o
In their study of couple strains in communal households

Jaffe and %/nf‘ (1976) arque that communal households can

be structurally ‘conducive contexts for thé weakenlng of

b

~couple-bonds. One of. the.factorwahlch operates is ‘that of

L 4

. :
systemic strain which is a function of incongruence between

.

communal and traditional role relations. The -community .
pushes for individuation rather than cduple unity, which may
‘increase the expression of differences and may ultiTiﬁely

lead <o marital breakdown. The impact of such an emphasis on
* individualism is summarized by the following comments:
. o
" Selfism as a marital frame of reference lessens
each partner's sense of responsibility for the
success of the relationship and promotes moving
into and out of marriage. Specifically, from a
social exchange perspective, selfism increases the
anticipated rewards from the relationship while
) reducing each partner's’ w1llfhgness to make ‘
. necessary 1nvestments Decreased investments on
the part of one 'spouse decrease the likelihood of
their mate receiving the rewards they deem
desireable, resulting in marital instability
({Ammons. & Stinnett, 1980:39).

The preseat review hgs nof\bonsidered research'which,
deals wit1 the more,positive aspééts gf self-aséértion in
the negotiation of conflict (Bach & Wyden, 1968; Dayfinger;
1967; Ellis, 1976;;T‘Abate; 1977). It is simply assﬁﬁed that
failure of the d: .a to.sbpport the present propdsition would
constitute at least indifecf'support for fhe vaiues of

. self-bssertion; or that support of .the present proposition.

would result in rejection of the alternative.

P#oposition 9. Individualism is inversely re&pted
to marital commi'tment.

®
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The phenomenon of family violence received relatively
1itrlé;research attention during the decade of the”siXties,
but has become increasingly visible as&a social and family

o

iSSue during'the past decade (Gelles 1980 . Because .

research deallng w1th famlly v1olence s more- recent

lattentlon has been focused on problem ~of definition,. o

sampling, and measurement, rather th g on the effects of
violence on marital interaction. Nevertheless there is a
‘) . - M .

growing body of research which"indicates that marital

violence tends to be associated with a greater ‘pronemess to
dissolve the marriage (Booth & White, 1980; Gelles, 1976,

* 1980 Gelles & Strausyw1979; O'Briens, 1971;'Srraus, 1974,

1979y, | ' j

Proposition 10. Marital violence'is inversely
related to marital commitmgntf '

B
. . T £ S ! . . s . .
The importance of accurabe perception in ¢positive

family interaction has been didcussed by a number of

’

‘researchers (Laing, -Phillipson & Lee, 1966; Larson, 1974, °

1975; Luckey, 1960). While there is considerable agreement

3
I

on the pr1nc1ple that studies of :the family should not be

based on the responses of one family member alone very few

studres.actually seek to measure .the impact of 1ntra~family‘

response Varlatlons on accurate 1n51ghts 1nto famlly
1nteractzon (Larson, 14?4 . An~even more dlfchulg»area to
measure is that of interpersonal perceptilgs. Larson (1975)

approaches this theoretical concern through the development

L v

NG 8



.vlof-three'levels-ot pereeption}‘LEVEL I perceptions simply
vrepreSent the views“ofieach‘individual family nember,‘and’
Md1fferences 1in response can be ea511y measured' LEVEL\II
perceptlons are defined as one family m;:zér s perceptlon of
what-another famlly member w;ll respond to a<part1cular
'iSSue,;e.g., "my w1fe will say that d1vorce laws should be
tougher " Th1s pred1cf1on cf the w1fe s response can then be
compared to the aetual response to measure the accuracy: of s -

_the husband s perception. LEV L III per eptlon ”flects

iwhether one 1s aware of the knowledge of o her famlly

members, e.g., "my husband will say that I Wlll Say that »
\

divorce lawﬁ%should bg tougher."” Ac?hrate 1nterpersonal

3

. o .
perception within the family should ¥ead to more’

.satisfactory family interactron,_yhereas-inaccurate'.'
interpersonal perceptions can be expected to create'more
ﬁrequent conflicts 1in marital jnteraction.

"' Proposition 11, The accuracy of interpersonal

perception is positively. related to marital

commltment
LL

! ! 3

In addition to the four propositions which relate total
interaction reward/tension balance to marital commitment and
wliich can be tested by the dataxvan additional proposition
in this area cannot be tested. A number of research studies
document the f1nd1ng that satisfactory sexual relatiqnships
contribute to greater marital quality, 4& more positive

9 -

marftal-interaction (Levinger, 1965; Lewis & Spanier, 1979;

-~

Nye et al.; 1973). In a study of.the key characteristics.



'
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'whftn‘determined vitai marital relationships, Ammons 3
_Stinnett (T980) fourld that sex plays a central and
’profOUndly 1mportant role. Moderately hlgh to very h1gh

: needs for sexual act1v1ty were reported by 85 5% of the

respondents who experlenced;&;V1fal .marriage. It 1s

v : .
suggested that sex -is: V1ewed by these couples ab an

1mportant compoaent Qf thelr overall 1nterpersonal
relatlonshlp, and as\one means of sustalnlng dynam1c

,‘,:.__ . 0y . -

1nt1macy

Propositlon.(Satlsfactory sexual relatlonshlps are
p051t1vely relatedAto,marltal commitment. : \

~ Ca . -~ L S e

C. Normative Constraintsh

~‘Normativé5constraints are not easily separated from

q.

structural constralnts, and Relss (198Q) .is the onlyfmajor

.

theoretlcal approachmwg\lch makes thi differentiation ;ie
cargues that normat1ve tbnstralnts make a contrlbutlon to
"marital commitment whlcn Ls.lndependent from structural
constraints.'Thus, for enample, the belief that marriage 1is’
+ for life and that d;ydrce‘and.remarriage are nracceptablel
'alternatives,‘wqgld7aeflasda normative constraint to
inc™ease ma;{taiseo%m{tﬁentvin and of itself, regardless of
5uch structu;al‘constralnts as the strictness of divorce
lays or/the‘presence of chlldren in the family. The

-y gl s )

_ llterature bas 1SOIated a numbet of factors wh1ch may act as

normatlve con%tralnts upon marltal commltment '

- ,.J
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The existeﬁc$ of common social affiliations for both
¢ , M
. - N . ~ ok . "/
~husbanc and wife has been consistently associated with the

. v {
maintenance of marital bLonds. A study;of divorce id 62 -
primitive societiec revealed that the incidence of divorce
is low when spouses maintain predominantly .comron .
affﬁliations“ but it is high whén they“maintain
predominantly separate affiliétio;;. It is ;oncluded that

"common affiliations create behavior and expectations that
are governed by tﬁe’samébﬁorm and value ts (Ackérman, '

1963). Levinger (1965) suggests that pri;ﬁry group

) K

-affiljations act as a source of barrier strength against

]

dissolution of the marriage, and Nye et al. (1973) indicate
that when spouses maintain predomiﬁahtly separaﬁe
affiliations there is'more likelihoodtbf divorce. Lewis and
Spanier (1979) cite evidence that-the{greatér;the network of
a couple's friends, and tﬁe more the mar;iage 1s approved by

.

friends and relatiVes, and the greater the participation by
the cou}le within the commur.ity, the higher will be their
.marital quality and stability. Reiss (1980) argues that
marital commitment is determined by the‘aégree to which
sigﬁificant'others, like kin and friends; define the couple
as possessiﬁg an ideal or norma;ively prescribea marital
~relatio’n%hib.SCénzoni (1968) réﬁorts a considerable; o
polarization of;friends among dissolved marriages, and =
high degree of conjunctive friendships among éxistimgl
méfriages. Similarly, Houseknecht and Spanier (1980}

hypothesize that one of the expianaﬁions for the {nsta&ility

-
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of the me-r =ge- of grcduate school women is a result of the
pa . tn: s vserant .n Aifferent vocational systems which
Civ : Il:e¢ to non¢ .zred sccial support systems. In a study

ff prov1 o zial var' .tions ‘n'divorpe rates (Makaber, 1980) it
was disccvered *7at fae " ighest correlation with divorce
rascs is = pe o tage of migraﬁtsl(.924)( which eéxplains
85% ~f the tcta.: &d;g ice. It 1s suggested that provinces
having a ..rge 1 umter of ﬁigrants will be characterized by a
low degree of social integnation, wiph the result that there
are fewer social saaefidns against‘éivbrce. This finding,
receives confirmation in a study (Trovato, 1966) which |
provides additional support for‘the assoclation bet{éen
migration and the brovincial divorce rate in Canada. This
m?gration effect is seen as represeqting.the influence of
fapid social change,\which weakens traditional familism
Qalues, and places;morg emphasis on fhe deveiopmentAof an
idéology‘of individuélism. Holman (1981) examines the |
consistent finding of a positive linear relétionship between
a couple's involvement 1in social networks’and ﬁarital‘
stability and, %n'the basis pf empirical data, argues that
this’rélafiqgipﬁp is curvilinear in nature, with the highest
marital quality befhg found at some :ermédigte level- of
involvement, and the lowest at gither e.treme of
involvement. Three key indicqtorg of social network
involvement (with kin, with friends, ahdﬁﬁiuh voluntary

organizations) are found to display the suggested

curvilinear relationship.



Proposition 12. Common social affiliations of

spouses are positively r lated to mar1tal
commitment. . '

M

Proposition 13, Strong klnsﬁlp ties are p051t1vely"

related to marital commitment.

85 -

4
",

Based on cognitive dissonance theory, it is predicted -

that the person who has been divorced at least once will be

. {
more liberal in attitudes toward divorce in general in order

for a

tt1tudes to be congruent w1;h past behav1or This

predlctlon is only weakly supported in a sa@ple of 240

SPOUF
SUppPO

Bumpa

es (Jorgensen & Johnson, 1980) . Somewhatlstronger

%
rt for this predicted- relatlonshlp is reported by
&

sS and Sweetv(1972) in their finding that marriages

A
&

By

where the firs: husband,of a woman was prev1ously mofrled

were considerably less stable tnsn those in which both

husba

nd and/wife were marrled for the f1rst time. In a

four-year longitudinal study'Cheflin (1977) reports that 3

percent of first warriages, 11 percent of seconé’marriages,

and 2

durin

8 percent of third and fourth marria?bs:dissolved

g the fou

"3

"\! . ‘ ! . . .
ce level. He concludes that, other things being

-rolling for other variabies, but the

pars of the study. This pattern remained
9gcohd marriages was not significant at the

yorce or separation was much more likely for women

in the panel who were in third ¢r fourth marriages and was

slightly more likely in second marriages than in first

marri

agés" (Cherlin, 1977:271). In an earlier study, Glick

v -

N
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and Norton((1971) also x orted that those who were marrled
- N

o—H N .

three or more tlneg/:e::e:é?e likely to dlvorce agaln than

. | SO .
thos® marrled.oncé\or twic . , .

\ 4
Peoposition 14. Previous divorce is inversely
Yated to marltal commitment .

t | S
Y
- The 1mpact of rellglous beliefs upon marltal commltment
-0 7 ¥

has been sggiisted by Reiss 580 as a p3551bl@ normat1ve

constraint us 1f one believes that makrlage is "until

. w !
death-do you p%,t"jand'that divorce and pemarriage_are

' . ; ™ - o :
unacceptable under any or most conditions; this would tend

to increase the commitment thF ain/ in a present marrlage
despite the presepce of conflict. onsrderable research las

begn‘rebgﬁtedﬁbn the impact of-teligious-beliefs on marital

stability. : - Q %

\

The major theoretical statements of marital stability
have advanced adherence UDIQR?gidus beliefs as an important
faetorktn the determination-of narital stability. Levingeri
(1965) suggests that proscriptive religion and joint chnrch

attendance act ¢S moral proscrlptlons or barriers to

fgbtalnlng a divorce. He also suggests like- falth cpuples who

atten‘ church regularly are less likely to divorce, but

3

.recognizes that this;may be at least partially due to the

formation of a network'g?\éommon afflliations. On the basis

of their empirical research, Nye et al. (1973) suggest that

those who do not attend church or those who are of dlfferent

i)

religions would be more l1kely to experience leorce Lewls~

SN

4

A3
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and SéSﬁder (1979)- also conclude that those of different

. ’ )
religious affiliation® would be .more prone to experience /
. T o % +
' L

divorce. s
Y

Filsinger ‘& Wilson (1984) take issge wYth the common |
2 _ . . . - A
assumption that religious variables éerve as an outside

»

pressure to remain together or as sourdE?of barrler u,'ﬂ 2

strength'that make breakup costly. Rather than seelﬁg
> ~

rellglon as having merely consaflctlve effects,-keeplng

‘ﬁoulquality marriages tooether becau§€ of religious
proscriptions, they argue’that relig on may haverdirect N
positive effects on marital ad]ustment. Th:is takes. plaoe

//”’j through 1its supp%;t of family values and*act1v1t1es, and .by

fac111tet1ng ada3tatlon to llfe s problems. Even when
controlllng for social desirability (conventlonallty)
re1191051t%¥;ema1ned the strongest predictor of marital
adjustment (as measured by Spanler s Dyadic Ad]ustment

[f/ Scale Schumm et al. (1982) support the finding that the

relatlonshlp between rel191051ty and marltal ad}ustment
holds even when CQLLLolllng for conventionality.

" A number of empir.-al studies have examined the
reiationship hetween rel.gious affiliation and marital
stability. A s:dy bas=d on-'500 ever-divorced persons from‘8
western states sought to determine some of the perceived
barriers to obtai..ing a diuoice thbrecht & Kunz{$1980).

They fqund that personal religious beliefs were second only
" to a lack o{‘financiaiysupport as a perceived barrier to
securing a divorce. In their random sample of Nebraska .

~u

L]
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heuseholds, Booth ahd White. (1980) fohnd weak‘negative

L4

relatlonshlps between conservatlve religious afflllatlon and

thlnklng about dlvorcq Cathollés-and Baptlsts were less e

14

: likely to indicate that they were thinking about digorce,

4 '

but thlS relatlonshlp was not significent. The mgjor
dlfferentlal was-féund between those with dny and these with
f‘no rellglous affll;atléﬁ. It was further discovered ‘that the
,intensity_ot religious'be}iefs appeats to be e better

; \ - .
p{edictor of tend!hcy.to consider divorce than

3

)k"denominational affiliation:‘Protestent-Catholip marriages

were found to

\

a‘stabke than homogamous marrlages //‘ o
\ f
(Bumpass & Swegeet, 1972) but po: ggneral support,was found

- - for the ater instab1rlty of interdenominational

Protestafit marriages. In their research relating to

communes \it is Teported-that in "contemporary nonreligious

communal households...the predominant beliefs are more

likely to aid*dissolet\on than cohesion" (Jaffe % Kanter,
1 Y Y > ’

1976:182). In their multivariate, multisurvey study of

marital happiness utilizing data from the General Social
1 - ‘?_\/L . . .
\\1///§urveys for 1973, 1974, and 1975, Glenn and Weaver (1978) -
& : vy
report that church'atéendance wast one of only'two variables

out of a total of seven that were¢ tested Wthh was

L

51q31f1cantly related to marital happlness

Proposition 15. Consevvatlve religious « filiation
is p051t1vely relatedkﬁ; marital commitment.

Proposition 16. Religious participation (church
attendance) is positively related to marital
copmitment.
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In addition to the flve propositions which are able to
._be-tested by the data, two further propositions found
suppart in the empirical literature, but could not be tested
by the data. -

Based on sovial learning theory which suggests thot:
children learn marital Woles and values in the maritol
subsystem, it was predicted that the greater the degree to
which ‘parents' marriage was perceived to be happy or |
satisfying, the lower would be the divorce liberality
(Jorgensen & Johnsorn, 1980); This is based on the assumptioé
rhat ohildrén raised \o a family in which the marriage 1is
fUnctiohing effectively observo a viable model of marriage
which they can emulaté, as well as developing the confidencen
that success in marriage can be achieved. Jorgensen and #

" Johnson. cite earlier empirical studies (Terman, 1938;
Burgess & Cottreil, 1939; Locke, 1951)‘whioh found‘positive
correlations between parents' marital happiness and
agjustment and happiness in the child's own marriage. .
Although .an inverse relarionship was gound'betweén the
peroei;od maritai.happiness of parents and divorce |
libérality; the correlations approached zero and were

)

nonsignificant (Jorgensen & Johnson, 1980). The above

relationship is supported, . however, by the propesition that

if the'pareots of the married qouple have experienced
maritékqunhappfness, there.is more(likglihood of divorce
(Nye ‘et al., 1973). Lewis and Spanier-(1979) place

considerable stress on parental models in suggesting that
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the marital quality in thejfamily of orientation, the level

of happiness in one's childhood; and a positive relationship
with an individual's barents are all related to the
individual's marital quality. |

Proposition: The.perceived marital happiness of

parents is positively relatec to marital
commitment.

o

u

8 .

iearning theory prld;élsb Sﬁggééf ghat‘parental
A‘vorce would tend to make the chi%d:mbre liberal toward
2. rorce in that some of the usual AQrmaﬁivé constraints
against'divorce would be: weakened or brpken down. Jorgensen
and Johnson (1980) find no correlations, however, between

<

famiiy history of divorce and divorce Tiberality. Buhpass
) . .

and, Sweet (1972), using data from the 1970 National
Fertility Study, find that women raised in families whefeﬂ
one or both parents were deceased differed little in marital
disruptiof rates from those raised in intact.families. On
the other hasé\/Lomen whose parents had experienced
separation or di&orce had considerably higher disruption
rates than those raised in stable homes, and only one-third
of this variancé was eliminated by controlling other
variables. Mott and Moore (197%9), -in their five-year
longitudinal sufvey, also found that béing :a;séd in a
broken home is positively associateﬁ with marital
disruption, even when s rumber of socioeconomic factors are

coptrolled. In a series of studies, the role model

-explahation- of the transmission of marital instability

v

o
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between generations is found to be inadequate (Pope &

Muelle: — .7¢ An alternative approach is suggested which
. r

consic.1 s h: «.nd of marriage likely to be contracted by

childre. ~~~m .ntact as opposed to children from broken

\ .
families (Mueller & Pope, 1977). They suggest that broken
. e N

~

parental marfiages may make the ‘marriages of their.children

suscepfible«to-sociocultural characteristics that disrupt

marriages. Using data from the 1870 National Fertility Study
i

t
to compare women from intact and voluntarily disrupted

parental homes, a data pattern was observed w@icﬁ was
consistent with the possibility that mate selection outcomes
serve as intervening links in the transmission of mafital
instability. Of the suggeste¢d mate selection\&ﬁécomes, it

;
was found that age of wife at marriégé, educétion of wife at
marriage, and educatién of husband at marriage produce
mearingful reduction in marital instability, and thus
operate as interveninguvariables in parfiaily accounting for
the transmgssion précess. Age of husband ?t marriage and
previous m=rriage of husband show oniy slight relationships
with mari;gisinstability, and hence do not ope;ate as
Intervening variables in the transmission process.
éremarital pregnancy and husband's religion also do not..

operate as intervening variables.

Proposition: Divorce in the family of orientation
1s inversely related to marital commitment.
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D. External or Structural Constraints
. Eafly research on marital 5ommitment tended to focus on
pefsonal.cammitmentt o} a persohal dedication to maintain
one's marriage, and to neglect the contributions of
étructural constraints fRosenblatt, 1977). In his empha;is
én the contribution of barriers to divorce and their
relationsﬂip to marital cohesivenegs, Levinger (1965)
sensitized researchers to some of the structural constraints
operating within t?e marital relationship. Johnson (1978)
- further developed the concept of structural constraints as a

\
key variable in understanding dyadic commitment. While

&
recognizing the importance of structural constraints in the
determination of dyadic‘commitment, a number ¢f researchers

(Levinger, 1965; Nye et al., 1973; Lewis & Spanier, 1979)

. _ R
suggest the primacy of personal commitment as a determinant

of marital stability. Reiss (1980) arques on the other hand,
that structural constraints are primary in that they not
only have direct effects on commitment, but also have
indirect effects through their impact on total
fewardﬁéehsion balance and normative inputs. A number of
structural constraints have  been noted in the research
literature.

One of the most frequently mentieoned structural

constraints is that of liberalized divorce laws, which have
' .
been hypothesized to be inversely related to marital

stability. Levinger (1965) suggests the impact of legal and



economic bars as sources of barrier strength Nye et al. ®
l

'(1973) cite‘research 1nd1cat1ng that the greater the

availability of divorce, the nore likely it wilk occur’. The
. ' Q - - .
following relationship is suggested by outstanding

°

demographit experts:

L g

~

The phenomenal upsurge of divorce in this country
during the last ten years has been stimulatesd by a
growing dcceptance of the principle that divorce
is a reasonable, and at times desireable,
alternative to an unhappy marriage. While negative
social Osanctions have .lessened, so too have the -
legal and economic constraints involved in
obtaining divorces (Norton & Glick, 1976:12).

The relationship between Strictness of divorce laws-énd

» A

marltal dissolution rates has been demonstrated in a number
,’ -

of American studies. A substantial proportion of the
\

respondents in the research of Albrecht ahd Kunz (1980). note

the pérceived diffiqulty of divorce laws as an important

~

barrier to their attempt to secure a divorce. Similarly,

. Mott and Moore (1979) find a definite independent positive

association between the probability of a white woman's
marital disruption and t%é ease with which one can obtain a
divorce; as measured by the divorce rate in her state of
residence. Stetson and Wright (1975) support the f1nd1ng
that permissiveness of dlvorce laws are strongly related to
divorce rates in the various states, Thls relatlonshlp 1s
not greatly diminished when controlling for eoonomic
development {urbanization, income, education) and sociAl
costs of divorce (population gigration, ethnicity, and”
Catholicism). Conversely, .h -.e social and economic

processes appear to influence divorce, but their direct

/4
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= effects on d1vorce rayggﬂggéears to be substantlaily reduced
' __whed permL551veness of the law and its 1mplementat10n is
controlled. On the other hand,. Di%on and Weitzman (1980)
analyzed:fiye samples df.SOO divorce® decrees drawn.from Los
Angeles and San -Francisco counties #n 1968 (two yeérs.befdre
the California Family Law Act ceme inte effect), dnd 3972
(twosyears after the\enactmeﬁt of the ;aw),iand from Los
Angeles in 1977 _(five years later). They conclude that the
“adoption of no-fault divorce laws did not resultuin any real
acceleratien in‘the rate of marital dissolution. The§ do
note, however,:that California has always been con51dered a
llberal divorce state, even under the-old adversary system.
At least one Canadian study also examines ther

relationship between divorce laws and marital srability. In
contrest td the United States where divorce la; 1s under
- state jurisdiction, the exclusive authority over marriage
" and divorce is eSsigned to the federal parliament under the
B.N.A. Act, but a federal divorce code was not written until
ﬂj968./Abernathy and Arcis. (1977) distinguish between
provinces providinngor judicial dissolutfdn of marriage
thrdugh the courts and those requiring g special act of rhe

ederal parliament. Between 1867 and 184% Nova Scotla and
New*Brunsqick were the only two provinces maklng prov1s1od
for judicial_divorce. These psqQvinces constituted only 18

— .

percent of the entire population, but accounted for. 87
percent of.all of the divorce petitions granted.~ Further, a

dramatic increase inh the divorce rate is noted as the
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various provinces introduced judicial divorce, and a further
dramatic increase 1s noted with the introduction of the more

liberal federal Divorce Act in 1968. o ,

Proposition 17. Liberal divorce laws are inversely
related to marital commitment,

a’ .

A great deal qf.reséarch has been devoted to'the impact

of divorce on children. Considerabli.léss research has been

devoted to the potenti.al imp‘;'ct,?;,chi_ldren upo£ couple's
| decision to\aivbrce or separate (Kanoy & Miller,,19§0).
‘Whi}e Levinger (1965) hypgfhesized that the-presencé of
"children acted as a barrier t§ diQorce, he also argued thét.
if thé parents believed that a divorce woula contri%ute to,
the grea£er.happiness of children by providing‘a betFer home
en?ironmer‘ free from coﬁflict, then tﬁe existéﬂce,o;
children w>uld no longer act as a bapqief force. Similarly,
Kanoy and Miller (1980) argué that children may be éithgr
barriers to o%‘facilitators of divorce depending( in*p;rt,
on the amount of stress and the amount ;f obligatioﬂ
experienced by parents. An interéstiag finding of thé family
life cyﬁle studies is:that mar%tallhapginess tends to
decrease with the binth of ghildren (Burr, 1970; Campbell,
1975; Rollins & Cannon, 1974: Rollins &‘Féldman, 1970). In
contrast, the presence of children contributes to an
increase in marital stability (Alprecht ;hﬁunz, 1980

¥

Levinger, 1965) and is negatively associated with divorce

liberality (Jorgensen & Johnson, 1980). Similarly, the
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maﬁi%al adjustment literature 1n%§sate< that tﬁe hlghest

ed before the b’rth

of the first chyld (Bufr, 1970; Rpllinst} Cahnon, 1974:
) + i, .
Rollins & Feldman, 13970; Waldron & Routh, 1981), but the

- : e . ) o 4
stability literature ‘indicdtes that childless wives have

subetantially‘hjgher marital disruption rates (Bumpass &

Sweet, 1972; Spanier & Glick, 1981: Thoraton, 1977) % Glenn

and McLanahan (1982) suggest that there i; an inhereht

tendency for chlldren to have a negative 1mpact on marital

) »

happiness and satisfaction bechse of the stress in our

-
[

soc1e€y on hlghly individualistic and hedonistic values in
which marriage is expected to provide a high level of
emotional ana sexual intimacy, a?d to be.the spouses'
prime:y source of companionship. They conclude tha: "the&
fact that children tefd to increase the emot . al and’

financial costs of divorce to both spouses mus: still make

.children the 'glue' which holds many marriages. together"

(Glenn & McLanahan, 1982:69). In contrast, Yankelovich
(1981) finds in his studies of the American family carried

out in the 1970's that nearly two-thirds of all American
‘ L)

parents reject tne idea that parents should stay together

0y

for the children's sake even‘iﬁtthe parents are unhappy with

eaeh other- -0

Proposition 18. The presence of children is
positively related to marital commitment.

| -

The impact of children upon marital commitment may be
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' spetific to the age of the child. Thgé!ﬁBooth and White
(1586) report taat the présence of preschoclers is most
highly .associated with thinking about diyorce. On the otRer
hand, Cherlin (1977) found that for families with a child
iess than age, 6 present, the probability of separation was
only half of what Ht ;as for all other families..The
probability of separation for families with children aged
617 was the same}aﬁ for families with no children aged 17
or younger, and these probabilities were the same as for tha
'population at larée. Thus'pherlin suggests that the presence
fof childien lowers the protabilities of dissolution anly
when the chidren are of preschool age. The reason suégé%ﬁed
for this findiné_is that "children prevent marital
dissolution not because they build new bonds between parents
but rathar beaause early caild'care may be too expensive and
timé-consuminq for one spouse to manage»alone" (Cherlin,r ’
1977:271-2). In other words, prasctooi children do not

contribute to greater personal commitment,' but rather to
V

greater stress and ma;itai dissatisfaction. On the other
hand, they do constitute a structural constrai;t against
maritai dissolution.

" Rankin & Maneker (1985) find that the presence of
children 1s positively associated witﬁ the longer duration
of marriage, but when there are children under 2, touples
are more .n._lined to early divorce. This tendepcy is even

-

more pronounced among couples marrying during adolescence

and among those with lower levels of education. It appeaﬁs
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that‘the presence of young children pt s uﬁusuai strains

> v

upon the marital relationship, particularly in the case of

{ 4y

young parents with litile education.’ o ok
‘ Schumm & Buééighis (1986) analyze the*cgwbined effects
of preschool children, émployment, social élass, and marital
‘social desirability upon mérital‘sétisfacgion. They conclude
that thf presence df-pre-so§?ol_qﬁ233ren‘accounts for much
5f the observed decl{ne in mgritél satisfaction during the
middle.stagés!of the family life cycle, particularly amonq\\
low-income motherg who are employed full-time.
Proposition;YQ. The presence of préschool—age

children is positiveﬁy,relatedwto marital
¢ommitment . . ’

- : (.

(

The number of children alsp has a considerEG!! impact:
upon‘thelp£§bability of marital disruption,vbut the findings
are contradictory. On the one hand it is reported that the
probability’of marital dissolution}is;greager when more
children are present (Cherlin, 197.7) . This afnding, howeyer,
is not statistically s;gnificant. A dreater number of-
studies report increased ma;ital stability‘with the number
of children (Mott & Moore, 1979; Spanier & Glick, 1981;
Thornton, 1977), 'or that the number of children is inversely
related to divorce libefality»(Jorgenseq,& Johnson,‘?980).
'Kénoy and Miller (1980) suggest that a discrepancy between
the number of children deéired and the actual numbef born
may be a factor which contributes to divorce. 7

Proposition 20. The number of children is
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~ ‘positively related to marital commitment.

-

I4
The duration of marriage ‘has been found to be

positively related to marital stability (Ammons & Stinnett,
1980; Bahr, 19797"Booth & White, 1980; Cherlin, (1977; Lee,
1977: Mott & oore, 1879), despite the widely. reported ‘
finding that marital hapbiness tends to decreaserwith a
duratiorn of marriage (Blood, 1967; Blood & Wblfé, 1960; Lee;
1977; Pineo, 1961). Glenn and Ww:aver (1978)3 utilizing data
from tﬁree‘Generel Social Survefs, find that,marital

happiness.déclineévwith duration of marriage for femailes in

their samples, but phat it increases for males. In their

. ~

analysis‘of a large number of vital marriages, Ammons an@
Stinnett (1980) found that, %agher than experiencing
decreases in marital satisfaction, these coufles
demonstrated a concomitant in;rease in marital vitality with
the numger of years of ﬁarriagg. They suggest that this
unexpected finding may be expléined by the couples’
commitment to the marriage. "Commitment to developing a

\ ‘ '
vital marital relationship and the determination and

perseverence to honor that commitment are often ignored in
p the Jiterature although tﬁey-may well be ambng the more _'}

important enabling factors in maﬁgtal success" (Ammons &
[ ]

Stinnett, 1980:40). Commenting on the fact that the positive
correla“ion between the receipt of welfagre and marital
dissolution decreased with the duration of ‘marriage, it i3

suggested that with the passage of time "the costs of
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marital dissolution probably increase because «6f the large
investment in the marriage, the lower probability of

remarrlage, children and, simply, inertia” (Bahr 1979:559).

The fact that,@effnﬁe proportion of couples def1n1ng the1r

~

marrlage as re&dﬁ@vely unhappy had nevertheless not -~
~considered divorce leads Booth and Whlte to suggest that

"there may be powerful-factors which operate to keep some

-

qphappy husbands .and wives from even thinking about Qivorce
and which encourage'some happily married people to consider
divorce" (1980:615). Base® 0?1 data from a five-year national )

¢ : .
longitudinal*survey, Mott and Moore'(1979) conclude that age

N
at marrlage and duratlon of marrlage are the two strongest |

i
determinants of marital stability. They report,thaziEY1le‘

not being as prevalent during the first two years of

o

marriage, separation and divorce reach their highest levels

during the third to fifth years of marriage, then begin to
decline significantly. Booth and White (1380) report.that
3 . . \

thinking about divorce is higher during the earlier years of

marriage, then gradpally declines. ' ¢

Proposition 21, Duration of marriage is positively
related to marital commitment.

The proposed relationships of the. cofrelates of marital

stability to personal and structural commitment have been

examined in some detail 'in terms Sf their empikical support.
These proposed relat1onsh1ps are dlagrammed in Figyre 3.

Because thlS study uses measures of commltment “which have

~
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FIGDRE”3.1 CORRELATES OF MARITAL COMMITMENT

.

* <
. 1. Age homogamy
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- 3. Educatlonal‘homogramy -->| Background
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5. Wife employméﬂ& \ " ‘
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S - Commitment
. 7N
. ) . - i
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8. Maf?fET‘Sqtisfaction , ,
9. Individualism - " | Total \
10. Marital .violence 9 -->| Interaction
11, Interpersonal perception Reward
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J _ .
“ ' " #
12. Common soc.al affiliations
13. Strong kiuship ties -->| Normative -
14, Previous divorce ) _Constraint_
15. Conservative religious affil.
16. Religious participation . - b
Parents' marital hcpplness ’ v
Divorce in family of orlentatlon . 4
e . Structural
iE) / Dyadic .
\ Commitment
_ . \
17. Strictness of divorce laws : . K
18. Presence of children i SRR
19, Pre-school age children : -
20. Number of children -->| Structural -
121, Duration of marriage Constralnts
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ot been teste& by prev1ous emplrlcal research, it ‘may
provide some new insights into the felatlonshlp between

-

these variables and marital stability.

It_neéds to be'kgét in hind_that‘the ptdposﬁtiohs ‘
outlined above summarize the primary-indicators found to be
relatedfto marital s;ébiii£y iﬁifécént empirical research.
The.great majority oé this rese;rch has not taken place
w1th1n a clearly~-defined Eheoretical framework. The primary
attiTpt to place many of these eq@prlcal flndlﬁgs An &=

~ theoretical perspective (Lewis & Spanier, 1979) relates many
of these ihdlcatérs to makital stability through thé#r_
céhtrigugion to marital quality. Thisrappfbé'cih»'\;'iewsQD .
commitment as one of a number of threshold‘varlables which:
intervene between. marltal QUallty and marital stabllxty;
Based on both theoretical angiempirical considerations,
the present study makes the basic assumption that the °
préposed indicators may be réléted to maritél‘stability
~through their possibie contribution to marital commifment.
It is this basic assumption which'will'be tested iﬁ this
study. It is hypothesized that some of the anomalous
findings regarding the relagionships between marital quality
‘and stability (high quality;low stability and lbw'
quality-high stability marriages) will be clarified by the
usd of the concept of maritaL'commitment.— . \\
~ The differentiation of personal and structural /

commitment suggested by Johnson (1978), and utilized as the

foundation of - present study will also need to be tested -

-
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by the daga. Some of the indicators which have been '
hzg?thésizea-td be related to personé} commitment, may very
well have a stronger‘relationéhip to structural commitment,
and those which were expected to Ee related to'structural
cohmitment mé} b¢ related more strongly to personal
commitment. Some indicafors may be related to neither
structural nor personal commitment; and some may be equally
related to both. The data analysis will clarify these
relationships and proQide'more information for the
deQelopment of a cleét model. g |

41 Thé differentiatinn between persénal'and structural
: cqmmitmeht éoes have good theoretical support. In a
" stimulating study of the inferactioncoffstructure'aﬁd‘
bonding in human relationships, Ma@ionis (1978) suggests
that-to enter marriage is ideally to conform fo an external
normative system Ehaé has the effect of bonding iﬁdividuais
together in functional intéfdepéndence and affect, and ':=t

this bord is supportive of intimacy. On the other hand,

L

'

marital structure may intervene between. persons, so tSat

with the passimg of time‘individuals_increésingly " e each

thQgr for'grantéd" in théir habituai interactions, wifh the
result that thé“éxtradrdiha:y 1s graduallf\t:anéformed into
{he ordinary. The resulg 1s a paradox in that the structure
that supports’ the cfdse relationship of marriage may
function in an oppésite sense ; inhibit the conscious
.pursuit of @ﬁtimacy és'an imp:tjlnt basis of thq\vitali;y of

/

the ‘marriage relationship. In a somewhat similaf?approach,
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‘strategy often resulted in public stability, it had its”

‘ o - , ‘ 114

~Levinger (1979) suggests that the _ritegy of traditional

society for maintaining marriages 1S to strepgthen the
Berriers preventing formal exit and to remove all

alternatives from :-=alistic consideration. While that

—
-

{

costs in private tension or despair. In contrast, the

contemporary mgintenfnce strategy 1s to revive or raise‘the
couple's mutudl feelings of att:action througﬁ marriage
therapy or reiétionéhip enhancement. Lewis and Spanier -
(1979) argue thét the relationship of external constraint
(étructural"cdmmitment) to internal cohesion (personal

commitment) within leng-term relationships is extremely

complex, but that there are some indications that high

external constraint, if anything, reduces internal resolve,
The present investigation should provide further
understanding of this Telationship between personal and

structural commitment.

¢

In summary, an examindti&g of indicators of marital

stability found in recept empirical'litérature has™led to
: ¢ _ .
the formulation of twenty-one propositions which will
. 4

provide.a test of the relationship between these indicators
and marital commitment, These indicators are analyzed in
terms of four broad theoretical constructs: predisposing

background chagacteristics, total interaction reward/tension

balance, normative constraints, and structural constraints,
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‘ Iv. METHODOLOGY
>—Egls/chapter prov1des the methodological approach to |
the investigation of marital commitment. It provides |
information on how the sample was set up to secure the data
.for tgls study, including a descrlptl?y of the main sample
(428 1nd1v1duals) and of the couple sub- sample (179 couples
or 358 individuals) upon which this study is based. There is
also a descrip-ion of how various variables measuring
commitment are combined to create the two primary measures
of personal and structural commitment. A brief description
of the measures-of the-twenty—one independent variables 1is
also provided;\Finally, this chapter provides a summary of

\

\ B
the key approaches which were used to analyze the data.

A. The Sample

_The data for 4the present study were provided by the
\1980 Edmonton Area Survey (Northcott & Kinzel, 1980). This
Iannual survey has for the previous four years investigated a
variety of "quality of life" issues. In addition to the.
general ahéme there has been 1 annual investigation of a
particular subtheme, with the 1980 (special foéus Q£ing‘
placed on faﬁily life. This‘special focus provide; a broad
ra je of information con topics relevant to ti present
investigation,
Y The sampling design designated ihe populagion universe

ac all dwelling units that were enumerated during the City

of Edmonton"s arnual civic census in the spring of 1979. A

115
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\computeriéed lisgrqf_addresses compiled‘from the census
inforhation served as the sampling frame, from which a
random, sample of 560 éddresses for personal face-to-face
interviewing was selected. The_houséhold was the prima;;
Nsampling. unit, with nursing homes and student reSidenéés;
s N
being deleted from the sample. v ;f

A one-hour intefview was conducted with one eligible
person within the houéeho}d‘whé identified the dwelling as
his usual place of ;esidence and who was 18 years of age or
older. An attempt was made to obtain an equal number oﬁ’male
and female respondents, with a final distrikbution of 51.,2%
male and %8.8% female respondents. In addition to the MAIN
guestionnaire, inﬁerviews were also requested with the
spouses (including common-law spouses) of respondents,
dufiqg which the SPOUSE questionnaire was adminigstered.

The data collection was completed by § total of 40
tralned interviewers who were hired from?ghe Population °
Researéh Leb's interviewing pool; An 1introductory letter was
éent to each s-.zcted ad%resé in the week prior to the -
beginning of interviewing, briéfly describirfg the nature of

’the‘study, and informing the householder of his selec&iona
and of the coming visit. Of the completed MAIN interviews,
54% were conducted on the first visit, with 68% of the
spouse interviews being comp'eted on the same visit as the
MAIN interview. A methodological‘queg}ion is whether the

results vary between those hus:iands and wives who completed

the guestionnaire at the same time, compared to those where
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one spouse completed the interviéw at a later time. No
attempt was made to address thi's questio#egn the data
analysis. Data collection'wae coméleted in eight.weeks, with
80% of the interviewing being completed during the first
four weeks %he final sample size for the MAIN guestionnaire
was 428 which constltutes a response rate of 76.4%. The
final sample size for the SPOUSE questionnaire was 179f
constituting a 68.6% response rate.

Of tne respondents to the MAIN questionnaire, 51% were
male and 49% were female. In contrast, 39% of respondents to -
the SPOUSE questionnaire were male and 61% were female. The
attempt to balance males and females for the MAIN | -
‘questionnaire résults i an overselection of married males
relative to married femalespband consequently the spouse who
completed the SPOUSE questionnaire is more likely to be
female Because it is more d1ff1cul£ to find males at home,
when both male and female were at home the male was selected
ftor ‘the MAIN questlonnalre, leaving the‘w1fe to complet® the
SPOUSE qhestionnaire@j

Comparisons of the 1980 EAS MAIN sample-with>the -
results of the 1967 Census of Canada for Edmonton indicates
that the sample adequately represents the Edmonton
population w}th respect to size of household, age
distributions, and marital s;atué distributions of the
respondents (Nortncott & Kinzel/ 1980) .

The following eleven major topics and relevant

¢

sub-topics :were investigated By the 1980 Edmonton Area Study

0}
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(Northcott & Kinzel, 1980): demographic characteristics of
populatié%f urban characteristics, social behavior, guality
o life, marital history, family responsibilities and
relationShips, employment.characterisrics, pérsonal
well-being, sgpial attitudes, environmental issues, and a \\

CN

number of current issues. >

'

i N . . i ?
B. Desc{1pt10 of the Sample

‘VX\PQEEE’Q 428 individuals completed the main
guestionnaire, of which 51% were male and 49% were female.
Within Ehis‘ﬁain sample data is available for both husbend
enq wife for 179 cougies (358 individuals); and these data

form the basis of the present analysis.

_Family}compositggn . Almost half the sample (46.4%) had
no children living in the household at the time of the
study.~Fifty-one couples (28.5%) Had one child, 34 couples
(19%) “had two children, 10 couples (5.6%) had three o
children, and 1 couple had four children 11v1ng with them.

The 1solated nuclear famlly living in one household tends to
be the norm (168 households, 93.9%), with only 11 pouseholds
(6.1%) having either an extended family member and/or a
friend' or boarder also living with the family. The ages of
husbands in the study ragged from 19 to 79, with a mean age

of 41 years. Wives ranged in age from 18 to 76, with a mean

N

age of 39 years.

N

Occupat1ons and employment Approximately half of the

males worked at, wh1te collar jobs, wlth the largest 51ngle
N2
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group (16.8%) being in the‘managérial and/or administrative
area, and the second largest group (15.1%) working in the .

<

areas of natural sciences, engineering, mathematics, social
‘ - S

sciences, teaching, and other related academic fareas.
“Another 12.8% of the white-cgilar workers\;g}e pound in the,
saleSAfielq. The high?st proportion of blue-noilaf jobs
(20.1%) wag fouhdiin construction.~Of the male workers, )
83.8% worked full;time, 9.5% were ?etired, 218% worked
part-time, 2.2% were unemployed, and 1.1% were in school.
One third of the females (34. %,.are found in clerical
jobs, wiﬁ? other(major areas being sales (12.3%), medicine
and health\occupations (11.7%), teaching (8.9%y and service
occupations‘(7‘3%). In addition to teaching and:
éedicine/health occﬁpations, only 4.5% of the fémalgs listed
other pgofessional areas, which makes a total of 25% of
wives working in professional areag. With regafd to
employhént status, 36.3% of the wives worked fugl-time,
36.3% were homemakers, 17.9% were employed part4ﬁime,b4.5%
were retiréd, 2.2% were'unehpldyed, and 2:2% were in.school.
® Education. Individuals appear to have completed a
fairly low level of.éducafion, with)33% of the}males‘and 30%
of the females ha?ing less than a hiéh school education. Of 0
. the 37%kof the male§ and the 33% of .the females who went
beyond the high school level, 18% of the méles and 17% of
the femaleslcompleted some university, 12% of the males and
10% of the females completed a bachelor's deéree, and 7% of

: /
the males and 6% of the females completed either a master's,



professional, or doctorate degree,

M Income. The lowest fifth of the sample (20.4%) reported
household income before tax and deductions ofliess than
$20,000 per year. The highest fifth of the sample (20.5%)
reportedahousehold income .before tax and deductions of
$45,000 or higher._The.mean household iricome fell between
$25,000 and $30,0%O.

When the inFome of the husband alone is analyzed, the
bottom fifth of the sémplqj(23.4%) falls at less.than
$15;dOO and 10% of the sampléffélls below $8,000 per.yeaf.

A P :

e highest fifth of the sample (19.6%) falls at $25,000 or

\

hicher, with the top 10% faXling at $35,000 or higher.
L ] ’ -

Religious preference. Religious preference was coded
into seventeen different categories, with the largest'groups
-being Roman Caéholic (20.1% of males and 21.8% of females),
no religious preference (16.8% of males and 11.7% of |
females), United (15.5% of maies and 15.6% of females) and
those‘simply désignated as Protestant (10.1% of males and

@ ‘ "
11.7% of females). Out of a total of 173 couples who

indicated their religious preference,.lg6 couples (70%) were

homogamous with respect to religious affiliation. This ,

' appears to be a rathe; high percentage, but it 1s bﬁssipke
that a substantial Aumber of persons had changed their
religious affiliation after mar;iagé; A lower proﬁortion of

.homogamous marriages would be expected if persons had

indicated their religious affiliation previous to marriage.

i
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Baseq on the figures in the marital sample, those who
most freéuently married outside.of their faith were Anglican
(33% for both males and females), Lutheran (33% for both
males and females), Roman Catholic (31% for males and 36%
for females), and United (23% for males and’39%“fer
females). Males who indicated no religious affiliation

married females who did indicate a religious affiliation in
31% of the cases, whereas females who indieafed-no religious

u o
L

affiliation married males with a specific religious
affiliation in only 5% of the cases. This indicates.that.
’ a. \1"
females with a religious affiliation dre much more’ llkely to
: g o

marry males with no rellgjous affiliation than V1ce Versa- :

e

Mobility. A fairly m
the fact that 60% of the popufatlon had lived in thelr.%fﬂﬁ“

bile populatlon is fepresented ﬁy

present residence for 5’yeats'on-less A falrly substantlal

proportion of "the sample (24%) had llved in tbe c1ty of 4,}5.‘

Edmonton for 5 years or lees, 1nd1"1t1ng that uout 09 4

N v

families had moved to Edmonton I e. sewhere durlng the

past‘S years. Twenty percent Lof the famllles,xn the;sample
. - s ’ & g "“?
had lived in Edmonton for 3 years or less, indicatin&-a . .
} 9f“
substantial in-migration. ' B

? '4:J- .
Marital status. Within the marital sample, L61‘%pﬂfle§ -

(90%) indicated that they were now married, and 18 co

(10%) indicated that they were living in a coqmon;;ew ™ »%5{

relationship. Within the main sample, including both males
. . ﬁ

and females, the current marital status of all respondents

1s as follows: single (never married), 21%; now married,




- 54.7%; common law, 6.3%: divorced, 5.1%; separated, 54&%

s

widowed, 7.0%. Of the 179 couples'in the marital sample,::'

males (95%) énd 160 females (89.4%) had never been divoféé‘“ﬁh

2
oo

6 males (3.4%) and 17 females (9.5%) had been divorced once,

and 1 male and 1 female (0.6%) had been divorced twice. -

~

Approximately the same rates of divorce are fguz? in the

maln sample. : .

C. Measurement of the Dependent Variable
The dependent variable in this investigation 1is

theoretically based on Johnson's (1978) formulation of

-

&

marital commitment. It is not, however, a direct replication

of his study because of the igsbility-to secure his

\

questionngire, and also because “the number of questions

submitted for inciusion in the Edmonton Area Survely had to

be restricted.' .

The measurement of marital commitment is based on

the

respondent's agreement or disagreement with each of _he

following statements, measured on a seven point scale from

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7):

1. -~Our relationship can be ended by mutual consent.

2. I couldn't continue to live with my spouse if 1 didn't
love himgher. )

3. If my spouse were unfaithful, for whatever reason, our
relationship would end. ‘

4, Jur relationship involves a life long commitment which
l1s binding on both of us "until death do us part".

5. It would be a lot of trouble for my spouse and me to
séparate. ‘

6. I 'ﬁig a very large 1nvestment in my relationship with

my spouse.

my ending our relationship.

7o

'\Z, My relativ and-friends would strongly disapprove of
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~ . For the first three statements, strongly disagree is

coded as high commitment and strongly agree is coded as low

¢

commitment. For thé‘final four statements, sﬁrongly,agree is
coded as high commitment and §tro%gly disagree is‘coded as
low commitment. .
The reliability pfogram (Hé?l & Nie, 1981) wés used'to-
evaluate the use of the seven statements in a-multiple-item‘
additive scale cof comm}tmént in order to determine if a

composite scale(s) of commitment could be legitimately

constructed. A number of approaches to the construction of

-

such a scale(s) were investigated. A summary of the

variables utilized for the measures o{ commitment 1is
- 4
provided in Table 4.1 for reference purposes. '

TABLE 4.1 VARIABLES INCLUDED IN COMMITMENT SCALE

‘ ‘ MALE FEMALE COMBINED,

VARIABLE NAME VAR, NO, VAR. NO. VAR, NO.
Relationship ended by ’ :

mutual co-sent VAR228 VAR642  VARB28
Couldn't live with :

spouse without love VAR229 VAR643 VARB2S
Unfaithfulness ends : )

relationship VAR230 VAR644 VAR830
Relationship is life : '

lgﬁ§;} VAR231 VAR645 VARB31
A lot trouble to

separate . VAR232 VAR646 VARB32
Large investment in

relationship ~ VAR233 VAR647 VAR833
Relatives/friends “ !

disapprove ending N &

‘relationship . T VAR239 VAR653 VAR839
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The'firstjapproach involved applying the reliability
analysis to the male and female measures of commitment |
separately. NeitherAthe malé nor female ééa;e achieved an
acceptat = level of alpha; Since the thedretical analysis of
commitme~ (Johnson, 1978) suggestéd the existence of two )
factors of commitment, factor éﬁalysis was applied to both
the male and female variables measuriné commitment. While
this analysis suggeéted the existenéé of two distinct
factors for both males and females, neitber of them achiéved
an acceptable level of alpha. h

The second apéroach was 'to combinevaenticél male and
female variébles into a combined variaBle?gor the purpose of
analysis.:Thus, for example, VARB28 (a ne; variable) was
computed by combfning VAR228 with VAR642, the maie\and
female vafiables respectively of hutual consent. Each of the
remaining six variables were combined in the same way,
resulting in seven new variables, YAR828 to VARB839 (sag
‘Table 4.1). Entering all seven variables in the reliability
analysis of commitmen£ failed to achieve agiacceptable level
of alpha (.5918). The use of tﬁé-"scale" specification
within the reliability program permits the specification of
any subset of variables as a particular scale. Using this
spécification, variSB}Q§ 828 to 831 were set up as a
subscale measuring personal commitment, and Qariables 832 to
839 were set up as a subscale measuring structural
commitment. The subscale measuring structural é%mﬁitment_

: achieved a §atisfactory level o? alpha (.7310), but thatc

Lid
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measurlng perSonal commltment dad.not achieve a satisfactory
level offalpha L 4426 e !\- ’ -t “
A factdb\agalysfgﬁut11121ng the combined variables
strqngly supportsgkhe rellab111ty analysis of personal and .
structural commitment, Two factors emerge,‘w1th factor .1
befng composed of VAR831 to VAR833 (etigctural commitment),
and factor 2 being composed of VAR829 and VARL3) (ﬁhrsonal-i
commltment). t
The third’approachvwas to do a reiiability analysis B
utifizing the seven male variables and the seven female
variaolestvEntering all 14 of the variables into tne:scale
analysis fesulted’in an alpha of 0.69420. Item-total
Statistics suggested'the deletion of VAR230‘and VA§644,
which are the male'and‘female variables related to '
unfaithfulness ending the relationshir. 1he use of‘the.JZ
remainingfiariables resufted in an a;pna tf.Q772691," S
indicatgng that this scale had achieved an acceptgble level.
of alpha, and‘could be used as a measurement of overall }
-commitment (see Appendix 4.1). The measurement of personal
commitment combined VARQ@S to VAR230 and VAR642 to VARG44
?,and resulted in an alpha of 0,58155, Item—}otal‘statistics
%t suggested the Eeletlon of VAR228 and VAR325 )which‘is the
' variable. for(poth males and females whlch suggests the
! ‘relat1onsh1p can be ended by mutual’ consent. The deletlon of
these two variables and the use of a 4-item scalet results

in an alpha of 0:60626 which cannot be improved by the -

—deletion of any further items. This scale will therefore be

o
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;hsed as a measure ot<personaivcommitment’(see Appendix 4.2).
Despite thecfactlthat‘thisjscale has_not achieved an

accePtable level. of alpha, there are other theoretical and
methddological ;eaSOns for using it. Theoretically, the

model on which this study=ts bdsed (Johnson, 1978) defines
both personal and structural commitment. The propositions

_have also been. formulated to differentiate between personal
'and,structural commitment._The availability of a measure of »,
‘personal commitment isftherefore ‘heoretically importa{t.
Meth‘ﬁologlcally, both rellablllty analyeis and factor
analysis clea;ly dlfferentlate these two measures, and
consequently their use.should make~1mpottant contributiong’
to the clear analy51s of - commltment The‘measurement of
structural commltment by the use of VAR231 to VAR239 and
VAR645 to VARGSQ y}elded an alpha of 0.77487 which could not
be strengthened byAthe deletion of any items. This scale
compOsedfof 8 items will therefore be_osed as the measure. of
structural commitment (See Appendix 4.3).

The combinatfon of vatiables.to form a scalevof )
personal commitment and stryctural commitment was suppotted
by the use of % factor analysis of'the 14 Qariables (See
Appendlx 4.4). The factor matrix suggests the ex1stence of
four factors, of “which only the first two achleve an

eigenvalue greater than 1. These two/factors account for

78.7% of the'variance} Factor 1 is compoged of VAR23" t%;

5

VAR233 and VAR645 to VAR653. These are the same 8 variables

®

used in theé reliability analysis to measure structural
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commitment, with the exception of VAR239 .which only‘achieved

a level of .34072 in the factor matrix. This is the male

/
1

variable in the measure of structural commitment, and
the identical female variable is included in the factor
analysis, 1t 1s argued that the inclusiap of,thié variable
in the measurement of structural commitment is justified.
Factor. % is compésed of VAR229, VAR230, and VAR644.fThese
‘are thkiﬁ?gr variéblégggged in the reliability scale to
measure pégsonal cgmmitment, with‘the exception of VAR643
which only';chievéd a level of .42051 in the factor_matrix.
VAR643 i; the variesie méasufing'femalé responé%s té the
statement regardir g unwﬁ;lingnesg to live with spouse
withouf iome. Once again, sihcgithis variable 1is included by
the reliability measure of:personal éommitment, and since

. the identical male variéble is im&lmded, it is argued that
the inclq;ion of this variagle is:justified.

}n summary,'the rel&ability analysis, supported by
chtor analysis, suggests the use of three composite scales
asmmeaSJggs of the dependent variable of dyadic commitment.
Ti%e first 1s an overall measure of dyadic-commitment, amd 1s
Fomposed of twelve variables (6 male and 6 fgmale). The
second is a n&asure of personal cdmmitment and is composed
of four variables (2 male and 2 female). The third scale is
a measure of structural commitment and is composed of eigmp

variables (4 male and 4 female). These three compobite

et



128

scales will constitute the primary measurement of tBe'
dependent variable.

In the calculation of the compoSite scales, an average
was computed over the variaé}tgxfﬁwthé Scale for each case,
rather than using the simyfé sum. In the construction of the
composite score for a ca{é with missing values, the average
value on the non—missing\;tems was used és\the scale score,

pr-~~iding the case had mi;§§§g data on no more thar ‘one of

the items. The overall dyadi® commitment.scale (12

.gariables) has no missing data for 136 of the 179 cases
(7@%). Twenty-seven ¢ases had missing data on one item
(15.1%), and thus when the average valﬁe of the non-missing
“items was used on the sCale score, this allowed the
calculation of a scale score based on 163 cases (91.1% of
the sample. The personal comm;tﬁent scale (4 variables) had
no missing data for 159 of the 179 :ases (88.8%). Fourteen
cases had missing data on one item only (7.8%), énd when the
éverage value of the non-missing itéms was used for these {4
cases, this permitted’the calculat®n of a scale score basgd
on 1%3 cases (96.6% of the samplg). The structural |
commitment sc?le (8 variables) had no missing dagé on 160 of
the 179 cases (89.4%). Six cases had missing data on ore
item only (3.4%), and the use of the ave:agé value 5f tﬁe

non-migsing items permitted the Galculation of a scale score

based on 166 cases (92.7% of the sample).
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D.—Measurement of the Independent Variables

‘The examination of the empirical research dealing with
fac.ors which are directly or indirecfly related to :tne
concept of marital stability provided a total of
Atwenty]§even first-order propositions (Chapter 3). Of this
total, six could not be tested becau%e of the lack of\data
in thé Edmonton Area Survey. These involve the following
variables: reception of welfare assistance; rural family
baEkground; illegitimate births and/or p%emarital pregnancy;
satisfactory sexual relatiéﬁships; parents'’ marital
happiness; and divorce in the family of_orientation. The
remainihg twenty-one first-order propoéitions were a5le to
be tested by the use of data found in the 1980 Edmorton Area

Survey.

Age differences. Age differences betw2cn spouses were

&

measured by s .-*racting the age of the female from the age
‘of the male in order to create a new variable meagufing age
differences., Twenty-two dyads (12.3%) in the sample were the
same age. In 25 dyads {13.9%) the wife was 1 or 2 years
older than her husband, and from 3 to 8 years older in 13
dyads (7.3%).. For 55 dyads (30.8%) the husband was 1 or 2
years older, for 48 dyads (26.8%) he was from 3bto 8 years
‘older, and for 16 dyads (9.14) he was‘from 9 to 20 years

older.



oo
&

[

" VAR078=28, VAR0B4=23, and VAR090=18. The following three .’

130
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Age ég first marriage. The survey had no. varlable

measuring age at first marriage, and so one:was Greated
measuring age'étQFirst marriage for both husbands and wives.
These were created from a combination of the following three

variables for males and females respectively (Table 4.2):

TABLE 4.2{CALCULATION OF AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE

7

Using the three vdriables ﬁor males as an example, the

Vfollowing‘responSe code would be encountered for gach of the -

e

three possible situations. For the person who was married

_only once, and who was married at the age of 20, the =

: frESponses would be coded as: VAR078=20, #AR084=99," and

VAR090=99. For the person marrled twice, and who was 19;

. years old at.-his first marriage and 24 yeéars old at- hls‘

t /

Secbnd marriage, the response code would‘be:‘VAR078=24,

'“{VAR084=J9, and VAR090£99, For the person married tbrée

. times, and who was 18 at his girst'marriage, 23 at his
second, and 28 at his third, the response code would be;
"if"™ statements were then used to'create the variable

_méasuring age at first marriagé for males: (1) IF (VAR090 EQ

Ji
. sz ] . --—g . :’:\ .~ P = E
MALE -« , 7 e o : o FEMALE
VAR. bO ) " &« -VARIABLE NAME . » VAR. NO.
) % » '-,n. v] . ) N .

% g %,U = . ) s
Py VARO78 f Age when entered current marriage © VAR492
N ' AN * .‘f T“ N ‘<, - . ; . " !

VAR084 Age when entered ,previous smarriage - ,. VAR498
VAR090 Age when entered second previous marriage VARS504
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99 AND VAR084 EQ 99) VAR805=VARO‘72. The conditional
. 1 \

statement provides information on age at first marriage for

.

those males married only once. (2) IF (VAR090 EQ 99 AND

VARO84 NE 99) VAR805=VAROB4. This statemeét provides the age
at first marriage for those males married twice, and would
équal 18 in our hypothetical example. (3) IF (VAR0O90 NE 99
AND VAR(084 NE 99) VARB05=VARC90. This statement provides the
aéé at first mArriage for those males married threeitimes,
ana would equal 18 in our hypéthetical axample. -Age at first

marriage for females was constructed using a similar

technigue. The information indicates that females marry for R

y

the first time at a considerably earlier age than males:
2.2% of males and 15.1% of females were married for the
i;‘ first time by the age of 18. 15.6% of the males gnd 43.0% of
vithe females were married. for the first time by the age of
¢

20, 62.6% of the males and 81.0% pf,thé females Qe;e married

for the first time by the age of 25. 1.6% of the males and

——
\

2.8% of the females married for the ‘first “time after they

had reached the age of 40.

 Spousal differences in educatiaonal lével,yA3variable

measuring educational differences between .Spcuses was

PN

calculated by subtracting)ﬁhg yariab{g ﬁé;sﬁfinngears of
schooling for females from the variablg;mé;sufing years of
schooling for males. Twenty females (11.3%) had from 4 to A0
yeérs more education than their maté, 21 females (11.7%) had \

2 or 3 yearé,more, and 19 females (10.6%) Had 1 year more

Ed
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education. Thirty-seven couples (20.7%) were at the same
educational level. Twenty—tp;ee males (12.8%) had 1 year
“more education than.pheir spopse, 32 males (17.9%) had 2 or
3 years more, and 27 males (14.]%) had from 4 to 9 years

more e8ucation.

Graduéte—school educat #on. Level of educatian is
o ]

provided by respohses to the guestion asking what is the

highest level of educatlon completed by respondents. It
should be noted tHat onl& tep'women had completed graduate
school education, with 4*ﬁaviné completed.a master's degree,
and 6 having completed’a profe551onal or. doctoral deggee.
Eighteen women (10.1 1%) had completed a baéﬁ%ﬁOr s degree,
and-31 (17.3%) indicated they had attended university, but
had notfcompleted a degree. éixty—six womén (36.9%) had
completed hlgh school, whereas 32 {17.9%) had attended hioh.
schbol but had not completea it. Twenty two females (12.4%)

;had ‘not gone beyond the elementary or junior hlgh level°
7

J o
- 3 .
/ L : . -
’ .

Wife employmégt. The vqciableumeashrimg spouse's
employment 5%;tus indicated that 65 sp0uses (36.3&3 were
employed full 1:,ﬂim;e,r 32 (l7f?%)4w5redemployed part-tim , 65
(36.3%) were le%plmg hcuse, and 17 (9757 indicated that
they were eithef¥unemployed} fetifed, insschool, or.other.
Informgtion regarding numbe; of mohths wives were employed
full-time, indicated that 51 spouses (28 5%) were employed

~u
full-time for 12 months, 31 spouses (17;3%) were employed

AY S, N . v
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full-time from 2-11 months, and 95 (53.1%) were not employed

»
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on a full—ﬁime basis. \

N

. ’ N
Religious homogamy. Both males and females were asked"

to.give their religious preafren&e, witﬁ five males and four
ﬁemales‘refusing'tb respond to this gquestion.. Seventeen
different Categeries were coded." " Religious homogamy was
first meésured by a trosstabulation 6f the husband's
relig}ous preference with that of his wife, which indicated
that 126 couples out of a total of 173 (73%) were.homogamous
with respect to religion.gThese céuples were then compared
with respect to commitment with those who weré not
homogamous.

Respondents were then classified according to 5 bgoaa
categories of religion: (1) those who indicated no religious
preference (27 males and 21 femalé;); (2) those classified
as members of mé?pline Henominations (48 husbands and 48
wi&és), includingtAnglican, Lutheran, Presbyterian and
United Church; (3) those indicating they were éatholig (39
husbands énd,4§ wives), including Greek, Roman, and
Ukrainian Catholic; (4) those indicating conservative
religious affiljation (10 h&sbands and 11 wives), including
Baptist, Mennonite, Mo;mon, ﬁentecostal, and Salvation Army;
~and (5) those classified as others, including Progkstant

-
unspecifc;L ®hristian &nspecified, and others. There was
only oﬁe ;kbish codple in the‘sample, and so they were

placed in this residual categcry. Using only the first four
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1ca£egories, husbands and wives were again crogstabulated,
reéulting‘}n a total of 124 couples. Of these, 102 (82.2%)
were homcgamous in their regligious affiliation: according to
thé broad categories. Comparisons were made 1in maritél
commitment Setween the homogamous couples, and the various
combinations of non-homogamous couples.

Re

Socioeconomic status. A number of indicators of

socioeconomic status were provided by the data, including
level of income, leQel of education, level of occupation,
and social class perception.

Two measures of income were included in the Edmonton
Area SurQLy. The first 1s household’income before tax and
‘deductions, and thF second is income of the respondent
.during the past yeér. The mean of household income before
tax and deductions falls in thé\$30,000 to $34,999 category,
while the 'median falls in the 325,000 to $29,999 category.
The bottom fifth of the sample falls below $17,500 for
household;inbome before tax and deductions, whilemthe top
fifth falléxét $40,000 or above. Both the mean and'Ehe
median ogyincome of respondents during the past year falls
in the $17,500't§ $}9,999 category. The bottom fifth of the
sample has an income below $11,000, and the top fi1fth of the
.sample has an income above $25,006.

A number of conditions related to income, and found by’

previous empirical research to be related to marital

stability, were tested as controls. The first control
- 4 \£‘
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variable was whether the couple ownsio: rents their
dwelling. Of the present sample, 124 couples (69%) owned
their dwelling, 53 couples (30%) rented, and two couples had
missing data. A second control is the amount of debts a
couple has accumulated In the Present sample 77 couples

(43%) had no accumulated debts, %E couples (15.7%) owed from
1

$1OO to $1,500, 25 couples (14%) had debts of from $2,000 to

~.
~

$3,000, 25 couples {14%) owed from $3,500 to $9,000, and 17
couples (9.5%) had debts of from $10,000 to $100,000%r @

‘more. These debts were owed to loan companies, banks, credit

cards, and so on, and were beyond the couple's house
mortgage. Unemployment has also been relateé to marital
stability, and so the number of months wofking full-time was

used as a control,

Al

Two measures of level' of education are provided for
both the respondent and the spouse. The first measure
' A
indicates the highest level of education which each has

v

completed, and the second indicates the total number of .
years of s?hooling which each has completed, including ‘grade
school,»uigh school, vocational, technical and university. A
'number of coutrols were suggested by the empirical
literature, including duration of marriage, religion, and
age at first marriage. \

Level of occupation 1s also provided by two different
variables. The first is given as the occupation of the
;espondent which-1s secured in response to the guestion

-

"What kind of work do you usually do?" Twenty-five possibleA

4

)
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~categories were listéd“,with twenty categorics rs dresented
in the'saﬁple. The second is éiven as industry of woék, and
is providéd in responsesrto the question, "hhat kind of piéée
do you work for?g Eleven possible categories were listed,
with nine categories represented in the sample. Some /A<
c?nsideration was given to calculating;an occupational é;
grestigé score for each of the male respondents,using the
Blishen‘code of oécdpational rank. A greliminary breakdown
of the measures of pefsonal commitment and structural

commitment, however, found no signifigant differences '

between the means of the’vario,ﬁﬁcateg
the engare population. A recent stuéy.(ﬁBCR%'gy%yf%éz) also
finds that respondent's category of occupation'yés
significantly associated with only one of fcurteen marital
attitudé and behavior measures, and was not particularly
associated with divorce rate for either males or females. In
contrast, respondent's educational attaiqment was
significantly associated with twelve out of fourteen marital
attitude and behaviorameasures, and also wit% the likelihood
of divorce fof both males and females. Because bf the lack
of signi%icant variation in the dependent variable caused by
occupational differences, and the additional support o
provided py Locksley's study, the complex procedure of
calculating occupational prestige scores was not utilized.'
The respondent's peréebtion of social class was secured

by askind‘him to what social class he beldnged. Responses

indicated the following perception of social class among the

ALY
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respondents: working class (15.i%2; lower middle (8.9%);
& .-

middle (47.5%): upper middle (7.8%) upper (0.6%). -

Twenty-four respondents (13.4%) indicated there was no such
#

thigg as social class, and 12 respondents (6.7%) pro&ided
either no response or indicated they did not know what -
social class they belonged to.

A'compdeite igdex of socioeconomic status was
calculated by comblhlng the five variables of household

\CRREI t
income before tax and deductlons, 1ncome of respondent

during the past yeér, level of edu%atlon completed, total
-number of yeafslof schooling, . and perceptlon of soc1al
class..This.composiEe index had possible values of frowls‘yo
40. |

.

Marital satisfaction. Several approaches to the

méasurement of marital satisfaction were taken. The first

appqﬂpch was the measurement of degrees of happiness in the
marriage relationship. The reehondents were given 5 scale of
from 0 to 100. They we;e instructed to use the middle boint:
(50) to repfesentuthé degree of happiness of most marriage |
relationships, and then to indicate the nhmber which
indicates the‘ﬁegree of happiness in their relatlonshlp The
responses to the question were highly skewed to the high
side, with 68.7% of the husbands and 69.9% of the wives
~falling at 80 or above on the ecale. Sixteen husbaqgsoand 16

wives (8.9%) tharked themselves at the mid-point of the scale

(the degree of happiness of most marriages) and 4 husbands

A4
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(2.2%) and 8 wives (4.5%) perceived the degree of happinéss
of their marriage as below 50;$fhe degree of happiness of
most marriage relaEionships).

The second approach to the méasureﬁent of marital
satisfaction was the use of'fhe measurement of satisfaction
with fqmilyAlife. While this is a-general question which
measure; far more thaﬁ Parjta} satisfaction, it is argued
that marital satisfaction is an impogtant component of

sat@ggaction with famﬁly’}ife. Responses to this question-

‘?§§§é§ iven on a scale of 1 to 7, with 7 indicating thé
respondent was veri satTsfied. Responses to the quesﬁiod
were again highly skewed, with 55% of the husbands and 54% .
of the wives indicating a response of 7 on the scale.

)

‘The third approach was to combine the response toMive -
different questions regarding disagreements. The five
guestions were approached .’ :h the statement that most

persons have problems in their relationships with their

PR /

spouses. They:were tﬁén asked how often in the past 12
months théy have arguedxyith their spguse about handling
finances, demonstrations of affection, friends, work -
L\s'c‘:h(-:vdules, or relatives. Respdnées were coded on a scaleéof
dgily or aiszt daily (1) to never in the past.twe.ve months
(7). A reliability analysis of the composite scale of
marital satisfaction achieved an acceptable:level of
significance (alpba=0.78449) aad was thus gséd~as a

composite measure of marital satisfaction,

i
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Individualism, IEvis very difficult to measure

_ Endividualism directly, although a number of indirecé
measures were use?:ﬁhespondents Qere‘asked to indiéatg on a
7-point scale how s;ronglyxghey approved (7) or gﬁsapproved
(1) gf“the following: (a) a married woman .working if she)has
gfe-écﬁool age children, and a husband casgble_of supporting
‘ her}‘(b) a married ccuple not beéring or rearing chiidren; ‘
(c) a couple living together yithout being legally married;
(vatwo men or two women openly living together in a
"marriage-like" relationéhip; and.(e) a married person
having sexual infercourse with someone else'sfspouse. An
ipdividual who strongly approved of the precediné situations
was regarded as being high on individualism, while an
individual wﬁp §$rongly disapproved, wés regarded as low 6n
individualism, E;Eh of the five variables was first teéfgd
separately, and then the five variables were comg}ned,to
produce a composite index of individualism; A reliabilify
ana{ysis of the composite scale of individualism achieved an
acceptableulevel of significance (alpha=.75314) and can thus
be used as a composite measure of individualism,

It might well be argued that the above scale is not a
measurement of individualism at all, but is rather a
measurem;gg gﬁ‘conventionaiity or t}aditionalism. It is
argued, however, that a person wh® displayed a high level of
individdalism would tend to be non-conventional or

non-traditional. To the extent that this argument is true,

this scale represents an indirect measure of individualism.”

™ .
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Marital violence. & direct measure of physical violence"
- v .i .

of one spouse against the other ig unavailable in the data.

Two vqriables (VAR373 for males and VAR737 fdr females) ask
thg guestion how oftehtthe respondent or spouse ha&é

e : : : A
insulted or sworn at the other, coded from daily or almost
daily (1) to never in the past 12 ﬁonths (7). Two additionall
vériables (VAR374 for males and VAR738 for females) ask how
often the reépondent or spduse have stomped out.of the room
or house, codgd the same as the previous variaBle.A

Eighty-four husbands (47%) and 85 wives (48%) indicated that

they had linsulted or sworn at their spéﬁse. Sixty4ficz

husbands {(36%' and 83 wives (46%) indicated that either of |
them haa/stomped out of the room or house’duriﬁg the past
year. |

An indirect méasﬁre of general violence expériencéd
(whicﬁ may or may not include marital violence is secufed by
three relate@ variab eé. The-first asks the guestion whether
the resandent has .ever been punched or beéten‘By another
person, with opporfuﬁity to respoga yes or no. This variable
was not measured in the SPOUSE QUestionnaire, and so is
available only for the males in the sample. Ninety-two
(51.4%) responded that they had Been punched or beaten by
another, 85 (47.5%5 indicated phey.had not, and 2
individuals had no régponse. The second question asked if
‘this happened to the individual ~5 a child or as an adult,

with 50 (28%) indiéatihg it happened to them as a'child, 27

(15%) indicating it -happened to them as an adult, and 15

N
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s

(8.4%) indicating they experienced this both as a child and

£

as an adult. The third question asked how many times they

had experlenced thls behavior, with 16 (9%) 1nd1cat1ng oﬁ%e

!

.
- ‘.
R

35 (20%) indicating two or three times, 32 (18%) indicat] mg e

four times or more,Jand 9 (5%) responding they were not. sure

as to the number»of times.

Interpersonal perception. This proposition wzd

i

derived from the review of the empirical resear

‘survey, however does provide some "extended 1n£€rmatlon on

interpersonal perception whlch 1s very approprlate for the
analysis of interpersonal relationships, and which may
provide some insights into differences in dyadic commitment,

The measures of interpersonal perception are provided by

responses to four statements: 0

My spouse helps me feel important.

. My spouse seems to take me for granted.

I feel free to criticize my spouse.

Sometimes we can't work out our disagreements.

=W =
. .

.

On a scale from 1 (strong disagreement) to 7 (strong
agreement), respondents are asked to indicate how much they
agree or disagree with the four statements by means of three

questions for, each statement:

1

1.° What #would you say? (In response. to ‘the statement).

2. * What would Your spouse say?
3. What would your spouse think you sald?

Varying approaches could be taken to the analysis of
these measures of peréeption (Larson, 1975)y Perceptlon was
measured on three different levels, with one index of

perception for the first level, and two indices for the
~

-
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second and third level respeétively. . .

The first level of perception compares the husband's
answer to the first quegtion with the w;fg's answer to the
first question. For each of the four Stéﬁeﬁents, the wife's
score 1s subtracted,frpm the husbandfs score, thus creating
tour new variables with 7-point scales with'absolute
differences from 0 (husband and wife gave same response) to.
6 (husbénd responded 7 and wife responded 1, or wife |
responded 7 and husband responded 1). A 5-point sca%e was )
created for each of the variables by recoding these abéolute
Adifferences_as follows: (1) a differencerf 4, 5, or 6
between responses; (2) a difference of 3 between responses;
(3) a difference of th betyeen responses; (4) '‘a,difference
of one between responses; (5) husband and wife gave the‘same,
.response. An index summarizibg the differénces between the
husband's response and ﬁhe wife's response (HRWR INDEX) was
created by combining thé four new variableé. |

Thé second level of perception;compa:es onefsbouse‘s
respoqse to,thé second qpestioﬁ'with the other spouse's
.respogse to the first question. The accuracy df»the'
husband's perception is measured by asking him to %ndicate
‘ “Statement, and

<

then comparing this to his spouse's actual'response. An

additional four variables are created by subtracting the

how his spouse would respond to a particular

wife's response for each of the four statements from the

8
corresponding response of the husband. The 7-point-scale 1is.

e |
again recoded to a 5-point scale as above. An index
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measuring the accuracy of the husband's perception of his

wife's response (HPWR INDEX) was created by combining the /)

four newly'created vagiables. A similar index of the
accuracy of‘the wife's perception of her, husband's response
(W§HR INDEX)‘was-oteated:by measuring the absolute
differences between.tne wife's perception of her husband's
response and his actual response on the four statements.
The third level ofa'perception measures the differenoe
between one spouse's\fesponse to question 3 and the other

©

- : A ©
spouse's response to question 2, and an index measuring the
] N

accuracy'of interpersonal perception was created for husband
and wife respectively. The first measures the accuracy of

.the hisband's interpersonal perception (HIP INDEX) by

comparing his response to the: thlrd questlon w1th his w1fe S

response to the second-questlon, leferences were calculated
“for_each of the four stétement;, and thé four new variables

whlch resulted were recoded to a 5- p01nt ﬁcale, and combined
-to créate the ngw 1ndex A similar proceiyre was followed to .

2

create the 1ndex measuflng the accuracy of the w1fe S

1nterpe§sonal perceptlon YWIP INDEX) .

-

v

- . “ s i
Common soclal affiliations. A measure of common soclal

afflllathﬂS of spouses does not ex1st 1nfthe data There
are F) number of 1nd1rect measures of soc1al afflllatlons

The first is a questlonvrega;drng the number of adults in
this neighborhood the.reSpondent‘uould know by name ‘'if S/He
: . ' 3 : t

& *

met them on the stfeet,‘with'responses ranging from none (1)

g
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to ail of them (7). The second questlon asks how often the
respondent got together with any of these nelghbours just
--for a chat during the past 12 months, and responses ranoed
from daily or almost daily (1) tO'never in the past 12
months (7). The guestion which provides the beetumeasure of
common social affiliatiens a§ks hqw often in the past 12"

months the respondent spent a soc1al even1ng with' frlends

who live outside the nelghbourhood, either in‘his/her home

or in'theirs. Respons.s were coded '+ 3 scale from 1°(daily”
_ > ) :
: kY . o
or almost daily) teo ‘naver "in tne past 12 months)“
Thirty—nine percent .°¢ soth males and femades 1nd1c&ted a7

L}
frequency of once a morth or less, 49% of the males and b1y

oj the females indic- ed a frequency of from once a week 'to
everal times a montn, and TZ%_of,the nales ahd 13% of the

ales indicated a ffequency—o?BQEre often.than once a
) o i N ‘

’ | . . 1 '
. i ’ ! N . . ..
varlable 1& measured by responses to

"4

the QUEStlon "In the past 12 months, how often did youv;n'?'

ek.

Kinsh;p ties. Thi

LS

spend a social evening w1th relat1ves’" ResponSes were coded:
from daily ot a1most dally (f) to never in the past 12
months (7). %v'n*y elght/percent bf the husbands and 30% of
the wives indicated they dld so from never to several tlmes
in the past 12 months. Forty peroent of the husbands and 41y
of the wives 1nd1cated that they v151ted socially w1th A
felatlxes from once a monthfto,severalvtlmes a month.’
Thirty;one percent of theyhUsbands and 29%:5§ the wives

] P ra

1 L
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r
indiépged such visits from once a week to ‘daily or almost
LI . -y . N .
SR, - : -
daily. _ | 4

~ausécond1measure of this variable is secured in‘anSwef
to the guestion how#often ;he(respondent'takes care of‘
keeping iﬁ touch with relatives, with responses coded the
same as the previaus question. Twénty percent of the
husBands,Qﬁd 7% @f the wives 'indicated they took care of
keéping in toucﬁ from ne&er to sevefal‘times in 12 months.
LThi‘r'ty—six:‘pe‘rcené:.‘of_the husbands and 33% of the wives™
indicated that fhey ké@t in touch from once a month to
several times a:mohth. Forty-three percent of the husbands

. v _ .

~and 60% ofgfhe wives indicated they did so from once a wﬁ?k

to daily or almgstydaily.
T . ;
;_S? kA

4

Previous divorce The respondent ‘was asked how many

“
»

Limes they;had‘éée: been divorced (VAROBO and-VAR&94).

Responseé,were ¢9ded from never to th;ee Oor more times. Cne

hundred sé&énty fiusbands (95%) and 160 wives (89%) indicated
”tﬁaﬁ théy had~never been divorced. Six husbands (3.4%) and

17 wives (9.5%) iQdicated they -had been divorced oncé, and 1

_husbahd'(O.B%)‘énd 1 wife (0.6%) indicated they been
_ L

‘divorced twice. Two husbands and 1 wife refused to \respond

to the guestioh.

g

Religious.affiliation. Answers to the question

<
£

freéarding religious preference were coded into 17 different

»categofies. These were then recoded into 5 major categories.

1

Ty
'

S
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Those who indicated they had no religiou$ éffiliafion (16.8%
- of theyhusbands and 11.7% of the wives) wefe coaed in a
separaté category. Those affiiiated,with mainline churches
(27.4% of the husbands and 2956%:of the wives), .including
Anglican, Lutheran, Presbyterian, and United Churéh, were
coded in a second categdry. Those indicating conservative
religious affiliation (5.3% of the husbands and 7.3% of the
wives), and including Baptist, Mennonite, Mormon,
?entecostai, and Sadvation Army, were coded in a third /)
"category. The\ﬁpurth,éétegory included all Catholics. (Greek,
- Roman, and Ukraniahg/and was composed of 24.6% of the sampie
of males and 26.3%\Qf the sample qf females. The balance of
the sample- (22.9% o.f.""tﬂ\he husbands and 22.8% of the wives)
was placed in a fifth éategory which included Protestant
unspecified, Christian unspecified, Jewish and other. Five
husbands (2.8%) and 4 wives (2.2%) provided no{respdnse to
the question regarding religiousuaffiliat}on. The dependeht
- variables measuring personal ana structural commitment were
‘then broken down (subprogﬁﬁmhéze;kdowﬂ) in order to compare
the means of the five categérggé. The means for structural
commitment showed a similar pattern‘féﬁ both husbands and
ines in terms of the order of religious groupiﬁgs. Those
haviing no religious affiliation had the lowest structural
commitmenf, agfilfétion with mainlihe churches was secong,
those~classif}e6 as other were third, Catholics were fourth,
and those indicating cbnservative religious affiliation had

>

the highest structural commitment. Personal commitment
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showed a different pattern both for religious groupings as
wéll as for husbands and wives. For husbands, the mean for
personal commitment from lowest to highest 1s conservative,
mainline, Catholic, none, other. For females, the order from
lowest to highest 1s mainline, Catholic, cqngervative, none,

other.

A further examination of theﬂmeans demonstrated that
the mean of those who were olaced,fh the "other" categog&
closely approximated the mean for the entire sample, and ;
also showed the greatest amount‘of variance,,indicating.that
this category fell into no particular pattern. These
individuals were therefore removed frecm the sample. Program
breakdown Was agaln employed in order sEo prov1de S
comparlson of meansbo; the dependent varlabfes aslékoken

N\ 4

down by the rellglous preferenc « of the husbands and "Fhe

.“\ lgﬁ

wives. The same pattern emerged as prev1ously.

-" o © ")

Religious participation. Religious participation was

measured by responses to the guestion: "How many tlmes dld

you attend church in the last four weeks?"” Responses,$ %
1nd1cated that 111 males (62%) and 99 femaleé (55%) had-not
attended church during the past four weeks. Thirty-one males
(17%) and 37 females (21%) had attended church less often
than once a week, on thé average. Twenty-one males (12%) and
29 females (16%) had attended church once a yeek,ﬁon the

average. Sixteen males (9%) and 14 females (8%) had attended

church more than once a week, on the average.
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Liberal divorce laws. No direct measure of this

proposition is possible since all of the respondents are’
residents of Edmonton and conseqliently are sugject to the
same divorce laws. One of the questions in thefsurvey,

“ however, asﬁed how strongly the respondent generally
approved or disapproved of making divorce laws,tougher.
An§wers were coded on a scale of 1 to 7,-wg£h 1 1ndicating

|
strong disapproval, and,7 indicating strong approval.

-.'_‘ﬁl'z
.

-
A gt

Presence of children. The measure of the presence of

children is provided by the question of how many children
live in the household in question. Eighty~three households
(46%). had no children living in them, and 96 households

(54%) had from 1 to 4 children liging there.

Pre-school children. The construction of a variable

-

indicating the presence of pre—school,children-was ratﬁ?}
complex, utilizing’nine different va;iaﬁles. VARO17 provided
information’ regarding the number of children in the
houselld, and indicated that 83 households (46%) Had no

children, 51 (29%) had one child, 44 (19%) had two children,

10 (6%) had 3 children, and 1 (0.6%) had 4 children. VAROZ26,

t

VAR029, VAR032 and VAR035 provided information regarding the

age of the 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6€h member of the housghold, ’
which included the Ist, 2nd, 3td, and 4th child ’

respectively, but also included mothers, fathers, other

relatives of the parents as well Es friend-boarders.

m‘
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Consequently, relationqﬁip of members 3, 4, 5, and 6 to the

-

respondent had to be used as controls. A new variable was

then created with three categories: the first being those
& B g -
respondents with no children in the gousehold; the second

9

including respondents who had children at home, but no
pre-school childrens "and the third including respondents

with one or more pfe school children in the household.

Number of children. The number of children was “

‘constructed by combining two variables: number of boys had

and number of girls had. A separate variable was created for

husbands Qnd,wives because the numbers would differ for

o

‘those who had children by & previous marriage. Fifty-two

husbands _(29.1%) and 47 wives (26.3%) had ne children.

Twenty-eight husbands (15.6%) and 36 wives (20.1%) had only
one child. JFortyrsix husbands (25.7%) and 47 wives (26.3%)

had two children, Twenty—seVen husbands (15.1%) and 27 wives

3

(15.1%) had three children. Fourteen hus ds' (7.8%) and 11

wives (6.1%) had four chlldren “Ten husband% 5. 6Wand 1

) o ol
wives (6.1%) had from flve ta seven chlldr nglhu;

\

provided no response to the questlon; A‘furgp%r quesploq?nas"r

asked as to how many children the responfient desired. This
2

variable was used as a control on the number of children

/ . o E .‘ o

Fad. It is interesting to note that 85 males (47.§%] and 75

fe%ales (41.9%) had.desired no children.

¥

'
/

&
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Duration of marriage. The duration of marriage was
' \
calculated by subtracting the individual's age at marriage

from His/her{current age. Sixty-one males (34.5%) and 59

! 3 . . \.» A
females (33.5%) were in thelr‘current marriage for .S years

ot less. Fif%y percent of thé males-and 51% of the females
.were in their current relationship for 10 years or less.
Approximately~27% of the maiés’ﬁﬁd\g4%;of the femalés were
ip their current relationship for m§>e\than 25 §ears.

™~

E. Analysis of Data

" Because this 1s an expioratory study, a number of

different approaches to data analysis were employed. Many of

the independent variables had to be constructed individually

(e.g., relative age, relative education, age at first

marriage), using data available in the survey, but which was

P S
. . . . d :
not organized according to the particular interests of this

study. Frequencies of all independent variables were then

v
‘

secured.
Three comppsite measures of the dependent variable were

created for this study (personal commitment, structural
ggopmitmént, and overall commitment{ which is a summation of
personal anégstfucturai comﬁitmént). The rélationqhip‘
between these variables is in@i;ated in Téble 4.3. Overall
commitment is significantly related to both personal
(r¥.2623, p=.000) and structural commitment (r=.,8751,
p=.000). Thére is_a non—significant negative relatibnsﬁip

between personal and structural commitment. Essentially,
¢ ! ‘ 3

.

N
P
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overall commitment is a rgflection-of-structural commitment,

/

and consequently was left out of further analyses. v

& . .
TABLE 4.3 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES

AN

’ ]
Y VAR928 VAR929 VAR930 o
) SR . t VARIABLE
N NAME -
r p r D r p -
. + _
VAR928 {1.0000f .2623.000|| .8751].000]|| 'overall
o . Commitment
‘VAR929 1.0000 -.0076].462 Personal
, . Commitment
VAR930®- 1.0000 Structural
. 1o : Commitment

Correlations were run between all independent variables
and with'thé dependent variables., A listing of variable
names and of the above correlations and significance level
is included in Appendix 4.5. Because most of the
gropbsitions_are based on data‘collectég&from only one
gamily’mgmber, the findings based on indiviaual family
members areg. reported to provide consistent data ~omparisons.

) 1
An examination of the relatignships between predictor

Cecas

W variables and commitment indicates thats only 11 of the 62

independent variables examined are significantly related to .

personal commitment. This is a surprising finding, and might

0

be taken to suggest that the majority of those variables
, _ - | v

. which have consistently predicted marital stability are not
related to commitment. In contrast, however, 32 of the

independept variables are related to structural commitment.

The discussion of the measurement of the dependent variable
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_points. out that although the personal commitment scale did

not achieve an acceptable level of alpha, it was decided to

use 1t for other theoretlcal and methodological reasons. It

Y 1s'apparent3 however, that it does not prOV1de a strong,

"consjstent measure of personal commitment. It is~evident}

‘that the perSonal commitment variables were not well

formulated or operationalized. I
“~Where relations were obViously non-linear., or where the

indfngs were unexpected, a breakdown analysis of the

-

?dependent varlable by«categorles of- the 1ndependent

0

, varlables was used in order to prov1de clarification of the

®

_nature of the:relatlonsh1p between riables. It should be
noted that ‘the majorlty of the breakdown analyses are |
measures of personal commitment. @Phough most of these
relatlonshlps are non—51gn1f1c;nt; they are nevertheless
imporfent forézneoreticai reasons. These relationships are
)fnerally in the predicted direction, and are the refore
repogped in, the data analy51s The findings should not be
.rege%dedhes establlshlng clear trends particu§pgly in the

case of]non 51gn1f1cant relatlonshxps Since the concern 1is
with dyaﬁ’ﬁ commitment, breakdowns were also done by sex in
égder t - are similarities and/or differences oetween
spousesS. oubprogram breakcown provides a techniqui'for

examining the means and variances of a dependent variable

amcng various subgroups in.a sample. It provides output for

. ; ‘ . . *x .
the sum, mean, standard deviation, variance, and number of

cases of each subgrdup in the population. Statistical
" .
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options are a one—way‘énalysié of_variénce,AwhicH allows the
user to test whether the means of the subsampiesnare
significantgy different from each 6th¢r; and a test\?f
Iinearity (ligear trend testj @oAdetermjne if the }
relétionship between the dependeﬁt and the indepeﬁdgﬁt
variables is a linégr relatianship. Ib'alér ptoviQeSjthe"

Pearson r statistic, « 1ich is a measure of the goodness of .

i
.

fit of the regression line to the data, the r*® statistic .

which is a measure of the proportion of variance in the .

" dependent variable thét is lineariy explained by the

independent variable, and tﬁe eta-squared statistic which is
a measure of the total (linear and non-linear) variance khat
is explained by the independent variable (Nie et al., 1975).
This study. provided data from both spouseév(179

couples) for most of the propositions which were tested. ~
Olson and McCubbin argue that in marriage énd family studies
it 1s considered essential to have scores that describe thg
couple as a unit in order to take éccount of the differing

perceptions within the family. Where there is a higheslevel

of agreement Letween spouses, it could be expected that

.there would be little divergence between data reported for

husband or wife individually, and data reported for husband

5 “

and wife as a couple.;

Szinovacz (1983) compares an aggregate measurementv®of

~marital violenc. with couple data, and concludes that

_aggregate data (which is data based on husbands and wives

trom different marriages) may eliminate distortions due to
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the reliance on only one sex, but they cannot replace or

serve as a substitute for couple data (dat- .ased on
husbanas and wives Erom the ggmgxmarriage,

To determ}ne the amohnt of'agreemént between spouses,
analysis was done across spouses on thgse variables:for
wﬁiéh it was possible and app;opriate to make sucﬁ |
comggrisons. Table 4.4 sumgarizes the correlations between
spouses on the measured variables. Of the 19 correlatiors
reported, 8 (42%) were below the ..5 level. The income of the
husband'is negativély correlated with the income of his wife
(r=-.0254, NS).

A number of approaches can be taken to the measurement
of couple scores. The pioneering wofk in this area‘was done
By Olson and McCubbin (1983:271) who developed a number of
different couple séorég for their studies: couple mean
~ s-ores, couple discrepancy scores, positive couple agreémént
scores,'ana couple-distance scores. ’ |
‘ The first two of these methods were used in the present .
study; The’couple mean score 1s calculated by adding the

husband and wife scores, and dividing the result by two.

Olson and McCubbin (1983:271) argue that couple mean scores

s

ideally represent the couple as é unit both conceptually and
empirically. This is particularly true when husband and wife
scores are similar. If these sg;res are different, however;
the couple mean score eliminates those différences and gives
a'distorted picture‘of husband and wige'differenCes. Olépn

¢

and McCubbin suggest‘a correlaﬁiqn of at least .50 between
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'TABLE 4.4 SPOUSAL CORRELATIONS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

PROPO- . '
SITION |  VARIABLE MEASURED r
1 Age of spouseés . 9601
2 Age at first marriage ‘ .5071
3 Educational level (school level completed) .5549
Educational level (number of years) .5832
4= Female graduate school education -
5 Wife employment . -
6 " Religious preference (17 categories) . 7396
7 Income ' H -.0254
8 Happiness in relatlonshlp .4319
Satisfaction with family life .4329
9 - Individuvalism scale _ -
10 Either insulted or swore at each other .4947
Either stomped out of room or hocse .4380
Interpersonal perception index -
~Neighbourhood adults known by name .6443
Frequency of chat with neighbours .4374
Spend social evening with .friends .5696
13 Spend social evening with relatives . 6409
14 Number of times divorced . 1584
Number of times merried .6590
15 Religious affiliation (see #6) -
16 Religious participation .9138
17 Tougher divorce laws .2342
18 Presence of children * -
19 Presence of pre-school age chlldren ’
20 Number of children . 8391
21 Duration of marriage -
N
L
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e

husband and wife scorés may ?é appropriate:for the use of
{ - .
couple mean scores. In cases{df}high disgrepancy it may be

' more appropriate to use individual scores for each spouse. \\\\\

The couple discrepanoy score ‘is caicnlated by “
subttacting thefwife's score from the husband's, and £
changing this to an absinte value, This score is
complementary to the couple mean score since. the couple mean
sqore conceals indivi dual dif “erences between husband and
w1f£, whereas the « .ple dlscrepancy score hlghllghts'those
differences. o |

A third measure not used by Olson and MCCUbbln was
ut1llzed in this study This approach d1v1ces each of the
varaables at the approximate median p01nt. Four categories
.are then deveioped:‘both Husband and_wife'atove the medianqp?
both below; husband above; wife below; and h.sbz1d below,
wife ahove. | s \ _ o

The final app?bach to data analysis Qas~the use of
.multiple regreseion. The application of mnltiple regression . .
-analysis.to the data permits the prediction or estimation of
a single dependent variable from any nnmber of independegt,
variabies.'This is ‘done through multiplé correlatidn, which
indicates how much of the total variation in the dependent
variable can be expiained by all of the independent
variables actlng togethegg as well as by partlal
correlation, which measures the contrlbutlon of each

independent varlable to variation in the dependent variable,

when the effects of the other independent variables'have
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been contrdlled (Blalock, 1972 449) . Multlple regression

techn1ques permlt us to obtaln a predidtlon equatlon that

. 1-,‘- a v

1nd1cates how scores on the 1ndependemt variables can be ¢

.M. f“ halind

welghted and summed to dbtaln th@ best p0551ble predlctlon
X ‘1

of the dependent varlable for. the sample, Statlstics are.

N

;: %sc prov1ded that indicate how accurate the prediction -

oY

equatlon 1s and “how muéh of th& variation in the dependent -

;éﬁo:,var1able is accounted for by the/ int linear influencés of

o ; “q

the\lndependent varlables CNle _S al. 1975'321)

s

The use of multgple regre551on technlques assumes that
7y

L’ . ://

rqndom sampllng hds,been used for data selectlon that

-

varlables are meaSured on interval or ratio scales, and that

/ the relatlonshlps among the variables are llnear and

4
additive (Kim & Kohout, 1975a). The 1980 Edmonton Area

Sa@plz utilized random selection in the determination of

i

g

5

S
78

LI
- -)0

(indiﬁiduéls selected for the sample. All variables utilized

@

in'thearegression analysis were measured on at least an

grdlnab scale Where the relatlonshlp between the depende’

oo &
. TN
and°1ndependent vari les was found to be non-linear, sué
Y

"9’

independent variables were not included in the multiple N
4
regre551on analy51s ' : \\\\\\
Multlple regre551on analysis was used estimate the

contribution of relevant independent variables to both

1

‘ ) . Y, -
personal ‘commitment and structural commitment. The method

used in the multiple regression equation is stepwise
! . .
’ !

‘regression in which variables are examined at each step for

‘entry or removal.



- V. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSI(‘DN

This Study examined how the empirical correlgtes of
marital étability were related to measurés of’mafitaf‘
commitment. A tot;&jof 27. first order propoéitioﬁ; felatéd
to dyadic commit%eht were isolated, of wh%th'21 &ould,be
tested with the data in tﬁe 1980 Edmonton Area Survéy.f'

A visuél summary of significant relapionships betwééﬁ
indepéndenﬁ variables and,the two dependeh; véfiablés\df;b |
personal and structural commitment l1s provided by’Table—é.J.
This indicates that there are four variabﬂgs (malegléQel of
edﬁcation, malé‘satisfaction with faﬁily-iife,pmaie_ |
religious gmrticipation, and female!religioué'participafion)
which are significantly related to both personél and |
structural commitment. An additional six var;aﬂles are
significantlyirelated to personal commitment’ohiy;‘énd'an
additional twenty-five variables are.significamtly related

to structural commitment only.

<
o N
Rl 5

5& Sp%Eific Findings Related ;olfropositionsggﬁ%
This section will review the indivggwal propositions,
and the support found for these propositions in the data.
Since mcst of the bropOsitions are based on data utilizing
only one family member, this study will report findings
based on individual family members in order to provide
consistent data cpmparisons. Becaute the\focus gf this study

is on marital cqﬁmitment, and because data are available

from both spouses, data analysis will also utilize couple

158
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Ind1v1duallsm

TABLE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN- PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND
COMMI TMENT
: | PERS. STRUC.
PROP  DESCRIPTION COMMIT. |[COMMIT.
. » ° ‘ _ _ /—ﬁ i
1. PREDISPOSING BACKGROUND L
CHARACTERISTICS ' :
Prop 1 Age Differences Between Spouses!
1.1 Age of Husband -.08 .29% %%
1.2 Age of Wifey -.05 L28%x%
1.3 Absolute Age leference: -.01 -.05
Prop 2 Age at First Marriage
2.1 Husband ' .02 .1
2.2 Wife .04 .09
..Prop 3 Differences in Educ. Level .05 .07
Prop 4 Grad. School Educ. of Wife
Prop' 5 fEleoyment~of Wife .09 27k k%
Prop 6 'Rellgious Homogamy .05 12
Prop . 7 Socioeconomic Varlables
7.1 Level of Income: H <23%xx| 07
7.2 Level of Income: W -.05 -.03
7.3 Level of Education: H J3Tk%x% |-, 16%
7.4 Level of Education: W L20xx |~.06
7.5 Years of Schooling: H J24%%x |-, 14%
7.6 Years of Schooling: W 21x%x [-,03
7.7 Social Class Perception -.01 .03
7.8 Socioeconomic Index «25%%xx[-,03
IT TOTAL INTERACTION REWARD/
TENSION. BALANCE 3
Prop 8 Quality of Relationships
8.1 Satisfaction With Family Life: H |-.19%% . 29% %%
8.2 Satisfaction With Fam;ly Life: W .05 AEL L
8.3 Happiness in Relationghipj -.10 . 19%x
8.4 Happiness in Relation ,“p?w,' -.03 RCRETTE
8.5 Marital Satlsfacthﬁ P%g of .05 c28x %%
; .5‘
Prop 9 .08 - 4B8xxx
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TABLE 5.1 continued
. . PERS. STRUC.
PROP DESZRIPTION . COMMIT. {COMMIT.
Prop 10 Marital Violence : .
10.1 Insulted or Swore: H Report .06 . 30%xx
10.2 Insulted or Swore: W Report .02 .23%x
10.3 Stomped Out: H;Report .02 L27 % %%
10.4 Stomped Out: W Report .08 . 15%
10.5 Punched or Beaten .05 -.03
'10.6 Punched/Beaten as Child/Adult- ~.01 =.08
10.7 Number of Times Punched/Beaten -.01 .12
& .
Prop 11 Interpersonal Perception
‘ 11.1.HRWR Index -.06 -.04
11.2 HPWR Index ., -.12 -.04
©11.3 WPHR Index -. 1 -.08
-11.4 HIP Iddex -, 15% .05
.11.5 WIP Index -.07 -.06
IITI NORMATIVE CONSTRAINTS o
Prop 12 Social Affiliations
+ 12.1 Neighbourhood Adults Known: H -.06 RVAER
12.2 Neighbourhood Adults Known: W .05 .10
12.3 Chat With Neighbours: H .08 |-.07"°
12.4 Chat With Neighbéurs: W - .05 -, 13%
12.5 Social Visits With Friends: H -.02 .03
12,6 Social Visits With Friends: W -.12 .04
12.7 Length of Residence in Dwelling |{-.01 .16%
12.8 Length of Residence in Edmonton -.01 L 19%%
Prop 13 . Kinship Ties @l
" 13.1 Social Visits With Relatives: H .01 -.08
13.2 Social Visits With Relatives: W .01 -0
13.3 Keep in Touch With Relatives: H .03 -.03
13.4 Keep in Touch With Relatives: W L1000 (-.02
Prop 14 Effect of Divdrce \:>
14,1 Number of Times Divorced: H -.01 -.01
14,2 Number of Times Divorced: W -.01 -.20%«
14.3 Number of Times Married: H -1 = 37kxx’
14.4 Number of Times Married: W -.01 = 43% %%
Prop .15 Religious Affiliation
: 15.1 Religious Affiliation: H -.05 c30%xx
- 15.2 Religious Affiliation: W .02 L24% %%
Prop 16 Religious’Patticipation’
. 16.1 Religious Participation: i L27xxx | 25 %%
16.2 Religious Participation: W L22%% L2B% %%

\
\




TABLE 5.1 continued
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\ PERS. STRUC.
PROP’  DESCRIPTION ~* COMMIT. |CQMMIT.
1V EXTERNAL CONSTRAINTS
Prop 17 ;'Toughér Divorce Laws
17.1 Approval Husband .02 C3hxxx
"17.2 Approval Wife .01 RVE
Prop 18 Presence of Children .10 .03
Prop 19 Age of Children . 13% .01
Prop 20 Number of Children
20.1 Number of Children: H v.01 1A%
20.2 Number of Children: W -.03 17
Prop 21 Duration of Marriage
2¢.1 Husbands -.07 L L 29% k%
21.2 Wives -.07 3 1*xx
»
$
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f PV

measures of relationship where possible and appropriate.

S

>

< Propositidn_l. Age differences between spouses are
inversely related to marital commitment,

-3

Individual data. Before examining the relationship

-«

.between age differences and marital commitment, the possfblé

impact of age itseif gn marital commitment was examined. No
relationship was fouﬁd between personal commitment and
either the age of the male (r=-.0801) or the age 6f the
female (r=-.0519). A fairly strong posLtiue'relaEionship is
found, however, between structural commitmentT;né.thé age of
the male (r=.28681-p=.000) and between structurai commitmenL
and the age of the femare (r=.2777), p=.000). This indicates
that structural commitplent increases with an increase in the

age of either male or female.

Couple data.'Age differences between spouses can be

measured in several different yays. The first apprbéch is
simply to measuré the absolute age differences between
spouses. No relationships are found between absolute age
differences of spouses and'either personal commitment “
(r=-.0104) gr.sfkuctural commitment (r=—.0528).'An
examination of the bréakdbwn of the relationship between
absolute age differences and personal commitment and between
__absolﬁte age.differences and structural commitment reveals
no cléar pattern éven when the relationship is broken down

by sex.

Proposition 2. Age at first marriaie is positively
X : . :
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related to marital commitment..

Individual data. No significant relationships were

found for either males or females between age at first

-marriage and the measures of marital commitment, but the

relationship between male age at first. marriage and *

.1056,

structural coqmg%ment approaches significance (r

- Y
p=.089).

. When age at first marriage is broken down by decade,

however, some ‘interesting patterns emerge (Figure 5.1). For

" both males and fémales, first marriage before the age of 20

1s associated with low leveis of personal commitment (m=2.46
for females and 2.56 for males). Personal commitment reéches
its highest point for bothvmal:s (mi=3.23) and females
(m=3.42) marr?ed:bétween(the ages of 30 to 39, and reaches
its lowest point for both ﬁales’2m=2.25) and‘femaies
(m=2.33) married after the ;ge of 50 (see‘Appendix 5.1). Itf"
should be noted that only 4 males and 5 females experienced
their first marriaée after ;hefage of 40, when strong
emofionai attachments wbulé@bé‘eXpééted to be somewhat less
important than at earlier agég, For the rest of the saméig}
lower levels of personal commitment tend to be associatéd
w}th early age at first marriage, but thié relationship does.
not achieve significance. |

The rela;ionship between age at first marriage (broken
down by decades) and structural commitment is véry different

for males and females (Figure 5.2). Males married before the

age of 20 demonstrate the lowest level of structural
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comm%tment (m= 5€ﬁQ which then.iisesjtovits highest point
for those males married for the f1rst time after the age of
50 (m=6.58). Thls represents a falrly consistent linear
t:end whlggtalmost achieves 51gn1f1cance (F=2.477, at..06
level o%ﬁ%lgnlflcance) Females married before the age of 20
ndemonstﬁ;te a somewhat higher level of structural commitment
(m=5.90) than males marriedsbefo:e the age of 20 (m=5,42).
Structural‘commitmeht increases to its highestApointvfot?l
females,married hetween the ages of 30>to 39 (m=6. 75) and 40
to 49 (m=6.73), then decreases dramatically for those
married‘for the first time at 50 or older (N=3, m=5.90), !
which %s the same level as those hattied before the age of
20. Because of the small number of those married for the
gf@gfst time after the age of 40, no clear 1nterpretatlons can
be made. Apart.from these cases, structural commitment tendsv
to increase w1th,an increase in the age’at first marriage.
Another Q%asure of the relationship between age at
first maigiageiénd commitment is pfovioed by the variables
which indicate the number of times the resoondent has'been
divorced. No relationship is found vetween male age at first
marriage and the number of times'the male has been divorced.
(r=-.0713, p=.174) although the relationship is in the
predicted direction, indicating that early marriage is more
likely to be associated with divorce. A faifly strong
relationship is found between female age at first marrlage

and the number of times the female has been" ‘divorced

(r=—.1981, p=.004). Females who marry at an early age are
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" much more llkely to® befdlvorced The weaker relatlonshlp
AV
between male -age at flrst marrlage and- dlvorce may, be

‘,acc0unted for by the fact that our sample 1ncludeswfewer
- Gl

males (7) than females (17) who have experlenced divorce.

e

When the criterion varlable of agewat fltst marrlaQe 1s

broken down by the number of times dlvorced the followlng
/’

pattern 1slobs§rved (F1gure 5.3). This flgurelshows that, @;1

,those who have not been dlvorced have tende%<to marry at a

|

first marrlage for those who have not been dg::rced is 25.3

later age than those who experience dlvorce The*mean age at

4

years for males and 23\2 years for females. mean age for

males who have experlenced divorce is 23 7 for those who- ’
'1have been divorced once (6 persons) andI21 for the one male
‘who was dlvorced.tw1ce_(F5-450 NS). ‘Thé‘differentiation for
females is much clearer w1th thebmean age at first marrlage -
‘ dropplng from 23.2 for those who have, never been d1vorced to
19.f for those divorced once (16 persons) and remaln;ng at
the same level for the one female divorced twice (F¥3.720,

p=.03).

Couple data. The first measurement of age at first

marriage using coupie data is the average age of the couple
at first marriage. Thus, if the hnsband's age at first
marriage was 24 and'the wife's age at farst marriage was—20,
the average age of the couple at fjrst marriage was 22.

| Tnere is no relationéhip between_the anerage age of the
couple at first marriage and personaibeommitment (r=.0487).

The relationship between the average'age of the couple at
\ _

LA
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FIGURE 5.3 BREAKDOWN OF AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE BY TIMES DIVORCED
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first marriage and structural commitmentfapproaches

| significance (r 1150 p=.073), indicating that structural

Tt

commitment increases as the average age of the couple at
g _

first marriage increases.
The second measurement of age at first marriage

utilizing couple data is a measurement of the absolute

differences in the age at first marriage of the husband and

s

’ . . . 5 PR ‘ . .
the age at first marriage of the wife. No relationships are |,

ﬁound between.the absolute differences in ages at fjrst .,

marriage and either personal commltment (r=.0771) or

'structural’commltment.(r=- 0339)

A\

Proposition 3. Large spousal d]fferences in
educational level®are inversely related to marital .
commitment, particularly when the feémale has a '
higher educational level than the male.

Individual.data. Befdre examining the_relationship

between spousal differences in educational level' and marital

commitment,'the possible impact of education itself on
marital.commitment was examined;-TWO'measures of education
are prov1ded for both males and females level '0f education

of respondent and of Sp0u5e and years of schooling of

~'respondent and of spouse.

. : J - .
JEducatlonal level of respondent and spouse is measured

N

by éleuen,pategories,‘beginni@g with no schooling«and ending -
with a professional degree or doctorate. The educatlonal

level of the male is p051t1vely related. to Eersonal E ,;,

L

» commltment (r= 3131a‘p- OOO), and negatlvely related to

structural commitment (r—* . 1552, p=.023). In contrast, the

yfy
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édu&ational level of the female is p&€i§§£é?§ related to
personél commitment (r=.2022, p=.004),:gﬁguno+ sﬁghiﬁicantly
related to structu:él commitment (r=-.0567, p¥;234;.
When level of education is measured by yéars of
. schooling of both husband and wife, a similar -pattern
emerges. Ygars of schooling fo; the husband is positively
‘related to pegsonal“cdﬁmitmgnt.(r=.2346; p=.001), and
negatively related to ;tructhral commitment (r=-.1360,
5;041). Years of schooling fof the female is posifively
reiated to personal cohmitment (r=.2312,€p=.0025, but not

significantly related to $tructural commitment. {r=-.0258,

p=.371).

Couple data. When the couple meénlis used in the
méasufemeﬁt of c@uplé‘dé£§,-there is a positive relationship
bet&een level of educagion and persoqél commitment ﬁr=.2929,

=.000), and betgzén*years‘of schooling and personal
.cbmmitmenfl(r=.25]8,fp=.000). This simply supports the
positive ref?tiongﬁip’found for both males and females
between personal$¢omﬂitment and both leVel of education and
years of schooling.{ | |

When education is measured in terms of absolute
differences between husband and wifei however, the
f;elationéhip between educational level and personal
- commitment (r=-.0532, p=.244), and that between fears of
schooling and personal commitment (r=.0457, p=}276) become
nén-significant. In.other words, as edﬁcational'differences
"bétween“husband and wife increase, petsona; commitment tends

\ o

A
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.

to become relatively weaker.
A more detailed 5reakdo§n of the pattern of
relationships between absolute educational differénées (as
measufed by years of schooling) and personal commﬁtﬁenf
?.4)'indicates a similar pattern to tﬁat betweén'age

. e

Lo
(Flgqgf '
differences and personal commitment. As .absolute educational

differences between husband and wife increase, personal

/

/

commitment aisq increases, reaching a maximum lével when é
difference in education of 5-6 years is found..After this
point, however, personal commitment decreases dramatically
with further increases in educational differences (see

Appendix 5.2).

When educ;tional differences are broken éown by sex,
however, a somewhat different patﬁéfn eherges for husbands
and wives (Figure 5.4). As the husband's education increases
relative to that 6f his wife, there is a corresponding
fncfeése in personal-commitment, reaching a maximﬁm when the
husband has 5-6 years more education than his wifé (m=3.65),
;hd declining rapidly when he has 7;10 years more schooling
(m=2.43).3;ﬂ contrast, as- the Qife's education incfeasés
relative to thatfof herAhusbana, peréohai commitment reméins
fajrly constant‘or'decl%ﬁés skiéhtly to a différence of 3-4
years, There is a dramatic rise when théAwife has 5-6 years
more education (m=3.88) and a dramatic drop when the wife
has 7-10 years more education (m=2.56), but since the numbe r

of cases are small (8 and 4Arespectively),;and since the

differences are not significant, the findings should be
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Atreatqd wifh caution.

In génerél; we can conclude that personal ;ommitment
increases slightly with an{ihcreése ig the level of the
husband's educatipn relgtive to‘thaﬁ-of hié wife, and tends

§ ~ .
to show little change with an increase in the wife's

‘education relative to that'of her husband. This finding is

in-keeping with the normative expectation in our society

thét the husband will normally'bé the,breadwiﬁner, and hence

1s required to have a higher lev&l of education than his
wife.
‘In summary, no siégﬂficanﬁ felatfdnship is found
. between gducational‘diffeﬁences and commitment. There doeé.'
appear to be limited support for the finding fBumpass &
Sweet, 1972) that large educational differences do cfeépe

’marital'instabilityfés a result of a decrease in personal

r

cgpmitmenpg%it_was predictéa that this would be particularly
: s ' ‘ '

"true when the wife had more education than her husband,
N o

hich i¥ not borne out by the data since personal commitment

¥s higher when the wife has 7-10 more years of education
Amf2.56) than when the husband has 7-10 more years of
education (m=2.43). This finding must be treated with some 

‘ . ", B v
caution because of the small numbe-s involved.

Proposition 4. Among women, graduate school

education is inversely related to marital

commitment .~ - - ’ ‘
Pt :‘

Individual data. A strong positive correlatioh is found.

between female level of education and personal commitment

"

<av

iR
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(r=,2022, p=.004), but no relationship ig found between

female level of ~education and structural commitment

(r=-.0567,N.S.). } g
A breakdown of'thé pattern of :elationShié between
female level of educéﬁion and personal commitment (Figure
5.5) reveals tﬁat personal commitment inCréaSes with an -
increase in educatiénal level, with two exceptions. The
first eiéepfion is that personal commitment is lower for
those who have not completed high-schogl (m=2.53) than for
those who have not even attended high school (mi2ﬂ885. The
second exception is the decrease in pérsonal_commitmeht'for

v

those females at a graduate level (m=3.56) compared to those

>

with only a'bacheior‘s degree (m=é.83). This appears to
support the prédiction that, amoﬁg women, graduape sbhool
eduéation;is inversely relaged to mérital commitment (see
prpgndiX 5.3).

A similar breakdown of the relationship‘betweg@'male

level of education and personal commitment (Figure (5.5)

'

reveals the same'pattern, howe&ég, with a greétér decline’ in
personal commitment amoné those males who have completed a

bacpélors degree‘(m:4.05)<comp5red to those who are graduate

i . . L ~¢
students (m=3.63). It appears that.this is not merely a

 f§maléxpattéun,
laraduafe'schoé}’;o
level_bf édﬁﬁatggﬁ;1~.:
" | )f,5u£ é si§nificant feLgtio%shig_was.

sigqificaﬁﬁ-(r=—.0967

i

"

‘.’;’ . I ] . - 4 i ) . B » R yas
fournd between male levelfof educatlonépnd structura X#
; i . : : : o g

-
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FIGURL 5.5 BREAKDOWN OF PERSONAL QOMMITMENT BY LEVEL, OF EDUCATTON
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commitment (r=-. 1552). The breakdown of structural

i

commltmenJ/by level of educatlon by sex reveals no

consistent patterns A cons1stent f1nd1ng7~howeverv 1s that
the lowest level of structural commltment for both males

(m=5.43) and females (m=5.56) is found at the graduate level

of education.

o
Pl

Couple data A further breakdown of personal commitment -

by graduate educational level by the educational level of
Spouse reveals some rather interesting patterns |

Table 5.2 indicates that 9 females have achieved a
_ S _
graduate level of education. Of these, one is’married to a
male with an incomplete high school education, one is
married to a"male who cbmpleted high 'school, one is married
to a male who oompLeted someluniversity, two are marriedAto
males at tﬁe‘bachelor's levei and four are'married to males
; at the graduate school level. The lowest levels of personal
commitment. are‘found among those graduate level females who
are married to males with less than a unluerslty'leqel |
education»(m=i.25'and‘2.5). InrcontraSt, graduate school
vfemales married‘to males with a bachelor's.degree or to
graduate students (Table 5;2)'have a higher level of
personal commitment (mean of 5.1é’and 4.19 respectively)?

Table 5,5 indicates that-10‘males have achieved a
graduate level of education. Whi}e one-third of the females
were marrfed to spouses uith less than a‘barhelor's'degree,

one-half" of the males are marrﬁed to spouses witr less

education than a bachelor's degree. The pattern of personal
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TABLE 5.2 BREAKDOWN OF PERSONAL COMMIMENT BY FEMALE
' GRADUATE EDUCATION BY EDUCATIONAL MEVEL OF SPOUSE
EDUCATIONAL' LEVEL OF HUSBAND ‘ _ NO. MEAN
Migh Scheol Incomplete 1 - 1.25
Aigh School Complete 1 1.25
Scme University : 1 2.50
Bachelor's Degree . ~ . cr 2 5.13 .
Graduate School - 4 4,19
' TABLE 5.3 BREAKDOWN OF PERSONAL COMMITMENT :BY MALE . C
GRADUATE EDUCATION BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF SPOUSE ’
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF :WIFE NO. MEAN
High School Incomplete 0 0
High School Complete 3 2.92
Some University 2 4.00
Bachelor's Degree 1 2.75
Graduate School 4 4,19

commitment fer malre graduate Students by the eauéétional‘
level of their spouse_{s far less cons%stent, with the
lowest level of personal commitment foﬁﬁd“for the made
student~whose spouse was at the babhélo;@%'level (m=2.75),
~and the highest level of personal commitment found among
male graduatg'students mafriéd to female graduate st%?ents

(m=4,19). It thus appears that for both male and femalg
., _

graduate students, a lower level of persodal commitmen&"is
4 3.;.’:'-

Afound among those whose spouses are at lower educational
levels, and that this is particularly true for females. In

qeneral, we can conclude that the lower levels of personal
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‘commitment among indiyiduals completing graduate level

education are accounted for by differences in educational
levels, particulary for females éompleting graduate level
educationvor, so it w&uld seem, based on the small sample

available for the analysis. -

Proposition 5. Wife employment is inversely
related to marital commitment.

" No significant relationship is found betweeﬁ wife
-employmeht and persoﬁal commitment (r=.0925,bp=.125). The
breakdown Qfgbersonal commitmeﬁt by wife gﬁployment
indicates théﬁ those wives who are working full-time report
the lowest lgvel of éersonal commitment (m=2.88), and that
personal commitmenf increases fo:_those‘who are working
parf-time (m=3.13), Or'those?not working outséde the home
(m=3415). A further breakdown of personal commitment by-Qife
employment'by age of children makes possible some
interesting comparisons. Among those wives who ére woRking
full-time, the lowest level of personal commitment is found
. among those whe have no ﬁhi}dreh km=2.75, N=39);: a higher
level is found among those with school age children‘(ﬁ=3,q3;
'N=17); and the highest level oflpersonalfcommitment 1s }ouﬁd
among those with preschool cﬁildren (m=3.25, N=7). Amdng
thqsngdméh not working outside the home; theﬁhighest level
of pErsonal commitment (m=3.45, N=26) is found fér those
with preschool children. We conclude that the presence of
preschool children tends to increase the level of persbna}(

commitment, but these findings need to bé regarded with
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caution because the relationships are not'signifigant.

Wife employment is negatively related }r=m2691, p=.000)
to structural commiigent (because wofking full time is coded
as 1, working part time is coded as 2, and not working
outside the home is coded as 3, the signé Qf tﬂé correlation
need té be reversed). The breakdown of structdfél com;itment
by wife employment reveals a consistent increase in
structural commitment from those who are working full-time
(m=5.74) to those who are working part-time (m=6.03) to

’tﬁose wbd are not working outside‘thé home (m=6.26). The.
.highest level of»structural comgi%mey(ﬂis found among thosé
wives who are not working outside the home, énd_the lowest
among those who are working full—tiﬁe, thus supporting the
proposition that wife employment is negatively related to
marital commitment. | : .

Scanzoni (1968) reports that it is not so much the
employment of the wife which creates the problem, bpt ratﬁer
the attitude oflthé husband to his wife's employment. The |
husbanﬂfsidiéapproval of his wife's employment‘isrfelated to
a higher level of marital dissolution.kThe data reported in
Figure 5,6 indicate that the attitude éf the husband to his
wife's employment has a definitejeffect on structural

commitment. When the effect of the wife's working was

perceived as positive, structural commitment was higher than

when the eff of the wife's working was perceived as

negative. This §ifference is even greater when the wife is

working full-time\than when she is werking part—tiﬁe.
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FIGURE 5.6 BREARKDOWN OF STRUCTURAL, QOMMITMENT BY WIFE EMPLOYMENT BY
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Proposition %. Religious homogamy is positively
related to mArital commitment. .

Sixteen different categories of religious preference

Werebfound_iﬁ the sample. Of the 179 couples in the sample,

173 were willing to indicate their religious preference. Of

'these[-126 couples (72.8%) were homogamous wifE—EEEQggt to

religious affiliation. This appears to be a rather high
proportion of homogamous marfiages,'but i1t.must be kept in
mind that this proportior. may include a number of

individuals who have changed their religious affiliation
) . . @,‘\‘{.;' ‘ . . ,

after marriage. The data do not ‘frovide a measure of

reiigious affiliation before marriage. Glenn (1982) finds

that current religious preference indicates that more than

three-fourths of the Protestant/Protestant marriages were

- homogamous with respect ﬁp denomination. However, the degree

of homogamy with the religion inﬁéﬁicp one was raised varied
from a low of 14% to a.high of 66%;%§gowing that a great
dealtof religious switching took place affer childhood, and
that much of that switching took place for the éxpfess |
purpose of achieving homogamy.

No signfficantlrelationship is found between religious
hemogamy and personallgommitment (r;10591). The relationship
between'religious homoéamy and struc@ﬁfél commitment just
fails to achieve significance (r=.1233, p=.060). The
relationship 15 in the preaicted direction, with those of

the same religious affiliation aémonstrating a higher level
Sl Y

[

“of structural commitment (m=6.07) than those of differing

a

religious affiliations (m=5.82).

B R R A
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The above data lead tb the conclusion that bhé impact
of magrying outside one's faith is not as strong as has been
assuméd, or as negative as it has been in the past. It
appear% that the lines of démarcation between denominations
are being blu;red, and that denominational ailegiance 1s not .

nearly as important to individuals as it has been in the

past. ' . o

Propdsition 7. Socioeccnemic status is p081t1ve¢y
related to marltal commitment,

A number of-indicators of socioeconomic status,

b

including level of income, level of éducation, level of

. occupatlion, and-social class perception, are provided by the

data. Each o§ these will be examined individually, and then
combined in an index of socioeconomic status.

“Individual data (Income). The data provide measuresdof

income for both males and females. Male income is p051t1vely

related to personal commitment (r=. 2246 p=.002). Female

—

income, however shows an extremely weak'non-siggjficant

negative relationship with personal commitment (r=-.0541,
. oo ~
p=.245). No significant relationship was found between

either male income or female income and structural

N
commitment. < :
7% — - 9
. . 0 ,
Considerable variation is found between male income and
_ 1 5

female income (Table 5.4). This table reveals t#at half of
the females in the sample (50.3%) have an income of. less

than $5(OOO per'year,_7% have an fhcome of $20,000 or above,

with no females having an income above $35,000. In contrast,

4.;%lo£"fﬂﬁ sye an income below $5,000, while half of
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E 5.4 COMPARISON. OF MALE AND FEMALE INCOMES,

-

 MALES X " FEMALES
— % , .

INCOME FREQ.| . % CUM»§ FREQ. % | cum %
Under $5,000 - 7| 3.9 4.2 86 | 48.0 | 50.3
$5,000-9,999 | 16 | 9.0 13.8 26 | 14.5 | 65.5
$10,000-14,939 16 | 9.0 | 23.4 40 ' 22.3 | 88.9
$15,000-19,999 41 | 22.8 | 47.9 7 3.9 | 93.0
$20,000-24,999 28 | 15.6 | 64.7 5 | 2.8 | 95.9
$22,000-29,999 26 | 14.5 | 80.2 5 | 2.8 | 98.8
$30,000-34,999 12 | 6.7 | 87.4 2 1.1 | 100.0
$35,000-39,999 10 | 5.6 |. 93.4

$40,000-49,999 5 | .2.8 | 96.4

$50,000 + - 6-| 3.4 | 100.0

" MISSING 12 | 6.7 | 8 | 4.6

the males (48%) have an income belaw $é0,000.,A further 30%
of t;e males have_an income between $20,000 and $30,00C,
which means,thaé 20% of the males have an income of $3O;OOO'V
‘, oﬁAabg§e; with 3.4% having an income of $50,000 or more.
h tTﬁ; bfgé%QOQn of pé%soh;f'abﬁh{tmeﬂt.byv;néome showss a.
rather different péttern for males and femalesJ(Figure 5.7).
The 1dwest leve} af personél commitment for males is found
among those with an{ annual sala;y of iess than $10,000
(m=2.48). Personal commitment increases for those males with
an annual income between $10,000 - $2D,000 (m=2.78), and
increases dramaticaliy for those with an annual salary
betwéen $20,000 - $30,000 (m=3.37). Beyond this po}nt,
personalﬂcommitment decreases slightly, but essentially

remains at the same plateau (Figure 5.7). In contrast,

personal commitment is fairly high (m=3.05) for those
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females whose annual salary is below $10,000 which accounts
,for 65% of the sample. Personal commitment drops (m=2.é87
. for the’46 females (27.9%) whose annual ipcome 1s between 1&
and 20 thousand dollars. For the remaining 7% of the .sample,
personal commitment tends to rise with an increase in o |
income, On gheuwhole, éersohal éommitment increaseé with-an
increase in male income (see Appendix 5.4). |
A number of réseérch‘studies have found that marital
dissolution was related to;a lack of assets rather than.
objective incoqg (Coombs & Zumeta, 1970; Cutright, 1971; -
Levinger, 1965; Galligan &'Bahr, 1878; Ross & Sawhill,
1975). When respondent income s coﬁsidered, there is yery‘
little differehce in.thé level of personal commitment of
those who own their own home as compared to those who'rgnt
at annual levels of income of $30,000 or less. As we move td
higher levels of income, those who own their own home
demonstrate higher levels of commitment thah those who rent.
I- should be notgd, however, thaf of the 32 couples where
: )

the husband makes more than $30,000, only 4 couples (HZ.%%Y

rent their home. These findings are therefore not *

E4

~

y conclusive. \ .

Mott and Moore (1979) found that having accumulated

debts was more strongly-related to marital disso&ution than
| objective income. A breakdown of personal Equitment by
- income by amount owed reveals no\consigtent ;attern in the
level 'of personal commitment controlling for income and:

amount owed.
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- In summary, personal commitment is positively related

to the income of ,th ale, but shows no relationship te the
N : , ‘, L

“income of the female. .

Couple data (Income). Using individual data, a

A

significant relationéhip was found between personal
S - . - 3
.2246, p=.002), but no

commitment and male ihcome (r
re}ationship Qas found bet;een pé:sohal commitment and .
female. income (r=-.054,p=.24§). When the couple ﬁean is used
in the ﬁeaguremeﬁ¢ of couple data, the relationship between
personal commitment and.incomg is non-significant (r=.097,
p=.113).

When income is measured in terms of absolute
differences between husband and wifé;‘the relationship
betgeen personallcomméime;t and income ‘i restéred go the

same level as when male income 1is useé (r=.251, p=.001).

Tﬂus, as differences in income increase, personal commitment
' ' ' : %

—

tends to increase.
- v

The crosstabuiation of husband'® incomé by wife's

income reveals that there are cnly 15 cases~in which the

wife's income exceeds her husband's income. In 11 of these .

cases, the amount by whica female income exceeds malé income
-t . )

is $4,000 or less. Ir most of thesé  1ses, the wife's annual

//\’/ydngome does not exceed $20,000.

The correlation between persomal commitment and income

k!

utilizing oniy the 15 cases in which female income exceeds

9 . ! .
male income reveals some rather interesting patterns. Wﬁ%n

T )

/
» D ' -
- - all cases are includedﬂiﬁbpositive relationship is found
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between personal commitment: and male income (r— 225

p=.002). When female income exceeds male income however.f15

. k'

cases) the reLatlonshlp between personal comm1tment and B
2

male income becomes non- 51gn1f1cant (r=. 25,rp- 528). In’

contrast there is a non-significant relationship between
perspnai oomm;tment;and-femele income when all casesfare
included (r=-,054, p;.245). When only the 15\ cases in which
female income exceeds{male income dre inciuded bowever, a
strong p051t1ve relat;onshlp is found between personal

commltment and female income (r=.476, p=.036).

&
.

These findings, though based on a small number of
cases, indfcate that when female income exceeds melglincomel
the personal commitment of malee tends 'to decline, whereas j
the petsonal commitment of femaleéftends to inctease.

The relatlonshlp between structural commltment and
income reveals a somewhat dlfferent%pattegn Utlllzlng all
cafes, the reletionshdp between’Structgral commitment and

mgle income is non—sionifioant (r=.014, p=.430), but When‘
female income exceeds mele.income (15 cases), a
near-signific%nt negative relationship is found (ré—.334,
p=.098). éimilarly, utilizing all caseS,Athe relétionship
between structoral comﬁﬁtment and female income is
non—signifiaantgffF-;OBB, p=.338), but when female income
exceeds male'income (15 cases)_a stronger negetive
relationship is found (r=-.zjb p=.16%). Thus, as fenale;
.1ncome exceeds male income, the ‘structural com@}tment of

k.

bbth males and females tends to decline. ) ~

M‘\ ‘a

!
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| In sammary,-ﬁhen fehalé iﬁéeme éiteeds maJe‘income,..
there_arg fewer éxternalftestraints holding the marriage //
R together for both males and feﬁales}dod’the other hand, whed
female inéome exceeds”@alekincome, theipersonal eommftmedt //
Zdr inner resolve to hdld the marriage"together iné:eaaes for
temales but decreases for maleé} Thus, when fema%e income
exceeds male incoﬁe,'both~the personai commitﬁent and:
"fstructutal commitment. of males is weakened. In contrast, t
) ‘,,‘structural\ commltment of females is weakened whe?vj *u
personal commitment 1s strengthened.

Indi~idual and couple data (Education). The

' relatlonshlp between%%he various measures‘pf commitment and
Q

education is discussed under proposition 3, and will not be -

[

~

repeated here. . ' R

Ind1v1dual and couple data (Occupation). The breakdown'

of both personal and structural commitment by industry of
o

work indicates-no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences_ln the level of

personal and structural commitment. between the various

categories of occugation. No further analysis waswtherefore

carried out. !

Individual data (Social Class Pereeptiggl.

B

significaht relationships are found between personal
commitment -and soeial class perception (r=-.007Z, p=.467) or
between structural commrtment and social class perceptlon

(r=.0673, p=.202). Since: there is no measure in the data of

,

female perception of sacial class, the analysis of couple

data with respect to this measure is impossible.
y ~,

¥ !
At



"A compo$ite index of soc1oeconom1cqstatus was
{ alculated by comb1n1ng the five varlables of household’
1ncome, 1ncome of respondent level of educatlon,tnumber of

years ofVSchoollng and perceptlon of 50c1al class A
- R
p051t1ve correlatlon (r—,2532 p— 04) 15 found between this

composute index of somoeconomc Status and personal‘

; ,'r k2 .n'~

coémltment No relatlonshlp 1s fOund between structural

/\-\
-

commltment and this lndex oﬁtsoc1oeconom1c status (r=- 0337

p=.3§5).

Prqposition 8. Marltal sat15£acﬁ1on 1s positively
related to marital commltment :

/ L
-A<number of measutes of marltal satlsfactlon are

E provided by the.data The flrst is reporte happlness in thef

vrelatlonshlp, whlch was secured by asking in ividuals to
. ir‘" .

rate the degree of happlnegs 1h thelr relatlonshlp on a

[

‘scale of 0 to 100, with 50 representlng the degree of

: happlness of most marriage relatlonshlps The second measure
is prowvwided by the 1nd1v1dual s reported satisfaction with
family life, reported on, a scale of 1'to.7 The third
measure of marital satlsfactlon 15 prov1ded by a composite
scale con:tructed as descrlbed 1n the prev1ous chapter.

P

i Ind1v1aual data. U51ng the f1rst measuré of degree of .

7

happ1ness in the relatlonsh1p, a strong positive. correlatlon
is found betweenrstructUral commltment and reported ’

happlness 1n the L$lat10n5hlp for both males Kr= 1943, '
‘p=.006) and fema -§S (ré 3G51 p~ 000) The breakdown of |

structural(gommltment by reported degree of happiness in the
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4

{elationship indicaﬁes théf structural commitqent inc;eases
with incréases in the-réborted degrée of haﬁpiness“ih the -
relationship. This relationship 1is sdméwhat sﬁgonger for.
females than for males. |

Though the'relationship>between personai ¢omqitment and
reported happiness ir the relationship is nom-significant,
1t ‘is rather’strlking that this rela;ion?hip 1s n%gative-for‘
both males (r=-.1036) and females (r=-.0257). While there is
no consistent pattern in the.relationship (Figurel{5.8), it
is ra{her noteworthy that both males énd females rbﬁortiné
~the lowest levels,of happineés in their relationship
~(failind at\go on the scale from 0 to 100),fnevefthéless
diéblay the highest lévels of personal commitment for both
males (m=4.25) and females (m=;.50). Conversély, males who
report the highest level of satisfaction with their
:elatiohship (100 on the scalé) adlso display the lowest
level of personal commitmeht (m=2;65). Similarly, females
.- who report thé hiéhést level of satisfaction with their
marital relationship (100 on the scale) demonstrate the
second-lowest lével of persézal commitment (m=2.55). .It may
bglthat tHOSe who.experience a iow level of happiness are
determined ﬁo kéep’their marriage togéther. This may be an
indication of moral commitment. On the othér hand, those who
experience a high level of h;ppiness'may noE be conscious:of |
~monitdring gersonal commithent because they are operating
f}om‘what Lévingér refers to as an "econémy of surplus.”

-

!
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Using the second measure of reported satisfaction with

family life, a strong positive-corrg¢lation ‘is also fou;d
between strugtural’cqmmitment and fhe reﬁb;ted satiséaction
with family life -of males (r=.29i4, p=.060) andéﬁemales i
(r=.4088, p=.000). Once again, the correlaton is stronger,
for females than for males. .
‘Reported satisfaction with family life is a'ls)>
negati&ely related to personal commitment at &
non—significamtﬂlével for females (r;-.05§1, p=.244), but at
a sig?ificént.level for males (r=;.!893, b=.006%.'Figure 5.9
reveals that pérsonal.commitment changes very little with
changes in the ?%ported satisfaction with fémiry life of -
females. More'siénificant changes are eyidenceﬁ for males,

4

with the basic pattern of a decline in personal commitment

Ta

“with an imcrease in reported satisfaction with family life.

Using the composite scale as the.§hird measure of

marital sq;isfactéon, a strong positive relationship is

/ " ! L
found between structural _ommitment and the composite scfle

-~

measure of marital satisfaction (r=.275€, p=.000). The

. . ) . n .
relationship between persanal commitment and the composite

scale is not signific

. d
Couple “;!ffrst measure of degﬁge of

WooE @
happiness 1n the elatlénéhlpy and utilizing the couple mean

measurement, the lationship between degree of happiness

It

and stfuictural commitment remains strong (r=,2941, p=.000).,

When degree of happiness is measured in terms of aBsolute -

"differences Yetween husband and wife, the relationship

N
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between degree of happiness and struc:ural commitment
: _ e=5 4 res ‘

1 .
disappears (r=.0656, p<.201). When husband and wife are
similar in their perception of ‘the degree of happiness, in
the relatibnshig, the 1e9é1 of structural commi tjment remaxns

high. When husband-and wife are dissimilar n éhé&r :

, - . \ R ,
perception of the degree of happiness in the relatjionship,.
e - . Py ~ 1

1

the leyel‘of sﬁructural commitmentxdgcreeses. -
'Tnetmeggen split measusemeht offthh degree of happinees
in the relaeloneh1p reveals ;some 1nterest1ng patterns (see
Appendlx 5.5). The lowest levéls of structur@l commltmenf
are experienced by”those»conples where both husband and wife
ar befew the-median tm=5{73 and whefe the huSSEnd isnn
above but the wife is bel}w the median (m=5.92).in degree of
happlnessl The hlghest levels of structura] commitment are
'experrenced‘by thos%g;ouples where both husband and w1fe ‘are
above the Tedian'(m=6.30) and where the husband is below but
the &é?; ie'above/the median (m=6.28) in-degree of
hapginees.‘The analysis of variance reveals_tnat these
differences aré’eignificant (5;4.5341, SIG=.db44)f Thus,
high levels of female "appiness n the relationship tend to
e more strongly aseociated with nigh-levels of structural
commitnent.
' ~ When the couple mean is applied to the secend measure

Al

‘ of reported satisfaction with family Jlife, a strong positive

TS

.felatlonsh1p>1s found between this measure and striictuiral
=.4133, p— 000). Ir contrast, ‘when absolute

. commitment (

di&ferences between huskand and wife are used in the

\ .



: nearrsighificant hegative relationship'is found with
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measufemenf.of reported satisfactionvwitg\xamily life, a

i

x5 - : -
structural commitment (r=-.1239, p= 056) Thus, as co

?

‘differences'between husband and wife in their reported

satlsfactlon wlth famlly 11fe increase, struc®ural &
.- ;"i// .

A /

cammltment decreases drama?lcal{g i !

When the medlan split measurement 1s applled to
satisfaction wlth family llfe.(sqe Appendlx 5.6) we again
' L : r ! -
find the\lowest levels of structural commitment when both

-~

husﬁind_and,wife are peIOw the median (m=5.55);and when the
husband i's above but

satisfaction with f
are above‘the m¢dian (m=6.39), and when the husband is below

satisfaction with famlly life. Analy51s of variance T
1nd1%atep that these dlfferezges are 51gn1f1cant (F=8.3838,

SIG= POOO . Again, a high level of ‘structural commitment is

>

associated with a high level of Teported satisfaction with

1 - ~—
i

family life on the part of Ehe vife.
‘When individual data wérfe used, the?qelationShips

between personal commitmenf and reporteé happiness 1in the

relationsh;g were not significant for either males or

N

f

females. Using the couple mgah measurement, a
non-significant negative }elationzg}p (r=-.0743, p=.166) is

again found between personal ‘commitment and happiness in the
- . A - .

Relationship. When absolute differences between hUSandland

o
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wife are used in the measufement.Of reported satisfaction
with family life, a pon-significant negative relatiohship
(r=-.0986, p=.099) is agéin found. 7

Using gndividual data. 1t was found that reported
§atisfactioﬁ witﬁ family &ife waibnegatively related to
personai commitment at a non-éignificént level for females, -_

but at a significant level fqr ﬁales (r=-.1893). When the

. couple mean is used, a significant negative relationship

(r=-.1465, p=.027) is found between personal commitment and
satisfaction with family l;fe.\;n contrast, when absolute
d

d:fferences between husband and wife are used, a significant

' positive relationship (r=.1535, p=.022) is found between

satisfactibn with-familyvlife and personal commitment. Thus,
as differences increase between husbands and wives in theif

reported sati;faction with family life, personal com@itmen:‘
also tends to increase despite the fact that, on ‘an

individual level, personal commitment 1s negatively related

S

to satisfaction with family life.
»

Propofition 9. Individualism is inversely related
to marital commitment.

‘No significaﬁt relationéhips are fourd between
individualism and personal commitment (r=.0787) £ut a very’
strong negafive relationshipv(r=—:4749,;p¥.OOb) is found
between individualism aﬁd structural commitmien
individgalism"increases, structural commitment decreases

rapidly. An examination of inter-correlations reveals that

of the 26 variables that are significantly related to
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structural commftmentt 20 are also significantly correlated
with individualism. These inter-correlations indicate that
individualism increases with the respondent's education. i

level (r=.2783, é=.600), the number of years of schooliri

¥4

"(r=.264, p=.000), the tendency for the femaie to get
together less frequently withethe neidhboui;/ﬁhst to chat

(r=.229, p=.002), with renting as opposed to owning your own

hgﬁgu(r .192, p=.008), aqd_with the number b§ times the
femalé has heen dﬁvorced (r=.i68, b=.%17)..@@ the other
hand, 1nc.v Jdualism decreases with tﬁe religéousA h
péftic{pation oﬁlthe female (r=—.472,_p=;000) ang of the
male (fi—.431, pE.OOO), as we(mOve from full-time to
part-time employment to not working outside the home oﬁ"thé
part of the spouse (r=-.394, pﬁ.OQO),>duratio; of marriage
(r=-.360, p=.000), with the approval of the husband
(r=-.302, p=.000) and of the wife (r=-.175, p=.014). of
making divorce lawéatoifher, with conservative religleus
affiliat?on on the part\Q} the male (r=-.287, p=.000) and of
the female (r;7.2§9, p=.001), with_the number of children on
the part of the husband (r=-.283, p.=.000) and of the wife
(r=-.242, p=.001), with an increase in satisfaction with
tamily life on the part of the female (r=-.241, p=.001),
with a decrease on the part of either spouse (és reported by
th. husband), to insult or swear at the other (r{-.240, |
p=.001) with an increase in maricua! satisfaction (r=-.234,

p=.003), and with a decrease on *he part of either spouse to

have stomped out of the room o. house, as reported by the

o
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husband (r=-.,176. . 013).
Propositic- ). Ma.ital violence is inversely

related to 2’ commitment. - -

A direct measure of marital violence 'is unavailable in

o

the dafé, but a number of indirect‘measures have been

°

utilized.

-Individual data. The first indirect measure asks the‘

question how often either of the spouses insblted or swore
i

‘at the other, with daily or almost daily being coded as 1;

and never in the bast 12 months being coded as 7.

No %elationship 1s f;und between this measure of
marital violence and personal commitwent. There is a
significant correlation between st.uctuaral commitmgnk and
the hu§band;s report that either spouse ingﬁlted o; swore at
fhe other (r=.2982, p=.000), and between structural
commitment and the wife's report that either spouse insulted
or .swore at the other (r=.22§9, p=.002). Thesé findings
indicate that strv-*ural commitment decreases with the
tendency on thecpc: . of either spouse to insult or s%ear at
the other. If insulting or swearing at ;%e other spouse is
regarded as a form of marital wviolence, then this form of
marital violence tends to decrease structural marital
comm:tment. | |

The second indirect measurevéf marital violence asks
the guestion how often either spouse stomped out’og the room

or house, with daily or almost dail- being coded as 1, and

never in the last 12 months being coded a%s 7.
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The relation between this measure of marital violence

-and personal commitment is non-significant. There is a

.

significant relation between structgral commitment and the
P -

e

~husband's report that either spouse stomped out of the room

or house (r=.2712, p=.000), and between strﬁctural
éommiﬁ;ent and the wife's r;;ort that elther spouse stomped
out of the room or house (r=.1477, p=.030). Once again,
these findings indicate that Etruétural commitment decreases
with the tendency on the part of either spouse to stomp out
of the room or hoﬁse. Marital violence, in other words, is
inversely related to structural commitment. '

7 .
Marital violence is also indirectly measured by the

.

questions nether the respondent has ever been punc:ed or

beaten by, another; whether this was experienced as a child,

‘adult, -or both; and what frequency of punching or beatié@

was experienced. No significant relationshi s are found
between these three variables and the measures of marital

commitment.

-

Couple data. Using individual data, a significant

relationship was found between structural commitment and
both the husband's and wife's report that either insulted or
swore at the other. When the couple mean 1s used, a similar

relationship 1s found between the report that either spouse

insulted or swore at the other and structpral commitment

(r=.3064, p=.000), indicating that structural commitment
decreases with the tendency on the part of elther spouse to

insult or swear -at the other, suggesting that this form of
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marital violence Qeakehs struétural commitment.

The median split'method (See appendix S.f) divides the
sample on the basis of husbands é;éwwi;es who report Ehat
either has insulted or sworn at ﬁﬁé‘bther as opposed to
those who report that they have never done so (ip the past -
12 months). The lowest level of structural commitment
(m=5.52) is experienced when both husband and wife repdrt

7

that either insulted or swore at the other (coded as 1).

»

Intermediate levels Qf‘stfuctural commitment are experienced
when. the husband-;eports this form of violence yhereas the |
wife does‘not.(m=5.95) and when the ;ife reports this. form
of violence but the husbang dqes not (m=6.23). The highest
level of structural commitment (m=6.32) is found whén both"
Busbahd and wife report that neither has ever ihsulted or
swornlat the other (coded'as 4). Analysis of varfancgf
indicates that these differences are significant (F=8;7791,'
SI1G=.0000). -
~ 7 When the measure of absolute differé%ces between

spouses in this measure of reported violence is used, a
significant negativé relationship is found between marital
violence and structural commitment (r=-,1587, p=.022),
indicating that as absolute differences incregse petween
husband's and wife's report that either insulted or swore at

{F?EB’Sther, structural commitment tendé to decrease.

- The second measure of marital viglence asks the

question how often either spouse st j.ed out of the room ot

house. When the couple mean is used, a significant
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‘g‘rglationship 1s found_betweed/:;:;\ﬁégsure of marital .
violence and §tructural commitment (r=.2500, p=.001l,
indicatiné thag strﬁctural commifment fecreases with the
'tendency on the -part of either spouse to‘stomp out of the

<

room or.house, i : .

The median split method (see Appendix §.8) divides the
sample on the basis of thpse}who-:eport that either has
stomped out of the room o} houqé, as opposed to those who
ﬁeb&;t that this beh;vior has never taken place in thé'past
year. Finding§ are similar to the previous measure of o
violence, with the lowest strucﬁUral commitment experienée@f
(m=5.76) when both ﬁusband and.wife report;that‘either has'~
stomped out of the room or house, aﬁd the highest/}eﬁ?& of
structural commitment. experienced when both husband and wife
report no violence of this nature (m=6.23). These - |
differences'are significant (F=3.357[, SIG=.0204).\Couple
data tHus support the findings of individual data that an
increase “in violence {Egds to contribute to a decrease in
structural/commitment.

ﬁhen absolute diffefences'between'spouses; reports that
either ha&d stompea out-of the room or house are.used, a
significant relationship is found between this measure of

\
marital violence #&nd strugtural commitment (r=-.1478,

' p=.030), indicating that as absolute differences .increase

3
]

between husband's and wife's report that either had stomped

out of the room or house, structural commitment tends to

-

decrease.
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Proposition 11. The éccuracy of interpersonal

perception is positively related to marital

A commitment.: ; ‘

Three levels of interpersonal'pefception are provided
b§bthe data (see previous chapter)f The firsk level is ah
Lnde; which summariées the differences betweén.the husband's
response ana the wife's response (HRWR INDE;) to four - ‘
‘different questions. The relationships between this first
level(of interpersonél pe}éeption and both personal and
structural commitment are nom-significant. L “"
| The second level of ihterpersonal‘gérception méésures
the accuracy of the husband's pgrceptioh of his wife'S,
response tHPWR4INDéX), as well as #he-accuracy of the wife's
perception of the husband's responsé (WPHR INDEX). The
relationShipé between -his second level of interpersonalj u
perception and botl pe‘soﬁal and structural Commi;meh; are
non-significént. |
. The third level of.ihtérpersonal perception “provides aﬁ |
index of the accuracy ofmthe husband's iqterpersonal | J
perception (HIP INDEXf as well as an index of.'the accuracy
ofhéhe wife's intérpefsonal perception (WIP INDEX). A weak,
po§itive relationship is found between péfsonal commitment
and the accuracy of the hugband's ifterpersonal perception
(r=—.1505,5p=.040): Because‘inte;personal perception is
measured in terms of absolute differences in respénses
between spouses, a difference of 0 or 1 would riprésent high

interpersonal accuracy, whereas a difference of‘;'%ix would

represent low accutacy. For this reason the signs of the *
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relationship need to be reversed.

)

Proposition 12. Common social affiliations of-
spouses are p051d{vely related to marital -
: commltment | C T

oIndlv1dual data. There is no direct measurk af comman

soc1al afflllatlons of Spouses in the data. Thelfirst
1nd1rect measure of social affiliations is secured by the
question of how many adults in this neighbourhood aither
spouse would kﬂqw by name if théy met onltpe street. The
relationéhip between pérsonal commitmen: and the numberhqf
neighbourhoag aduits known by name by e;ther husband or wite
1s not significant. The felationship between structural
commitment ana the number of neighbourhood adults known by
name by tﬁe husband is positive (r=.2118, p=.003), whiie
thaé beﬁweeﬂ structural commitment and the number of:
nelghbourhood adults known by the wife is p051t1ve, but w;s
not achieve 51gn1f1cance (r=.1009, p=.098). Thus, the more
neighboprhood adults known by name by the husband, the
greéter théilevel of strugtural comwitment.

'The seconq indirect measure of social affiliations is
how often the respondents got togéther with thelir neighbours
just for a chat, with daily or almost daily coded as 1, and
never in the past twelve months.éodedhas 7. The relationship
between personal commitment énd the frequencx of getting
tcgethef with the neighbgurs just for g chat. is not

significant for either husband or wife. The relationship

between ‘structural commitment and the~Trequency of getting
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together with thedneighb0urs just for a chat is =«
non-significant for the husband (r;—.0662)”but‘is
significant for the wife (r=-.1320, p=.046). This finding‘
indicates tha£ the more fréquently the wife inaicates shé
gets togekher with the neighbours just for’a chat, the
higher will be her structuf#l comﬁitment. .

)The best measure of common social affiliations is.in
reSponse‘to the QUestié ng often in the past 12‘months“thé
respondent spent a social evening with friends who live
butside the neighbourhood. No éignificant relationships were
.foundibetween personal commitment and the frequency of
social visits with frienas for either husband or wife, or

betwéen structural commitment and the frequency of:social
'visits’witﬁ friends for either husband or wife. ‘

h Two other'indirect measures of social affiliations a?e

p

sécured by the questio; th~long the couple has lived in
this residence and how long they have lived in Edmonton. It
can be assﬁhed that phe longer the couple has liveé in a
pafticular residence or city, the stronger would’be the}r
network of social affil;ations. No relationship is found
between pérsqnak commitment and the lehgth of time the
couple has lived in this residence or in the city of
Edmonton. Structural commitment, however, is significantly
related to the lencth of time‘the couple has lived in this
'rgsideﬁce (r=.1644, p=.017), andign é%e ciﬁy of Edhonéon
(r=.1901, §=.007). As the amount of time the couple has

lived in a particular residence or in the city of Edmonton



increases, there 1s a corresponding increase in the level of

structural commitment.

Couple data. A: p051t1ve relationship was found betweem

stractural commltment and the humber of nelghbourhood adults
known by namq which was 51gn1f1cant for the husband
(r=.2118 Qut not for the w1fe (r=.1009). When the couple

mean is used for the nqmber of neighbourhood adults known by

-~vhame, a positIve relationship (rQ:\665,xp=.016) 1s found

- between this couple measure of social affiliationrs and

?

structural commitment. This indicates that structural

commitment increases with-an increase in the mean number of
nelghbourhood adults known by tt» couple. » '
pot

When the absolute dlfferences between husband and wife

v

A

1s used as the measure of social affiliafionsJ no

..significant relationships are found.

' N
The median?split measurement (see Appendix 5.9)
supports the finding that structural commitment teq?s,to be
lower- when the number of adults known by the husband is

below the median (m=5.91 when.botn are below the me@ian, and
Y

m=5.80 when the husband is below and the wife is above the
median), and structural commitment‘is higher when the number
of adults known by the husband is above the median (m=6.18\~_\’

when both are above the median, and m=6.44 when the husband 1/

-
~

is above and the wife 1s below the median).

The second indirect measure of social affiliations is

how often the respondents get together with their neighbours

just for a chat. Similarly, no significant relationships are
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found between. either couple mean or absolute\eifferences .
measures of how aften in the past tvelve manths the couple i

spent a social evening with friends who live outside the
’ \

S , -
neighbourhood and personal or structural commitment.

Proposition 13,-Strong \inship ties are, positively
related to marAtal commitment. '
. P )

[y

\ Individual data. Kipship‘ties are measured by the

question how often the respondent has spent a social evening
with relatives in the past twelve months, with responses

: L i ‘ ,
coded from daily;o?‘almost daily (1) to never in the past

.-

twelve months (7). There is no significant correlation

/énd’frequency of social visits

between personal commitment
with relatives for either males or femaleé.

When the relation betwen structural commitment and the/v
frequéncy of social visits w{th relatjves‘is measured, a
weak non-significant relationship is found, but it is in the
predicted direction, Structural commitment tends ﬁo increase
with an increase in the frequency of soéial_visits with
felatives for both males (}=—.0839; p=.141) and femalés
(r=-.1073, p=.084). - ‘ |

A second measure of kinship ties is secured by the
quegtion how often the :gspondent takes care of keeping in
touch with relatives. No significant relgtionships are found

between personal commitment or structural commitment and the

responsibility - either spouse for keeping in touch with

;9latives. ' '
. , -
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- N . ‘r,
Couple~data. Utilizing'the couple mean and absolute

N
¢

. N o id . . .
» differences medsures, no significant°relationships are found

between how -often the cou@la has spent a social evenlng with

relatlves in the pastrg% :f@ months and either personal or

seguctural commltmee fA %
Similarly,‘ueing couﬁle:mea5ures, no $ignificant
-relationships are-found between how often the hquend.br
"wife takes care of keeping in touch with relatives and .
either personal or strectural/commitment. “
These data suggest t?atiwi‘h an increasing emphasis on

the nuclear family, there 1s a correspono ng decrease 1nrthe

1mpact of relatives and frlends on marital. stablllty and/or

cqmmltment. . ' | | .\b:)
) ) - .

Preposition 4. A prev1ous‘alvorce 1s inversely
related to marital commitment.

: No,51gn1f1cant reletlonshlp is found between the number
of times divorced,and~53rsonal commitment for either males:
(r=-.0134, p=.431) er females (r=-.0113, p=.442), but the
5§edictea direction is observed in that pereonal EOmmitmene
decreases with an*ihcreese’in the number of times divorced.

A related measure is provided by the variable which

indicates the number of times an individual has b en

married. It needs to be kept in mind that the data\treat
~couples who are living common law (18 in the sample) IR _the
' same way as those who are married. Some of the individual
who are presently living common)law were marrled in the

past. A near-51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp (r=.1101, p= 075) is

o




’

o . p o
Jﬁf found between personq%;cpmmitment and the number of* times

L4

, married foe males, ght no relationship (r=. 014 p=.426)
between personal commltment and the number of times. married
. for females (L1V1ng common law is coded as 1, marrled more
than once as: 2, and marrﬁéd only once as 3 so the signs of
the relatlonsh1p need td S; reversed), The breakdown of this

relationship (Figure 5.10) indicates that males who have,

+

never been married (i.e., those living common law) havé the"
lowest level of personal"cpmmitmeht (N=12, m=2.56). Males

married more than once (N=9;,display almost the same level

\

of personal comEEEEEHFx(m=2.6i)cas those living common law -

(m=2.56). Males married ohly once (N=151) display the

",/ Q e - A
. highest level of personal commitment (m=3.05). Females who

have never been married (N=16) also displad the-lqwest level
‘ofxpersonal Eommitmen: (m¥2.75). In contrast toemales,

ho&ever, females married more than’once (N=15) display the

highest level of persona. commitment (m=3.20), wﬁile those

married only once (N=147 .displday a somewhat lower level of
’ 4

personal commitment (m=2.%9). None of these differences,

however, are significant, ana should therefore‘be treated
. . ' .

[

with caution.

While the relationship between personal commitment angd
!
J
;nE{ber of t1mes dlvorced does not achieve 51gn1f2cance for

[

her males or femdles, the relationship hatween structural

’

r of times divorced is non-significant

commitment and rifd
for males (ra-.0083,-p;.458), but is significant for females

(r=-.1958, p=.006). It needs to be kept in mind that only 7
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1

mgles in the sampi%.reportvbeing divorced, whereas 18
{emales report being divorced. The negative rélationship
indicates that structural commitment tends to decréase aé
the number of times a female has been divorced increases.

.ki The breakabwnsoi this relationship (Figure 5.11) shows
that'there is ver litflé variation between those males who
have never been fivorced (N=158, m=6.00), those who have
. been divorced once (N=6, m=5.94), and those who have been
-diyorfed twice (N=1, m=6.00). In comparison, structural
cbhmitmentideclines signiticénfly when comparing females who
have never been Q}vdrced (N=147, m=6.05) with those who have
been"divoréed once (N=17, m=5.66), and those w§p have been
divorced twige (N=1, m=3.75): Stfuctural”cgmﬁflaént of
females ciearly decreases with the number of times’divorced.

Since the data provides information on those living .
'

common law, it is inter8st¥rg to note the comparative level

of s;ructural commitment. Structural commitment for both

3

males.and females living common law (m=4.48) is

[ ] o

signifiéantly lower than for those living in a traditional /S
marital relationship (m=6.15). .

A

Couplevdata. A‘strpﬁg-bositiVe relationship is found

‘between structural commitment and number of times married

for both males (r=.3689, pQ.OOO) and females (r=.4277,

* »

p=.000). Since those living common law were coded as 1,

those married more than once coded as'gtvand those married
6hiy once coded as 3, this indicates that structural -
commitment decreases as we move from those married only once
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to those marrled yore than once-to those 11v1ng common law.

No relationship was found in the 1nd1v1dua1 data
between strucpural commitment and the previous divorce of
males, but a negative relationship was found between
structural commitment and the previous divorce’of females.
Using the median split measure (see Appendi(/5.10), the
highest level of structural commitment is found among those
couples (N=4) where the wife has not been div6rced but the
husband.has (m=6.16) and amdng those'couples (N=143) where
neither husband nor wife has been divorced(m=6.04). Thus,
-high structural commitment tends to be associated with
N@n—diyorce on the part of females. The lowest level of
ggiucturaztcommitment is experienced \by those couples (N=15)
whéfe the husband has not been divorced but tie wife has
(m=5.53) and among those (N=3) where both husband and wife
lhave_experienced previous divcrce (m=5.67). Low[levels of
‘struchral commitment are associated with previous female
divorce. Analysis of variance indicates that these
differences are not significant, and must therefore be -
treated with caution.

A strong positive relationship was found in th?
individual data between structural commitment and numbe;1of
times married for both males and females, ipdicating that
stfuctur%l commitment decreades as we move from those
married only once to those married more than ohce to those

‘living common law. The median split method (see Appendix

5.11) finds the highest level of structural commitment
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(m=6.13) for those couples (N=132) in which both husband and

~\Ss

wife Have been married only once. The lowest léevel of

s N, .
structural commitment (m=4.75) is found among those couples

N=10) yhere both husband and wife have been married more
fhan\once or are living commo~ law. Intermediate levels of

sfructutal commitment are found for those couples where the

husband has been married only once and the wife has been

"'marxied more than once or 1s living common law (N=T14,

Ty

"m=5.65), and those in which the wife has been ‘married only

once and the husband has been married more than once or 1is
living cummon law (N=9, m=5.89). These differences between

groups are highly significant (F=8.689, SIG=.0000).

Proposition 15. Conservative religious affiliation
1s positively related to marital commitment.

Persongl commitment is not significantly related to the
S o
~
religious preferente of either the husband or th%Pyife. The
paftern of this relationship is indicated in Figure 5.12. No

(
demonstrable pattern ex _ts for the husbangd, but it 1s

1
i;ZereStinq that those classified as no religion demonstrate
the highest levels of personal commitment, while religiously
consefvative husbands demonstrate the lowest level of
personal commitment. Wives classified as none similarly

demonstrate the highest levels of personal commitment., Wives

generally demonstrate approximately the same level of
~

‘personal commitment as their husbands. ' most categories.

(-

The one exceptian is those of conseryative religious

affiliation where wives demonstrate a far higher level of
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personal commitment (m=3,12) than husbands- of conservative

religious affilgifion (m=2.78). Booth et al. (1983) argue
that fundamentalist groﬁps rankkﬁigher_on instability. They
suggest that ideological rigidity ;ay be countérproductive
in the reinforcement of marriage. In contrast, Glenn &
Supancic (1§84) sugé%st that higher divorce rates among

| consgrvétive denominations are contrary to what oné might

expecf,_given thelr stxong disapproval of diyorce. They

- \

sugiest tha£~1hes - 1ings may reflect a tendency for

. :CEONS to be attracted to these denominations after they
divorce or separate, and may also partly reflect” the lower

: socioecdnomic sta£us of persons in these denominations. A
méjor’redson may also be the strOng demands these
denominations make on the timé& energy, and money of ‘their
zéﬁggpnts, which may negatively affect marriages, especially
if the spouses are not aiso adherents.

Structgral commitment is significantly relc-«d to the
‘religious preferencé of both husband (f=.2960; p%;DOO)‘and
wife (r=.2349,‘p=.004), The lowest level of structural
gommitment (Figure 5.13) is demonstrated by those of no
religious affiliation (m=5.51 for malas and 5.55 for
females), with those of maihline,éenominati?ns being
somewhat'highea (m=5.92 for maleéggnd 5,97 for females) .
"Catholics demonstrate the ﬁext‘lé;él of structural
commitment (m=6.15 for males and¥§105 for females). The
highgst level of structural commitment 1s gpund among those
of conservative religious prgierence (m=6.49 for males and

$
\ »
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FIGURE 5.13 BREAKDOWN OF S’I'RUCIURAL}p!\NI’IMBﬂ‘ BY RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE
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6.44 for females).

*~ 77 Proposition 16. Religious participation is
positively related to marital commitment. - -

Individual data. The religious participation of both
males and‘feméles was provided by the frequency of church
. attendance during the previéUs four weeks.
Personal commitmeng‘is significantly related to the
religious participation of both males (r=.2646, p=.000) and.
females (r=.2227, p=2002).lStruqxura1 commitment is also
sigiif{,iwtly related to the réliégbﬁs participation.of both

males (r=..542, p=.001) and females (r=.2811, p=.000).

. :
Cuoupie data. When the couple” mean is used as the

measure of religious participation, a significant
relationship is found with both personal commitment
(r=.2523, p=.000) and structural commitment (r=.2738,

N

p=.000). In contrast,.yhen absqlute differences in religious
participation between husband and Qife are used as a
.measure? the rélatfonship between religious participation
N
and both personal commitment {r=.1030, p=.091) and
structural coﬁmitment (r=.0405, p=.304) 1is nop—significant.
Thus, as differences in religious participation between
_ husband and wifelincrease,’both personal commitment and'
structural commitment decrease.
% The median split method (see Agpendix 5.12)'dividés the
sample on the basis of thosé who never attend ‘church és

opposed to those who do attend church. A somewhat surprising

finding is that the lowest level of personal commit@gnt 1s

"
;3
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not found among those couples where neither spouse atteAds
church (N=90, m=2.88), but rather among those couples where
the husband never attends but the wife does (N=14, m=2.68).
~ Similarly the highesg level of pérsonai commitﬁent is not
found among those couples where both attend churéh,(N=63i§
m=3.13), but rather among those couples where the husbaﬁd
attends church but the wifé‘does'not (N=2, m=%.1§). It
appears, ﬁherefore, that the relationship between personal
commitment and religious participation is more cieérly

related to the husband's participation, particularly when ;‘* :

there 1s a difference in the religious pdrticipation_of:"wm_

(]

spouggs. The differences between groups, however, just\fa;14.
toachieve significance (F=2.402, significant at .069° -

level), and should therefore be carefuIly'interpré;ed.
In contrast (see Appendix 5.13)°, the lowest ;eve}}df“' .

structural commitment (m=5.76) is found among those gpupleép 3

iy
&

where neither spouse attends church (N=90'. fhe second p‘:a‘"

lowest level (m=6309) is, found aﬁoné thoée :orpfés whéré‘ﬁhg
husband does not attend but the wife does (N=1é). Onﬁég'i ’ii@;
again, the highest level of structu;aljcommitment (m=6.63) | iTi
‘is fouﬁd among those couples (N=2) where the hﬁsband atteﬁasvffé
but the wife does not, while a sligbtly lower level (m=6.33)i&§§

\ kg

is. found among those couples (N=59) where both attend - 'ﬁﬁ
f 2
church, These differences are found to be significant = i

(F=5,556, significant at .001 level).

-~

Proposition 17. Liberal divorce laws are inversely
related to marital commitment.

14
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N Individyal data. Personal commitment is not

significantly correlated with the approval of respondents
for making divorce laws tougher (r=.01§8, p=.415 for males

and r=.0099, p=.449 for females). An examination of the

breakdown of this relationship indicates that both males and,

females at either extreme of this variable have the lowest
levels of personal comﬂﬁtment {Figure 5.14). Those th' |
strongly disapprove of making divorce laws tougher have low
levels of personal commitment (m=2.69 for males and 2.71 for
females) and those who stronélf approve of making divorce
laws tougher have the 1owest‘levels of personal commitment
‘(m=2.68 for males and 2.63 for females). These findings are
father difficult to explain. It is plausible, however, that

those with the lowest levels of perSonal commitment would be
. : s N .

opposed to maki%g divorce laws tougher, since they may

[
]

alfeady be contemplating the possibility of divorce and
]wquld not want to be confronted by tougher divorce lawé. In
con:;ast, those who strongiy desire tougher divorce laws may
fegard external restraints as a key factor in the stability

of marriage, and such subjective factors as satisfaction,

adjustment, and the quality of marriage in general are not

~as important. These differences, however, are not

Y

significant, so these interpretations should be treated with

AN

-
. N
)

caution.

3

-

3,

" J‘-\ ‘ .
Structura&g%@&mitment shows a strong positive
correlation with respon@ents' approval of tougher divorce
~Q ! ' .

laws for both males (r=.3396, p=.000) and females (r=.1711,

-
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FIGURE, 514 BREAKDOWN OF PERSONAL OOMMITMENT-BY TOUGHER DIVORCE LAWS
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p=jOj4), with tbe relationship being stronQer oy m;}eﬁ £han
for females, and structural commitments being higpe§ AW
those who strongly approve of tougher divoTce l4Si A9
1ndlgated above,‘~ ose de51r1ng tougher diveorCe ;awg v’led
tend to regaré ext.nal restraints as an iméoftéﬂt £@c§@; in

maintaining the stability of marriage: They wOu} likely

.also demonstrate the impact of such restraints iﬂ kpﬁib own

marital relationships, resulting in a higher 1gvgl 0f

structural commitment.,
¢

Couple data. The relatlonshlp between pers na

commltment and the approval of tOugher divorce lﬂ“ “\ing

“‘fcouple mean measSurement, 1s non- 51gn1f1cant Cﬁ\ 313,

p=2345). When the absolute differences between 590 geﬁ s

used as the measurement, however a 51gn1f1c9nt ﬂe§¢t by

/ é61at10nsh1p (r=-.2106, p=. 003) 1s found betweQn Q{s N&*

commitment and approval of tOUghér divorce 1a%y Thjs

indicates that personal commitment declines “ith by
\

v

vy

cS?ﬂ!Sponding increase of differences betW¥een Hugbgﬂd yvid
wife in their approval or disapproval of tsugh%f giyopvg
lgéws.

A strong positive relationship is foung beWQQﬂ Qgg

. couple mean measurement of approval of toughét aiv {CX jaws

£

and structural commitment, indicating that Sfrhcturﬁl
commitment increases with tﬁ\\approval of toUdh,* ﬁ}VQY§
laws (r=.3280, p=.000). When the absolute dngQ{entﬂs

betweén spouses is used as the measurement of QQPPDJEQ ot

-~ ‘ .
. tougherédivorce\ié@s, the relationsh}p yith 5tBJCtU{al
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N

commitment is non- 51gn1f1cant (r=-.0966, p=.114), indicating

Y

that structural c@mmltmqpt decreases with an increase in the
f

dlfferences between’ éﬁ@uses 1n ‘their approval or disapproval

of tougher d@vofce laws. ﬁﬁﬁif \

The median split measurement ésee Appendix 5.14)
reveals a different relationship between structural
- commitment and approval og tougher divorcé laws. The deézést
relationship (m=5.70) 1s found when bbth'spouses disapprove
¢ tougher divorce 1§ws. A similar relationship (m=5.75) is
found when the husband disapproves and the wife épproves of
tougher divorce l%ﬁ;.:A stronger relationship is found when
the husbaﬁd approves and the wife disapproves of tougher
divorce laws (m=6.15), and the strongest relationship
between structural commitmeht and the approval of tougher
divorce laws is found when both spouses approve or tdugher
divorce laws (m= 6 38). These dlfferences between Lkdups are
significant (F=5.655, SIG=.0011), and'inaﬁcafe that/ high

structural bommitment tends /o be associated with the

~approval of toughér divorce. laws on the part of the male.

Foposition 18. 'The presence of children is \

itively related to marital commitment. h
. ‘,"1 «* N
A . : : . Co
This variable mea&ures the presence of children 1in the
. ‘ ) a

houseﬁold*at the timé(of the survey, and compares families
with thldren present to those who have none present No °
51gmillcant relationships are found between personal
commitment and the presence of children in the household

(r=.1023, p=.090), or between structural commitment and the

]
[

<~ RN
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pieéence of children in the houéehéld'(r=.0255( p=.372). The
relatlonshlp is in the predlcted direction, theVer with
personal commltment being. higher when- there are chlldren
present’ (m=3.117) than when there are no children present
(m=2.843). Structural Eommitment‘??ﬁalsé higher when there
“are children present (m=6.011) tﬁan when there are no

“ children present (m=5.964).

Propos1t10n 19. The presence of pre-school age
children 1s pos1t1vely related to marital ' /
commitm .

This variable ineluded three categories,'with those
having no children coded as 1g,those having school-age
.children only coded as 2, and those ﬁaVing pre-school age 7
| children coded as 3. There is a positive correlation between
pergonal commitmeﬂt'ghq\the presence of pre-school age
children (r=.1338, p=;0£bQ. The breakdqown of levels ‘of
perégnal commitment by the age of children indicates that
£hose couples with no children have Qhe lowest level of
personai:commitment (m=2.84), those.with'school age children
have a higher level of personal coﬁm}tmeht (m=2.95), and
those with pre-school age,children gave the highest level of
personal commitment (m=3.29).

The relatlonshlp between structural commitment and the
presence of pre-school’age children is not 51gn1f1cant.
(r=.0101, p=.449)._The breakdown of structural commitment AT
indicates that those with pre-school ége child™n haveithe
same level of strugﬁﬁral eommitment (m=5.97) as ﬁhoée with

j | | -

s

7
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no children (m=5.96). Those with school agevchfldren, on the
otherAhand, have a sligﬁtly higher level of structural ‘ _
eommitmenf (m=6.05). ) | .\\\
These findings are rather difficult to explain. They do
seem. to indicate’that pre~schooi'age children are nbe so
much seen as an external restraint against marital
dissolution (structural commitment), but rather as a source
of subjectlve satlsfactlon and bondlng (personal’
commitment). It 1s no surprlse that there are no significant
differences 1in straé‘aral commlﬁﬁent by age of children.
Children, regardless of age, can be seen as structural
barriers to separation. On the other hagd[vpre—school‘age
childreh woulé tenh to encourage higher lefels‘of emotional
response by theif veﬁy depencence, hich would.result ia
higher levels of personal comm.*‘menz. Thefdiffe:ences .
between groups, however, are not sggniﬁﬁcant.
v £
Prop051tlon 20 The number of children 15

positively related to marital commitment.

, Individual data. The relationship between personal

commitme;t and the‘@pmber of children is not significant for
either the husbana (r=-.0062, p=.468) or the wife (r=;.0317,
p=.340). " |

7 The relationship between'structuralvcdmmipment anthhe
number of children is‘significant for both husband (r=.1390,
p=.038; and wife (r=.1672, p=.016), but the relationship is

. somewhat stronger for the wife.
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Couple data. When the couple mean is used in the

measurement of the number of children, no relationship 1is
found between personal commitment and the numberof children
(r=-.0150, p=.423). When the absolute differencesAin the
number of children‘between husband and wife 1s used,
however, a éignificant neéative relationship'(r=—.1530;

. .
p=.023) is found between this measutre and personal \
commitment. I needs to bg remembered that there may be a
éifference.in the number of children f. husbands and wives
if either has been in a 'previous marriage or experienced
single pafenthood. An examinatiqn of this variable indicates
that in 152 cases (85%) there.are no differences in the
number of gﬂildren between husband and wife. There is a
difference of 1 child ir 10 cases, 2 children in eight
cases, 3 children in five cases, 4 children .n one casé,‘and
6 children in one case. 'Thus, aé absolute Jbifefenceq

TN
iqqrease in the number of chi}d{;n between quusei, personal
commitment tends to decfeiﬁé. These findings suggest that
the presence of éhildren from a previous rigstionship has a
negative impapt on_persqgé@ commitment, The‘implications for
’ \

blended marriages will feqijre further research and kk
g
analysis. ) -~
The median split measure (see Appendix 5.15) divides
3 .

the sample on the basis of those who have no children, as

opposed to those who have children. The lowest levels .of

‘personal commitment are found when the husband has children

but the wife does not (N=4, m=2.38), or when the wife has
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children but the husband does not (N=10, m=2.55). The’
highest levels of personal commitment are found when both
husband and wife have children(N=116, m=3.03) or when
neither has children (N=41, m=3.07). Although these
difierences are not significant, they lend some support to
the finding ghat the presence of cﬁildren‘ffom a previous
marriage has a negative impact on personal commitment.

‘A significant relationship (r=.1544, p=.024) is found
between structural commitment and the number of children of
couples, as measuréd by the coupie nean, indicating that

“structural commitmeht increases with an increase in the

number of chiléren of é couple. In contrast, when absolute

i‘aidiffe;ences in the number of children between husbauc and
wife 1s used, a near-significant negative relationship-
(rt—.i081, p=.084) is found between rhis measure &n-~
structural commitment. As absolute differences in ~ae number
of children between sp.uses increase, structural commitment
decreasés dramatically.

The median split measure (see Appendix 5.16) finds
approximately -equal levels of Etructural commitment among
those couples whererthe wife has children but the husband
does not (N=i0, m=5,66), thogg where the husband has
children but fhe wife does not (N=4 m=5.,69), and those in
which neither spouse has children (N=40,;m=5.75). The
highest level of structural commitment is demonstrated by
those couples where both spouses have children (N=110,

m=6.14). These differences are significant (F=2.5236)
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‘SI1G=.0597), and indicate that the presence of ch11dren é;Qm

a previous marriage has a negat;ve 1mpact on structdral
compitment, as well as bﬁ ﬁerébeel commltment. In fact, both
persohal and structural cemmitment are higher for those
couples who haveé no child;en, than for those ig which ejther

spouse has children: but the other has none.

L

»L‘PropositionIZi. Duratlon of marrta<§ 1s posmt1vely,
& related to maritd comm;tment
A non—&1gﬁ1i1cant
L 1 “Boe

between%personal @ommltm nt and the duratlon of marrlage of

_egatlve relatlonshlp 1s found .

males (r=-.0653, p=. 198) and femaies.(r 0696 p=. 183). The
breakdown of personal. commltment by duratlon of marrxage of
males (F{gure 5.15) reveals,that the highest level® “of
personal commitment is demohstrated‘§y tﬁose maptied.less'
than a yeerv(m=3.39); Those merried one to two years show a
s;.ght;deelige (m=3;18), while the lowest ievel ef persdnaL 
commit%ent i;‘experiénced by thoee married three to five
yearej(m=§§35). Those married six to.nine years demonstrqtef
the second highest level of personal comimitment (m=3,30),
follow1ng whlch there ‘is a consxsteﬂt decline in personal
commltment, reachlng its second lowest point for those
married.over 35 years (m=2.81).°

The breakdown of personal commitment by duration of
marriageyéf females reveals a similar pattetn A high level
of comﬁitment is.found for those females married ter 2 yeaYs
or‘lesel*The lewest leVel of personal qommftment 1s

experienced by those married three to five years (N=26,
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FIGURE 5.15 BREAKDOWN OF PERSONAL COMMITMENT BY DURATION OF MARRIAGE
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m=2,39). Females married six to nine years exhlblt the
{
highest level of personal commltment {m=3, 38) following

" which there is a consistent decline.‘Thése patterns suggest

that the highest levels of frustration in marriage are

.

. b
experienced between the third and fifth years of marriage.

This peried would frequently be associated with the

beginning of childbearing, which 1s related to a decrease in
* L4

marital happilness CBurg, 1970;»Campbell, 1975; Rollins &.

Cannon, 1574; Rollins & Feldman~1970). These differénces,
« _
however, are not significant for either males (F=1.098) or

females (F=1.363), and must therefore be interpreted witn
some caution. ; . ' RO
! \}L.’ . &

. o
A significant positive relationship 1s found between

structural comm,tment and the duration of marriage of males

r

(r=.2920, p=.000) and of femaleSi(r=.§O74, p=:000). The
breakdown of this relationship (éjgure 5.16)indicates that
the lowest level. of structural commltment is experienced by

those married less than. one year (m= 5 29) and that the

.level of structural commltment gEneralﬂy increases with an-

vP.h

increase in the number of years martied, reaching its
R . ’

'hﬂghest level for those married more than 35 years (mz .74).

These flndlngs 1nd1cate that personal commltment tends

decrease with ;he duratlon of marrlage whereas structural

-2
commitment shows a significant 1ncrease WIth the dpratlon ‘of
marriage. Personal relatlonshlps within marriage may weaken

with the passage of time, but external restrai@ﬁg_de?jnitely

become .stronger with the duration of mar;iage.tﬁfi.

LA
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FIGURE 5. 16- BREAKDOWN O STRUCTURAL CO!\NIT!\IENT BY DURA’l:IOIT{ OF MARRTAGE
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B. Multiple Regressidn Analysis

A number' of multiple regression equations were run with
personal commitégnt as the dependeni vafiable. The
abplication of muitiple regression_;naIysié,to the data
permits the prediction or eszimatién of a single dependent
variable from any number of.independént‘vériablés. This

indicates how much of the total variation in the dependent

K]

— -

variable can be explained by all of the independent
variables acting together, as well as the contribution of
each independent variable.when the effects of the other
independent variables have been éontrolled..Stepwise
regression analysis was ,used which“permits the variable that
explains the most remaining'criterion variance to enter the
equation at each step. .

The first regresgioh equatién included the tenﬁ
predictor variabies that were signif?;antly felated to
‘personal commitment, énd the second included an additional

a :seven:independent and contro; variables that had achieved
significant or near-significant (r=_08)'relatioﬁships with
personal commitme . A final eguation was run including
those variables which had entered the previous equations.
Four variables entered the regression equation in the
following order: male educational lgvel, male religious
participation (church attendance), male satisfaction with
family life, and the number of months the‘wife was employed‘

full-time during the previous year. These four-~wariables

jointly explained approximately 19% (ADJRSQ=.1879) of the



232

variance in personal commitment (See Table 5.5).

Two of the four variables entering the final regression
equation are measures of predisposing background
characteristics: male educational level and number of months
the female was employed full-time during the past year.
Personal commitment increases with an increase in male
educational level. Since those females employed full-time
fo; 12 months were coded as~1, those employed full-time frbm
I to 11 months were coded as 2, and those not employed »
full—timé were coded as 3, the positive correlation

indicates that personal commitment decreases with an

increass in the number of months females are employed
4 : Lo

full-time.
»

QPe remaining two variables are‘measures of total
interaction reward/tension balance (male satisfaction with
famiﬁy life), and of normative constraints (male religious

.
participation or church attendance). Personal commitmeht
tends to decrease with increase in male satisfaction with
family life, and tends to increase with increases in male
religious éarticipation.

The suﬁmary table (Table 5.5) indicates that the
multiple R ané the multiple RSdkincrease shbstantially as
each additional variable enters the regression equation.
With only the first variable (male educational level) in the
équation“ the multiple RSQ value is ,0980, but with all four
variables in the regression equétioﬁ the multiple RSQ value

b

"has increased to .2080. -
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TABLE 5.5 MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF PERSONAL COMMITh R™T

VARIABLES IN. THE EQUATION

3

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

P

BETA| CORR

PART
CORR

PARTIAL SIG
CORR

H Educational Level
H Church Attendance
H Satis. 'Fami]y Life |-
W Full-time Employ.

SUMMARY TABLE

.310] .313
.221] 265
.483|-.189
J161] L112

¥y

.308
.219
. 180 -
. 158

327"
.239

. 199
175

4,34] ,000
3.09| .,002
-.255| .02
2.24| .027

STEP |MULTR

RSQ 7

ADJRSQ

= (EQU) [SIG F

1 .3131
2 .3962
3 L4277

4 .4561

.0980

. 1570

.2080

. 18291,

.0924
. 1465
1675

. 1879

17.50]
14.90
11.86

10.37

.000
.000
.000
.000

- s ey
EdUC ° .
Level O

Church ,
Attendance
Sat*sfaction
Fam:!+ Life
Fuli-time
Employment

SN
— -
.ge'

N

A number of multiple regression equations were also run

with structural commitment as the dependent variable. The

first equation ingluded the thirty-one predictor wariables

that were significantly related to structural commitment,

and the second included an additional five independent and.

control variables that hgh achieved ;zéwificant or

near-significapt (r=.08) relationships with structural

commitment. A final equation was run including those

variables which had entered the previous equations. Five

variables entered' the regression equation in the following

order: individualism, number of times married for wives,
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wife satisfaction with family life, male religious
preference, and wife's happiness ip the relationship. These
five variables jointly explained approximately 45%
(ADJ%SQa.4472) of the variétioﬁ in structural commitment

» ' - .

(See Table 5,6).

9 AN egamination of the variables that.enter the -final

regression equation on structural commitment indicate that
three of the five variables are measures of total .

interaction reward/tension balance: individualism, -female

’

" satisfaction with family life, andsfemale hhppiness in the

marriage relationship. As individualism increases, the level

\
~

of structural commitment decreases. In contrast, female

satisfaction with family life and happiness in the marriage

are positively related to structural commitment. The

3
v

~remaining two variables which enter the regression equation
are measures of what has been theoretiéglly defined as -
normative constraints: the number of times the ferale has o
been married, and the religious affiliation of«the male. The
number of times the female has been married is not so much a.
measure of the.impact of divorce, since those who_weré |
married only once have a somewhat lower level of stfuctpral

o

commitment (m=6.09) $han those who have been married twice
(m=6.39). It is rather a measure of the impact'of living
common law, with those females who have never been married
showing a very low level of structural commitment (m=4.49).

The religious affiljation of the male suggests that

structural commitment increases as we move from those with
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TABLE 5.6 MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF STRUCTURAL COMMITMENT

VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

¢
PART,| PARTIAL Si1G
- PREDICTOR VARIABLES BETA| CORR| CORR| CORR T T
Individualism -.337|-.475{-.319| -.402 |(-4.66| .000
W Number of Times.
Married -.314 -.4?8 -.306| -.388 |-4.47] .000
W Satisfaction
Family .188| .40%| .158| ".212 | 2.31| .023
H Religious - } . o
) Preference, 161 ,296; .155 .208 2.27) .025
W,Happiness @ ‘ g
_ RelatiG¥siy .171| .305| .148f .200 | 2.17| .033

SUMMARY TABLE

STEP |MULTR RfQ |ADJRSQ|F(EQU) |SIG F|RSQCH| LABEL

»

—

.4749|.2255} ,2189 34.07| .000| .226| Individualism
2 |.5944.3533| .3421| 31.68| .000| .128| W Number of
: i Times Married
3 |.6545|.4284| .4135| 28.73| .0°) .075( W Satisfaction
} o Family Life
4 |.6698|.4487| .4293| 23.19| .000| .020] H Religious

i Preference
5 .6860|.4706| .4472} 20.09| .000| .022| W Happiness in
: Relationship
A\

L,

no religious affiliation (m=5.51), to those in mainline
denominations (m=5;92), to those affiiiated with different
branches of the Catholic church (m=6.14) to those affiliated
with conservative churches (m=6.49). . o
None of the measures of predisposing background
characteristics or of external constraints enteredfthé‘l
N ¥

regression equation on structural commitment.-Three of the

five variables entering the regression eguation are measures
’ : Y 3 .
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of female characteristics.

In summary, the multiple regression of the five
independent variables on stfuctural commitmgnt produced a
highly signif;;ant relationship, explaining approximatelyé
45% (ADJ§§Q=.§nm2) oﬁ tHe‘yariation in the~depende2§
variable. The summary table (Table 5.6) indicates that the
multiple R ahd'the @ultiple RSQ increaée substan%ially as
each additional variable enters the regression equation.
witﬁ only-the ﬁirst variable (individualism) in the
equ?tion the multiple RSQ valge 1s .2255, but with all five
variables in the equation it has increased to .4706. These
five variables therefore serve as powerful prgdictors of
st§uctd;al commitment.,

This chapter examined the relationship beﬁween various

. < N
indicators of marital stability and both personal and

structural commitment. The findings indicate support for

fifteen of the twenty-one propositions relating predictor
. . . &,

variables to either personal or structural commitment.

Support for the relationship between predictor
variables and personal commitment is not strong. A total of

eleven indicators were significantly related to personal

commitment, of which six were measures of socioeconomic

status. Four variables entered theﬁregression equatioh,
jointly explaining‘approximately 19% oY»the variance in
personal commitment.

In contrast, a total of thirty-twd\indicators were

significagtly related to structural commitment. Five
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3

yariabfé%fenteréd the regfessioé equamion,vjointly,
explaining approx&mately 45% of the variance in sfructural
commitment.‘ |

The ngxt chapter proQide;Ia summary of the key findings
for each of the four theoretical donstrudtg, as well~as a
discussion of the'significance of these findings. It also
examines the relatidnship beﬁween marital quality and
marital commitment, and concludes that, while there are
important areas of overlap, there are also significant
differences which justify a more detailed examination of
marital cdmmitment. A number of directions are suggested for

e

further research.



VI. CONCLUSIONS
¢ This study investigated how ‘the empirically established

correlates of marital stability are related to measures of

reward/tensinn balance, normative constraints, and external
restraints were related to personal and structural

'

commitment.

A. Summary of Findings

A considerable body of empirical researchﬁsupports the
hypothesis that predisposing backgr*ouhd Acharacteris"tics make
‘.an important contribution to marital stability. Based on
this research, seven propositions wefe formulated to test
the relationship between marital commitmgnt and measures of
age differences, age at first marriage, differences in
éducational level, female educational lével, wige
"employment, religious hbmogamy, and socioeconomic factors.
Tﬂese variables were exbected to be related primarily to
peréonél commitment.

Signifiéant rélayionships were discovered between four
variables énd_persénal“cqmmitment. All of these variablés
are measures of socioeconomic factors, and inciude male
‘level of education, the socioeconomic status indeﬁ, male
level of incomei and female lével of education.

Both male and female educatiocnal level are positiveiy}

reladted to personal commitment. Higher levels of education

238
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are associated with a greater degree of personal commitment .
Some suppoft’is found, however, for the propoéitiqn that
female graduate school"education 1s inversely related'to
mafital commitment. Females completing -a gradgate school
education demonstrate a lower level of personal commitment
(m=3;56)lthan those combleting a bachelor's deqgree (m=3.83).
A'similar breakdown of male level of education,‘however,
reveals a similar pattern. Males completing graduate school -
education demonstrate a lower level of personal commitm%nt
(m=3.63) than those completing a bachelor's degree (m=4.05)".
A further breakdown ofrgraduate educational level by
~educational level of spouse indicates that” the lower levels
6f personal commitment'gmong’individuals (both maléxanda

female) completing graduate level education are accounted

for by differences in educational Iével, particularly for
females.

While educational lével is positivelyvréléted to
pefsonal commitment for both,méles and feméles) itbis
negatively related to structural commitment for males
(r=-.1552, pﬁ.023), but tbis4relationship does not.achiéve
significance for females (r=-.0567, p=.234). As the.level of
education increaées, personal commitment increases
significantly for both malés and females., As the level of

education increases, structural commitment decreases ~

) +

significahﬁly for males, but shows no real change for

females. In other words, as the male's level of education

increases, external restraints become less important and
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internal resolve becomes morg‘important-in maintaining a-
- marriage. In contrast, as the femaié's level of education
increases, there 1s a corresponding increase in personal
commitment, but no-real chgnge ih‘stfuctﬁral commitment.
This fihding'is unexpected in-view of‘tge predictions
that as female eduéation inéreases, the external:barriers to
marital dissolutioq would decrease,'since the female would
have other viable alternatives to the marriage (Levinger,
1965; Nye et al., 1973; Lewis & Spanier; 1979).AThe.
correlation of wife eméloyment‘by female level of educetion
indicates tﬁat‘the likelihood of a female working full-time

]
lncreases w1th an 1ncrease in her educatlonal level

—
~
1

.2142, p=. 003). Also, female level of income 1ncrea§es as

the proportion of females working full-time increases

1

(r=.3342, p=.000). These increases, however., are not

accompanied by a dedrease in the'leéél of structural

commitment, as would have bEen expected.

‘s

~ This quggests that’external restralnts areg more
. \ :5 o é/
powerful among men at loher eﬁucatlonal level but have -

little 1nflu nce among men at.hlgher educatiOnal_levels,
where persoﬁzg re{gtionshipggzéome more importént._ln
contrast[ structufal commitmept shbws no. relationship»with\
female educational level, but it is- noteworkhy that the
lowest level.of structural comm1tmeat is fouhd among females
~at the graduate level, 1nd1cat1ng that external constralnts

have the least 1nfluence at thlS level

¢
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The relationships between éomﬁitmeht'ahé income .
demonstrate a différent pattern than reIatiénéhips between
qdﬁmitmen£ and education. While male:ino&ﬁe'is=positively
}elated to personal commitment (r=.2246, p=.602), female c
income 15§ qot significantly reiated_fo bersonal commitment ~
(§=—.Oi§1, p=.245). Male income is not sighiﬁicantly related

. § : S
to female incdme (r=-.0254,p=.574)f,wE ;}n conclude that an -
increase in male income 1s assc ‘ated with' 1 increase'in{
personal commitmgnt, but thdat ¢ increasé in female iﬁcohg"
may be associated yith a weaksnirg of pefsonéﬁ,commitmehtﬁ
'An. increase in female inéome e bé assogiated'with én;
increase in independence, th:* is Suppo§£ed.by the positive

relétionship (r=.3811, p=.000" bétween femalé_income and

individualism.

b t
of perSonal-commitment (m= 3/Q§\

wigﬁ a high levei

among .2 107 females whose

\

nnual income 1s below $10 000 \
(65% of the sample), the lowes level of p?rsonal commitment
(m=2:68) among the 46 feméles whose annual,1n¢ome 1s between
$10,000 andA$26,OOO {27¥ of the samble), %hd the ﬁigb&ét;
level of personal commliitment (m=§:35)'amoﬁé the 12 females
with an annual incore above $20, OOO (7 3% of the samplﬂ&

A fUrther breakdown of personal commltment by femalei
income by wife employment 1nd1cates that the hhgh level of

personal ¢ommitment among those maklng less than $ O OOO 15

gccounted for® primarily by females who @re.not working - o
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4nd'$20,000 (N=35, m=2.67). In contrast, the highest level
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outside the home. A substantial difference in personal’ *

\\\ .
commit@gnt is found Between those working full-time (N=17,
m=2.84) and those not working outside(thé home (N=54,
| w0 4 , | |
m=3.20). An even loﬁer level of personal commitment is found
> 7 5

-~

amdng females working full-time and making between-$10,000

of personal cometment 5 found among females working
full-time with an annual salary above $20,000 (N=10,

m=3.65). We can conclude\ﬁ%at females who myst work

S 0 ,

,;full—time at low sala}y levels\démonstratelthe lowest levels

of personal commitment. Females who do not work show

j

o substantiall§ higher‘levelsfbf personal commitment, but the

highest levels of'pegsonglfcommitment are found among
‘ ;ﬁg ‘I"‘
females at high salary levels, who are probably working at

the;level?df some'cgregr:, =

) g.f&_contrasting::?findi'ﬁg is that wife employment is '
n%gatiyely?related%gp str?ctural commitment Jr=,2691,
p;;OOQ)ﬂ‘Séructuraiizémmftment inc:éases as we move from

" those wives who are working full-time (m=5.74) to those who

\

“are working part-tiﬁef(m=é%03) to those who do not work

outside the home (m=6.26%. In addition, the attitude of tle
. - . ~r
husband, to his wife's employment has a definite effect on

-

~bothgpersonal and strucfurél commitment. When the husband

2

”

ﬁércejves the efféfl éf hié wife's working as p&sftive; bot
pergénal a@d structural commitment are higher thaﬁ whenlge

perceives the eﬁfect ag‘negative, and this is particularly

.true for thbée:wivés &hb work full—time;

;
¢
H

; 4

i



~relationship (r=.1233, p7.060) is found between structural

: | T ¥t

KA
1

In summafy, éocioeconomic indicators are péSiiiVer
related to personal commitment, pg;ticﬁlarly for males. Male
education, fémale'education,-male income, and the
socioeconomic status index are all pds}tively related to
personal commitment. Wife employment is negatively related

to structural commitment, and male education is negatively

-

related to struckyral commitment.

No relationshjps are found between either persdnal or
~ e . s .

structural commitment and age.differences between spouses,

age at first marriage, differences in educational level, or

religious homogamy. -A neayisignificant positive relationship
1s found between structural!Cpmmitment andrmale age at first
marriage (r=.1056, p=.089), indicating that structural

commitment tends to increase with an increase in male age at

first marriage. Similarly a near-significant positive

-

commitment and religious homogamy. When age at first

marriage is correlated with the number, of, times an

. &

~individual has been divorced, a signggicant negative

relationship (r=-.1981, p=.004) is found between female age
at first marriage and the number of times Qhe€§%male has ’

4

been divorceg.
@
[] 4~.
The second general proposition asserts that the total
interact ion reward/tension balance within a marriage is
related to personal commitment. Four propositions were

formulated to test the relationship between marital
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commitment and the variables measuring marital Satisfactionr
individuglism, mafital violence, and interperSohal
perception. A rather surprising finding is that most
measures of the four propositions are related to strdctural
commitmentvkand that only two measures are related to
bersonal commitment (husbend's eaﬁisfaction with family

life, and husband's interpersonal perceptlon)

T
e

Flve varlables measured the relatlonghlp between {.“i:’
mafital'satlsfactlon and structural commitment, and all of
these.measures are significant., Positive relationships are
fbuqd between structural commitment and male heppiﬁess in
theg;elationship (r;i1943, p=. 006)' female happinesé\ﬁn the
relatiohshfp (r=.3050, p- 000) imalé’ satlsfactﬂon WLgh //;q-

. > I [N
tamily 1life (:=.292@, p— 000) ,Mtemale satisfgct}on w1th \%ﬁ%;_?
family life (r=.4088, p=.000), and tge comp051te scale of ﬁwq}&
marital satisfaction (r=.2756, p=.000). We can therefore , T
concludelthat thefe is a strong positive relationship
between marital satisfaction and structural commiiment, and ,c
g%atutﬁis 1s particularly the case for females. 5o sf

TR 5

While a”strong poeitive relationship is found b%tweeh”m
structﬁral commitment and the reported satisfaction wifh
family life of both males and females, a surp;ising finding
is that reported satisfaction with family life is negatively

)

. \ o |
relaﬁ%dfto personal commitment at a non-significant level

‘ s . o
.for females (r=-.0531, p=.244), but at a significant level
for males (r=-.1883, p=.006). There is no clear explanation

for this finding. Macionis (1978) suggested that marital
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structure may{intervene.betweén persons, so that with the
passing of time individualsnihcreasingly "take each other
for granted; in theif interactions, with the resuléithaé
structure actually weakené'felatioﬁships. In other words,
strong gtructurél commijpment may be associated with weak
'personal commitment. An examination of the data, however,
reveals that the relationship between structural éomﬁitment
and satisfaction with family life is even stronger for
females (r=.4088) than for males (r=.2924), but the‘levei of
their personal'commétment does not change with changes 1n
satisfaction with family life,

The measure of individualism 1s a composite 1index
consisting of five variables. This individualism index
demonstrates a very strong negative relat®nship {(r=-.4749
p=.000) with structural commitment, suggesting that
structural commitment decreases as individualism increases.
Structural commitment decrgases with the approval by
individbals of the following: a married woman wgrking if she
has pre-school agé qhilaren, and a husband capable of
supporting her?ﬁa married couple not bearing or rearing
children; a couple living toge%hgr without being legally
married, two men or two women openly living together in a
"marriage-like" relationship; and a married person having
sexual intercourse with someone else's spouse.

Growing concern is expressed over'the increasing

incidence of marital and family violence, and its.possible

impact on marital stability. Some evidence® is found for the

*
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hypothesis ‘that marital v1olencé contributes to a decrease
" in marital .commitment..The data provide repOr s by both .
males and femalgs that either spouse insulted or swore at
the other, or that elther spouse stomped oet of ,the room or
house. The increase of the above behaviour is associated
with a decrease in str&ctural commitment, but is unrelated
. 9
to personal commitment. The variables measuring whether the
indiv%dﬁal has ever been punched or beaten by another
person, whether this happened as a child or an adult, and
how often it happened were unrelated to either personal or
structural commitiment.
Five variables measuring three diffgrent‘levels of
N\
e . . \\\
intgrpersonal perception are available in the datas- Of
these, only the atcuracy of the husband's interpersonal
perception (measuring LEVEL III perception) is related to
personal commitment*(r=—f1505,%p=.040). It may appear rather
surprising that it is the husband's rather than the wife's
‘1nterpersonal perceptlon that 1is relatec to pers ']
g &
@.d \9
(Dymon®} 1953; Luckey, 1960) have fouhd wOﬂgn to be no more -

commltment. Studies of sex dliferences 1n percept1 n$°

or less perceptive or insightfalvthan men. .I1f thlS ¢ ¢he
case, then we can assume that those husbands w@oaake more
accurate in their interpersonal perceptTUh would be more
"sensitiye in theilr .interpersonal relationships, and that [
\this-woagd contribute to atgreater sense of personal '

commitment within the marriage relationship.

.
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The third general proposition suggests that normative

constraints make a contribption to marital commitment that

s

1s independent from structural constraints, and such .
oot N

constraint= -re prim$rily related to structural commitménﬁié'
. RS - ' ’
Five pgopositions were formulated to test %he relétionship
between marital commitment and the variable$ measuring
social affiliations, kinship ties, previous divorce,
conservative religious breference, and religious
participation. SgrUCtural commitment iﬁc?eases with the
number of adults in the neighbourhood known by name by
either spouée, but this relationship is significant only for
males. Similarly, structural commitment increases with the

4 -

frequency with which individuals get together with

neighbours for a chat, but this relationship is significant

only for females.'No rela&ionships are found between
strucfural commitment -and the frequency of visiting fn;ends
who live 6utside the neighbourhood. This méy'simpry reflect
the fact that many peopfe'é friends may live in the same

neighbourhood, and consequently this variable would not be a

v ’ s . .
good measure of social affiliations. The strong relationship

‘ betweensstrictural commitment and length of time lived in

3

Edmonton or in the gresent residence indicates that low ¥
mobility is associated ‘with high strugfural commitment.

The evidente suggests that the impact of social
affiliations on marital commitment is somewhat mixed. The
more direc£ measures of social affiliation indicate a rather
weak relationship, which suggests that others have

Yoo : @a

wWe

A
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increasingly less influence on ouﬁ“decisiong; On t%e other

‘ hand, indirect measures of .the length of time lived in the
same residence or in Eémonton suggest that High mobiiiti‘mayf
be associated with a decrease in social integration, with a
corresponding decrease in structural commitment. *

Strong kiéship ties are noﬁ éssoéiatéd with marital
commitment, but the relgtiénéhip between structural
commit%ent'and strong kinship ties is in the predicted .
directionm, and almost achieves significance for females
(r=-.1073, p=.4). A recent study (Bellah et al., 1985)
juggests that we are ambivalent about kinship.in our
individualistic society. On the one hand, family 1s valued
highly as one of thé contexts in which others can be counted
on nearly unconditionally but, on the other hand, we are
wary of the possible restraints that kiﬁship invqlvements
may place on"our individual decision making.

A previous @ivorce is not related to either the
P

personal or structural commitment of males. A strong

5
ang_p;evious divorce on the part of females, but no

negative relationship is, found between structural commitment
. 4

relationship 1s foundAbetwegn‘personal commitment and
previous female divorce. A frequent finding is that‘femaleé

" are more likely to.initiate a divorce than males (Goode,

1956; McKie, 1982) The individual who initiates a.divorce
must realistically confront the external constraints against)
securing a divorc@, and these constraints would subsequently

be less threatening and stigmatizing. Although previous.
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,divorge ls not'related to personal commitment for eitHér

“U‘males or females, a rather int erestlng finding of the median
:'O"! )
g'splrt'measurement is that the hlghest level of personal

}fﬂcﬁmmltment is found " among those couples where both husband

and w1fe have exper1enced a prev1ous divorce. Previous
( -
dﬁvorce may be assoc1ated with an 1nternal resolve to make
e
the present'marrlage work, but 1t 1s-also associated with

‘

the weakenlng of external barriers to future marital

breakup, particularly for females.

-~

: Conservatlve re11g1ous aff1$1at10n>1s not related to
bersonal commltment, but a rather 1nterest1?%:61nd1ng 1s
that the- lowest level of personal commitment for males is
found among(those of conservatlve religious affiliation. In
' -conﬁrast, eheﬁhigﬁest_level of etructuralgcemmitment is
feand'among'tEOSe of conservative religious affiliation.
Religioivr ﬂectrine may be seen as an external barrier
against soli}ng ‘a marriage, but it shows no necessary
relatlonshlp;%o resplve to make the marrlage work, or to
improve the qgall{y of marrlage. In fact, the. perceptldQ of
strong external harrlers to divorce may contrlbute to a
weakening of perf“ 1 commltment, because the stability of
the marr¥hge is ived to be more'dependent‘en the
theelogigal barriers to divorce thah on buiid&pg strong $
personal relationsﬁips. It may also be possible ehat.
conservative religioue affiliation is associated with more.
traditicnal,role.relationshipe‘in marriage whﬁch-emphasaze

instrumental rather than expfessive relationships.

ol >
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Religious participatiqhvis strbngly related .to both
personal and structural commitment for both males.;hd
females., This finding'is in keeping with a vaéf amount of
research literat@re. | |

We can conclude that social affiliations, the
experience of previous divorce 96 the part of“femaleé}
conservat&veAreligious affiliczion, and réligious
partiq@gation are normative constraints that inflﬁence the
level of structiral commitment within the ma-riage ‘
relationship. |

\ The fourth general proposition indicates that external
constraints on marriage relationships ﬁre related to o
structural commitment. Five pfopositioﬁk\set out the
expected. relationships between structural commitment and the
variables measuring fhe approval of tougher divorce laws}
the presence of children, the ;ge of children, the number of
children, andithe aﬁration of marriage.

The approval of tougher divorcé laws is associated with
the. structural commitment of both méles and females. The
existence of tougher divorce laws would serve as an'éfterggl
constraint against the tefmination of marriage, but would

not necessarily be related to improving ‘the quality of

. ] B : o ‘I)
marriage, or the inner resolve to make marriage work. An

interesting finding is that the lowest levels of personal

~
commitment are found am..ig those who strongly approve of

making divorce iaﬁs tougher as well as among those who

~ strongly disapprove of making divorgé laws tougher.
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It has long been argued that children have a positive
‘impact on marital commiément, and that children wo: mainly
serve as external constraints against'dissolving the
Jnarriage. It~is found, honever that structural commitment
35 not related to either the presence of children in the
household, or to the age of children. Structural commrtment
is positivelyy related to the number®cf children, which
indicates Ehat structural commitment increases with an
increase in the number 6f4children. The presenee of
pre—schpol age children is related to personal commitment,
with the highest levels of personal commitment . found among
spouses with pre-school children. These findings lend
support,to the research of Yankelovich (1981), who suggests
that:today's parents expect to make fewer sacrifices for |
their children than did parents in the past, and that, nearly
two—thirds of all American parents reject the idea that
parents should contlnue to live together for the Sake of
the1r chlldren desplte the fact that the parents are unhappy
with each other. Parents also feel that although it involves
"spending lessitime with their_children, they_shbuld be free
- to live their egn lives. 4 “ |

As predicted, the duration of marriage is also
positively related to structural commitment which indicates
‘that structural commitment increases with an increase in the
duration of marriage.

In summary, the approval of tougher dlvorqe laws the

duration of marriage, and the number of children are

k
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positivgly reiated'to ;Eyuctufal commitmenﬁ for béth males
and females. The presence of children and the age of ¢

children are nég related to étructural commitment, but the
presence of pre-school age children is related to personai
commitment.
¥ -
The multiple regression of prédictor variables pn
personéi cémmitmeﬁﬁ results in the entry of fpuf variables
~in the regression eguation, which jointlyAé§pla§n
approximately 20% of the variation in personal commitment.
The multiple regression analysis indicates tbaﬁ nersonal
commifment is strongly related to predisposing nackground
éharactefistics, and ﬁhat male variables are better
predictors of personal commitment than female variables.
'The multiple regression of predictor variables on
structural commitment .results in the entry of five variables
jointly ekplain&ng approximately 45% of the variation in
structural commitment. Threé of the variables are measures
of total ‘interaction reward/teﬁsion balance‘ﬁindividualism,v
female satisféction with family life, and femaﬁg?happiness
in marriage).pThe;Other‘two variables'are measu;e% of
7 ﬁormat;%e constraints (the number of times the<;eméi§ has
P : ' \
bBeen married, and the religious affiliation of the male).
ThiStstudy has investigated the relationships bethen
measures of mariFal commitment and variecus indicators which
were found to be felated to mafital stability in recent
'empiricél research. fhe primary éttempt ﬁo’pléce many of

these empirical findings 1in thég;etiéal perspeétive (Lewis &
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Spanier, 1979) relates“many of these 1nd1cators to. marital
stablllty through their contrlbutlon to-marital ﬁuallty The
present study made the‘ua51c assumption that the proposed
indieators_may~be relatedvto marital stebility.through their
possible coftribution to marital commitment. |

The question that refiains to be answered is whether
marital quality and marltal commitment are essentlally the
same, Or whether they dlffe in important respects. It 1is
certalnly to be expected t 't there will be a great deal of
overlap,~1n that marriages demonstratlng hlgh ‘quality should
also demonstrate hlgh commitment, ang, marriages
demonstrating low quality would)normally be expected -o
demonstrate low commitment. Are there any~Systemetit
variations which would help to eXplain the anomolou:
.flndlngs of hlgh quallty/low stablllty -and low qua11 ¥ hfgh
stability marrlages?

The data contain four measures of marital quelity: male
and female measures of'satisfaction with family life; and
male andvfemale meesureshof happiness in the.marital
relationship. A”sf?oho‘positive relationship is founo
between structural commitment and male satisfaction with

{
“family life (r=.2924, p=.000), female satisfaction with

family life (r=.4088, p=.000), male happiness in the g
relationship (r=.1943, p=.006),ﬁ§nd female happiness in the
. relationship (r=.3051, p=.000). In contrast, personal

commitment is negatively related to male satisfaction with

family life (r=-/1893, p=.006), but is not related to the
KA ‘?’ . . . ‘
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other measures of marital quality. / Ea
. . o M . - ":?"J‘/ .
The relationships between marital commitﬁent and the
@

indicators’ of- marxtal stablllty used in th1§ gludy were then.

|

feompared to the relatlonshlps between thgse same 1nd1cators

’and the meaSures of marltal duality. As ‘expected’, a large

numberoofﬁlndlca+ors showed 51m11ar relatlonshlps t1 marital

commltment and to marltal quallty, dlcatlng that marital
' C

‘;ﬂcomm1Xmept and macltal quallty¢are taéﬁ\ng some of the same
dfﬁen51ons of marltal stab111ty‘ BGt some important

J

CVHEfﬁerences were also fouﬁd, 1nd1cat1ng that marital
) \,j g
commltmen% is tapplng some‘ﬁlmen51ons of marital stablllty

: v
‘that mafltal qualluy does not.

The’ composate socioeconomic index is positively related

e

o tofpersonal commltment (r=.2532, p=. 001), is negatively

‘5‘!.., Ce

s

: related td*female éatlsfactlon with family life (r=-.1752,
_p;,016) but 1svnob.relared to any -other measuree of marital
{ quallty Female satisfaction with famlly llfe ‘tends to
decllge %1t91an increase in socioeconomi¢ status, but
~{gﬁ-r'\sona”l'comrﬁ\itment tends tqgancrease in comparlson ThlS
Q[»l ?may be an example of low quallty/hlgh stab111ty marriage,
'y - where the quality of marriage is low for the female, but the
«elationship is maintained because of tﬁ?‘socioeggﬁomic

‘rewards in the marriage which contribute to high personal"

commitment. 3

A 51m11ar relat1onsh1p is found with respect to number

of chlldren pﬁ both husband and wife. Number of children of

~”Fthe husband is 'positively related to structural commitment

/

o aen



(r=.1390, p=.038), but is negatively related to male
happinéss in the relationship (r=-.1346, p=.037) and to
female happiness in the relationship‘(f=—ﬁ2141, p=.002).

Number of children of thi;wife is positively related to »

structural commitment (ré.1672, p=.016), but is negétively
. B f‘/ . . . .

related to female happiness in the relationship (r=-.1484,

3

p=.024). In contrast, the number of children of either .-
husband or wife is not related to satisféction with family
lifei.This finding indicates that the number of children pgs ‘ "
a negative impact on happiness in thé-marital’relaggonship{;*
but that it does not affect happiness with family’iifefﬂadé';
it does contribute Y0 é;eater structural commitment. Whilé
the socioeconomic index is related to low marital qualiéy A
and high ‘personal commitmeht, number of children is'reléted
to‘lbw marital quélity and high structural‘commitment;

A nﬁmberfof variables are related to measures of
marital commitment, but are not related to meﬁfures of
marital quality. Duration of marriage i's related tﬁ,highﬁ

s

structural commitment (r=.2920, p=.000),.put'is not @%ﬁﬁ
significantly related to either male or femdlefséﬁﬁsféction
with family life, or to male or female happinéss in the
marital relationship. |

Male educational level is positively related to
personal commitment ?r=.3131, p=:OOO) and negatively related
to structural commitment (r=-.1552, p=.023), but shows no

significant relationships’ to any of the measures of marital

quality. As male educational level increases personal
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 c6mmipmént increases and structural commitment decreases,
but maritalcquality shows no change with differences in
,educationai leQel.‘Similarly, male income is positively
l'related.tq personal commitment (r=.224é, p=.002), but is not
" significantly related to measures of marital-quality. A
similar relationship is found for male rgligidSB
participation or church attendance. Male church at;endance
is related to both personal cg;mitment (r=;2646, p=.000) and
structural commitment (r=.2541, p=.Q01), but is not related
to either male or female measures of satisfaction with
ffamily iife, or'to‘male or female ﬁeasures of happiness in
‘the marital relationship. It can be concluded‘tﬂét a number
of indicators of mérital stability are related to'marital
coﬁmitment, but aré“ndt,reléted to marital quaiity.

| Tﬁere‘are also a number of variables that aré related
to measures of‘marital.quality, but are-hot related to
measures of marital cémmitment. A ﬁegative relationship
(r=-.1863, p=.007)? is found between the measure of violence
that indicates that an individual has been punched or beaten
by another and_maletéatisfaCtdon with family iife. No ‘
~relationship isvfouna‘between this measure of violence and
" elther personal or structural commitmen€$fTh§ experience of

_ v . Uy :

~violence tends to decrease marital qualifiy

;7 -

impact on marital commitment. R PR

A number of the measures of interpersonal perception '

are negatively related to measures of marital quality,

/indicating‘that,és the accuracy of interpersonal pérceptioh

4
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decrezses, marital quality"also tends to decrease. These
measures of intérpersoﬂal pefception (with the exception of
the husband's integpersdhal pgfception index;\; e noﬁ
related, however, to marital éoﬁhitment.i A

We can therefore conclude';hat, 5lfhouéh'there is a
 great deal of overlap between marital quality and marital
commitmeﬁt, marital commitment systematically measures
different facéts of marital stability than what {s being
measureg by marital quality. Evidence is found to support
.ihe supposition that certain low quality marriages may
demonstrate hiéh levels of stability because of a highplevel
éf personalzand/or structural commitment. Evidence 1is aiso
found that certain vafiables which'are‘unre}ated to measures
of marital qﬁality, nevertheless make an important *
contributio; to marital’commitmenpxﬁAlso, variables
~‘unrelated to marital commitment sﬂbw consistent.
relationships to marita; quality. |

It is thereforekzoncluded_thét measures of marital "
commitmentusystematically differ‘from meaéures of marital
quality in impbrtant areés.vln brder to havé a complete and |

accurate understanding of marital stability, it is necessary

to more fully investigate the impact of marital commitment.

B. Directions for Further Research
This Gfudy makes an important contribution to the
analysis of marital stability.*arlier studies have been

primarily devoted to discovering'demographic correlates of .
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marital stability, but have lacked a clear theoretical focus
Tﬁ??IE‘E‘Eiatt 1970+ Spanler & Lewis, 1980) oThose studies
that have prov1ded a theoretical approach (Johhson 1978;
Glayton, 1975; Reiss, 1980)° fail to*provide empirical

[3

support for their formulaticns. More recent‘atrempts to
unite theory and_ehpiricai research (Levinger, 1965; Nye éﬁ
al., 1973; Lewis & Spanier, 1979) have concluded thath .
marital quality is the key determinant of marital stability.
- Marital quality, homever, fails to account for low
gquality/high stabilrty marriages cr high quality/low
stability marriages. This study provides preliminary
evidence that marital commitment is capable of providing
explanations %cr some of the previous anomalies, ‘and that
marital commitment sysfematically differs from marital
quality in its relationships to empirical predictors of
mapital stability.
A glarlng weakness of much of the previous research is

that it is based on the responses of one: famlly member only
(Olson &_MCCUbbln, 1983), and fails to take account of the
fact that marriage is characterized‘by intera%éion between
husband and wife, and consequently requires a consistent
comparison of husband-wife scores. This study is.uniqhe in
that it gathered data from both members of the marital dyad,
making it possible;to,analyze the impact of similar. and/or
discrepant husband-wife scores. It .is-difficult to make
COmparfscns utilizing this datalbase because other studies

have not utilized this approach. This approach does help to
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7
L ey

explain many of the unexpected findings ptiiizing indixidual .

response¥y from husband and wives. The anaiyses provided in~

the fir#fngs and discussion chapter reveal that couple data
adds important clarification of Pelationships in the

.y following areas:

1. Proposition 2 - Age at first marriage.

w o
|

2. Proposition Spousal differences in educationalj
levgl.

3. Proposition 4 - Graduate school éducation. ~

4, Proposition 7 - Socioeconomic index.

Marital satisfaction:

5. Proposition 8
6. Proposition 10 - Marital violence.
7°.  Proposition 14 - Previous divorce.

8. Proposition 16 - Religious participation.

9. Proposition 17 Liberal divorce laws.

<

10. =--oposition 20 - Number of children.

Future research will need to utilize this method, and will

~

‘need to develop further methods for analyzing the meaning
and significance of discrepant scores.

one of the significant findings of this study is that

l

~ commitment, particularly structural commitment, is a strong
" variable in terms of its relationships with those correlates

: which have been unguestionably related to marital stability

" W13 in préQious empirical research. Of the ten variables related

h'J:to personal commitment, seven were significant at or beyond

the .01 level, and‘threé of%these were significant at or

beyond the .001 level. The strongest predictor (male level,
8 T

O



26"

of education) explained nearly 10% (r=.3131) of the
variation in personal commitment. The reéression of four
variables on personal commifment explains 20% of the
va;gance in personéi commitment. Of the thirty-one .variables
felaéed tovstructural.commitment, ﬁwenty-one are'SignificanE
at or bgyond'the .61 Eg?;l, and sixteen are.significaﬁt at \
or beyond the .001 level. The strongest predictor of
structural‘cémmitment (individualism) explained nearly 17%
(r:.408§7.of fhe variéﬁ;e in structural commitment. The
regressibn‘of‘fiQe variables on strﬁctural comhltment
explains 45% of the variance in structural commitment.

The results.of this'study indica;s thgt further. .
research should be carried out with respecé.to marital
commitment and its relatidnshipéftq marital stability..A'
number of suggestions can be made to incféésé the
‘(Deffectiveness of future studies.
‘ The key ;equirement for further rgsearch in the area of
marital commitment is the clarificaﬁioh and elaboration:of
.the-concepg of commitﬁent, particd§£t1y personal commitment.
‘The con{ept of commitmen£VUSed in this‘study s
theoretiqally based on Johnson's((1978),formulapion,'bu£ is
not d direct replication of his sﬁudy because of Ehe
inability to secdfe his quebtionnaire,‘and because the
number of que;tions submitted for inclusion in the Edmonton
Area Survey had to be festr{cted. The personal commitment
scale 1s based on only'four items which achieved an alpha of

N\

.60626. Despite the fact that the scale did not achieve an
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accgﬁtableiaevel of alpha, it was used for other theoretical
and methodological reasons. The researsh indicates that its
uée'provides important exélaﬁatory benefits in understanding
commi tment, and that peréonal and structural commitment
demonstrate‘consistent difﬁerences. Neventhelésé, as already
indicated, it is quite appéfent that the personal commitment
scale does not provide a consistent measure. Problemsqof
formulaticn qu opetationaiizatﬁon require further
" development.

In the area of férmulation, the matter of definition
requires further clarification. Johnson defines personal
commitment as a strong personal dedicgtion (1973), or as a

determinatign to continue (1978), including attitudes,

definition of self, and internalized moral obligation. In
. _ ) . R

; ) 3 .
its most basic ‘sense, personal commitmengﬂneeds to outline

the kinds of conditions urider which tefmiﬁ%;ion of the
relationship becomes a viable consideratiQﬁiisuch as,

physical'illness (length and duration), méhﬁé&nillness

(length and duration), incarceration, econgm§$;disaster,

51{} RO {’ ‘
lack of economic support, emotional and/or pﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁal
IR

incompatibility, unfaithfulness, loss of attrggii?ehess,
marital violence, and other possible factors. v

The problem of operatiOnélization'of peréonal -
cohmitmeht is to develop‘a scale whica provides different
levéls of commitment. The Spanier Dyadic Adjustment Scale -

(Spanier, 1976) seeks to provide different levels in its

six-point scale. The highest level of commitment is
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represen’ eé¢ by the':tatggf;t: "I want desperately for my

r-:atisnsh.p to succeec and would go almost to any length

- _ se tla' it does.' e lowest level is represented by the
state™snt: "M, .onship can never succeed, and there is
nothing mc .sat I can do to keep it going." This scale,.:

however, is -ery general, and fails to relate personal ..

o

commitment to the kinds of practical conditions which ma
either erode or strengthen a gelationship. Personal
commitment also needs to be able to differentiate between’
thé kind of approach which regards the continuation of the .
relationship as a negative, ‘onerous responsibility, and that
which defines marfiage as a positive opportunity for
confinued growth and fulfillment for both partners. Such ..
continuation 1s not merelyké matter of personalfdesire, but

i ; S
of discipline and willihgnéss to take practigafxactions to
make outcomes confgrm to expeétations. It is no just the
strength of my personal desire or dedicatiop, but also what
actions I amwilling to take to make my ma{riage work that
determine§ the level of my personal commitment.

Since the design and data collection of the present
study Qas completed, a number of other studies have
addressed the issue of commitment"in marriage (Olson, n.d.,
Staﬁley, 1986). A number.of possible directions are

suggested for further research. - ﬂﬁ. * ,\\—//ﬁ\\

The Olson study is presently in the process of
analyzing data from over 300 couples using several new
dimensions of maritaléFommitment, including personal-

|
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.attitudes to marrlage, %ﬂmeasurement of théntlal reactions
J
should the marrlage end and some behav1oural steps each-
partner would be pr%Bared to take in order to 1mprove the

G

. The measure of behavioural steps is

‘marital rg lationsh
/'rather ﬁgak, ho%gié;, in that it asks whether the partner .
would bé willing to take these steps, rather than measuriﬁg
how often (within a particﬁiar time frame) the partner has

actually taken such Steps. No information is preséntly
available as to -how the particular ltems correlate to each
subscale or the general scalefofvmarital'commitment.

The Stanl%§ study has developed a Commltment Inventory
composed of a total of 66 items. This" Inventory is broken

down into 11 subscales with 6 items in each subscale. The

subsca Eh'measure the following: social pressure, morality
L 5 ) ] ‘ - ! : .

of divorce, structuralvinvestments, availability of

partners, meta cﬁmmitment, disclosure investments,
alternative monitoring, relationéhip agenda,- willing to
develop/have couple identity, primacy of rélat?oﬁship, and
satisfpction with sécrifice. Theoretically, these gubsca]es
can be combined to measure constraint commitment (composed
of the first fouf subscales) and personal .dedication
commitﬁent,(composed of the last éeven.subscaies). The °
coefficient alphas for the eleven subscales range frsm .79
N
to .94, demonstrating a high level of internal con51stency{
The data suggest that each-pf these scales correlateé

significantly and positively with a relationship status

variable (regular daiing, serious dating, engagement,

+
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marriage) It is ev1dent that further attempts to-reflne and
1mprove the measure of commltment would beneflt greatly from.
this research. : ? ' ?_ﬂ' x 'fﬂ.;{g%
Further research in’ the area of marital: stabll1ty neéﬁs
to give serlous‘con51deratlon to the developmenr of a“
longltudlnal study. Whlle the measures of both personal and

b

structural.comm1tment are clearly related to correlates/of

marltal stab111ty eslabllshed by prev1ous emplrlcal M a’“frmr
v research, the development of a longitudinal- study would:“
provide much’stronger evidence of this relatlonsh1p
Marrlage.lg 1ncrea51ngly recognlzed as a process whlchlis'
;subject to, change over time. The question remains whether it
is p0551ble to make accurate pred1ct10ns of marltal
*’StabllltY on the basis of the demonstrated relatronships
between selected correlates and the measures of personal and
structural commitment, Such longitudinal data could provide
‘important clarifications of such confusing'factors as
changes in marital satisfaction and commitment over the
lifespan as well as the 1mpact of chlldren in different
stages of the family llfe cycle. |
- The development of a clearer measure of personal and
cr——’——structural commitment, and the use of a,longitudinallstudy
would also help to clarify the relationship between personal
and structural commitment. The key theoretical studies are
consistent in presenting such factors as personal'affect
'(Levinger, 1965), aff ct balance (Nye et glt;]1973), or
marital_quality (Lewis & Spanier, 1979) as the essential
\ L
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prerequisite of marital cohesiveneés or stability.kln other
words, external COnstfaints are less importantythan stroﬁg
pérsonal relationships or personal interaction in
maintaining marital stability. The research conducted in
this study, however, indicates that the cofrelates of
marital stability are more strongly and consistently related
fo structural commifment than to personal commitment.
‘Reflection on the igcrease in marital instability beginning
in the mid-1960's indédates thatlthis ihcrease is
accompanied: by agﬁgrquponding‘decrease in the gumber and
power ofistfucturél constraints placed upon marriage. The
mid-1960's and early 1970's wipnessed such important changes
as the introduction of more lenient divorce laws,
accompanied by_? decrease }n the stigma associated with
d orce; an increasé in the number'and pfoportion of women
employed outside the home, accompanied by an inérease in the
independent ihcome of females; increased emphasis oﬁ
individualism, aécompanied by‘a'weakening bf.external
constraints; .increase in the proportion of people with né
reliéious affiliation, accompanied by a decréase in the
impact of religious dogma; ana other changes which could'be~
detailed. The preponderance of evidence seems to relate the
increase in marital instability to a decrease in.structural
constraints, but no causal relationship has yet been |
demonstratgd; |

On the basis of these observétibns, it may-be

S
conjectured that the psychological emphasis on't;_"”

-~
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| develepment of interpersonal skills and other relationship
5€tfibuses, thle important, may contribute to a stable
‘faﬁiikwsituation only 1f the prerequisite-structural and
background soc1al cond1t10nsvexist whiﬁ“t“rovide for~£he
k;nd of settlng in Wthh these skills can be successfﬁlly
applied. It mey not be sufficient, in other words, to

“examine factors of personal commitment alone. A multiplicity

-

‘of factors need to ee taken into account.

1f a decrease in'struetural constrainﬁs leads to
increased marital instability,.what’does the fﬁture hold? -
Clayton points out -that 5 numbes,of family experts claim
jthat the dlvorce rate is not too high, and that divorce can
be 1nterpreted as a p051t1ve aﬁjustment to a less “than

adequate marriage. "They~wouldAarguenthat the extens;yeness

of divorce indicates a_mofe:hqnest and‘healthy'reaction to
tﬂe realities'of married life, %nd’fﬁatAsuch.a‘propensity to
dﬁvorcelreflects a strength in the American famil&, not a
yeakness";(Claypon, 1§55:556); Yankeloyich (1981) sugges*s

that.a'sweeping, irreverSible cultural revolution is
Atransforming the rules that. enee”guided Aﬁeritan life. This
breyolut‘ion affects as many as‘ébyge;centkbf-ell'adult
A&ericans; At the ce}e of th&s reveiution is the desire for.
self—fulfillﬁent: which has akprofGUQdJeffect on demesticg; o

life, involving the virtual abandonment of many deeply held

© beéliefs about the famlly and marrlage, such as thee

» N
. o .

' 1mportance of marrlage the permanence‘of mérr;ége, single

E

-~

parent families, gohabltatioh}'Childbearihg,_premafital=sex,

afy
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wbﬁking wives and mothers, etc. o hi{;'ﬁj

| On the basis of considerable sufvey research,
Yankélévich cbnciudes that there is‘somé eviqence that:
American cultu}e is evolving toward a new ethic of
cOmmitmént, involving the formaticn of closer‘aﬁd deepér
personal relationships, and‘the‘exchanqe of instrumental
values for sadred/expreséive oﬁgs. "Tf that‘interpaetation
is cbrrect, we will see féwer éaSual divorces and serial
‘ mafriages in thevfutufe, and a return to more enduring and

q

stable ;elationships between men and women" fYanﬁelovich,
1981:86).

This study- has providgd an important foundation for
further' research in this area. All ofithe facts and all_of
the answers are not iﬁ yéEJ'A productive and important field

of research 1s open to further investigation.-

Ay
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Appendix &.1§

Reliébﬁlity Analysis for Overall Commitment Scale

Lo
,, s

A

ITEM-TOTAL SCALE SCALE . CORRECTED ALPHA
STATISTICS: MEAN VARIANCE | ' ITEM- IF ITEM
IF ITEM | -IF ITEM TOTAL . DELETED
A | ‘DELETED DELETED CORRELATION. ,
_VAR228 Cj{ 56.02 81.91 0.434‘ 0.704
VAR229 - 57.25 - 93.68 . 0.164 0.734
VAR231 | 53.69 81.64 - "0.556 0.682
VAR232 | 53.42 .| .90.48 . 0.369 0.709
VAR233 | 53.66 | 89.19 ~ 0.350 0.711
VAR239 . 53.88 90.88 0.276 0.720
VARG42 - 55,83 81.10 0.372 0.711
VAR643 57.26 95.11 0.110 0.742
VAR645 ° 53.73 " 82.81 . 0.538 0.685
'VAR646 53.55 89.09 - 0.428 -z «0.703
VAR647 53.28 -~ 91.10 0.529 . G.701-
VAR653 - 54.09 85.93 0.411 © 0,702 i
STATISTICS MEAN VARIANCE STD. DEV. #
FOR SCALE 3’ -~ VARIABLES
59.61 101,90 10.09 12
: , . *ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SOURCE OF ] : M. o
VARIATION 8S . DF SQUARE | . F PROB.
BETWEEN PEOPLE 1095.42 | 129 8.49
. WITHIN PEOPLE £553.92 | 1430 4.58 e
BETWEEN MEASURES 3263.36 11 296.67 127.93 0.000
RESIDUAL 3290.56 | 1419 2.32 |
NONADDITIVITY 0.45 R 0.45% 0.%9 | 0o "
BALANCE  !° .3290. 11 1418 2.32 g
TOTAL o 7649.33 | 1559 4,91
N OF CASES = 130 N OF ITEMS = 12 ALPHA = 0.72691
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Reliability Analysis_fér Personal Commitmeht'Scale'
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ITEM-TOTAL SCALE - SCALE CORRECTED ° 'ALPHA .
~ STATISTICS MEAN % | VARIANCE |. ITEM- IF ITEM
- IF ITEM IF ITEM | : TOTAL " DELETED
DELETER DELETED CORRELATION { -
VAR229 9.65 17,84 0.531 - | 0.444
VAR230 8.21 " 16,12 " 0.387 0.542
VAR643 9.62 21,02 0.256 0.622
VARG44 8.38 16.98 0.406 ©0.520
STATISTICS  MEAN  VARIANCE STD. DEV. \\) oo
FOR SCALE ' VARIABLES
11}9é§% 28.27 5.32 . "
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ,
SOURCE OF ) M. _
VARIATION SS DF | SQUARE F PROB.
BETWEEN PEOPLE 1116.67 | 158 7.07
WITHIN PEOPLE- . 1608.25 477 3.37 :
BETWEEN MEASURES 289.22 3 96.41 34.64 | 0.000
RESIDUAL ﬂ 1319.03 474 2.78 - _
NONADDITIVITY 30.52 1 30.52 17.20 | 0.001
BALANCE i | 1288.50 473 2.72 ’
TOTAL P 2724.92 635 4.29
N OF CASES = 159 N OF ITEMS = 4 ALPHA = 0.60626
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Reliability Analysis for Structural Commi:mght SCQlé

286

ITEM-TOTAL | : SCALE SCALE . - CORRECTED ALPHA'
STATISTICS MEAN VARIANCE | TTEM-. 1F ITEM
IF ITEM | IF.ITEM., {“5TQTAL DELETED
DELETED -‘DBLETEDV_‘ C@RRELATION o
- - “;<:*%*' U
VAR231, 42,01 T 38, 4& 1 D.641 0.720
VAR232 41.82 2 .1‘T} 0.463 0.753
VAR233 1.94 A, 71*‘{ % 0.423 0.759
VAR239 |- 42,30 | 263610 0.358 0.773
VAR645 | . 42.08 41,150 L 0:546 0.738
VAR646 41.96 GAserl e b 0,436 0.757
VRR647 41.68 46,07 . 0.614 0.742
VAR653 © 42,44 %gzﬁz4~ . 0.432 0.761
 STATISTICS  MEAN _  -VARIANCE  STD. DEV. #
FOR SCALE e VARIABLES
" 48.03 58.99' 7.42 B
.ANALYSIS%QF VARIANCE
SOURCE OF Sl M. -
VARIATION SS / DF | SQUARE PROB.
i’ \%: : ’
BETWEEN PEOPLE 1093.11 |, 159 6.87
WITHIN PEOPLE 1791.88 1 1120 1.60 .
BETWEEN MEASURES 69.25° " 7| . 9.89 .39 | 0.000
RESIDUAL 1722:63 {1113 1.55
NONADDITIVITY V. -12.72 1.t 1| 12,72 .27 { 0.004
BALANCE 1709.91°{ 112 | . 1.54
TOTAL | 2884.98 | 1279 2.26
N OF CASES =160 _ N OF ITEMS = 8 ALPHA = 0.77487
Q+@:’
_}'” 'j. ]
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Factor Analysis of Mar1tal Commltmenﬁ Variables
~ Factor Matrix Using Pr1nc1pal Factors Wlth iterations

Y

> r
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FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR FACTOR ¢
VAR228 0.40506 0.15787 0.22739, | -0.23899
VAR229 0.05%89 0.72558% | -0.03575 -0.19592
VAR230 -0.03064 0.55745% 0.02575 0.20700
VAR23 1 J.73878% | -0.17043 0.12450 | 0.01456
VAR232 0.54162% | -0.23255 0.24182 -~ -0.04335
VAR233 0.51990% | -0.1346] 0.23816 .29767
VR239 .-0.34072% 0.08003 -0.21042 ,//3.25146
VARG64 2 0.36741 0.22923 . 0.12156 -0.01773
VARG 43 0.01262 0.42051x* 0.13673 ? -0.21013
VARG64 4 -0.05891 0.55333% 0.22074 & 0.29753
VAR645 0.67557* | -0.01092 -0.13452 -0.31370
VARG46 0.50672% 0.14507 -0.13762 -0.14229
VARG647 0.67508% | -0.00643 0.06073 0.18315
VAR653 0.52572% 0.16288 -0.52948 0.14140
FACTOR EIGENVALUE PCT. OF VAR. CUM PCT.
1 2.97737 51,7 51.7
2 1.55305 27.0 78.7®
3 0.63184 11.0 89.6
4 0.54745 10.4 100.0

P



o
+308VA

Ly s & < 6L 9-1 H UMOUM S1 NPV pPoouJNoqubien SE
SE € ) Sri zZ-0 xapul dIm tLBUVA vE
60 € 9 35 - Ors G4 -0 x8pUl dIH €L88VA €€
zz € 9 G 6t 81 -0 XAPUT AHIM TLBAVA zE
6L € o 9 0G4 £Z2-0 x3puUl YMdIH L LBAVA %>
61 € 5 G, 09} 64 -0 rOPUL YMYH OLBAVA o€
rl O z ¢ €8 £-14 usieag/pPaydungd sawtj OL PUVA 62
gL O 9 4 g6 ° £-1 VIOPY/PLLYD, S udleag/Min o E0VUVA 8z
0% 0 g LLd z-4 uayeag 4o Dungd 8OPYVA LT
08 0 v9 9L} L-T rgadey M 1IN0 BELYVA 3¢
18 0 5 9 9L L~} 140d®Y KT IN0 £2C403S vLEYVA ST
(oY A zZ 9 LLb L-2 140day M 2JOMS JO pPai|NSu] LELAVA re
9g 19 vLd L-1 juoday H :BJOMS JO pPayINsuUl ELEY¥VA £T
, ‘LB S LE 651 vS-i e xapul ws!|(enPtALpuU] 6083VA zZz
. 81 8 9° 66 LS} | 0iL-8Z .X9PpU] UO1310®B}S|ieS B}l JEN 8OBYUVA v Z
€9 91 .0 6L 8L} . 001 -0 M diysuo}ie|dy Ui ssaupdden 0894VA oz
vO L} 8 6L 8L o0+ -0 H :diysuoiie|ay ul SsSsauidded 99ZUVA 64
a8 0 ) 6L1 L-€ M @417 Afjwed yitm UOLIDR3ISLIIES S8rHVA 84
L G £'9 6L} L-€ H '@3171 Altwed Yiitm uojpideysiies LV LQYVA L)
£6° 0 9 € I oert 9-z . uotjydesusd sse(d |e1D0S LSPAVA 9
sy G : LS LE-B X3PU] DLWOUODIIOLI0S EEBAUVA Si
96 t O (WA 94 -1 8J41M 3O BwWOdU] SBLUVA r
u £ ¢ L9} oC-+ PUBQSNH 30 BwWOdU] ESTUVA €
; ! EL) -1 AweBowoH snoLbt | ay vOBUVA zh
267 ( 4 ol £~} juawAo|dwl 83t M LOBYVA b
b i LLy o+-0 S8aouUdus331Q (BUOLIBDNP] 83INLOSqQY ATOBAUVA o]
[ > < 6L} zT-} 93+M - BulL00UDS JO suesy SEPAVA ‘6
TN > SR LL) €T-v puegsny - BuL |O0UDS 4P SJed) EEVHVA 8
G T 6L} b=y 19Ad7 (euotieonp s, 831 M TEVHVA L
Sy 8L bh-C 18487 (BUD13IEDNPI S, pPUBRASNH LEPUVA 9
VO 9 T EJA zG5-94 abeiLdueny 1sdid e afy s.831M SOBYHVA S
SU i 9L} z9-84 abeladen 1sd1431e@ by k,pueqsnH SOBYUVA 4
O Gow 8Lt 0z-0 seduauaj g aby ainiosqv LO8YVA £
PENRS 6 8E 8Lt 9L-8ly 23tM 30 8By E£TOYVA Z
- 2t 8L 6L-64 pueqsnHy 30 26y 0ZOoUVA N
T oals NV3IW $3SVD IONVY - NOI1dI32S3a 31gvVIYdVvA "ON
-— )
sajqgelJep juspuadag pue juapuadapul 3JO SUO}3IELDBIU0D
5 ¢ xjpuaddy
N -
. >



panuiiucd §

g

7/

&
Naw
//llw
ES
NN
- J ' : .
£6°0 ﬁ? 6°G 994 L1 JUBWI LWWOD | BJNIDNIIS OEBAUVA €9
Ay 62 _ELL L-v 7L JUBW) JWWOD | BUOSJad 6Z6UVA zo
0T €4 6 ri LL} rS-0 - abeyjadew 30 uoiiIeRINg 0ZB8AUVA 19
GG} 8 4 6L} L-0O M SUDUP| HUD 4O JBQUNN 61 B6UVA 09
8G 4 84 LLt -0 H :UBJPLIUD 30 JBqQunN 61 83VA 6S
g# 0. S8BT 6L} £-t usupiud 30 by 818UVA 85
060 S 6L1 T-4 . usJdpl 1UD 40 Bduasadd L1 BUVA LS
00T £V 8L L-} M SmMET 9DJOALQ JBYbNoy G99Y¥VA Qs
oo'¢ £ v oL L-} H :smeq @240A1Q J8ubnol LSTAUVA GG
vy € LL LL} QE-0 m uojiedidiiused snoibBitay 9V PYUVA vs
8y € €971 oLt 0€-0 H :uotiedioyidged snoibiay STPUVA €S
L8 O, 6t ¢ (38594 v-i M uotlIRl |t 43V sno}By {8y Pl GUVA s
060 9t '¢ zEY v - H :uoiieiltssv snotbBL 8y I 8AVA (X1
vS 0 AN gL £-1 M ipajJdJeW S3WL L 4BQUNN LEVUVA 0%
S50 oTAN" 8L} £-1 H p8iJdJden Sawii Jaqunn £80AVA 6v
€EE O W) 8Lt z-0 M pP@DJonLQg Sew} | rEVAVA 14
€20 g0 0 LLy z-0 H P@DU0A+Q Sauwil . 080YVA LY
SS }E 6L} L-1t M SaALIv Ao UMM UOripmie r8AVA =14
VLY 6 € 8L L-1t H 1S8Atik: o Ulim yor OLTHVA Sy
85t S v 6L} L-} M SuOLlIBled UIIM SI L8PUVA v
6s 4 vor 6L : L-} H (SUOL}E3Y Ylim S| Ladva 9%
S1L-9Ll 8 €1¢C 6L14 98- ucjuowpF- L €9quvA A4
89 66 LG8 6L4 o8y -1 But { 1BMG Ut S z9qguvA iy
ot 't [ 6L1 L-C A M ISpuU8LlJad UIlm SIISIA Pm_oom (o] VA Oov
6€. 1} Vv 6L} L-4 H ISPU3iJ4 UIIM SIISIA |erdps QdvVA 6€
86 | £ v 8Lk L-vay " M :sanogubSiaN ulim JPUD 6LPYVA 8€
€8 4 tor 6L} LV ’ H :sanoqubiaN uitM eud SO0UVA LE
Ev i zE 6L Lo ; M JumMoux S3}LNPY POooyJNOaub\@eN 8LYYVA 9g
> . .\ B
A3Q a4lLs NV IW S3SVvO JONVY . NOIL1dIdDS30a INBVIYVA "ON
~
A _
w \
.k x | puaddy —



~ - 290
;o , . e
P a ’ S ¢
a ) \A;S'pgndi‘x' 4.5 co-ntim{ed. N
I\ = - j . g » A <
VAR020  VAR023 AR801 \ VARBO5  VARS05  VAR43]1
VARO20 1.0000  .96%¥F - .16%.  .4feshk  40k%x = .40%x
VAR023 '1,0000 \-.09 - J3B%%kx o 39%%kx o I3kkk
VARSO} 1.0000  T7% -.05. -, 24%%%
VAR805 v ” 1.0000 - - .5t*xxx  -,10
VARI905 1.0000 .04
VAR4 31 . —_ ’ 1.0000
. \ 4
. -
¥ M
» i . ( °
\\//Q “'D %
® .
) 1
(] i@ .
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=~ 5 _ \

VAR432 S“VAR433  VAR435 VARBO2R VARB07  VARB04 -
VARJ20 -.37%%% = 41xxx - 36%*xx ,20%x. .32 = -.05.
VAR023 -.33%*%x - 37*xxx -~ 31%*x » 19%% lkxx - 06 -
VARBO1 -.16%% = .14% -“.23%x*xx - ,09 .04 -.00
VARB05 -.08 - 17 -.13x% .09 18R - .02
VAR905 -.01 .00 .01 JI5% - 3% =.02
VAR431 .H6**xx LB87%x% .55%xx -,09 . -.10 .08
VARE32 1.0000  ..52%%*  .90%xx -.03  -.25%x% =-.10
VAR433 1.000 .58%xx . .01 -1 v 7.05 .-
VAR435 | ' 1.0000 -.04 -.21%% . -.,07
VARB02R -~ 1.0000 .09 -.01 <47,
VARB07 , ' 1.0000 - .09 37
VARB04 * 1.0000

R 'Y | '
x4 (
o g
.4//”’) N
- t )
~ -
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S . .
N ‘ . Appendix 4.5 continued ‘
. /
VAR453  VAR785 VARB33  VAR451 VAR0O71. VAR48S
VAR020  -.T16% _  -,24%%x -,24%%x _-.09 .01 .05
VAR023 = -, 13%¢  -,22% -.18% -.05 -.02 .07
VAR8BOT  -.07 -.06" -{18% -.09 .09 -.09
VARB0S5  -.26%x* .-, 10 ~.26%%x -, 18% -~ 02 .01
VARS05  -=.18% .00 -.04 .03 -.03 .02
VAR431 .. .32%¢%x - ,17%° LT2%x%  29%¥x . -, 02 -.07
VAR432 . 19%% “33%kx" 53x%x .32%%% 4,05 Pl
VAR433 L30%xx L 1B8*x JT2%%%x . 23%xx - .03, -.15%
VAR435. .17 L30%%% U50%x%- L 3TxAx 7,06 .05
VARBO2R "-.01 .03 03 -.00 —.13% -. 14
VARBQ7 .16 - 72xxx = Q7 -018 0 L 18xx  14x
VARB04 -.03 .10 . -.09 -.03 .02 .04
VAR453 " 1.0000 - -.03 S1Ex% 35%kx - 01 -.04
VAR785 1.0000 L2 THE S16% =12 -.08
VAR833 ¥ 1.0000 ., .56%x*x -_,09 _—.18x
VAR45 1 : 1.0000 - .08 .02
VARO7-1 T ~1.0000 LA3%%x
VAq§85 - ,1.0000
: <
: ) . —
9 A
v‘,
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VAR020
VAR023
VAR8O1
VARB05
VAR905
VAR431
VAR432
VAR433
VAR435
VARBO2R
VAR807
VARB04
VAR453 .
VAR785
VARB33
VAR45
VARO7 1
VAR485
VAR266
VAR680
VARB08
VARB09
VAR3732
VAR737

VAR680‘

VAR808

{ 2 38%xx

BYRETY:

%

I .
o
w

VAR809

JA2%k%k% -
J3B%%%
C2T k%
W23%k%
L20%%

L 28%x%
L3 Tkxx
L29% %%
33k %%

WAETS
JA2%k %%
. 16%

. 15%
.3Bxxx%
L30%%xx
L20%

12
24 %% %
.04
.07

L 23k %%
.0000

VAR373

. 39% %%
LA0%k%%x
.02
Co17%

. 18%x
-.12%

|
N
N
*
*
*

VAR737

J3Tkx%%*
L 32%%x%

)
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VAR020
VAR023
VARBO1
VAR805.
.VAR905
VAR4 31
VAR432
" VAR433
VAR4 35
VARB802R
" VAR807
. VARB04
VAR45:
VAR785
VARE33
AR4S1
VARO %1
VAR485
VAR266
VARG680
VARBO8
VAR809
VAR373
VAR737
VAR374
VAR738
VAR408
-VAR409
VAR410
VARB70

VAR374

L33%k%k%
L33k %k
.07

. 15%

. 15% \>
.10

.06

VAR738

J24%xx

L26% %%
.09

|
8
—
(@]

|
o« o« o
2 O

w

L34 x*x%
o G4 xEx
1.0000

VAR408

CP2%x
.10
L 14x
.02
.05
-.06
-.07
-.12
-.13%
-.02
-.10x%x
.04
.04
-.12

-.04

-.14

~.19%x
.01
'.04

VAR409 VAR410
-.03 .06
-.05 .05
.06 .18
02 .03
~.06 .05
-.14 -.0
-.09 .03
-.13 .06
-.05 .14
.1 .05
-.03 .12
-.13 ¥ ~,00
-.11 0 -,02
-.01 ©=-,00
-.23% .04
-.16 -.09
-.12 -.08
-.07 -.12
.03 .08
-.10 -.08
-.08 -.02
-.12 .05
-.20% 12
-.11 .07
- . 25%x -.01
-.03 .01
.00 .00
1,0000 ¢ .09
1.0000

""ARB70

.10
.08
.10



VAR478

VARS8 "
VAR020 .02
VARD23 .02
VARSO T .02
VARBO5S .06
VAR905 03
VAR431 -.14%
VAR432 -.15x
VAR433 -.18%
VAR435 -.17%
VARBO2R -.12
VARB07 12
VAR804 L1
VAR453 .10
VAR785  -.08
VAR833 -.05
VAR453 -.06
VARO71 -.00
VAR485 -.02
VAR266 -.15%
VARGBO — -, 18%—
VARB0B8 -.22x%
VARB09 .04
VAR373 -.13
VARY737 ~-.19%x
VAR374 .00
VAR738 ..00
VAR408 -.13
VAR409 -.04
VAR410 -.08
VAR870 L69%%x
VAR871 1.,0000
VARB72
VAR873
VAR874
VARO064

295

v
* - pendix 4.5-continued
JARE "2 ‘'VARB73 VAR874 - VARO064 VAR478
v’ -.03 .05 J24%xx: J2T7 k%%
.04 -,06 .06 .25k %% L30%%x%
.10 .08 -.03 .02 .04
.1 08 .04 . 15% .05
-.00 -.04 .03 L14x .09
-.10 -.13 -.09 .00 .02
-.13 -.24x%x% -.16% -.05 -.05
-. 11 -.12 ~.14x -.04 -.06
-.08 -.17% -, 14 -.02 -.05
-.10 -.06 - -.05 .04 .01
-.08 -.00 .02 .12 .18x%
. 15% 10 .01 L2 1%x% 14
-.02 -.09 .08, .07 _ .08 .
-.10 -.14 - -.07 -.07 -.15%
.08 -, 17% -.05 -.07 .05
11 -.01 -.08. .06 -0
-.05 -.01 -.04 .07 -.04
-.18x% -.04 -.02 J18%x L1
-.07 -.13 -.14% -, 14% -, 12%
-, 23%% -, 1% -.19%% ° .07 .03
-.24x%x -.52%2x - _2bx% .13 .16%
.08 C2 .05 -. 12 -.10
-.00 -.13 -.13 .. 15% 08
-.10 -, 24%% - .22%% .07 .07
.01 -.09 .04 . 13% .07
.01 -.13 .05 L25%k% L2 xx
-.08 -.13 -.07 .03 .04
-.24% -.01 -.07 -.07 -.10
-.02 -.16 -.08 -,02 01
LT 9%k %% .5 9% x4 D%k %% .03 .02
60 *x* L5 3% k% LBO*x* .03 .01
1.0000 LT6%%x% L63%xx - .01 .04
1.0000 .63%x%x -,05 -.05
- 1.0000 -.04 .02
1.0000 64 k%%
1.0000
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Appendix&4.5 continued

VA3965 VAR479 V;§066 VAR480 VAROG62 VAROG3
VAR(020 =-.08 T.12 L 30%xx 25%%x L60%xxx RS
VARO023 -.08. -.10 30*%x%* .25% %% AAdxxx JOTExx
‘"VARB01 ~-.03 -.08 .02 ~.04 -.08 .04
VARB805 ~-.04 .02 4% .07 L2 1xx .15%
VARS05 -.03 -.10 T 18%% L13% L20% % L14x
VAR431 -.01 .00 -.07 =012 -.16% -, 23%x%%
VAR432 -.06 -.00" -.09 - C-L12% L 16% ~ L, 22%%x
VAR433 -.02 .01 -.11 -.15% -.22%%¥x  —  20%xx
VAR435 -.07 .05 -.08 -, 18%x% -.16x% - 2 k%X
VARB02R .10 -.07 .10 .00 .12 .05
VARB07 .05 ~,20%x% L17x% .08 .28xx% .12
VARB804 -.00 .08 -.04 -.04 .04 -.00
VAR453 .04 -.02 .10 -.071 .03 .02
VAR785 -.02 .19*%x - 14% -.03 -.21%x .04
VARB833 -.09 .01 .05 -.05 -.04 . -.08
VAR451 .01 .00 -.03 .03 . .03
“VARQ71 -.04 -.01 -.07 -.04 -.01 -.06
_VAR485 .01 -.04 .03 -.08 .02 .09
VAR266 -.04 .06 -.14x% -.08 -.10 -.07
VAR680 .05 -.03 -, 11 & =11 .01 .01
VAR808 .03 .04 .07 - -.01 W33%xx .16%
VARB(0S -.01 L22%x -.089 -.12 -.22%% - 21%x
VAR373 .05 .07 .06 .06 L26% %% L17%
VAR737 .05 L17% L1 12 RIS J L 19%x
VAR374 .06 -.04 .03 .07 L22%x%% L14%
VAR738 -.19%x -.,01 -.01 .07 L2 1%% L29%xx
VAR408 .06 -.02 -.06 -.06 .08 .07
VAR409 -.02 -.05 .01 .04 -.12 -, 1
VAR410 -.02 .06 .02 -. 11 .17 -. 11
VARB870 -.01 -.01 .01 -.04 -.01 1
VARB871 -.01 -.05 .04 .05 -,06 .05
VARB72 -.01 .02 -.05 -.05 .02 .09
VAR873 .06 .02 -.12 -.06 -.07 -.01
VARB874 .08 -.03 -.01 -.01 -.02 .04
VARD064 -.35%%x - 2B*xx .07 -.07 L3 1kxx 30%xx
VAR4T8 —.26%%x*%x - 36%x%x% . 14dx% .02 LA42% %% L3 1xxx
VARO65 1.0000 - T'E LS .05 L 12% -.06 -.06
VAR479 1.0000 .07 .04 -.08 .05
VARO66 1.00600 57 %%x L26%%x% V23 %X
VAR480 1.0000 L24% %% L20%x
VAR062 1,0000 LHT1xxx%
VAR063 1.0000
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“ VAR020
VARO23
- VARBO1

VARB05
VARS05

VAR431 ~

VAR432
VAR433
VAR435

" VARB0O2R

VARB07
VARB04
VAR453
VAR785
VARB33
VAR451
VAR071
VAR485
VAR266
VAR680
VARB808
VAR809
VAR373
VAR737

-VAR374

VAR738

'VAR408

VAR409
VAR410
VAR870
VARB7 1
VARB872 .
VARB73
VAR874
VAROG64
VAR478
VAR065
VAR479
VARO66
VAR480
VAR062
VAR063
VAROG67
VAR48 1
VAR270
VAR684
VAR080
VAR494

VARO67

.05
.08
-.18%x%
-.05
.12
.10,
.05
.10
.12
.01
.07
-.04
.05
-.09
.12
L 17x
-.02
-.01
.04
.02
.07
.13
-.09
.01
.05

VAR48 1

Sy

.07
.06

VAR270 ~ VAR684
.10 r .02
1 . .03

-.10 .09
.03 . 13%

-.01 .19%x%
.08 . 13%

-.03 .08
.08 .08

-.04 L1307
.09 .05
.08 -.10

-.08 -.04
.11 -.06

-.06 .
.13 .02
. 15% .05
.01 -.03

~-.01 -.19%xx%

-.01 .02
.04 -.08
.08 .01
.01 . 15%

-.05 -.12

-.03 .04
.11 -.02

04 -.09
.04 .10

-.06 -.07
.06 .05
.02 .04

-.05 -.05
.01 .13
.05 .05
.02 7 -.02
.03 -.17%
.07 -.12
. 13% 14%*

-.08 .09
.04 14x
.07 . 16%%
.04 -.01
.00 -.10
YEXE’ 44xxx%

31*kxx JAS5%%%

1.0000 J23%k%%

1.0000

VAR(080

.09

.02

| VAR494

.02
.09
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Appendii/:T;h:ontinued
VARO83 VAR497 VARS 14 VARG 14 VAR445  VAR446
VAR020 -.21x%* -.20%% .15% .15% .03 .04
VAR023 -.22%x% -.17% .14 .12 .04 .04
VARB01 -.,04 -.12 .03 .10 -.05 .02
VARB05 -.08 .07 .14 .10 14 12
VARS905 .00 -.13x% .10 .06 L2 1%k . 18xx%
VAR431 -.01 -.00 -.12 -, 18% .07 04
VAR432 -.01 ~-.03 -.13 -.12 .11 .08
VAR433 -.01 -.02 -.20% -.22*%x - _ 04 -.01
VAR435 .02 -.02 -, 14" -.09 . 16% L1
_VARBO2R -.06 -.02 -.12 -.12 .02 .02
VARB0O7 -.11 -.08 .05 12 .02 .05
NARB04 -.11 -.05 .06 -.16% L21HEx S 1Bxx
" VAR453 -.23%x% -.23%xx -,11 -.11 -.05 ~-. 04 -
VAR785 .03 -.02 .01 -.12 -.05 ~-.05
VARB833 -.13 -,18% -.15 -.13 -.03 -.07
VAR4S1 .02 -.13 -.10 .03 .05 .05
"VARO71 -.16% -.19%x .13 L1 -.10 -.07
VAR485 -.07 -.12 .12 L23%% ¢ 10 . 15%
VAR266 .00 -.08 .05 .06 .04 .06
VAR680 -.09 -.07 -.03 .05 1 L 14x
VAR808 ~-.09 -.08 .09 11 09 L16x%
VAR809 .16% 16% -.20% ~.24x%% —.31%k%xx -, 36k%k%x
VAR373 -.20%x -.15% .08 L30% %% .05 .05
VAR737 -.'0 = -.16% .01 11 .10 .10
VAR374 -.23%*%%x - ,27%%x . 18% . 19% .06 .05
.~ VAR738 -.06 : 06 - ~-.02 .02 .03 03
VAR408 -.01 -.12 -.09 -.08 .08 L12x
VAR409 .06 .09 -.02 .05 -.09 -1
VAR410 -.06 -.16 .02 .05 .08 R
VARB70 -.13 -.06 -.05 -.02 -.07 -.07
VAR87 1, -.08 -.05 -.09 -.02 -.10 -.10
VARB872 -.06 -.06 .02 .06 -.06 -.08
VARB73 .01 00 .01 .08 -.08 -.10
VAR874 .01 -.04 -.03 .04 -.08 -.10
VAR064 - -.10 -, 14x% .01 .04 .07 : 08
VAR478 - ,17%x -.20%% -.04 .02 .01 .06
VARO65 .06 10 -.01 -.02 .04 .04
VAR479 .10 19%% .01 -.04 -.04 -.06
VARO6E -.07 -.10 .07 L1 -.04 -.04
VAR480. -.03 -.02 .16% .09 -.04 -.06
VAR062 ~.1B*x ~-.16% .14 .12 .02 .04
VARO63 -.14*% » -,13x .05 .08 -.01 -.00
VAROG67 . 19%x 14x% -.04 -.09 -.06 -.05
OAR481 . 19%x 09 .06 -.09 -.00 .01
VAR270 .12 .08 - 11 -, 15% -.05%  -.06
VAR684 .00 .02 + .07 -.08 .00 -.00
VARO80 J24 %% % 01 =13 .11 ~-.05 -.05
VAR494 .07 35%xx .00 .00 -.07 -.13%
VARO83 1.0000 66%xx - ,20% -.05 -.11 -, 11
VAR497 1.0000 -, 16% -, 10 -.12 -.15%
VARB 14 ' .0000 N EX L L31xxx 33%xxx
VAR914 . ol J27x%% 32% %%

..0000



VAR445
VAR446

1.0000
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VAR251 VAR665 VARB17  VARB18 " UARB19 - VAR9IY
VAR0Z20 . 15% .06 -.25%%x%x - 3B8¥*x A 6%xx L4Bxxx
VAR023® .16% .05 ~,28%x%xx -, 41%x%xx LAdxxx  50%%x
VARB01 ~-.03 .06 .04 .04 .15% -.05
VARBO05 04 -.02 -.19*x -.20%% -.10 .07
VARS05 .07 .10 -.20%% -.23xxx .- _05 -, 14x%
VAR431 -.17% -, 14x% .12 .16% - 23%*x% -, 21%x
VAR432 -.07 =, 18*x 10 .12 ~,30%*xx - 30%xxx
~VAR433 -.17% -.14x% L22%% L22%% -.16% - .21 4%
VAR435 -.08 -, 21%x . 15% .16% ~ 3 Tkxk -3 18kx
VARBO2R .22%x% -.03 -.08 -, 14x% .02 .04
VARB07 14 .04 24 xx% < 30%xx L37%xx L33%¥x%
VARB804 -.09 -.10 -.02 -.05 13 E
VAR453 -.10 -.04 .34 S 30%xx . 15% 14 x
VAR785 -.09. -.03 -.19%x% ~.24x*x%x - - 35%%x - 32%x%%
VAR833 -.09 -, 16% L26%x% L 20%% .03 -.03
VAR451* .05 -.00 .13 .U8 01, -.03
VARO71 L1 .06 .08 .09 .05 .07
VAR485 19%x .08 -.08 -.09 -.04 .02
VAR266  .17% 07 -.09 . -.06 -Llax -0
T UUVARGS0 10 .01 -.16% -.12 -, 21%x -,15%
VAR808 .08 .06 -.12 -.19x%x L 14% L16%
VARB09 -~.30x*x -, 18% .08 .09 - ,28%x%x - .24%xx
VAR373 13% .02 -.13% -.17% .10 L2
VAR737 15% .04 -.01 -.06 L e
VAR374  .14x .04 -.03 -.06 . 15% L2133
VAR738 .12 L1 -.06 -.04 .08 . . 134
VAR408 .07 .06 -, 11 -.15% .08 .07
VAR409 1 -, 11 -.07 .01 .05 (g
VAR410 .06 .02 R .07 .01 -.01
VARB870 -.09 .01 .00 .01 .08 .09
VAR871 -.07 -.01 .12 L14x .09 .10
VARB72 -.12 -.04 .03 .04 -.02 .01
VAR873 -.10" -.10 .12 .13 .00 .02
VARB874 -.04 .06 11 .09 .04 10
VARO64 -.11 .01 .02 -.07 . 13% 12
0AR478° -.10 -.00 .05 .02 . 13% L12+%
VARO65 -.01 .03 .03 -.03 .01 .01
- VAR479 -.07 -.00 -.15% - 22%% -.12x% -.09
VARO66 .03 -.C3 .05 -.03 19x%x . 16%
VAR480 -.06 .09 .03 -.02 19%x .16%
VAR062 .05 .07 -, 17% -, 28%x% L18%% L2 1%x%
VAR063 11 .10 -.19xx - 27X L 15% 12
VAR0O67 -.06 -.03 .07 -.02 .01 .03
VAR481 -.06 -.03 .09 .01 -.07 -.10
VAR270 -.09 -.03 . 19%x% .10 .08 .09
VAR684 -.02 -.04 .09 .05 ¢+ -.08 -.01
VAROB0 -.17+% -. 1 .08 .07 12 -.08
VAR494 -.06 -.16% .06 .15 -, 17% .05
VAROB3 -.19x%% -.01 -.06 -.02 ~.13x% - 21 %%
VAR4G7 - -.27*x%x -_08 -.19%x -, 14% -, 24%%xx -, 16%
VARB 14 L25%%x 2B%xx 1-,11 - 11 -.05 .07
VARG 14 24%% 21%x% -.03 .04 -, 01 -.00



‘VAR445
VAR446
VAR25 1
VAR665
VARS8 17
VARB 18
VARB19
VAR919

'.22**
L20%x
1.0000

L 14%

L20%%
L23%kxx%
1.0000

.04
.03
-.06
-.09
.0000

o

.05
.04
.07
L13%

. 90x %%
.0000

-.03
-.00
.09
.01
L26% %%
. 15%
.0000
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Appendix 4.5.continued

VARB20  VAR929  VARS30

VAR020 .87xxx - _,08 L29% %%

VARO023 .90%xxx - ,05 L2Bxxx

VARSO0 1 .01 -.16x .09

VARB05 .07 .02 L1

VAR905 .10 .04 - .09

VAR431 ~.36%%x% . 31*x*xx -, 16%

VAR432 -.36%x*x L20%% -.06

VAR433 -,37%xxx J24%%x%x -, 14x% i
VAR435 -.36%x* L2 1%% -.03

VARB02R . 15% .05 .07

VARBO7 ' .29%*x .09 TV 27k %%k

VARB04 .12 .05 .12

VAR453 -.06 hTZBf** .01 5
VAR785 -.27%%*x ~-.05 ' -,03

VARB833 -.14% .25%%x%, -,.03

VAR451 -.,05 -.01 L03 .

VARO7 1 .02 ~-.19%x ROk x

_VAR485 .06 =.05 | f4lxEx . ,
- VAR266 -.02 -.10 19% % . ‘
VARGB0O -.02* -.03 L3 k% v -
VARB08 . .38%x*x .05 20k x%k

VARB09 -.36%xx .08 -.48%xx

VAR373 ., 34%*x .06 L30%%x

VAR737 24 % k% .02 L23%x%

VAR364 L29% %% .02 27 *xx%

VAR738 L22%% .08 . 15%

VAR408 . 16% .05 -.03

VAR409 = -.02 -.01 -.08

VAR410 .07 -.01 .12

VARB70 10 -.06 -.04

VARB71 .02 -.12 -.04

VAR872 .03 -. 11 -.08

VARB73 -.06 -.15% .05

VARB74 .03 -.07 - -.06

VARO64 L24%xx - 06 L21%% ;
VAR478 L30%%* .05 .10

VARO65 -.11 .08 -.07

VAR479 -.12 .05 -.13%

VAR066 J24%%x%x —-.02 .03

VAR480 J21%x% =-.12 .04

VARO62 JB2xxx - ,01 .16%

VAR063 LA7xxx -, 01 L 19%x

VARO67 .05 .01 -.08 -

VAR4B 1 .02 .01 -. 11 s
VAR270 .06 .03 -.03

VAR684 -.05 .10 -.02

VAR0B80 -.06 -.01 -.01

VAR494 -,09 -.01 -.20%x%

VAROB83 -.29%*xx -, 11 -, 37%%x

VAR497 -.,25%x%x -.,01 -.43%xx

VARS8 14 11 -.05 L30%xx%

VARG 14 .09 .02 J24%%xx%
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"’i@%%lARMS -.03 27x*x% 25%%%
YVAR446 -.01 L22%% L28%x% ' \
--VAR251.  ,17% .02 34%x%
VAR665 .08 .01 L17%
VARB17 -.21%% .10 .03
VARB818 -.35%xx .13% .01
VARB19  .55%%x .01 L 14%
VARS19 RVELE .03 L7
VARB20 1.0000 .07 L29% %%
VARB70 .0000 -.01,
VARB71 1.0000
x = 05 * % .01 xxx = ,001 .level cr greater
t
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Appendix 5.1

¢

Personal-and Structural Commitment by Age at First Marriage

N -

" AGE AT WIVES
FIRST :

. MARRIAGE l N MEAN \ STD DEV l» N
A PERSONAL COMMITMENT 3
Below 20 - 1.2.56 1.15 16 | 2.46 1.04 48
20-29 | 3.08 1.31 136 | 3.20 1.37 R
30-39 3.23 1.78 14 | 3.42 1.85 6
40-49 - - - | 3.13 2.30 2
50-69 2.25 | . 1.70 % 2.33 1.53 3
ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE |  F=1.%1, p=.31 |  F=2:99, p=.02
EXPLAINED , , , o,

VARIANCE R°=.00, ETA®=.02 . R°=.02, ETA®=.07

- STRUCTURAL COMMI TMENT
Below 20 5.42 1.27 14 | 5.90 0.89 45
20-29 ‘ 6.04 0.87 131 | 6.02 0.91 107
30-39 6.03 1.00 | 15| 6.75 0.27 6
40-49 - - - | 6.73 0,03 2
50-69 6.58 | 0.49 4 | 5.90 0.98 | 3
ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE F=2.48, p=.06 F=1.56, p=.19
EXPLAINED , , - , )

VARI ANCE R°=.03, ETA“=.04 R°=.(1, ETA =.04

2Nna
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‘Appendix 5.2

.~ Personal  Commitment by Edﬁcational_Differqnces

D

ES
1

\

HUSBAND

ABSOLUTE WIFE
2y DIFFERENCES MORE ED. MORE ED,
EDUCATIONAL “&7p © STD STD
DIFFERENCES ~ |MEAN| BEV | N |MEAN| DEV | N [MEAN| DEV | N
PERSONAL COMMITMENT -~
N . T ¢
Same 2.79| 1.28| 36(2.79| 1.28] 36|2.79| .28 36
1 Year 2.93] %.25| 41|3.06| 1.25| 2212.79] 1.27] 19
2 Years 2.95| 1.57| 42|3.16 1.39) 25 2.65| 1.80| 17
[— ,.__‘,,,A,,_,:?,{_%\__ . v o :
34 Veats TIPS 1L 05[2813.39( 0,98 1812731106110
5-6 Vears 3.78] 1.47| 14|3.63] 1.74| 6|3.88| 1.55| 8
7-10 Years 2.48 1.08| 16%2.43| 0.73| 612.56f 1.81| 4
~ ANALYSIS F=1.052, F=1.124 .
_ OF VARIANCE p=.40 p=.35
EXPLAINED P.:;,.OO, R2§.00,
VARI ANCE ThY=.06 ETA=.07
.
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“ Appendix 5.;\

Personai Commitment by Level of Education

~
2 * . -
HUSBANDS ’ WIVES
LEVEL OF - 7| . .
EDUCATION MEAN . STD DEV ‘« N MBAN;{ STD DEV |+ N °
PERSONAL GOMMITMENT:
r ‘ - -~
. No High . - S '

School | .57 1.13 29 | 2.88 1.26 | 22
High School : - y?

Incomplete 2.28 1.20 26 2,53 1.20 » | 29

o <
High School ) ‘ :

- Complete . 2.97 1,29 55 | 2.75 1.19 | %5
Some o ] B _ R B

University 3.10 - 1.35 31 3.36 .47 L 30|

Bachelor's e _
’ Degree 4,05 1.42 |, 21 3.83 1.30 18 -
Graduate _

School 3.63 0.81 10 | 3.96 1,70 9
ANALYSIS- : |y
OF VARIANCE F=5.87, p=.0001 F=3.61, p=.004

, EXPLAINED 5 | : B 5
VARIANCE R®= ETA=.15 R“=.06, ETA®=.10
\‘ 1

20-L




Appendix 5.4

Personal Commitment by Income

HUSBANDS WIVES
INCOME MEAN {-STD DEV . N MEAN . STD DEV l ¥
PERSONAL COMMITMENT ¢
b\
Under ; _ ?
" $10,000 2.48 1.33 23 | 3.05 1.44 4 107
4 a8l N
$10,000! - ™
20,000 - 2:78 1.30 55 | 2.68 |. 1.01 46
$20,000 - -
30,000 3.37 1.30 52 | 3.25 .31 | 10
$30,000 - L
40,000 3.14 1.42 . 22 | 3.88 0.18 2
$40,000 v .
50,000 3. 20 0.94 5
$50,000 + 3.08 |.38 6
~
ANALYSIS
OF VARIANCE "F=1.92, p=.08 F=1.33, p=.27 /5
EXPLAINED - T . -
VARIANCE R°=.03, ETA“=.06 R®=.00, ETA®=.02 -
. [N C ) R . ) - .

307




Appendix 5.5

Structural Commitment by Degree of

Happiness

} STRUCTURAL
‘  COMMI TMENT
DEGREE OF HAPPINESS, IN RELATIONSHIP | MEAN STD DEV N
¢
Husband Low, Wife Low 5.73 .98 73
" Husband Low, Wife High ' 6.28 .81 28
Husband High, Wife Low 5.92 .94 | 25
Husband High, Wife High 6.30 .78 39

-ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=4.,53, p=.004

EXPLAINED VARIANCE

2

R%=.05, ETA®=.08

308
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\f Appendix 5.6

2

Structural eémmitment by Satisfaction with Family Life

N
: - STRUCTURAL
‘. COMMITMENT
SATISFACTICN WITH FAMILY LIFE MEAN STD DEV N
Husband Low, Wife Low 5.55 .93 46
Husband Low, Wife High 6.03 .95 29
Husband High, Wife Low 5.84 1.02 32
Husband'High, Wife High 6.39 .68 59
_ I ~ -
\\> ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=8.38, p=.000
2_ 11, ETA%=.13

EXPLAINED VARIANCE R7=,11

$
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~ Appendix 5.7

‘Structugal Commitment by Violence (Insulted or Swore)

~

310

STRUCTURAL
COMMITMENT
" VIOLENCE. (INSULTED OR SWORE) MEAN | STD DEV | N
Husband Low, Wife Low 6.32 77 b4
‘Husband Loy, Wife High 6.23 .79 23
Husband High, Wife'Low 5.95 .98 20
Husband High, Wife High 5.52 .97 54
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE .F=8.78, p=.000
. ‘ s
EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.14, ETA®=.14
bt
' . >
\




Appendix 5.8

. ~ .
Structural Commitment by Violence (Stomped Out)

M

{

STRUCTURAL
COMMI TMENT
VIOLENCE (STOMPED OUT) MEAN | STD DEV | N #
Husband Low, Wife Low . 6.23 .83 72
Husband Low, Wife High 5.96 .93 32
Husband High, Wife Low 5.61 1.10 12
Husband High, Wife High 5.76 .97 46
 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=3.36, p=.02
- ? '
EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.05, ETA%=.06
‘4

31



Appendix 5.9 :

S:ructural Commitment by Neighbourhood Adults Known

STRUCTURAL

COMMI TMENT
NEIGHBOURHOOD ADULTS KNOWN MEAN | STD DEV N
Husband Low, Wife L 5.91 .99 94
Husband Low, Wife High 5.80 .98 26
Husband’High, Wite Low ' 6.44 .74 14
Jusband High, Wife High 6.18 .66 32
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE* F=2.25, p=.08

EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.02, ETA%=.04

@

=T
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Appendix 5.10

Structural Commitment by Previous Divorce

STRUCTURAL

COMMI TMENT
JEGREE OF HAPPINESS 1IN RELATIONSHIP MEAN STD DEVA N
Husband Low, Wife ﬁow 6.04 .92 143
Husband Low, Wife High 5.53 .99 15
Husband High, Wife Low 6..6 .57 4
Husband High, Wife High ¥ SOy A 1.37 3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=1.54, p=.21.
EX“PLAIN'ED VARIANCE - R2=.01 , ETA2=.O3

313




Appendix 5,11

Structural Commitment by Times Married

STRUCTURAL

COMMI TMENT

]
NUMBER OF TIMES MARRIED MEAN | STD DEV | N
. 5y ‘

Husband Low, Wife Low 6.13 3 .80 132
Husband Low, Wife High 5.65 1.23 14
Husband High, Wife Low 5.89 .95 9
Husband High, Wife High 4.75 1.11 10
1 4
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE F=8.66, p=.000
EXP_J° =D VARIANCE R%=.12, BTA%=. 14

@

314
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Appendix 5.12

Personal Commitment by Religious Participation

PERSONAL

© COMMITMENT
RELIGIOUS PARTICIPATION MEAN | STD DEV g N
Husband Low, Wife Low ;j- . 2.88. | 1.11 '90~
Husband Low, Wife High o 2.68 1,16 14| |
Husband High, Wife Low ' 5.13 1.24 2
Husband High, Wife High 3.13 1.62 | 63
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=2.40, p=.07 S
EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.01, ETA®=.04

“k‘f\-"" 3
o
v 4 " I;)";/‘T
© 4 ! &{‘td a-‘?
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Append1x45.13

Structural Commitment by Religious Participation

e

STRUCTURAL
COMMI TMENT
RELIGIQUS PARTICIPATION MEAN STD DEV N,
Husband Low, Wife Low 5.76 1,00 90
Husband Low, Wife High 6.09 .53 12
Husband High, Wife Low 6.63 “.35 2
Husband High, Wife High 6.33 .73 59
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=5.56, p=.001" , ~N e
" EXPLAINED VARIANCE 32=.09, ETA2=. 10
9

316
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Apperdix 5. 14

Strfj:f;ﬁi\fommitment by Divorce Laws

STRUCTURAL
. COMMI TMENT.
TOUGHER ‘DIVORCE LAWS MEAN STD DEV N
Husband Low, Wife Low 1 5.70 1.06 53
Husband Low, Wife High 5.75 1.04 31
Husband High, Wife Low 6.15 .68 29
Husband High, Wife High 6.38 .69 45
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=5.66, p=.001
R%=.09, ETA%=.10

EXPLAINED VARIANCE

317



- - Appendix 5.15

Personal Commitment by;?resence of Children

. < ' PERSONAL
OMMI TMENT
PRESENCE OF CH...REN © | MEaN (DEV | N
Husband No Child., Wife No Child. 3.07 1.20 41
Husband No ghiid.; Wife Children | 2.85 1.05 10
Husband Children, Wife No Child, 2.38 .92
\ Husband Children, Wife Children 3;03 1.42 116

he)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ¥=0.73, p=.54

X% EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.00, ETA%=.01

[ 4

' . ¥
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Appendix 5.16

ommi tment by Presence of Children

\

5:?
. ”«“’;, e BRS
i, Som T STRUCTURAL
o . ﬁbf%#§  'COMMITMENT q
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN MEAN | STD DEV N
] ,
Husband No Child., Wife Nc¢ Child. 5.75 .99 40
Husband No Child., Wife Children 5.66 S5 10
Husband Children, Wife No Child. 5.69¢ 2.07 4
Husband Children, Wife Children 6.14 .81 110
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F=2.52, p=.06
EXPLAINED VARIANCE R%=.04, ETA=.05
V"
,%. )
’ %
4’ // {
i :
oo /
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