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1nfluenc1ng
expectations fr h

A A 8
of - husbands vi%?s depend’

a

. varlahles such as

& N
e pover relat;ons of nnrital pairs. The

,the<1itéfature vere thatv poqer relations

. A

. conparetive”"bdﬁ

",1~~stptus, incone and occuputional

»Status‘ e Consﬁera “i!: uas given to poss:Lble COnGE'p't&al and

nethodological 1lprovel t over past research 1n thls area.

S

“g

The data“was obtained throngh dnterv1ews and an hypothetical'

e (-

' dec1sxon naklng situéthny for the purpose of obtainlng the
‘perceptual,‘ attitudinal and behavicral scores from husbands.

'and vlves. The salple con51sted of a total of 100 - subjects

\

'; (50 husbands- and.thelr vlves). Controls: vére placed on the

‘ sanple in order-ﬁto - study intact middle vlnco-e fanlllesh

narrled betneen 5 to 10 years havxng no adolescent chlldrens

. .
¢ <

Using ~the 0 05 level of 51gn1ficance, chi squaré/tests

_vwege conducted to test the_ inpact of  the ‘ebove; mentiomed

ﬂsrzables ‘on spouShl power relatlons. <

' . : [ o v - [
" . . . ey SO

The flndlngs of- thls stu!y suggested a very hlgh

51gn1ficant relatlonshlp (P( 0. 01) betve{h’ {he ¢onparat1ve

-

educatldnal status -of a husband and hls pouer in dec151on'

¢« .

_nak;ng,_nusbands having hlgher occupatlonal status fhan"'

their wives in the study -were found to enjoy s;gnlflcantly

(P 0.05) nore power 1n the declslon naklng process. In

LI Y

iv©

¢
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. “. ;fver 1n larital decision naking. sixty nine perc*nt of
u; R u

rd

. [ v ¥
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addition, a dlear trend " was noted in the direction Qf a

‘husband earning grenter ingone than his uife to enjoy 27

-

¢
sbands” ‘Whose incones 'Were greater thal; their ‘vives
r

reported’ that they nake most of the decisions\in therr

‘1 ‘. % ) . ‘w"“

housgholds. . . _ . :
/? . . N ' ' k v

- : " S.a-";'v

Y

-
-

' dec151on miking. R N o ; .

L e . ,
' fdi\.The “data fazled ‘to show any signlflcant relationshlp

AL

\‘* ' . ~ S

51u11ar1y, a highly signifiaant relationship (P< 0\01)'
uas ‘noted betveen the conparative educational status of a

u1fe and her pover in making decisions. A clear trend . vas -

noted 1ﬁﬁ the dlIECtlon of :a w;fe ea:nlng less’ inco,e or;

I 1 ]

haiing a lover occupatlonal status than her husband’to enjoy

‘5.

less pouer in naking deczsionsJ seventy e1ght per cent of

the vlves hav1ng 1ouer OCCupational status than *thezr:

.
husbands in the study- reported a’ tradltional paﬁiern of

deczsion naklng. Similarly 71 per cent of the vives earning:

less incone,than their hﬁsbands reported that their.husbands

[ Y

dominate the decision process. = | o : .

’ ]
S

‘e

betveen the £tequency of attendlng the organlzations and the-

-

'hnsband's ggner in naklng deg151ons. : \{’

-

(P> 0.9) betueen the age of a  husband and hls pover in

™~
~- - ' - @

Iy

’."_ ) Y . o - ' o ' ,
Husbands in the study vere found'to enjoy slightly more

V. ' - . L

A dlreqt pos1t1ve'.re1ationship (P< -0.05) . las ‘neted

.t

oo
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pover t»han their uive&uo docilj,on_"
» husbnnd's province (car }Qa insuranc®,. . tw¢
C and doctor) ~and Qtuo,\ te joint de -
‘:‘ﬁ: &9 N . N ’
vAcation). ﬂhile a lajornty of /the h )
influenced by their viv

o

prilnrily the

e vii!'s (food
(house nsﬂ

nds - lerg not

es in nnking d.ci ons .rogarding

tﬂeir jobs, they, however, inflnenced thei

Lvi%s in king

# Q\

-

-

tne’fdectsious.' .

" The' analysis

of -

indicated .that ‘there
* \

amount'of agreeient between a husband's,

)
!

YO R
- . < -

Speatman's rank order® correlation

vas ‘a highly significnnt (P< 0. 001)

°

perceptxons of fanxly pover,

The 'research

and' his wvife's

ﬁ

+

1ndicated that there vas no nplationsh1p

betueen—pesceptua;7»attltnd1nal and,behavxoral pover on ,the'

L T ’ ‘ \
. The study hrought forth several implicatio

research *in the

area

v

ey .

part of elther hnsbanas *& vlves.

v

of family power in

{
¢ for fature

ﬂirection of
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. . As'a student . of fanily studi‘es, ‘the. vri ":"b/‘.bec'aqe‘fa'
« L et the' cqntrqversies over falily pover tfructyri;-v h

. Ty -/

qppiﬂr in the literature. It a%go vas evident.to t B

Qshgt t?e Qqualitarian values of North Alerican §$ciety~were ’
.3 3

‘éﬁt femrily practiced in 'interaction \ ong'rfalily

lenbe

talily . nor is a lyth' equal ~pdver ve don é, agi equal

— . l;
pouer we will never get,voaen as a group _are ﬁﬁscg}ninated

against fron achieving power in £alilies. (Gillespie,

» .

1971); and. by cgunents on tne nethodoldgical sho;t¢oniﬁgs of (,"

research' on family pover, the author launched on the

-

y developnent of a re QEQ::h pr%ject in the area of fanily
. . . ’
pover to gain a better und rstanding of it. In acconplishing

o

" this ﬁgbjective the author (received heip/{ftOl “?severalf

oot YlnleldualS and vonya like to acknouledge their interest in
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' GHAPTER I ° . S N

I oo Lo R
- INTRODUCTION R

R e
'The'relarive pouer positions of'husbands~and‘wives ‘are
‘ uitai' eleueu{s of domestlc groups“ﬁnd ones uhlch have been
.'exanlned U1th 1nrrea51ng fréauency in studles of the. famrly.
Turk and Bell (1972) point out that, the research on.;power"
ﬂrelations, of fanrlles }has been abundant in the last fev
.decades.-rhe analeis'of\ autecedents and- conseqdences of

power has gradually becone' one of the major~rareas of

inquiry; In fact, research 1n ‘this area hasAbecome so 1arge,
that the aréa was con51dered to. be one of the major areas of
"researcp_ln.the 51xt1es (Burr, 1973). Oppong ‘11970) note
thaﬁ.-“in‘ ﬁue past few years, several studles have ' had as.
thelr central focus, the exploratlon of relative 'power of
famlly '-lembers. The problens of wpol nakes _rhe final

de0151ons in what areas, uho has the largest share ~in the

: process ( . teris of vho.makes nost of the decisiousi”%ho

'contrlbutes more 1deas, the klnd -oﬁ"deciSiOnsn made) who

uactually 1n1t1ates-,the problen and who K:ns over. have been'

lnvestlgatedvto a.great extent 1n ‘order o -find _outr “the:
. . .

.' }"' -
power structure of fanllles.

[
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ko

" A, THE PROBLEM " o

\ . ; e
' “Ifispite 4?% belng the favorite<subjectt£or re;earCh,
past rgbearch in fanlly povwer is ihconclusive. Safilios;
. othschild (1970)».remarks that desplte the avallabllity ofv
istudles ohe uould have an lmposslble task should one uant-to .
descnlbe~the power structure of North Anerxcap fanilxes.
. A ‘ : '
_ - ‘ - .

\
N

Several scholars have 1nd1cated that tha -é@ualitarian
family as\'a norm is a myth. students of fanily pover are
’flagued w1th ~both the femlnlst outcry and ,scholarly
confusion‘ vhlle descrzblng the power structhre of a fanlry.

' ,Pouer is st111 a s ck concept 1n the soc1a1 scxentlsts bag

of tcols._There ‘are an 1ncrea51ng nuuber of cautlons placed

©om the use of research results. it is apparent from a rev1ev _.dn Y,
. of the 11terature that 1t is 1np0551ble' to have' lear~ .

' Pro ~a

picture of marital , pouer until the methpdology of power !x?74s

L - .
structure studxes 1nproves con51derab1y by 1nc1udlng a T

detalled study of each aspect of pover and from the p01nt of

'iv1ew of both the husband and vlfe. The consensus is that the -

'~ concept needs to be re-exanlned. o

1 Y

B. THE NEED FOR THE STUDY

“

Cr1t1c1sns of fanlly power' studles 1nd1cate a great
- need. for conceptual clarlflcatlons. Theﬁ challenges that
1 ' ’

resource theory faces .can be allev1ated only if 1t is re-

- ‘ ’ : . . Co. — N

L
2
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eianined with 'conceptual as 'velll as methodological

iAprovenents,' such as/ thé needffor including'both'husbands‘.

T~

tech iques. - .
| p-n qnes: R R

7

. - . »; e - e ) ‘ \.: -
and wives, and use OL ‘survey“fas“—velif—as——observattonalm———m;_m

g,-rﬂn.puapo_g OF THE STUDY
\ -

The basic purpose of th;s study 1s to gain a greater

l"

undg\standlnﬁ'of the conponents of garltal pover and to

clarifg\ some of - the issues ralsed by research scholars i

through konceptual}é%ﬂ nethodologlcal 1mprovenents on past .
¢ . . a/ . Ny .

research \The present study therefore intends to:

_ (1) Study only one dimension of mar1ta1 pover, deciéion R

o

‘pover, i.e. to see the re

"making power, in the 'finanCial area.: This 1s hoped ;‘;

-

clartfy coneeotual confu51ons. : - v . ~§':;“

[

(2) - Restrlct the study to ann-underStanding of marital

v

decision. maklng and to obtaln theé data ffr:://both husbands
that

and wives im Xfecognition f “the fact 1t is the

perceptlons of both husbands ana‘ vives that vould“ best
reveal the conprehe‘51ve nature of marital power.

" (3) Apply both sur ey and observatlonal technlques because kN
it is strongly felt, th t a judlcious conblnatlon of both

survey- and observatlo al technlques is essentlal to assess

marltal power.

’
r

(u) Re-exanlne respurce th ory - ‘as ;t\ relates to laritall

tlonshlp betveen the conparatlve

e

resources, (educat;onal 'sta “5! g nne and occupatlonal

»
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’ . \ ' , : - %

status) of . d husband and his vife and the powver ehjoyed bj

t

then—ln narlial_rela:ions. “f"\

|

.’ 4 ' N ? .
‘15) Adopt the same instrulents uséd by ‘Blood and jolfe

(1§%0) in_Order-to makeethencomparison‘of_dafa possible.

. . ' g;_ B : e
D. THE BASIC QUESTIONS S
. ’ Lo i . .

The  basic ‘queStiOns that the sfudy intends to answer
.t . o - i : : )

Ay
*

are: _m' B . T .t ‘ : o ' ( i, ’ ) “'Ff‘ )
. : . N

(1) Will the, spouse who has gteater educatlon, oCcupatioual SN

status and incone'enjoy nore pouer in decmslon naklng? ' .
* o "‘\\

(2) Does the ;requency of organlzatxonal part1c1pation R \\

‘enhance the husband's poyer 1n narltal dec151on laklng?

/

(3) Do older nusbands enjoy more* power ~1n~ dec151on<j;ak1ng - ';
. o . Sy
\than younger hu ‘nds? \ v'; A ' '4 * o

(4) ﬂo husbands enjoy lore pover than thelr vives 1n naklng

. - -
- LI

decisions? o . L o .
_(5)'De the ﬁusband ahd - wife in" a marital relationship

-

percelve pover relatlons d1fferently°
{6) _Is~ there any relat10nsh1p between ~the perceptuai, ¥

.'attltudlnal and behav1oral pouer scores of emther husbands
or vlves? B 7 ' . _
N o ' ' "

1]

~gﬂ\1n .order - to obtaln ansvers for these questlons 1ntact
middle income fan111es of a large Canadlan city . v111 be .

selected at random. . = - : ‘ B L e



: : b . N !
husbands and wives rather than de#eloping a sophisticated

rhe investfgator uill have to’ cone}y vith certain

lilitatlons in carrylng ontg this research.’ These can‘ be

llsted .as follows' ?

3

(1) & sanple of cf g 50 couples vill ;:\?hcluded in the

study. _f : :n'*;'s»Q{AV ’ . -
B . R ¥4 ' -
(2) A simple gane Hlll be ﬂsed because the investigator |is

mainly’ 1nterested .1nA studylng;vthe ‘pcwer‘;relations: of :

observational ‘tool. which by'»iteelf wzll be , & research

. . . l t .. . . .
project. , ' . Q .‘ - " ‘

(3) Only 10 families will be reguested to respOnd to .a

hypothet1cal decision’situation, due to. 1ack of txne.

a

I .

But for‘ these 11m1tat10ns, it 1s felt that’thls studY'

e

by itself wlll be a ma551ve research projecv and is -nore

sophlstlcated than prev;ous stud1e§ bdth as regards to 1ts'”

L ’ >

conceptlon of narltal pover and . the laQFer ‘in~ which it i,

‘ =
attenpts to neasure narltal decision nakmng poter.' .

F. PLAN OF THE EHESIS
—_—

(N Rev1ev of relevant 11terature on fanlly‘power.

(2) .Crltlcal exanlnatlon of conceptual and methodongicalf

issues. | . . | IR

(3) Selection of a theoretical' basis for the study of
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CHAPTER II

-9,

\ N
. . ~_

REVIEW OF RELBVANT LITERLTURE ON- FAMILY POWER -

- . . )

tw

In nteéieving ;the literature related to fanlly pouer

~structure, one 'is struck - by the ' abundance of *research

studies dufing, the‘ pas ' decade and a half in the United

A e, ‘ L
States and other countries, An intensive revievvoﬁ articles.

*

. : } - : ,
‘concerned’ with the power issue, indicates that, interest in

this area continues.

¢ The najor studles publlshed are those by Blood (1963, .
- 1967),_ Blood!gnd iolfe (1960). ‘those by Kenkel (1961, 1963)

and those by Hllkenlng and Bharadvaj (1967, 1968), Hllkenlng 4[,

\and Luprl (1965), and Hllkenlng and Morrison (1963). In
addltlon, a varlety of stndles have been made ascertalnlng

the dec151on naklng patterns in dlfferent types of Lner;can

fanlllesn (Burchlnal and Bagoer, 1965. Heer, 1962.'H111,

" 1965; Kings 1969; olson, 1969 Rollins, 1963; Schlesinger,

1962; ‘and Swith, 1967).. Theré have also been studies

' ‘recordinq; students projections of declslonv making in

«

families (Lovejgy, ’1961), decisidn making differences by

relationship, between decision making'and religion (Larson

and Johannis, 1967). k nunber of--othe: studies report .

general research in the area of family:power (Bahr and

_race aof//;dass. (Hlddleton and Putney, 1960) and the

ra
—

k
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Rollins, 1971- Edvards,\1969' évans' and Snith, 1969 and

: ‘bilhsgie, 1971). The remainder of studies deal

1/

with cross—

~
-

cultural exalinations of family power (Lanons. 1969- Lupri,

-1969; Rodnan, 1967 Safllios-Rothschlld, 1967 and others).

-
»

=3

NATURE OF POWER

P——

A, TH

one of_~the,nost inoortant aspects of family.structure
is the power positioas family nenbers (Blood and’-WOife,‘
1960) . Marital power hasibben the target of 1nterest in many
studles because it is one of  the central concepts for
descrlblng the ‘behavior of uarltal-palrs (Oppong, 1970). As
Komarovsky (1967) and Sprey (1972) malntaln, an analysis of
narltal power po1nts to cruc1a1 dlnen51ons of narltal 11f§,'
Qne could explaln sone fan;ly béhav1or through the relatlvef

power relatxons of fan11y nembers. Blood and Wolfe (1960)

-demonstrate that the balance of pouer between a husband and *

vife is a, sensmtlve reflectlon of the roles they play

marrlage and in turn, has nany repercu551ons on other

T..

aspects of the1r relatlonshlg Marital power refers to, the

»'dynanlcs of married living and spe01f1cally how husbands and
wives interact and deal with each other in naklng dec151ons.

Since’ husbands and;wives are indeed dependent on each otherT
for vital expressive and socio-economic benefits, they do in

o . e a N .
"fact have a‘certainvaEOunt of power over each other.
v , \

Family power is a multidimensional concept that is

& ' - L.

] ) -
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measurea 1ndirect1y through behaviéral acts in which the
" | Ty o S -

-, s

(1970) says that the configuration of decisiqn .naking'
patterns, tension and conflict management and the “type of

prevallzng dzvxslon of labor tends to reflect the prevalllng

.nodei/of pover. -

The power position of a hushana or wife fluctuates thh

\
»

changes &n, 1nteract10n and spo&ses appear to adjust their

behav1or in an: effort to obtazn better outcones. The uorklng :

out of a satlsfylng power rekatlonshlp is very important to

successful progress through stages 1n the family life cycle.
¥

-

‘ Accordlng to ;af1llos-Rothsch11d (1972),,one fanily -member
¢ ' . . - . . o A} - ‘ . . .
may control the other's behavior .becayse he disposes off

i}

important rewards, he can mete out\ punishaents,  he is

‘perceived as havingrthe right to  power,\ he is consideredi

[

desirable for other members to identify with, or he is

thougnt ~to possess superior. knovle ge * and ~ skills ;

~ (Koma¥xovsky, 1967).

‘B. POWER.DEFINED:

) ::;" dégree of one.s po'er is Put !to ' test. safiliOS“ROthSChild T

—_ e e C. . v o .

- Pover has been varlously deflned in previous research.
One deflnltlon of pover is that 1t is the probablllty that a

nenber within a social'relationship will be ip a position to

=

"carry out nis oun will, 'despite resistance or opposition
(Phillips, 1967; Weber, 1947). Towney (1931) remarks that

»

" -~



N,

as the ablllty to 1nfluence or control others beha71or.

which

v

__power = na& alsonpe definegras thf capacity of an individual
to ‘modify the conduct of other. indlviduals. Buckley (1967?

deflnes pover as the capac1ty~of ‘an xndivgduaa» to control

the behavior of others elther directly by feat, or -

indirectiy by the manipulation of available means. Blau

.(196u)' says that, "Broadly speaking' pover refers to all

" kinds of influence between persons; OTU groupsl where\.one

induces others according to his wishes."

<

Accordlng to Blood and Holfe ‘;960) power is nanlfested

AN

in the ab111ty to make decisions affecting the life ‘of ﬁh

fanily.' straus (196u) deflnes pover as "acflons which
control, 1n1t1ate, change or nodify the behav1or of another

member of the fanlly. ulshler-und Waxler (1968) define pduer

4
v

Wla is-Hoffnen “(1960) views pover sxnply as_the extent to
e decides oner the other partner. Scanzoni (1970)
descr1bes pover as ~the. ability of a person to impose “his
wlll on others. Bahr/and Rdillns (1971), Saflllos-Rothschlld

(1967) and others deflne povwer as the ability ‘of one' person

A

to control another. It is ‘important to see the equ1valance :

of these defxnltlons. It vould appear frol these deflnltlodé

that the common elenent in definitions of marital power' is

LY

\the ability of a spouée to influence the behavior of the

T
4

other through the dec151on naklng process. Power in other

uords is contro} or influence over the act1ons of others to

pronote one' - goals without thexr "consent" against - theit
_ s )



_wwille. or;xlthggtwtheir "knovledge"_or "uoderstanding"' Tyfs
does not mean that pover\bould alvays be held by one partner.
alone, or that one partner uould have ‘more pover than the
other; or that';tpe criter1on of pover can not \Shlft
51tuat10nally. Thére- can "be the so-called  equalitarian
family, where pover is held by both partnérs equally and one

‘.W.

partner can equally 1n£1uence the other. @

L

Fan

C. TYPES OF POWER .7 ‘ : A -

N

qsafilios-Rothschild (1972) maintains that family power

}is a multi-dimensional, coﬁprehensive typology apd,uould

1nc1ude different types and dlfferent levels of powver. The

major types of power accordlng to her are: Legltllate Pover,

-lD90151on uaklng Pouer,//Influence, Resource Pouer, Expert

Power, Affectlve Pouer, Donlnance Pouer, Tension uanagenent

Pover, and- uoral Pouer.‘of these existing typesg%f pover,

N

decision leking power has been nost co-nonly studled by .

research scholars because of its relevance and 1nportance.

~

\
D. OPERAT Iéng LIZING POWER

It is apparent that declsion making power is one of the

major‘ diliensionc of family-poeer; FPapmily power is measured

rpdlrectly through behav1or in whlch an ~1nd1v1dua1' - pouer'f

is put to test. Sprey (1972) a:% Saflllos-Rchschlld (1970)

are of tHe' same opinion in , saying that _a  closer

A

o 29

L

R
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cfﬁ%ial dinensions of power. Blood‘and Uolfe (1930)v_sugggst

that in order to measure the 'precise balaﬁce‘of povweéer

LIRS SO . - . . . EEPEE N . K - . .
oy ety P Al v n . " i : B - . L
P AR . . . . . . L L UTY e

.2 .
betueen the husband andruxfe, ondé - has to assess éhelr pover

..‘5
in all famlly deczsions. Researchérs have 1nvestlgated not

N

5 only vho makes the decision; but also-uho exerts influence

in the decision making process. B}
The exhahgevtheory~6f_Scanzq:i'(1970) and the resource

K3
‘.

. theory of-Blocd and Wolfe (1960) . suggesk that the family

«

process. In other uerds pouer is operat;onallzed through the
dec1§10n making p:ocess{ Pamlly power is revealed through

the’  decision ﬁakiqg process..‘It is evident that with the

reveals.fits power structure_' hrough the decision making-

042

:evolution of equaiitarian families, there are more people

who opt for joiat decisfoas (?ﬁe;an and Ruef, 1961). This

. family power and : decision wmaking. However, one has to be
- : " ; ‘ ' oW :
careful because decision making will not or camnot describe

_ . 8 . . R . \.

, alt the dimensions of family power structure. o R

P . . ; - ] . . ; . c\

vould indicate that tﬁere_is a -close relationship betvéen‘*

0 ' Families. make dec151ons regardlng all aspects of fanllx;"

\\\ - life; It could be argued*that most of these dec151ons have

financ1a; 1mp11d£tlons,.ns Saflllos-Rothschlld -(1971) - pats

. _ . I¢ - - .
it, financial resources are necessary for the sustenance and

velfare of the family. It has been shown in several research
; ; I ch

studies that the person who makes naj@r financial decisions

*

_Lﬁigyestiggtigp of the dec151on.process_!ay_teaghsgbout other__ﬂ___
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is the ‘one enjoying nore pover in 'rahily decision making.

Since -the " breadvinner 19 the sour%e of finances, he’ can be/ |
N »”

\]

;1.assuned to have post of the ' pover while naking financial

Cew
oo

.,

dé%ﬁsions.' So 1ong ‘as rationing by the purse gome;g;}the'

Adistribution of pover. 1t becoaes inevitable to correlife'

.& "
,financial decisions vith pouer.' Certainly control eJ'

°

financial deCiSion naking has najor 1mportance for family

'patterns ginceé- a vhole fanily 11fe style can . be changed uith f;.‘

/

one majbr finanCial dec1510n (Honey, et. al., 1959). Perberw:

(1971) argues that alnosb aIr dgc1510n naking is ‘£inanc1al,

Muhich lends support tO' 'the;’ research tradition oﬁ )

cornicentration in;'ﬁge. financ1a1 dec151on making - realm.

Because of the efféct of financ1al dec151ons on family one

can justify the use of financial de01510ns to study family‘

o

© . POVgL.-

[ix14

!

E. BOVER STRUCTURE OF FAMILIES.

%y‘ Fanily theorists like Bertrand (1958), Bowerman and

¥

Eider (196“), Kandel and Lasser (1972). Lupr1 (1969), uogey‘

,-:“95_”' Nelson - (1955), Nimkoff (1965), Ogburn and. nlnxof’f

(1955). Taylor 41949), vOgel (1965) and others consider thatﬁ~
modern marriages have evolved fron the posse551on -of power a

by the adult nale, to a luch lore democratic forn. There are'

-~

other studies by Buric and Zecev1c (1967) Dyer and Urbanﬁf

} .
(1958), Gillespie (1971), Komarovsky (1967), Rod-an (198#)

‘.iJand safilios-Rothscggld (1967), vhich\shgw that this lay not S

. .5.'”" 'r

RN
-

&



v o 3 . -
Lt e - -
F] ‘k“?-’ . ! " . “'5"».

L% £

bé true..As Gillesple (1971) comnents "egualltartan uarrlage'

‘as a norm is a myth. Equal power ve do . not have-'egggl power

L oWe wlli never : get, so long as the present soc1o-econon1c

status-remains." He proceeds to say that ln-conpetltlon Hlth .

3 -»....M‘\v ,'{-_ i

his wvife, a.nau‘haéwnostfef[the ad}aﬁtagééi”_-xu

—

Other authors llke Rodman (1967),, Buric,'and*‘zeeevic

(1967)  and Safillos—Rothschlld - (1967) . show -that the

diStribution.df pover varies iith thé decision to be made’

froh‘ One culture to another and Hlthln all cultures. It is

-apparent from these, that though there has been con51derable

"istudy of marltal pouer, a student of the famlly vould" find

.

it hard to understand and explaln fanlly pouer.

' The most- comnon typqlogy of"fanily‘power'structure ‘

4

employs. the categorles of father donluant, nother donlnant,

%-equalltarlan-syncratlc and _equalltarlan-autonon1c (Herbst,‘

'1954; 'Holfe. -196“). Syncratiql‘ over 1nvolves : sharing

equally,i' all - decisions.

Characterized by lanw'equal division . of decisiou - making

" responsibility.
: ) ! . "

LA

Of the several theorles of narltal pover three standout

as belng 1mportant._ Blood and Wolfe's (1960) thez;y of . -

.»resources in marltal dec151on naking;~ exchange theo

Scanzoni - (1970) and the roiej‘theoryf'of_parsons.and his

autonomic power is

of_h

A
&y
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'1fofloiers f1964) . .
TN etk

1. Resource Theory:

r?,.m'w;;;m_eaesource-xheoryeassunesu—thate—the relatlve~~pouer~_of~”WWU?~

husbands and uxves in naking fan1ly dec131ons depends upon‘

' resource Kas been defined as anythlng that one partner may

.4
N rj N

make avallaﬁle to the other, helplng the latter to satlsfy‘

the’ needs dr- atta;n the goals. "The balance of power wlll be

. (»on the side “of  that bpartner who cont;zbutes the greater

- resources to the ;\rrlage." As _one partner is. able to

’

- the ba51s for 'a -more than fifty-fifty say 1n dec151ons.ﬁ

Accordrng to these authorsr an~autonatic readjustnent occurs

as the contrlbutlng partner dlscovers that hefhas a. lotk to

offer to the narrlage, uhlle the rece1v1ng partner feels

1ndebted for vhat has already been glven and dependent »uponl
o S what he hopes to recelve in the future. The partner Hho nayf

f{” prov1de or: wlthhold resources 1s 1n a strateglc p051tlon for -

\~

1nf1uenc1ng thelr d1sp051t10n.. Hence, power : accruesb

spontaneously to the partner“vho “has the. najorlty ~of”

' resources at hls dlsposal Accordlng -to resource dtheory;
¥

culture is not Va sufflc;ent explanatlon for pover.llt =

accrues support from studles thCh show that husband's pover

1ncreases with educatlon, 1ncome earned and soc1a1 status.

the rescurces vhlch each spouse brlngs 1nto ‘the narriage. A

N\ 3
contrlbute nore than“hls share to- the marrlage, he possesses

N

)
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2..Erchange;Thebry B _,' RUP . , . L

chanzoni‘(1970)'uses exchange'theory-to explain' fanii&
o]

poger. The nore the husband fulfllls his econonic dgties and-.

Lyrndimentary of famliy structure (Gouldner, 1960).-'-
ok

thns; tﬁe~ nore the v1fe deflnes her status rlghts as belng 7

[}

mnet, the more she wlll allow her husband to defzne the norms

and her‘_dutles ih ;terns of household 'decision naking.'

)
T}erehy, she, in essence, glves h1n pover to shape the fnll

.dlmen51oh of the conjugal unlt in exchange for the economlc}

reuards and status beneflts he prov1des her vrs-a-v1s the -

a ~

‘larger \comnnnrty. She is more motlyated to "§6,along“‘vith

o R y e o
hig. to "give in" to him, to "let. him have his way", to .-the
. - 2 - . . ) . .

ertent.that-he'provides maximum economic rewards. But to the

- degree that those revwards fail to meet’her expectations; sher

is bless° motlvated to acceed to hlm. Accordlng to exchange

theory what is exchanged in husband-vlfe \1nteract10n  andA
) familial_' decision nahiné; is -the satlsfactlon of .an
'obligation, for'vhich another’is incurred. Also,~as_'EdvardS'
'(1969) and Hnrsteln (1971) put 1t, no fallly nemher 1ncursc;

cost wlthout the expecta;xon that there will be conpensatlon .

for‘ regnlatlng famlly 1nteract10n, “thus” fosterlng ‘the'

devejbpnent of o a netuork of fallly relatrons and a.

A

for her dutiesand his rlghts. she vill - accede. his rlghts f

- for it. -The: exchange processes appear to serVe as nechanlsns”A“j,

”»”



B

3. Role:Theory“

A
- =" .

Another theory of faﬁiIf”poier that has been develoged

v

by éarsons ,(196a) %nd his . followers is the role theory.

Aceorutng to Parsons (196&), husbandshbiay the 1nstrunenta1-
roles of. g1v1ng suggestlons, while wives tend to play the
expressive roles ot malntalnxng harnony in' the fanlly.

Parsons and Bales (1935) contenﬂ that the positlon of father

‘in a fanlly usually leads to superlor power or ‘authority of

- the‘ occupant in the. 1nstrumenta1 !reas. uodern family

theorlsts cr1t1c1ze thls .theory, because, expre551ve and

" instrumental components ‘are ‘evident in. every individual

regardless of sex.

All of these theoretlcal frameworks appear to have sonea

\\ 11m1tat10ns. Saflllos-Rothschlld (1970) connents that in

'practlcally all cases only dec151on naklng isz neasured by

famlly soc101091sts. _vhen fornulatlng theorles to explaln.

_famlllal pouer structure. She raises the questlon that "when

we do not knoq\uho has the authorlty to make ﬂec151ons, for,

<who can 1nfluence the dlrectlon in vhlch decrsxons are mad95

of what value are theorles vhich explaln only who makes most:

of the dec1$1ons?",§he belleves that - ne systegat{t theory"'

' can be developed ﬁhtll all d1nensxons of power have been

thoroughly and cross-qulturally investigated. and .thelr

1nter-re1at10ns understood.

A . . L . ‘ . . : .
¢ . . . - X b . e . P
‘ . ! .. .- . M



“ . . ",. \ . X .
~ CHAPTER III | \\\1\ ,

* . .CONCEPTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES: CRITICAL REVIEW

.‘ .

e m ,-fit4nis inportant,» to . nointJnoué that "the najeritf of
artzcles on fanxly power appearing iv“ﬁpurnals have been
comnentarles on . methodolog;cal issues thCh have plagued the
sc1ent1f1c “studyof famlly pover (Bahr. 1971- Grandboxs and
Ulllett, 1970- Hess and Torney, 1963; Kandel and Lasser,

. 1972; Kenkel, \1963 Liu et. al {973;'Lajely,v1869; Olson, ~y4//
o ’1969-»01<on and Rabunsky, 1972- SafiliOS-Rofhschild 19705
Sprey, 1971- -Turk and Bell, 1972 and Van Es and Shlngl,

ST 1972). Questlons concernlng the measurelent of pover vlthln

| fanllles have been 'the subject of several doctoral
dlssertataons (csonwell 197.2'-~ olson, 1967' Turk 1§70).
Although they have been of some help in stlnulatlng thlnklng
."Lin the minds of research scholars, they falled ;o shov the M §¥;
neeessary solutlons to these problems. fOlson - and Rabunsky o
(1972) p01nt “out that past measures of fanlly power have . ”{'

‘-‘t, ),

been plagued with aserlous conceptual and- lethqdologlcal

<
N

problems. ‘ B - _ N . .
,,,,,, _e~’e”f§;fzbucnprung Is ugg ' :/2}"*“ o T

P . : -

\-\'

Heer (1963) and Oppong (1970) note that several studles )

thlCh have had as thelr central -focus, the exploratlon of
St uﬁ., - ot

- [

S N T o



the relative pover and authority of fanily nenQers, have' T

?3 been concerned qgrely uith, tﬁe ‘decision naking power of

ExY i W

husbands and wlves. SATT 1os-Rothschild (1970) elaborates on

_—aiw_mthls,ﬁbyuconnenting-that,unost anestigator5—~1n——this-—area-——41———

have used 1nte;changeably the teras "falily pover" '"uarital
power" or "pover structurp" and terns "decxsion naking"
('.'"fanlly authorlty" and "1nfluence" Sqne 1nvest1qptors,'have-

deflned one of these terns in a/ y'that anbther.term»has .
. N ., . :__’-, \
been deflned by another - author. For exalple,- Burlc ,‘nd

Zecev1c (196UL“ and Hill (1965) equatevdec151on haklng u1th

narltal authQIxiy patterns, thle Fltzlnmons and Perklns

&4
Qe

(1547) use itk‘ word "respon51b111ty" to refer to fanily ‘.;~§J‘

power. Heer .. (7958) uses,"donlnance" "1nf1uence" and "poqg{;;
" to make aﬁecr51on§" as exchangeable ternms. ~HllL& (1965)7

utlllzes the operatzonal notion of dec151on maklng ‘as .an

1nd1cat10n of "authorlty" "respon51b111ty" and “d1v151on of
' labor" in: fanllles.. Sharrock (1951) nakes use of the tern

"authorlty" ‘"power" and "dec151on naklng"'to nean the ‘same.

44

Others, thle only neasurlng dec151ou naklng, used the teras

'"dec151on makln \ ouer" or‘." ower structure" : "deClSLOD
' .

. . C.
authorlty" "authorlty“ “control" PRI - S "1nf1uence"'

practlcally 1nterchangeably wlthout naklng any dlstlnctlon'

betveen them (Lanous, 1969. Luprl, 1969. ulchel, 1967; and

Safiiibsfnoth5child, 1967).

Olson and Rabunsky (1972) p01nt out,» that researcherS"

have generally falled‘»to dlstlngulsh between dlfferent,_ﬁ.

+



. e ;\
measures of pover from sucé\related variables as "authority“
and "decision naking" Safilios-Rothschiid (1970) and .Olson.

and Rabunsky (1972) criticize that no distinction has beenh_
a . L] .

made 'hetveen the terns "deciSion naking" '"authoritx_,”m___;

"gi"pouer" and '"influence" f Previous research°seems to hake

ir:

[

' finored the fact that the concept of family pouer is a
4.blti-dinen510nal one, containing anong other things, the
dilenSions of decision making, influence ‘and authority. Even'
7%J1f1bonceptual\distinctions have been nade in t he beginning)w
,enpirical "data has been used to explain one, final phenonenae
that is" faliiy pover. With very few exceptions, as Safilios~ :
.Rothschild (1970) shous,. oniy decision making has' bgen '
studied and the 'results discussed as if referring to the,

whole dimenSion of family power and authority.

*

' B. aETuoﬁgLOGECAL,ISSUEs

The nethodologidal problens encountered in preVious-

y research can be listed as: dependency on one. family lenber's'

- '\<

. responses, reliance on’ " either survey 'or observational
u’techniques, calculation of overall dec151on naking score and

problens of conparahility of data.»'

o

1. ﬁependency‘on‘one Family Hember{s Resﬁdnses
B L

It is eVident that, foi*the- most part _ stndies, have

-0

"utilized survey A techniques . uSing - only the vife as



. respondent; despite the“fact‘that\considerable.disdrepancies
< have been found. betueen the husband's and uife's responses

I:(J

when both vere interviewed, (Burchrnal and Vauher. 1965-

~m_s_»a_wGranh01s and_illlett,_J970' Heer,_ 1962; Larson, 1972 elson

,  and Rabunsky, 1972; Safilios—RothschJ.ld, 1969; Scanzoni,

\ " 1965; Turk and Bell, 1972 and iilkenrng and Morrisom, 1963).-

These dlscrepancies ranged from 15-30 per cent in Heer's' .

study (1962), in uhlch a sxngle over—51np11fied and general
guestlon vas asked about decision naklng. to 23-64 percent

"for— the dlfferent 'dec151ons 1ncluded in' the study of

o

_ Hllkenlng and uorrlson (14%3),\to 55 1 to 76.4 percent 'oﬁ
f

+

all cases' dependlng on - the extent of dlsayreenent, i

X

n

!

Saf111os-Rothsch11d's study (1969). This 1nd1cates that,' bf
o

'relylng on one set of ansvers, one cannot descrlbe the'“

¢

. entlre plcture of fanlllal power' strubture. The obtalned
/

‘a8

results ref ectv°only how that particular fanlly nenber/,
perce;ves it5 Por this"reason“ Saflllos-ROthSChlld.‘(1969)
1-right1y . refers to famlly soc1ology 'asv “wife's fanlly
‘Msociology" Turk and Bell (1972) connent that the findlngs
-depend. on vhzch fanlly ‘member is treated as"the _key
,respondent. Larson- (1972) ‘fCOIments | that, ste 1gnore
f.d1fferent1al perceptlon of fanlly sﬁ?ﬁctnre and’ proceSs“'

' eems to create a sterile and over—sxnpilfled v1ev of fanlly

R ;’ phenonena. He further cr1t1c1zes that,’ the nature of fanlly

r

freallty nayA' beu 1naccurately represented by selectlng

individnal faniiy~ respondents as ‘the »fanily spokesnan‘

a



' \
4
l

because both the attitudes and percqptions differ{

. -

There are a fev studies vhich obtained data fron both

husbands and wives, but for ‘various reasons used_ inyl_oneGUMM__

<.

spouse's ansuers in’ the ;anaIYSis (Heer, 1962; ScanEOni,

. 1965; and wilkening ‘and uorrison, 1963). They could not use

e !,-y

the responses of ' both husbands .and wives eﬁfectively to
explain fanily phenomena..hs safilios hothschild (1970) puts
it, "while <the discrepanCies betveen the husband's and

uife's perceptions of decision naking could give a dood

. insight 1nto. fanily _dYnamics_'and probably‘ could  be

: explainahle' by ' means of the -preuailing authority and

_influence\patterns, most investigators'have either 1gnored

{

then or considered them as by-products of faulty nethodology4

.o/

(Scanzoni, 1965; Hifiening and norrison, 1963) or used only

the husband's ansvers because they vere con51dered to be thej

most accurate amswers (Heer, 1962).‘ ‘\\\g

Another nore. apparent weakness in fanilz» ‘research is

the eliance on the responses of student Findings are often

based’ ~on college stu&ents sanples. The justifications for“

these selected Views of family pover are typically, ,cost,-

acce551bility, Vbr the assunption :g/hhs1c agreenent among
- ‘ M
family nelbers. Hhile there is .certainly support for the

first tvo agruelents there is. little e71dence to support the

assunption of 1nterpersonal fanily ag;eenent A

. In some studies only the Children were intervieﬁed to
e A ‘

s

»®
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finq the power relations of families (Bowerman and Elder,
‘ : e . S e : : <
1964; Hess and  Torney, '1962; King, 1969; Rollins, 1963;

Tovzard, 1967- ‘and  Wladis-Hoffman, 1960). This was ddne_'

nalnly out “of convenlence remrhe researcher. Uhen children

are -used as 1nfornants of family pouer, 1t has 'been shown

- that their- respgnses vary systenatlcally vith sex and age’
ﬁ:(ﬂess ana Terney, 1962). Turk and Bell (1972) " and@ Larson
~.(197i} ' effecriyely -lllustrate the dlscrepan; responses‘
'3> beﬁweﬁh adult and child family members in ihe aSSessnent of$
fanily pover;' Therefore, relying on.children‘s’ansvers for.
the descrlptlon of famlllal power strueture is a nisleading
grocedure "in exactly the ' same ° way as’ relylng on’ any one
sourgg‘of 1nfornatlon relatlve to - fanlly power (Saflllos-
Rothschlld, 1970).»Furthermore, Hess and Torney (1962), King
(1969) and. Larson (1972) showed that the age ana sex of the
Chlld 1nf1uence thelr percept1ons of fanlly pover structure.

)
g T s .. ‘' .
N, . B ) o ) N

e,

& Exclusive Reliance on Survey Technigues

& L3

- The se1f¥repert techhiQue'reguires that resp&ndents be'

iy

able to descrlﬂel who exerc1ses pouer 1nllak1ng dec151ons,'

AN

-but people j‘,fj gt accustomed to conceptnallze thelr

1nteractlons in"these'terms. wllkenlng and uorrlson (1963)
..... \

suggest that survey technlgues have ob71ous 11m1tat10ns for
studylng ‘the influence and interaction of two or more~

peoplé.,ﬁharhthe person'reperrs is influenced by the scope

of what he observes, _Cultural. norms vith .respect to the

——

! . : ' -. ' . B
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S L 1"
roles of interactlng persons and personal piases relatmng to
the 1nteract10n. Olson -and Rabunsky (1972) point out that

there» are certain linitatlons of the self report or surVey

— — e UV, VU —_

'ﬁmethod. They can be listed as:.

(a) d1ff1cu1t1es 1nvolved in recalllng past’@&perrences due’,

\

t0‘forgetfu1ness,

(b) the nature of family pover vhich wmakes it hard to

indicate'vho:nade the'decision and to realize .uho actually

1nfluenced the decision process, .
(c) perceptual biases- through uhlch respondents tend to give

soc1a11y de51rable responses and to under or over.estimate

thelr ovn power (Feldnan, 19673 Heer, 1962; Turk and Bell,

-“1972) anad ‘ . AR ,
“ N 4 o

(d) the social. - familial and individualistic norms uhich

seem to influence the respondents while‘describiné the power
structure of'fanilies.\ S ' o '

)

The so-called observational technlgue has been employed

hy somep'fam1ly researchers (Kenkel, 1963; straus and»

‘

Tallman,b 1966" and Bahr, 1969) when studying family pouer."

N

fIt has been used to observe thé process of decision naking,l

or. to flnd out the lnfluence technrques used by one partner

<

So far obServatlon techniques. have been used ‘to observe

over the other: Ihlle making a dec151on or perforllng a task.

<

actual deCision naking processes at home or to plot the ..

dec1sron maklng process under s;mulated 51tuatlons or just
(
to obse¥ve couples vhile performlng a task. Observatlonal

-

P
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‘ _ 4
as u1th SIHPAH (Straus and Tallman, 1966° ‘Bahr, 1969). The

- ' .

_techniques are assumed\ to measure all dimensions of power

uith~ a high' deQree"of validity' and reliability. Hhile

dneasure the process of decision naking, only some aspects of

4
power can bé studied 1n a restricted nanner by . these. For

example, most observational techniques can study only the

decision making - process in. a small number " of decisions,

sometimes actuar family dec151ons (Kenkel 1963)i_sonetines
\

rf"Simulated dec1Sions" about relatively unimportant issues,

TR
major cxntroversy raised regarding the use of observational

techniques in studying'fanily deCiSion revolves around the

w

/ fact that persons tend to -behave according to socially

. desired norms under observation conditions (Karlsson, 1964;

and Qlson, 1969). Even the dominant s}ouse'may accept losing

during a public' exhibition of pouer in order 'not to

‘humiliate the partner. It seems to be better not to inform a

fcouple - that they are being observed for their pover

-

relations. o/ W

‘ S ,-'P ' l( .
- ; e Y

As has been %ndicated by Safilios-Rothschild (1969),

' some dec151ons cannot be observed because of their 1ntimate

require the’ perfornance of some spec1al tasly, Above all

: observational studies reguire more humanias well as non-

human resources. In addition, the elaborate setting used in

-

A .
lobservational techniques could be ‘most. appropriately used to‘f’

e g

e

’vnature, others because the time required for the process, of;

_ dec151on making, and Stlll others because the techniques“

s
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the labdratory situation seels to distort the . sponSal B
1nteractiqn vhile -aking falily decxslons as conpared to /

S
Awhone (O'Rourke! 1963) . Also 1t 1s dlfﬁicnlt to isolate one

M «..‘ ‘
S {

behav;or fron the conplexlties of ‘human 1nteraction. ;-

'further Crltlci$l Ls/that‘pTEVious resea;phers bave’ studied o

®

_only “one dec1sxon or studled 'a decié&on that has ;o
,relevance to the famlly and generallzed their obserVations’”
to dll fanlly dec1snons (Saflllot—Rothschild 1970) . thle a
'varlety of "seml-observatlonal" technlqhes have been used in =,

wvhich family members are asked to)cone . to joint decisions

OB

-{whenever thelr 1nd1v1dua1 decxslons dlffer /{?aflna “"and
R Dunbam;n1963; Ferriera and ﬂ;nten, 1965. Strodtbeck, 1951),
only: -in qne set of sta es~(Olson,_1969f‘was the ilportance-‘

and relevance- of tbe 1nc1uded dec1510ns tested and reported

‘\-.

by the respondents thenselves to be hlgh. Purthernore, At 1s

-

doubt ful whether 1t is pOSSlble to//aSSess the "typlcal

‘o

» 1nf1uence technlques" used/in actual dec1slon t{klng pnocess
. - o~
1n an obcervatlonal technlque. 3/51des thls, 1t , seems tgry .

hard to select a partlcular dec1510n th&t 1s relevant to all

famlllesl'(raxlna- and ppnhan, 1963; Refrle:a and Hinter{

1965-v015on,’1969) becauSe all declsions have sonething to -,'

LS

do 'wlth famlly vagnes. Tbls suggests that 1t may be better

" ~to-study the fallly vhile they are reSpondlng to a simple

_ 51tuat10n rather than naklng a partlcular decision, Thls is ° !

»

' not to say ‘that foneﬁ is bette: ‘off- if he simulates a-

sit@ation and observes, because simulation techniques are

N




- of: confllct for any glven fanlly. (scanzonl,‘19701.

3.~Cahiuiaf}nn;of.0vera11’Decision Naking Score -

-y

. ".," s . “ . . : . P Q .

2

rather conplicated1 ymt they appear ‘to elrlinate sose of the;

problens dlscussed above..‘ e 7f%:

OISon aad Rabunsky (1972) and others found that there.

"emﬂﬁisi_a—_lachA o£_correspondence hetueen ..... the observatronalhand________

[

self  report technlques vhich _shows | yet‘LF another

nethodologlcal problem.‘ Heer's (1963) ‘review _of the S
q .

llterature on the measurement of fan;ly gover provides a. .

valuable crlthue of the dlverse nethods whrch have been

. elployed. Heer (1963) notes that the cruc1al problel conion ~ T

[

to -iohservatlonal» ornself report technrgues is that any one’

o

v

of these measures have dlfflculty measurlng all ’dinensions
of - power.' Fanlly power is a mult1-d1mens1ona1 concept.
Persons haV1ng pover in one area of fanlly dec1510n naklng

do not 'necessarlly have the same degree of pover in other

kS '

areas. ' \; B ‘ o

. As Scanzon1 (1970) declares nuch mnore research is

-,

- needed. to deternlne the relatlve va11d1ty of each as vell as -

&

those 51tuatlons in whlch perhaps one .or nore of the

approaches nlght be nore approprlatb No research has so far

' been conducted to determlne whether a method that taps one

,spec1f1c area of. dec1slon maklng, is a so tapplng the areas

<@ .
o

e

,_pr o L "
" Another methodologital short-coming which has ' been -

(.”'
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vbrought forth by Safillos-Rothschild (1970) and Kandel and

Lasser (1972) ls the calculation, of an over-all declslon
gnaklng score g171ng equal .welght to each dec151on and /’\S\

xneglect1ng the 1mportance of the dec151on to each respondent

Aand 1ts frequency in each fanlly. The calculatlon and use of
' an overall dec1510n naking score is leanlngless because in
reality we knov that some dec151ons are inportant' some need-
more tlme and energy to arr;ve at- sone are nade freguently,
.'and some occa51onally. Saflllos—hothschlld (1970) nalntalns.

e

that,‘ dlfferentlation .of dec151ons accordlng to the above

A

Y two crlterla and the calcuiatlon of four different scores or
a score weighted accordlng to. frequency and 1mportance ulght

=greatly refine the neasufement of dec151on maklng patterns.

In. addltlon, the,'evaluatlon of- the degree of 1nportance-

3

'attached to dec1s ons\and the degree of freguency u1th uhlcp
- they are nade shoSﬁd be made by the reSpondents_ themselves,

_1rather ‘than ’on_'the.'bas1s .of the expert_knowledge of’the
‘reSearcher “¥o research'has'bééﬁﬁbarriediout-to.find ;hether“

',1t is justlflable to glve 'eQual>”ﬁ€ight to “each- of theu

-
dec151on maklng areas. Sone areas. may be: extrelely v1ta1 to o

'the powef process vhlle others are 1rreievant..-ﬂeer (1965)
and others have: used an alternatlve to a551gn1ng velghts to
..spec1f1ed areas of dec151on naklng thch ‘is‘ known ' the
generaL;zed qnestaon : approach.-__In thzs approach the

respondent vas asked ‘to report "uho wins out", "get hls/her'

S uay",' "usually decxdesﬂ, vhen ..an anortanf -er major or

. i
. . - . +
_— . L S AN
- PN )
. - - . - 1]



'1npres§10n of vhere pouer 1ies. ' s ‘-;'_ . P

;equlpment, ch01ce

major fallure of th1s nethod to be 1ts 1nnbility to. obtaln a

precise measure of falzly pover based 6n an over-all vxew of

ufrequent dlsagreenent arlses. Heer (1965) acknoiledges thelﬁ

»v“‘ .
,w :

AY

4. Problens of Comparability of Data . =~ ' . = o

6

Y : M . , AN o

In reported studies“of fanily deéisiOn 'nakinb the

/

de0151ons 1ncluded varled cqn51derably from study to study./

" For . example 1n some Anerlcan studles dec131ons such as those

related to. family 51.e, Chlld rearlng,' relatlonshlps ulth

s..,_“

1n-laws, purchas?of £urn1ture, clothes and household

frlends and the use of lelsure timevare

N
} . “""

omltted ( Blood dnd iolfe v 1960). In other studles such 'as¥

those conducted by Hllkenlng and Bharaduaj (1967), dec151ons
=

1 )

uvj.lnv1tatlon of people to dxnner and three spec1f1c dec151ons

,about child rearxng vere asked, but decisions COverlng

- famlly 31ze, relat10nsh1p wlth 1n-lavs, medlcal consultatlon

;concernlng the purchase of ma*or househo;d equlpment, the.7

or. purchase of 1nsurance vere excluded In Burch1na1 ‘and.- .

;1ncluded covering losx famlly dec151ons left out 1n other»

' studies except for dec151ons relatlng to the type of nedlcal

1

v consultatlon and the type of house or apartnent to take. On

‘the other hand chhel (1967) 1ncluded 1n her French study a’

LN

Qo a . -.A

“Bauder s (1965) Iowa Study, 21 speclflc decxs;ons Heres.

o

Tthe process ot decxsion“maklng; “One- does~however— ohtaln an -MV;MQMJ

-

o

dec1s;on_ concernlng ch01ce of connon readlng natter as an



1mportant dec1saon vhlle uithout any reported rationale she.
onltted declslons relatlng to relationships w;th 1n-1avs,;

fanlly size or use of lelsure tine. :7 -
’ ‘. : : ‘

_ The extent toﬁihich speciflc dec151ons Here studied

also_ varled,wcon51derab1y frou one study to another (sone'j

L P

-....\

dealt Hlth a détailed 1nvestlgat10n uhnletothers_asked only'

S
generad guestlons"l Thus, some lnvestlgators ask, "vho has

- the final say about hqu the avallable noney u111 be used?ﬂ

(Saflllos-Rothschlld, 1967) band -others//break 1t-dovn tojM:gQ

o spec1f1c questlons such as: “uho usuallf';nakes the ﬁinal
dec151on ahout hou«,much money your family can afford to.
spend per wéek on food?" (Blood and Holfe, 1960) or 'even
‘more spec1f1c questlons such as- "hou nuch to spend on food"

'(Burchlnal‘and\Bauder, 1965). 1i L ‘-g o m\gs;:

~ The extent todihichu.each inuestigator chose “hushandd'

".'Rdoninant, egualltarlan, or vife don1nated decxslons varled,v’

“_thus producing an entlrely dlfferent p1cture wlth eacﬁ
study. These suggest that there 1s a great need to repllcate~7

studles in order to provlde couparable data. The conparlsons

of flndlngs uhether 1ntra el cross—cultural are nelther

"neanln l nor valld One conblnatlon of dec151ons nay shouﬁ

'that the Detroxt fanxly 1s, accordlng to the ulfe's oplnlon,}JL'

hUSband don;nant (Blood. and Holfe, 1960» and another
Acomblnatlon may - show that it. is autononous' (Safilios¥

Rothschlldp 1969).
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nfamlly pouer, P f' v{‘

further studies’
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C. SUMMARY . . - S

ot

”fJ*““”Hajor -defects of” prev1ous research may“he"summatlzed —as

1)

™

(1)‘mConcep£dal ;shortcomings',ihéolvedi in the sfddiesloi\ -

.4

(2) Exclu51ve rellgnce on ulves' answers,

”(3) Exclusxve reliance on survey methods,-

{

(). Hethodologlcal problems relating to obéervationdl*
technlq.es, '

v

(S)f-Lack.ofpcorrecpondepce between'thervational,and'suryeypS

techniques, e TR

-

(Q)-Calculation of an'over¥a11 deCision making score ' giving

equal welght to each dec151on and neglectlng the 1mportance.mv’

‘of a partlcular deczsxon to each famlly, :Q

(7) Incongrulty betueen the dec151on nsedi in"different
‘ .

r studles resultlng 1n problems of conparablllty of data, and

o

(8)» 0m1551on of-‘certaln 1mportant aspects llke cultural

clnpact, understandlng betueen hushand and- vafe ‘as to‘ vho

should dec1de_uhat in the.f. .
 All  these .ingid

lly.»,_'{
ate - that there,is‘tremehdous need for .
f family poﬁer.;olson‘and‘,Rabunskx"(197§$M

at further conceptuel"and' nethodologicai

‘attentlon be glven to the concept of famlly power before

qore 'substantlve- studles are done using- thls c0ncept< He -

Bas P ’ L E
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further proceeds to say that-#if family investigatots are .

éruly inte:esfedﬂ iﬁgstuinnngéniiy-ﬁrocessjﬁuéh ?5 Oéc‘ts'

in dedisiop'ndkiqg and conflict ' resolution ‘they need to . ——

- S Y

R - . o
~ 'and negotiations .".

utilizéA‘ﬁynamic,JEAncepihal ~énd-néthpdological nodeLS'that

-deal‘vith-the~recip;ddal nature of the falilyt’&iscussipns



T o CHAPTER IV

' RESEARCH, PROCEDURES

. Resource Theory:

r,

A. THEORETICAL BASIS FOR IHE STUDY

’
-

R Of ‘the avallable theorles of fanlly pouery name Yo the

jresource theory of Blood and Wolfe (1960), ~ the exchange o

jHolfe (1960) is considered to be™ the'-nost ‘approprlate“ to-li:

'.‘?itheory of Heer' (1963) and 5canzon1 (1970), the theory ofﬁ':

resources in cultural context by Rodnan (1967) and the role

theory of Parsons (1955). the respurce theory of Blood andt
_;,,m o

'Y N

',base thls study on. Accordrng to thls theory, the sources of

power in so 1nt1nate a relatlonshlp as marrlage are sought

in the conparatlve resources thlch the husband and vlfe o

%

';'ybrln to marrlage. Each partner 1s assuned to recognlze the“g'

'resources the other possesses and to defer ‘to__superlorﬂf

',knovledge and skllls.‘ ?he balance of pover~a¢cording to

’ resource theory is deternlned by the conparatlve resources'

"fof the two partners.-ls Blood and Holfe (1960) put 1t, the.-

thushand 1s not able to exerc1se pover just because he

,-"the, man ~of the house" Rather, he must prove hlS rlght to

-

' power or vin power by v1rtue-.of“ his' own 'sk1lls -anag

~

raccomplishnents 1‘in conpetltlon Hlth hls ulfe. Sh very:

inbortant'p int 'alsed in thls theory is that the balance of"



'.power is after all, an 1nterpersona1 affalr and the :ulfe's,

- own a:aracterl.stics can not 1ong he d:.Srespected if ve are -

. to understand who nakes theyvdec151ons., It is, therefore'

fde51rab1e to conpare the u1fe and the husband -on the same -

v

: ( .
‘characterxstlcs for thelr conparative resourcefulness tand

. & -
:competence. o : , S

0

In summary, the pouer to make dec151ons stens pr1nar1ly
‘ﬁron /the resources which the 1ndfvrdual can provide to neet

pthe needs of the partner and to upgrade his . own dec1510n

naklng skllls. The .present research adopts. th1s theory

_belause 1t is felt that the\?alance of pouer is - adapted to

\

the"lnterpersonal relatlonshlp of the tvo: partners 1nVolved

.1n a marrlage. In essence 1t is: reallzed that pover is ‘a

3

o

n'tter .of mutual recaﬁnltlon of 1nd1V1dua1 skllls in.

lfcular areas of competence.,It 1s also felt that in

, North Anerlcan soc1ety uhere equalltarlanlsm is a ‘norm the-f'

~,ba1ance of pouer in a marrlage is based -on comparatlve"'r-

resources of partners rather than on tradltlon.

ReSOurce' theory has faced the cr1t1c1sns of seVeral .

‘famlly soc1ologlsts. Heer (1963) poxnts out that uhlle Blood_; o

';vand Holfe (1960) actually neasured only one aspect of fanlly_

power (household dec1slon nakln}), they nonetheless 1nply

- that . thls is all there is to pover Hlthln the conjugal

famlly..Subsequent research u51ng a dlfferent selectlonm of.?

de0151ons._ houever.' shou.»completely, drfferent;hdecision

- -
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"making trends'than those fouud by'Bloodl'and iolfe (1960).;;

35

\ .
Safllios—Rothschlld (1967)- Buric _and Zecevic (1967) and,

s

_ Peldnan (1967) 1n®1cate that “in Greece, Yugoslav;a and~Ghana<

.-

there is a. s1gn1f1cant negatlve correlatlon betueen sone " of

v Ry

the' resources brought by' the ’1ndividua1 and ‘the power

‘€njoyed by him. Bes;des thls theA'one sided‘ data obtalned

‘honly on the uxves' responses llnit the valldlty ‘and adequacy

_of thls ‘theory. No research has been condueted to determlne
i 4 )

_ dec1sxon maklng areas. . ' R '_. k

'-.uhether 1t ls justlfled to glve equal uelght to °ach of the

Heer (1963) has proposed 2 reV151on of resource theory.H

It ‘does not alter the forn of vhat has already been stated S

,but restrlcts 1t 1n scope, to econonlc resources. It ';s

icontlngent upou' the assertlon that each partner conce1ves~

-the pOSSlblllty of separatlon, dlvorce' and subseguent

remarrlage._ - His enpha51s On eConomlc resources alone 1s tod' ,
'"‘narrov..ﬂeer's theory can only be 1nd1rectly applled to the

‘ comparatlve educatlon of partners (Blood 1963). Thls theory

A

_may be relevant forscouples 'who asplre for, -or Hho actually
_experlence rap1d upuard nobllrty, but 1ess pertlnent for
- couples who are soc1ally stable (scanzonl, 1970). Therefore

1t has not been con51dered by nany in studylng fallly pouer.:

. ;
t H

R°d“an (1967) has 'proposed' another 4the§ry,' placﬁng

enpha51s on - cnlture. Hls theory of resource

o context expla1ns vhy there are dlfferences betueen the pouer,

in cultural .
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relatlonj oﬁ husbands and wives in’ different cultures. Slnce

the najor aim of this study is to see hov the possession of

resources xnfluence the pover positlons of marltal pairs

thlS nodlflcatlon is not belng considered as suitahle for

~

'thls study. ‘

" of the'severaliforns'of the resource theory, Blood and

! .
Holfe's (1960) orlglnal conceptlon of the theory appears to -

be the  most capable of explalnlng marital dec151on pover»"

Belng cognlzant of the weaknesses as well as strengths "of

thls theory, thlS theory is be1ng taken as the ba51s for

' thls study.

- B. METHODOLOGY -

"-,The ‘nature .of infornation needed has 1he1ped -'the.

investigator .to dec1de on the extent to whxch control over .

the.research sett}ng is nec ssary. In thlS study, husbands:

R L3

and wives. are 1nterv1ewed, separately and SLmultaneously, in .

<

two dlfferent roons of the;r home, to 1earn about thelr

perceptlons of, and attltudes to power‘.relatlons. _ATC sub-

,Asample' uhlch agreed to play a dec151on naklng gane 1s used

to record pouer relatlons in a dec1s1on naklng 51tuat10n,

v
e

' The process of obtalnlng the data and the controls 1mposed
will be discussed in the following pages. |



! relatlonshlp betueen conparatave educational status, and the

S couples.' Besides ,these, olson and Rabunsky,(1972

‘a husband's and his wlfe'é'responses and between perceptual ¢

Ve

-the,hother, the_ greater that persons pouer 1n :.maklnq\

37

1. Hypotheses:

. Resqurce Theory contends that there is ‘wa"difect”’““"““”“”””

amount of pouer the hu sband or ulfe has. the couparatlve'

occupatlonal status and their voice in narltal decisions and

v

conparatlve 1npomes and -Sp nsal pouer in dec1sion laking.

Harltal powver of - husband accordlng to Blood and Holfeé

(1960) is enhanced by ‘ the frequency u1th whlch ~ he

pdrt1c1pates in comnunlty organlzatlons. They also malntaln

N

that older couples tend to_ be more tradltlonal thiq younger‘

and Bell (1972) observe that- there are dlscrepanc1es betveen

and béhavxoral pouer. ‘ hypotheses of thls study are

'Cl

derlved fron these studles. The major hypotheses con51dered

in thls study-a:e:'

o«

(a) The higher‘ the' educational 'status "of -omne ,SPOﬂseog

4

compared to the otber, the greater ‘that ;persons gower Linl

nakl@Q,famxly deCIS;QnS» - ?f,'_ .d- d_f,ﬁ*, '

'(b) The 'higher - the occupational status of -one spouse,

compared to the other, the greater “the _pover of that person o

e

in decision maklng.

(<) The hlgher the 1ncome earned by one spéuse, cohpared to

RN

_decisions. . . o _ A ;,7

- and Turk_'

L]
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2. Definition$ of Terms ... °

1]

e - . ey e v :
(d) ° The greater the frequency vith ‘which a husband |

'_vpart1c1pates in connunlty organlzations, the greater his

power in dec1sxon maklng.

(ej The .older .a husbané is,. the more traditional he is in

maklng deC1510ns.
¢

(£) Husbands joy more power. than thelr wzves in nar1ta1

:
' .

decision maklng\\\\\r ‘ «
(g) A husband's pe ceptlons of pouer bears no relatlonshlp

- to his wife's perceptlon of narxtal pover. .

(h) Nelther ‘a husbang's or a vife's a;t;tudes' ro'.decision

v

pove;, nor their .perceptlons of pover &n decision'making

bears any. relatxonshlp t6 the1r.dec151on,nak1ng bghavlor.

. ) ) ;“ . #.‘ ,i‘-‘-_ ')4 '
8 "‘1“ . - - -

BT

Y. - ."..
[ O S
N .

'Tne\bgsic varrebles-rhnff;rebeing studied in arrifinbl
at ah underStanding of -éeier  structure of 'fauilies as
indicated iﬁ he hypotheses, are the att1tud1na1 perceptual
and behgvibral verlables of ‘" power. The follov1ng sectlon
claSsifies-the variables used in €hisvresearch,
‘v- '

(a) Power

This study utilizes the'definition'rnat has ﬁeen'used

1nd1rectly in the llterature. Narltal power is deflned here

-

as the _capac1ty of - a partner to 1nf1uence the dec1sxon
naking process and to make ~the flnal dec151ons that are

\

v
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- . T " .
.relevant and important to family life. This definition is

preferted because pouer 1s operationallzed in the process of

A decxslon naklng. "The perceived.wattitudinal and behav1ora1

measures are taken as. different nethods of neasurlng marital

[N

poverf S  ' o | _,u@;_'. Y ;

- ,(h)'Attifudes

Attltudes‘ have been vafiehsly defined;‘ seCOrd tan

Backnan's (196“) defmnltlon seeus to fit. the needs of' t ef

present research and ‘therefore the definltlon glven by th m

e 1s "adopted in' thls study. Accordlng ‘to theu, “the term-

a0 ‘"attltude" refers to certaln reaularltles in anulnd1v1dual's
|

feellngs, thoughts and predlsp051tlons to act touard sone v

'aspect Uf‘ h;s env1ronment. The present. 'study alas at
: 3,
obtalnlng the attltudes of husbands' and wlves' to dec1519n

- . . ~
maklng. P oL
o - . )‘ < .- '. o , .

B

Y : (c) Petéeption"

© N

‘ R

Saflllos—Rothschlld (1970) asserts that the famlllal

- )

(power structure as perce1Ved by the vife, and by the Busband

B are probably very 51gn1f1cant varlables. since 1;{15 each

‘_v person s percelved reallty that affects_ the behavior, _;he.

°

style and quallty of 1nterpersonal relatlonshlps, perceptlon

here ) deflned as "the selectlon, organlzatlon, zqud’
> .

1nterpretat10n. by an iudiv1dua1, of “specific stimuli,

-~
s

- e

P

s

»
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‘according” to prior Ieirning; activities, interests,

‘ speC1f1c dec1slon naklng process (a partlculrr sxtuatron)".

‘otherf ‘50' ‘that his /her p01nt of view is 1nposed abgut a

pending decision desp1te~1n;t1al opposition on the ‘paft .of  .‘,.

40

. R T w .
éxperlences,' etc." (Theoderson and Theoderson,. ~1969) .

Percelved power would be in the nature qf self report datag‘m

) and poses tbe questlon of who usually nakes a particular

decxslon in tbe falily.n Lo
v#m” R %J

(d) Behavior .

Kx.\r/ Another“ conceptual variable' Ganidergp is that of

behav;or. The lntroductlon of ‘this var1able is an inplicit ;'

recognltlon . that there may be"; dlfference ‘between

v

SubjECtlve reallty as. measured by attitu&es and eobjective
reallty as neasurea by behaV1onn There 1s thus an attenpt to //" _'

measure uhat the husband and 11fe are observed to ‘do and

—

~what they report 601ng‘ &;ceptance of both technlques as -

measurlng some ‘dimRnsionh of famlly power structure becomes

-essentlal in v1ew ‘of . the reported cr1t1c1Sms of prevxous

oy

’ studles. Ihu th1s context then, behavior 1S deflned as "the-

'
observable or the actual response of an 1ndlv1dual "to a

3
] - B . Pl .
: - q.

~

BehaV1ora1 - pover’ is . operationalized as ,influence:“

oo

'Saflllos—Rothschlld (1972) deflnes “1nfluence as the degree

~ .
v

to uhlch forlal or: 1nformal, overt ot covert pressure of C.

-

. some klnd 1s successfully exerted by the one spouse' on the f AN

.

. .

o

d
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~the. ‘other spouse." Thus,wghe spouse who, nakes most-of’@ﬁe. ﬂ“

[

decislons and gets most of the: uishes reflpcted 1n ‘the final ?‘:
.,{-'

3, .

0 decxsxon is considered .as having nore power than ‘the .:

partner.aIt should be possible to obtaln "pover peteeptlons"_l;‘.gu;

of the husbands and wives through self report data by asking

~~—w~ﬂ~M—wsthe~question,~"who usually makes a- partlcgkar decisxon?"—and~w—'dww¥

'"behav10ral power“ ,througu observatlon of husband-u1f

‘interaction in,a.decision uaking‘51tuat10n. ', e

s .o
g 4
3

. . . I °
RS N . . . ‘ : * e
e ) ’ ' \}i’\

'1f .one seés decxsxon naklng as the neasure . of ﬁdmlly

power,- (because pouer is operatlonallzed 1n the procesﬁ of

dec151on maklng and is a’ factor whlch lnfluences_ dec1sion”

maklngL,. and 1f the - reported percept1on of power and t?e

! . _ .

observed behavzor .im a dec151on maklng 51tuat10n . aFe, -t .
L er

analyzed carefully, then one should be able to—;as-the power v

!

s

| structure of a given fanlly. R o . f-.fy*ggfv
’ .. ‘ w B o B ‘ -\
-3. The Sample ' = . _ A .

v

A cursOry 'exaninftion"of various sanples utlllzed in

the study of fanlly power denonstrates an extremely "lde<-; .
nrange of varlatlon.nPerhaps the nost notable trend is. tovazdjh

D . T
the use of smaller samples.’ Ls Nye (1960) coulentsw thﬁ

1norease Ln studles with sanples of 100 or less c01noides

',ve Y closely wlth the proposxtlon and carrylng out of $f1‘5
> : IR

s fdies 'enployinq-“an‘ 1nterv1ev as the technlque forgl_.-‘
. gathering . data, ) S i C o
. . ‘ 6'; » » . ’ ‘. ‘ -.( B . ?_
' o . ° '.' 3 ) ’
o % a . 3 - . ,
-“ { - o - —r
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Keeping this issue .in mimd, the investidator'decided

: &wﬂ upon a sample of 50 couples. Four controls were placed 'on

v

the selectlon of the couples.

(a) all couples vere currently marrled

o

;WL__H__(b) _total | fanlly 1ncone ‘was categorlzed as mlddle 1ncone

with the idea that couples marrled thzs long would :

u1th' no adolescent ehlldren uere sel

ranglng from 6, 000~ 21 000 dollars .

(c) couples ‘had. been marrled at least 5 years and notf'mOref

than” 10 years, and _Z o : ' f .'% S : : -

M'@(d) couples d1d not have any chlldren in the adolescent age g

B ' . .. ) B

,uqrpupev.-u”" o S e

These controls were .selected because the investigator

_ ;uas'.malnly interested'yin"intact familfesmvin' order to.

ntervlev and ise ‘the responses of husbands and uives .

.n<" v

vniddle 1ncome famllles. uere chosen for ‘this study because

.\‘

4 the'1971 censtis data show that the nean incosme of Canadlan
-'famllies~ vas $10 300. ‘On the ba51s of thls, the famzlaes
ﬂiwhoqe“ipcone varled"fron~$6 000 to $21 000 were lncluded ‘in

‘ the“ study.‘The length of marrlage vas lamlted to 5—10 years

’establlshea patterns oﬁ dec151on maklng and would have al_“

.'itelatlvely glear plcture of thelr power rel%xeon ' Fanll1es.
eckep” b

ecause

’“yresearch (Klng, 1969 Larson, 1972), thch indlcated that ..

'adolescent chlldren 1nfluence fanlly decisions to a great'

'1

'_extent,wﬂhe declszon to- restrlct the study to| only 50

- 1,_.. - -~ e R
- e Ya _;' - ,‘\A - . S
g T
Tew LT [
) e R
- — . o
) .;-—_‘T'?f*\, -
™ .
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~

families vas' reached ‘becéuse of the erploratory"nature‘of

. the research to deternine theoretlcal‘generalizations rather

'than statastlcal generallzations. : »
. o | - ! ‘ ’ :

A 115t of all non-acadenlc staff of a large Canadlan

t

fmUnlver51t¥;)¥as_used tonldentlfy the sample. fﬁls populatlon

vas selected because 1t represented a vlde varlety -of

A

occupat;onal backgrounds, it was con51dered to include many.

: marrled 1nd1viduals in the nlddle inconme range and the group

te!
¢ .

: was acce551ble through canpus ‘mail. All the 1 525 ‘married
‘staff ‘menbers ‘were’ contacied by a letter (Appendix I)'
explalnlng'the survey and requestlng thelr 'co-oﬁeration. A o
prellnlnary survey form was. enclosed requestlng 1nforlatlon
;‘related~to-mar1tal status, length of .narrlage, nunber and
‘ages of‘ childﬁen and ilncone ‘(Appendlx_ II). A renlnder ‘
(Appendlx III) vas sent twd-ueeks later; to all those who.-

e

did not return the fbrn.T"

4 rResponse:-to ‘the prellmlnary'snrvey qas €9 per cent of
x the total sample (1 055). of the' 67 per cent usuable’
:lresponses 162 fam111es satlsfled the requlrenents of 1ntact,.-
nlddle:vlncone famllles, ‘married for not less than 5 years

and not more than 10 years, hav1ng ‘no »adolescent ‘chlldren. .

- - 4 -

',,As a result of reactlons to survey. a sample of 90 famllles

' y4as tnen selected at randon by u51ng -;table' of random
numbers.' Thfs ,decision to. drav ‘more couples athan;gthéf.

'-requlred nunber uas reached because it was’ vfelt_ thaththé“

.l{ .
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" refusal rate uould be high.-A randos. sample of 20 famlliesf

v

was/ then p1cked from the 90, for the,gane, All 90 fanllles-j;\

. 'Wwere contaéted hy : phone to get thelr agreenent to

jv.,' part1C1pate in the study and to establ1sh i tlne‘ for the

- -~

' 1nterv1eu.m‘ = ‘ .

‘Sixty-two. of ‘the 90 fagilies -COutacted. agreed to o
part1c1pate in the study, Of these 62 families, 12 'couples_.

. ' vere unable. to arrange an appoxntnent and only 50 faullles:f
were 1nterv1eued and 10 of the 50 played the game. ,
: _ T K

o H._éustrunents‘Used..

T . ' . it

o . T

The purposés and goals of’thls study 'éré'btofug Y

-

the;“use. of tuo ba51c nethodologlcal approaches. Keeplng

Saflllos—Rothschlld's (1970) suggestlons in nlnd both survey -

and experlmental methods vere employed. It wvas felt that the
d1men51ons of attxtudes tovard pover and perceptlon of - pouer‘
could best be measured through the-—xntervxew schedule_}and‘

‘ the‘ behav1ora1 pover relatlons through the use of a gane.

_The p051t10n taken 1n thlS study vas that, desplte some of

.

| the ueaknesses that have already been p01nted out, the self

report approach could contrlbute- slgnlfxcantly f to an .

' ~understand1ng of. famlly pouer. At the same. tlle,ksome of&the-

iring 1nadeguacres of thlS uethod could be corrected by*
O . N S v
‘using bo the survey and experlnental types of research. It -

was hoped that a_conb;nat;on‘of_these'tuo ‘methods of data

-



L]
collection wbuld give : a clearer pacture of the reality of.
famil& pover and,-nould act as ef;ective tools 'to test
resource theory; d |
A

The two instrunents used to study the pover relatlons

—of- spouses uere the -interview schedule and the ganeolwmwellum[im;_ﬂ;“;;A

.40

(a)~fﬂterviek.5chedule ' - .;_ S .

v ¢

Py .
\- ,‘-"' Lo

The 1nter11ew schedule was used because of the obvious_

-advantages ‘1t has over the guestlonnalre. The 1nterv1ew

1 4

fschedule conllsted of flve major pa:fs.._
Part 1:!PartI01pat10n in communlty organlzatlonS't

Part 2: PattErns of d1v151on of labor and dec1s1on naklng
.;Pa;£03: satisfaction with nork and marrlage ‘ - '

‘part ua"Attitu&esﬂto deeisiongmakiné't

. Part‘s; Demographic‘infornation' -

oo | : : o

As far as 90551ble prev1ously tested scales, and_

_1nstruments ‘were used in each of these parts. The major
. o

-1nstrunents are descrlbed below-'a o o

1. Blood and Holfe (1960) Task Partxcxpatlon Index and Role

5pec1allzat10n Index-_
‘This consisted of 8 items. The 8 tasks included in this

%

7-1nstrument vere: L

—who repalrs thlngs around the house’ v . EIRE

. . ’ ° ' ’ : . .. . . : ' ‘ ' .

A ' § S o
IR . . . X . L ’ . . \ o
B~ s . - . o o . . .



A ”‘»@!f S - o a ".‘:~f':ge‘ .
_ \; _.v". o ;\"fi-i&"" : : o .
.--uho mov s the‘laun? ) o
‘°who keeps track of the noney and bllls?
,-uho does the grocery shopping?
-Hho shovels the 51de alks?

~who ‘gets the breakfast ready on uork days?

fwho 'stralghtens up the 11v1ng room uhen conpany 15 .coming?

-who does the evening dishes? .
Reliability and validity - - L

- RGN T ( oo , A
’ . AN : ) Lo . ) .

Though the reliablllty of thlS t001 was not reported,
it vas proved to be a valid »nstrunent in that the flndlngs
- of. Sllvernan )and Hlf\\‘(1967\ vere con51stent w;th the ’

C : : S o
resource theory. D e e e &~>

e

2. Blood and Hamblin's i195§)_Decision ?over'Inder:g

r"This 'instrument consisted of 8‘decisions'to providefan’lil;i'
v"estlmate of the - relatlve balance of. power between »Ausban&\Jié

'f.and ulfe. The elght dec151ons -vere: » o if.

-what car to buy? S . '?’>3t | SR :f,;

ruhether'or»not“to buy life insurance?
]-uhat house or. apartnent to take? |

:-what Job the spouse should take? - _
v‘-vhether lor'inot the husband or wlfe should go'to"vork;orvch

'.quit work?

e
—_r



~how- nuch noney the fanxly can afford to spend per‘;veekiion‘e
food? . o LT e e

~

- wwhat doctor to. haVe when sone one is sxck? and .

-uhere to go on-a: vacatlon.':‘

o S o S T R S =
. - T - : ) T ] .-', i . B ‘. ”-. Ny v . . o Y
' -Reliability‘and validify',% e S

Q‘The' ’reiiability of thlS instrunent ‘had not been
‘reported by Blood and wolfe (1960). The 1nstruient had been

»used in a number of studles and {:s,;hudi°to dlfferentlate

between groups or . to be correlate\;v1th other varlables in a

«‘theoretlcally neanxngful pattern. Blooﬁ and Takeshata (1964)

‘.

shoued * that thls' Lnstrungnt 'ias“ avalld in several

: c1rcumstances in varlous cnltunal contexts. -(": Ve

v

9 : e

3. Dnnnis>Authority Sub—Scale'(1960f$"'

Toe

gbis con51sted of 11 statenents concernlng power in
Vmaklng dec151ons and the respondent was expected to 1nd1catep5'¢'

agreement or dlsagreenent on.a dflve' p01nt scale._ The 11  ' ‘}

c e

satuatlons 1nc1uded were' S H-”

>-whether the husband should declde flnally vhere to 11ve’ B

,-

'-1f tﬁe wlfe' _ oplnlon should carry us uuch velght as the“‘ﬂ'pV. ;JL;

-hnsband's in- money natters’ i
-whether the husband should be the boss of the house’

--uhether tbe vlfe should be 1nformed as vell as the husband37'

.. . M
concernlng the famlly f1nanc1a1 status? e
. . ‘ ﬁ. . . o




--vhether the husband should decide all the noney nattens?

o

_~1f the hquand and utte should hame equal privileges 1n‘
~such thlngs as going out at nlght? e | ” | |

'-uhether the . husband and wife should"haVei egpal say‘.in

_1aecisions—affecttng the*fan1ly:‘

‘ -1£ the w;fe should fit her llfe to her husband's?

the subjects in a pattern ‘logically ucon51stent fxlth_;the |

'betveen busband and ulfe?

-uhether plannlng for spendzng should be a joint prop051tzon

‘.—whether ‘the parents should permlt thelr chlldren to share

according tobthelr-abllitles 1n‘nak1n9,dec151ons?

h*whetber the husband ‘should"make,fno%f of theu'decisions

concernlng chlldren?

'Reliabilitf and validity

'Thevreliability of‘this test vas found to.be'spldtéhalf

rf; ;98 (N—SO) “The test. scores vere fou to vary accordlng

‘{ Ven
.

(3

f‘to ‘the' reSLdence, soc1a1 class,’sex and marltal status of ‘

o

construct.‘, IR LT

Thus, the-intervieu sChedule'consistedfof questions%to

"

. obtaln background 1nfornat10n and spe01f1c questlons to

~h; determ1ne~the spousal perceptlons and attltudes touard pouerw.

“xnterv1ev} schedule"uasb pretested-'to‘ test _amblgulty and”_f

7. .

relatlons 1n their marrlage. iherever p0551ble, a leert;'

'scale was used to obtaln answers fron the respondents The;:'
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approprlateness of the questlons. The alterations 'nade ’in'

the final - 1ntervieu schedule presentf;’s

,' Appendrx v h

"inc1ude,‘the additidn of more open tlous uhlch

f

vere - felt to énable the 1ntervrewer :.w '““gfnore relevant

regandlng Chlld

1nformat10n. and ‘the. inclu51on of quest1
care and recreatlonal areas thch uere ngen less 1mportance :
by Blood and Holfe (1960). Pr0v151on dlso was made for the'
non-response*br non-appllcablllty of responses ln both ‘the .g \
+scales of Blood and wolfe (1960) .

(b) Th‘e.' Game
. ﬂ;, Ryder (1969) pornted ouh that careful attentlon pald to
actual .conversatlons betueen husbands and. v1ves qulckly

zreveal-the_arbltrary nature of powér’ranklng;

., Thls study adopted Kenkel's method to study the. agtual-‘7‘»
power relatlons of spouses (Appendrx V). Kenkel (1957 1963)
employed v‘an ' lnterpretatlon of power vhlch” he termeqplh'
-.7 "1nfluence" and he aScrlbed pouer to the 'person-‘rhof.va;hA
able to: have hhs own wlshes reflected in the dec151on of the i'
group. 'his method of assess1ng power vas to]ask the couple
to decrde hov tney would spend $300 lf 1t were glven to then pi d
by thelr frlends or relatlves. Hé/took as \hls '1nd1cat10n, ‘ ‘ - /
the ablllty to suggest what the- group subsequently chose.‘

o Presunably what persons flrst suggest is- what’ they want. .

Havrng an 1nd1vidual preference correspond to'the famlly's
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~

“after. pretestlng.-' © L

v—

f L

ch01ce 1nd1cates that the individual could get what' he...

'uants. such 1s the tonceptlon of power used in thrs study.

¢

Three major iodificatiOns, vere nadeftodxenkells game

\

influences:the,decislon,process._

_(1) The cquples vere. told that both of then had won money 1n"‘“
the sueepstakes of Llptdn Soup Company and ‘that the loney”

;belonged to both of them. This was to make the couple feel

_that they had equal opportunlty of spendlng ‘that ~money. Thls
technlque ‘was used to. avoid. the d1ff1culty experienced by_'

Kenkel (1963) - when the 1nd1v1dua1 whose”relative‘ had

Py

bequeathed the noney. felt he/she had exclu51ve control on

!
s

it. .The couples were not told lmmedlately hou much money

they had won in the sweepstakes. Instead an envelope u1th~

\ .

$300 in. play money was. handed to them.,Thls was done on’

\'Kn

_ purpose to .see who actually took the envelppeb -and counted

3

theJ noney. ThlS action was assuned to be an 1nd1cat10n of

-~

power enjoyed

'(2) The second nodlflcatlon pade in thls research was that-

-

'th game was played in the home of each part1c1pat1ng-;‘
couple, where they uould feel. confortable. This dec151on was .

also ‘based on the fact ‘that “a - laboratory. 51tuat10n;t

(3) The third alteration‘vnade,_in'Kenkells game was that

couples'were no'_:obServed Mhile they vere_ deCiding on

‘) .

aspendlng the» ‘money because of the fear that they would try

'to behave in a '"soc1ally acceptable" way - in fromt: of



strangers.

'Their interactlons were recorded on audio tapes

‘and themtapes uere then analyzed using' Bales Interaction

Process Cat

'verbal comnu

SO SO SO

egories (1950) (hppendix Vi) . Though th‘.non»
nmcatlon between the spouses ‘uas not observed
O . A" -

the .unvestx
dec;sxonlnak
A £
‘5. pata Coll
 The co
.convenient
;separately a
: 1ntervxeued
,and the ki
spouse while
:the pretest
rooR. nale
husbands and-

for thls dec

interv;euer‘

five intervi

interviews.

1nterv1euers
-ended ‘gquest

'hour.

approprlate Cesponses for most of the questlons.,, : 'l‘he-~

gator vas aware of ’thewkvalue of i€ in the T T

1ng process.

ection , _ S

[ . - XY ' " §
uples were 1nterv1ewed ‘at a time -that'vuas

for them. The husband and . wmfe were lntervxewed

v

nd 51multaneously y two 1nterv1ewers..They were

in tvo separate rgOms (usually the living room
R

tchen) and uere requested not to 1nfluence the »f

re5pond1ng. ThlS suggestlon was made because in.
couples shouted to one another from the' other
and female 1nterV1ewers alternated 1nterv1eV1ng
ulves from one 1ntnrv1eu to another. The reason
lslon vas to nulllfy the effect of sex of the\
bou the respondents (Kenkel, 1961) . A total of
ewers, one wonan and four men conpleted all the

'The ' respondents vere asked to check the

robed and urote dovn the ansuers for the open-h

ionms. . The 1nterv1eu1ng -took approxznately one ‘d




The game was adninistered to a randomly selected

'fportlon of the total sanple. For those play1ng the gane, a:

‘pre-test (Appendlx VII) was adn;nistered to deternlul ‘thelr

]

- expectations of the dec151on maklng outcone. The pretest vas’

admlnlstered ito“'each ‘member’ of the couple ‘separately soon

after the interview schedule. After the pre-test was

completed the couple cane together and vere presented with - -

..the description of'the ganeu(Appendlx VIII)...The envelope
contalnlng the monopoly money~uas placed Hlthln equal reach
" of both the spouses. The lnvestlgator <observed the ‘couple
"and' noted who took the envelope and who counted the noney.

'fThe couple Nas then glven the rules (hppendlx IX) to' be

folloued whlle dec1d1ng to spend that noney.,These rules

'uere created 1n order to see that the couples discussed new:

jlssues and started thlnklng from %ﬁ/’flrst stage of the
-dec151on making process and uould really get 1nvolved in the

;process. The 1nvest1gator then asked the couples 1f it was

‘agreeable to then Af thelr 1nteract10ns uere recorded on a

tape recorder. Aftér swltchlng the tape recorder on, ‘the

1nvestlgator left the couple alone to make thelr dec151ons.r'

\returnlng after 30 mlnutes. A llSt df the f1na1 1tems on

‘Vuhlch they _decided to spend thelr money uas collected ﬂhe

N

: post test (Appendlx X) was . admlnlstered at thls .time to

'lexamlne ‘yue they felt actually enjoyed psver in that

dec151on qaklng process. 7 o -“

%

g

RPN



6.aStdtistical'Auadysisfcf Data

All the data onl the intefviev- schedules, pre-test,-

post-test ~and’ tapes vere. cdded ana’vanalysed .uggng

prOport;ons.mpercentages and the Chi sguare analysxs. - Tests |

of ‘1ndependent non-parametrmc correlations vere. als
assess~ the re1at1cushigg/guu,xhe~’casésﬂﬂsf/#f;e;c

,V.,fattltudin”fffhd behav1oral pouers of husbands and u1ves.

The pover perceptlon scores for husbands and. uives were '

,‘....‘.—-"

computed on the bases of uebghts glven 1o, each response'.

category, for example. husband a ys =5 and wlfe aluays.-1.

Q

~ A range of total scores fron -g=-24 ﬁor all elght questzons

tuere‘cops1dered as tradltlonal because.-lt ;ndlcated that ;

husband, decided more than the wife Or that “the husﬂand‘

v

' iliays'decided. - o : o N

&

26- S ’
of equalltarlan responses.' For example, a husband or-u1fe

-saylng that it was inporiant for'.the wlfe to know the'

f1nanc1al 51tuaglon of a famlly, got one xnt. Thus those

';uho ‘stood out as being qualltarlan in. their attltudes got a
total maximum score of Yi. s s
: B . ; :‘t

R . B S
The behaV1ora1 pouer uas measured on the basxs of their
. ‘@
- vlnteractlons as codedband analyzed u51ng Bales 1nteract1on

"M“process categoples. the"spouse vho made most of the flnal‘

4

‘“uasd cons1dered as egalltarLOn and SGC es ranglng from 25-“0

The scoresﬂfor attltudgs uere calculated on -theiﬁbasis"
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décisions'and wvho got most of the wishes reflected in the .
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process vas considered as the one emjoying
“more powers . -
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ﬂfu" -;{f: ThlS chapter descrlbes the sanple in detail and reports |

a 4l

t»eStSoOf the relevant hy?otheses. D , R
! & ._ ‘ ’ . ;" - ' » ’ @ ' . ) t .. L - b ’ " ’ ‘- .
. ., . ‘ .' o . - N : e ¢ ) ’ s - , ‘ ‘ - ,‘ﬂ~ ‘?' . .
, Ao g‘Acxgxoung_ggrogmgmn g_z gun.;ns sTup}ED - IR
‘ ‘ - ' 'ﬁ ’ . ) ‘ » .\ _;.'(', S ‘ o
By the. pature | of th"e 4des.1gn, all 50" ‘famil’ie!s oo
.m ’ '
1ntemxev .vere, - 1etact; m.&dle inconme fan111e's, marra.ed

S .‘" ’:“‘3[* . o \"_ _4H_J % 4 X -n’" g

f : betwe e ‘&nd te X :I‘.ng no adolescent clu‘ldren‘.- R

. on an g;rerage, ;these fami' e &'marrled for seven and a J_ - #
. N Sl R . . m

P Hote speclflcall ﬂfﬁean nwnber of chllaren :
o 'was .2, uth 26“Fetcent with of the- fanlles .
,‘-',vith one or two ch\\dren qnd

- 3 years. The total annual mcone’;\pf 'thesc. famlles ranggd
from 57, 000 _ft 5%1,000 vith more thanz 60 percent’ ‘of the L
: > I : ')"v - ':."
sample earnlng betveen $10 000 and $‘|5 000. '.Ehe mean 1ncone' S
of these fan:l.l:Les uas $9 520 per annum. o A Ny
L e SR /j(. - o o
. ‘__ £ L R o "" W Jaa . :~’
<y Hore surprxslngly,A a. hlgh percentage (72 per cent) of s
. (5 p A
the famhes in ‘the study 'llved either on the woutsklrts ‘o.f o
e the c:l.ty or in satel 1te towns of Sheruod‘d Park andé 6"
'AAlb_ert. Of the 100 subject 1nterv1eved 61, pert:ent were. born .
_ I Lo . ]' E " N . . . . "."‘O"‘ e ,‘.':
. 2 , b a L BT
~:_" . o .'.~. N od : ] - ' e .
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- ©r : ‘ ‘ﬂu‘

in Canada and the rematﬁder (39 per cent) came"from' other e

?'..

countries, having landed in Lanada anyuhere from one to 54
‘years ago.a Sixty-tvo percent of these immigrants were recent -

o 1mligrants having lived in r‘anada for not aore “than eight’

v years., i o o T o ot
t‘ ‘ 'll i ) > - Coy

AS. might be ex'p'ected',-' 4 large' numbfe:r of - persns-

- part1c1patingv in the. study were younq, The a,ge of -h‘u‘shands
in the study ranged fron 2“ to 55 years vith mean being 39 5 C .
fyeagrs , and that of the \r.\.ves ranged from’ 23 to 188 years vith-': '

. ~ ' Ny
o Nlnety-four per cent of the\~ '

the -mean bei_ng 29. 54 ye

'husbands compared to 78*;'__ercent of the uves were gainfully

_e’m.p'lgyed at theetimev of the 1nterVieH. 'Six per cent of the ‘ *’m,
% - ;husbands. were uorking on ~the1r higher education compared & s
‘ only tuo per cent of the wives. The rest of the 20 per cent

: v'of the uves 11? the ' study vere . staying at home either RN .

n -

o because they had YOung children or /ﬁecanse thex .'e-'ne,l“_-no . g

& ,.".'l‘oﬁger rece1v1ng -enough sa 1sfaction from,’ -."o’u‘tsi"de' S
. . (! s _‘ s

"_i employment. All the husbands and 98 ‘per cent ‘o ‘the wives '

| had worked after their marriage. Gn an average t»l’le husbands

had uorked for ' 'out 6. 8 years fter marriage gatig' the uves '

'for 5. 8 - years. Tl‘ie number of hourS'spenth:h /ainful

ey - '

g ’_ i:-‘; emp.l\,yment per veek t%nged from 1Q to 75 no'
S and 8 ‘to 'uo hours nfor vives. . On an, a?'eg:

) I { Y *{'
i spent about l&O honrs per veek in gainful'

= “_ wives spent only 311 ‘hours.
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'varlables. . the '\les, 'of"f-':

”

.

‘ ) .. LT e - ,,‘ . ) ; - N E
0 R . i . . . N . t -t N -

Sy

B, TESTS OF HYPOTHESES . =~ . - o

’ ‘fn . order, to test the
. .. . N . }'
proportlons.. .percentages,

“Spearnan‘s“*RankuMOrder__Correlat“on “and. 'Ch1 Square fuere

~

relationships betueen the

<
".

obtalned for the data gollected..

0 05 was\establlshed as the crltlcal value for aCCeptlng the-

hypothe51s. The levels of 51gn1f1cancevobta1ned for tests of

”‘.bhe hypothe51s are dlSCUSSed throughout this chapter.v

* Resultg:

v

HYPOTHESIS -1t

c .

B o

compared totthat’of the other, fthe' greater that- person's;

power ‘in paking decisiom.. ¥ _

. .o . -
W 3 . . : JURTE

.4

The -~ higher - the ‘educational status of  one spouse

.\Tne' educatlonal status uas neasured in terms ofﬁthe.

iw'level‘of educatlon completed 1n\school and/or the nunber of

‘ T

years ,pf unlverslty ‘educatlon.. The range of educatlonal,

levels for the husbands.lnteiffeved vas from‘grade seven to

i

b

: 10 years of univétsxty, and {hat of fhe ulves ranged from,

grade elght to 51x years of unlverslty. The mean nunber ofﬁ

Toge T

unlversiiy conpared to tuo and a half years of unlver51t

:!.

Ese ‘case ‘of the u1ves. Plfty per cent of Ahusbands in’ the'

ample had hlgher edpcat10n~ than the;r u1ves-conpared to’

e _‘

only_28 per cent of: the wlves who' had hlaher educatlon than"

n:/».aeats of educatlon obtalned hy husbands ‘vas & yearS»ofl'

signiftcance level of
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~ . their husBands. The pove; ‘fndex “of. husbands and uives as

R P .

57"‘ 'obtalned through’ Blood and Holfe's (1960)" decxslon‘ pover o

'[indei vas compared- uith conparatxve educational status of .

hhusbands and u1ves..ﬁhe relatlonshxp between a husband's and

S, wlfe s comparatlve educatldnakﬁstqtus% nd the power enjoyed

iby them ln dec1510n naking are present_‘ in Tables I and II.

.‘.'P"I

.

: Fron the sunmary of results appearlng in Table I 1t>can
“*be ‘noted that there is a hlghly sxgnlflcant (P<0 01)
telatlonshlp between the conparatlve educatianal status. »df
,,§   husbands and- the pouer enjoyed by then in maklng flnal ,‘;;‘
4? dec1sxons- that is; husbands uath h&gher educatlonal status
‘than thelr ulwa!ienjoy nore pover 1n dec151on naklng. Table"

II shous the relatlonshlp between these two variahles for'

o L
'the vives. E.

"‘ . “. '
o Table II lndlcates a pOSLtlve relatlonshlp between the

ulfe's comparatlve educatlon :and her power :in» narltal

I decislon naklng. The P—value obtalned fron thls test shovs

that there ls a 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between‘ these, tvo
) '. J o - .
varlables. Thlstupports the hypothe51s._..
: oo . ) o ' "
“A)‘ L2 .

ﬂDiscuSsionsr"’

. Tahles I\\nd \ ;: :,ustrate that.thereiis a‘significant" -

| relationshlp betveen the conparathe educatlonal 'status -of N

husbands or. wlves and thexr pdnq‘ *n“decr51on maklng.,The

,:’.
- S
A
54
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Relatlonéﬁlp bétween comparative educatignal status . -
‘of a: ‘iband and his’ power in dec151on making. o S
. 4-—-—--"———-—2-1—_-?-;-1 | --' ---*-—----—--—-".-'---1:-3,‘.A,A_,,_,_
Comparative educatlonall Pover 1n decis;on making
status of husbands | -
_ |Equa11tar1an(8-2u)|Trad1t10nal(25-u0)
-----'-'-"-°'°°'°“"'I’A - - el Rt bind bttt
I P n | % [ n % '
y L e R e Bt { Rabasabnabein ¥ £ -
-1ess than UifE'fif ;] 9 | 64, 3 | 5 { 35.7ga
. R - N ) .
equal R A R A R ] 36.4° I 7 | 63.6
- o B . . : t - B
more itHKan ulfe S IR I 16.0 (| 21 {:.84.0
-h—Jb—--—:f-tt-—’f—-—--l-f—-—---—'---——pb—'-..db—-'—----,—hb ‘
° ; " ' ‘e . ‘  @
N= 50, rag=2,; "X'=9.2_3. 2<0.01 - | B ‘ '
. . xv'.' L P}
TABLE - 11 R e
Relatlonshlp between comparatlve edncatlonal stafus
of a ilfe and her pover 1n decxs;on maklng. N -
--l—;;———;‘—- > anem . I- -;-‘---- g - o-—f;ﬁy”
Compargative educatzonall : Pouer in decxslon maklng
status of wives. = |
R : ]Equalltarlan(B 20)|Trad1t1onal(25-u0)
e "t"“"I“f"‘f"lf"‘f“°l°‘f‘f?‘(“"f""
L SRS DR Y R ) B G R
: ER ‘ I"'f"--'l-‘--°~°‘(-°‘°‘-°I°‘-°--'Tf "
less than husband - |- 4 |  16.0 | 21 1. 84.0
‘ . S R ,_lt - o I ,- ) ' l . . ,"r.:',v", - _A
ziequal _\' l 30213 7 72,7
’ z 'll RN N S B N
loré than husband 19 "1 64.3: ") 5 1 35.7
. - ;l - “ . N >" . --' ______ -
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f'-husbands or u1ves nay be explained ‘in terms of the fact that

hlgher education provides conpetence,Lknovledge, lnfornation

Al

.;and Skllls that are’ needed for life declslons. Posse551on of -

s

thesé skllls and knouledge enables thq 1nd1v1dual to rmake

- contrlbutlonsb s'to ‘narrlage. TqF/N' nlght conpetently
partxcipate in the declslon naklng process and thereby

convince _their partners that they are equlpped wnth extra
/.
_ skills. The other partner nlght theﬁefore defer -to thelr,;
B v : WL v; £ .
n »extra sk1115° and knowledgey ;Thls rec1prdcatory process

;allous the partner that has hlgher educatlon to make’ most of‘

t

'5fthemdec;slons and " to haVe more - power 1n the deC1sion maklng,

'\prOGESS. In addltlon,‘ hlgher educatlon contrlbutes,to'the

DU, —

sheffectlve% Partlclpatlon of husbands or Hlves. Vin'ﬁ.théfA
- #j_communlty, which “in turn strengthens thelr power posntlons o

,1n the hone.;' : _ RO

A 51m11ar kind - ‘of ,relatlonshiﬁ;'was

T:{1963)A and~ Blood and - Holféo'(1960f ~in4fthe1r st‘dies-of
f%w-Detr01t falllles, as*vell as by Burro 'andf?Zecevic (1967).

Lsg\_ -
-~Heer,'(1963) and chhel (1967) Saflllos-Rothschlld (1967)

: and 5canzon1 (1970) also observed that the ulfe whof"_ih_ans__.’M=

\‘,

educatlonalfn'tatus than her husband ,enjoys'nbreel

o

T#Ev ‘; ‘ An exanple 1llustrat1ng the relat;onshlp betveen hlgher‘
*l‘lf educatlon and powen 1n decxslon maklng nls ,prov1ded by

5§E5‘w“ 'statement nade by a wonan respondent wlthout a unlver51ty

v - Lo R . . W T T S e
AT . Lo e R ' 4 o : . .
- L 4

T ’ . . T e
3
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degree narried to a nan vho had a unaversaty degree. "She" ' - e

says that “"He knous nore about noney. aé{ is 'more

knovledgeable. He knovs hou nuch noney ve havgl_inew'is the

b .
head.of-the_honse. C g

iy ..‘.‘

'person ln_decxsxon nakxng.

'Results: e

”vthls -_analy51s »hecause ' 1t "as hard;

'-_le\and xv.; e SRy R R 4‘,g
‘The Value7of’Chi'sguare;obtained in Tabizg;II shows
,‘ ~~

HYPOTHESIS - 2

'gThe hagher the occupational status of e. spouse-’f-f

compared to that of the other, the greater tge power of that

-

AT S

o CRa
- B

The occupatlongl status of the husbands studled varled

‘frém ‘a hrlck-layer' to’ a:unlver51ty~professor, and that of

the ulves ranged fron a sales clerk to a school teacher vlth

a hlgh percentage Qf the‘ wives doing secretarlal vork.

..

f Bllshen's (1967) scale of occupatlonal class uas used to

¢

," arrange the husbanas and ulves 1n the order of hlgh and low

f»l‘
.» k4

‘,to 7 The students and the homemakers were 'gllmlnated fron
! n"‘

joccupatlonal ; status.e-ighei relatlonshlp , betueen'fﬁ the;’
conparatlve occupat10na1 status of the husqinds and wlves

'-and their power 1n decisaon maklng are presented 'in' Tables

th» assess thelr ,

&t
~
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Relatlonshlp between conparatlve occu at;onal status"*‘

of a—husband andwthe pover enjoled— }‘hin -in- de0151on~nak1ngQ -

,Comparatlve occupatlo- | Power ln declslon naking

nal status of husbands|
- ’ lEqualltarlan(S—Zu)|Traditiona1(25-u0)

~

e o] e B Bttt
s:;...' - oo Il n ' % | .n | I
less than vife o 9 | 64.3 | .5 | 35.7
' ' A . . B . ' l ! ) ‘ . l B . | V“ ‘4 ‘ ‘
“equal e ] 27 105050 ¢ 2 -..|"'50~0
SR PR R I
%o:e than wife | 4 . | 22,2 | 14 | 77 ﬁ

- - u.—-—-—“-—— '-..-..--_-- I -——--o—.—-‘ —3--—--.-' ..--—.--—-. |
o
e

o N=36,j”af=2; | %:5,99,1 P<0.05 |
. . ) ) ) - e ) L %".‘ N

o "f S CTABLE - IV .. RN

Relatzonshlp between conparatlve occupatlonal status*_»
of a wife -and the pouer enjoyed by her ‘in deczslon naklng.

. o : w“‘f o LS :
. - — - D - Y —— . v l-————-. ————— 3 o e > o e ke b —— -,
Comparatlve 0ccupat10—~| Power 1n dec151on ma ng '
_ nal’statuﬁ of wives . | g- S
',lEgualltirlan(B 24)|Trad1 o a1(25—40)
e ettt | - ol Eetatubtasd hetetateturirin il
R T (RO N [ S IR R
N L e A == | mm—————————————
 less than husband = f G- 22.2 14 ) 77.8
~equal . : oy 1Y 25.0 4. 3 1 .75.0
v more than husband 1 -8 1 57T.1 | 6 [ 42.9
LS ——— mmmmm——————— e | et | ——————— === |=—=mmm——
N=36, v R
) -..v' . b) , .“;‘. ':". "\: ) 'A
3 . l; A; “‘[ ';.:u . ‘ -
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RPER ‘ : ' ‘ - :
. that there is a. sxgnlficant (P<0 05) relatlonshlp between

the comparatlve occupational status of husbands and the

pouer enjpyed by thel in nar1ta1 dec1slon making. In. Sther,_té

"maklng, the table

o giscussionsf

uords, husbands with hlgher occupat10na1 status than “thelr .4'7

v

- wives, enjoy nore pouer 1n dec1sion laklng than thexr wives.

LS

.The relationshlp betveen these tuo variables for ‘the 1u;vesj

W,

is shown in Table IV. ;-

~t
Ln e

-Thoubh ~ the resultsf'presented in Tabie iv reveal that

there is no 519n1f1cant relatlonshlp betveen the comparatlve

occ%gatlonal status of vlves and thelr power ‘1n ‘dec151on '

‘cates that there is a clear trend in

v

“'this dlrectlon. As can be obsepved from Table IV tradltlonal

»,

~

pouer relatlons vere reported by 77.8 percent of the =w1ves'-¥~

” who- have louer occupatlonal status, than thelr husbands.

- whereas only 22. 2‘percent o§ thege vives see» themselves - as,

-

e R

N havxng equal pouer. Hlth thelr husbands 'hlle ‘making

Farn

deC151ons.;wW~f;f-f”ﬁw;wawwi*

et

. L. - . . .
s » oL . i . v

| It 1s 1nterest1ng to note from Tables III and IV that
' the spouse who has hlgher occupatlonal status enjoys nore»
: power 1n de0151on naklng than ‘the other partqgr f1 ‘@aklng'

deC1s1ons._ Thls may -be due to the fact that 5dcupat10na1

status glVes prestlge and enhances one's pos;tlon, ;n the

comnunltx,: The prest1ge of the;fallly in. the conmunlty will




Ce
¥
.

B also depenﬂ on the occupat;onal status of both the‘ husband

and ‘uife. Reallzing thls the other partner nay defer to.

hln/her 1n the dec1sion,naking process. thls could also be

‘.explaxned‘~1n¥~terls~~of:“theWWﬁact—that«higher occupat;onal

status requlres better educatlonal gualiflcations which seen

to‘prov;de,an _1nd1v1dua1 Hlth the neqessary -skxlls and

N K Ce e
" information to partlclpate‘ effectively in’ the .decision

makirng process.‘This invesSence gives - then‘ competence and
pro#esk their _worth ”to thelr partners. ThlS 1n turn would
enaﬁ%e the spouse having hlgher occupatlonal status to enjoy

' more power than thelr partners uhlle naklng declslons.

'; obv10us reason 'that the hlgher occupat10na1

%

sta us prOV1des self-confldence 1n the concerne& spouse 'and

respect 1n the eyes of . the partner. Horeover, the 1nd1v1dua1

-

'-accustomed ,to respon51b1e ’ roles on ‘the'-job uould

‘*.‘understandably be 1nc11ned to take respon51b111ty rn the

» LR *

V'home. In‘ addltlon. hlgher »occnPatlonal status jobs may

“«,

-

_1nvolve rellance on the 1nterp@rsonal SklllS of djscu551on"

r

: and arguement uhxch .are 1nvolved_;n dec151on naklng. S a.

1result of ‘'such factors, the spouse Hlth higher Uoccupatlonal
_ 8

jtus is : extra equlpped illth “m.knowledge and skllls
2qu A A A

uired for dec151on maklng. L

3

These flndlngs support the resource theory of Blood and
fwolfe (1960). A 51m11ar klnd of relatlonshlp was noted by

Blood (1963). Heer (1963), ulchel (1967), Oppong (1970) and

(

Rodman (1967). . e

R

oaf ALy

.“
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" main 1ncomes of male respondents varied from $5 500 to

. decisions. e o .a"

Ky . . T v

U HIPOTHESIS -ghﬁu L

-

. The hlgher the income earned by one spouse compared to’

-

A»»Jtheewother, _the _ _greater . that partner's power in laklng

f- , N . . o 65

I

1

Results: | ‘ -; ' [

Incomes vere. measured 1n terms of dollars per. Year. The-

d B

.$20 000 uxth the mean bexng $10, 369. The mlnlmum amount was-lt

.

earned by a graduate student and the paximum, by a’ truck
draver. fThe< maln 1ncomes of the. female respondents ranqed

2

trom 31,500 to s12, 000¢v1th the nean being %6, 256.4 Elghty—

-

mnore’ 1ncome than the wives uggk compared to only 12 per cent':

\ S
D of the ulves vho uere earnlng more than tHElr husbands. 'The‘

.!.

: nelatlonshlp between the 1ncome“eafned by the hhsband

decision maklng is shown 1n Table v.-‘

% L

_ compared to hls wlfe\ and the pover enjoyed ~by~ hll' in

. - ROV B

Table vV - is indicathe“of 'the faCt-that there is no.

szgnlflcant relatlonshlp between the comparatlve 1ncomes ~of

husbands and the power enjoyed by them 1n decrslon maklng.:'

,HovefEr, looklng at the group of husbands vho earn more thanef

thelr wlves, there is a- clear. trend in thls‘ directlon.~,

a

slxty~n1ne percent of the husbands q‘rnlng more 1ncome than

their vives. in fact enjdy more pouer in. ‘the 5

-

i

four per ggnt of the hstandSuln the sample were earnlng-
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‘ Taapn"-.v'
e e e _E_latlonsﬁbV“~ngeen the conparatlve annual income of - A
husband and the power enJoyed 5“—ﬁii’1g deczs;on ‘pakinge o o e A
—--:--—-e:—.«-.-—-—--——— l—-- - .-..—..b b w——— - : ".—--,-
Comparative income - { ' Power in &ec151on naklng ' ;",w5*

v - of husbands S
’ ‘ IEqualitarlan(B-Zu)lTradltlonal(zs-MO)

T -l e Bt et Pitseal
SR I n %0 om0 E
. s . v . Co v‘ . l---p —————— ' ..... -nn-—l —-.-—...‘- &-a-—-»‘-—-———
e less than wife | 3 t 50.0 | 35 | Bo. 0
Sos ﬁ.-‘ el ,'.. I b I S
R i AR equal : o | 1 | ~S50.0 | 1 4 50 0
- N Lo : - ' IR N L
R more than vife A 13 |- 31.0 .29 | 69 0~
“f'“'?“f”‘f ““““““ I‘f‘f““‘I*"""°t-*’---’l°‘°ﬂ°~‘“'.
e L TABLE = VI -

7™ '
-'elatlonshlp betueen the comparatlve annual incone of
vlfe and the pouer enjoyed by her in decxslon maklng.;

’—.’-L‘._‘.—_—-“‘-—’.-.—--—--—— l'-—_— ——————————————————————————— - i
, Comparatlve inconmé [ Pouer 1n dec151on maklng
‘ ‘ of wlyes |
: lEqualltarlan(842u)|$rad1tlonal(25-40)
—mmmmmom o= et el Eeacietniai? Rttt e tst
. . oot %o 4w L E
e S ] e, et
-less than’husband' i 12 1 28.6 17 30 1 C71.4
: W = ' | T | ,g'l T “
- ; Aequal - N e Vel 50.0 ). Y.L 50;0
) 2 N | R
more "than husband | 3 o 50.0 _| .3 i 50.0
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© ,' ‘ dec151on maklng process uhereas only 31 percent 1f th@

¢ ".,*

. husbands earnlng nore inCOme, than their vives . enjoy elther"
- w ‘ . ' L -
--equal. or. 1ess amounts of pover vhen compared to. thelr wives,_; o

The relationship betveen these two varxables amongltre wlves

‘is:illustrated in Tahle vI. _ J a
., ‘ R Q ..: ' L N .'

¢

Though the Chi square value obtalned '(0 54) _shows‘ that "“

o

,“is _no smgnlflcanﬂ relatlonshlp,between the comparatlve- '

\ T

é?hl-« agnuae 1ncome of viues and themr pouer xn mgihng dec151ons, 1t -
IV’A\ﬁ;.ils apRarent ‘from Table VI that there ris, A - trend' in' the R

1

dareotlon of ulves earnlng -less 1ncome to enjoy less pover. As ;Q,;g

;_fmlght be notlced from Tahlet VI, 71 per; cent of the wlvesg

o -’

earnlng 1ess 1ncome than heir husbands report that thef

Qband maxes the dec1srgns more thanfthemselves or that the o

husband aluays makes them. Only 28 6 per cent, of the wlves;'~

-

earnlmg less income than thelr hu;bands see thenselves ds

L
3’ uhaylng,equal power as thelr husbands 1n maklng dec151ons.

v ‘ . - . . . . N
. ! . e e e . . ) R . . .
. : L . ; ) : . PR

Tar . . ° p
: .

Eh .
- -

piscussions:
. Y .

The trend observed in H&ahleS"

y and"Vi support' the :__‘#i-

hypothe51s ‘even : hough the testsdareinot siéuificant;'This ;

' klnd of posztlve relatlonshlp ‘can be explainéd in terms of the

e

o

4Gt that money is'a direct resource to the family, the means -
whereby materxal »needs of fam11y~ nenbers are Satisfied;.h
greater‘ contributlon of thxs resoumce to- af' marriageﬂt

automatlcally énables the contrlbutor .of thlS resource o

. . PO o - .? .;-.‘t.l
- Y ) . , ) - . . L

N
/ - . Lo : . T : T C

A



o spendlng. I feel that 51nce he vorks and earns, he. should haﬁe

2

N . . .
N ' ’

_enjoy nore pouer, because, the other partner depends on this

spouse for. the satxsfactlon oixneeds. It conld ‘also -be arguedf

o

that s;nce all the dec;szons stud;ed ue:e flnanc1a1 dec151ons s

N
it would follow that the person hho earns ‘the nost would he
y

more llkely to enjoy nore pouer 1n.nak1ng theqe dec151ons
4

g SN ,‘.

»

o E’Sluxlar klnd of‘lrelatlonship was .observed by Bloodi,

(1963), Blood and Wo

: fb"
chhel (1067). Oppong (1970) ROdnan (1967). - é? ?*;
Y e P e

el .’f;;?

,;’,, - . : _ ‘

(1960) ; Heer (1963), Lupri- (1969).'

Comments made by so e of the nale and fenale res?pndents,‘

hlghllgh¥ the relatlonshlp between the cOnparatlve 1ncone

earned by the spouses and\thelr power “in- dec151on mak1ng~"
: e

13

gy
v

. ~Oné hushand said "sh% feels that smn I earn mbre, I am

FBOre, respon51b1e for spe dlng 1t. She belleves that I shouldv“

dec1de finally. I am the b iﬁo the hone. I am the leader.n

B
An unenployed hoqgmaker‘ wlth a, pre—school ch11d sa1d

-

o | 9
“When I was vorklng ve’ both handled the money. Now - that I am

hone, tny husband handles the mouey for .ou:' monﬂhly

\

" more say.than I do.™ o T © i
‘ a ' . ,' o

'Qne woman respondent who worked patt-tine'and,made.only

200 a year sald, nHe s a good provxder. I should ‘let him

-
] i

. X -

5

d:ﬁnd'gainfplly ehplbyed honemakerfehose husband‘earned no;e

Te

¥y,
5
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. than her s d“‘ "Hhen there is tod quch 'noney J.nvolved«, 6r if \

-’\' . . T e

Tit is hz.s area, it is entlrely up to h:.n. N

b SRR DU Vhen asked uhy a partxcu];ar
. " ,'. ;. ! “t
A ;: “ o
. - s
T
' .

'~
2.
K
!

- d‘34pa1:1:1c1pa‘{:es J.n cong

’_. ﬁl}xﬁ EOes no; Suai‘.‘k’ .
g 3 T

ST y,i R

P B . 0 -

s ‘All these st ahenents ét’ﬁlearly
L, L .._.\m
reasonlng belund

hlgher pover 1n f;bﬁ.ncxal d9c151ons. :

o L
8 nipnTﬂEszs = u
The greate&~ M',the,,_: frequency v

B, o
. 1n dec1s1on maik;,ng.‘ .

.’"

-Resultssffl y
,"“.3 .‘,'," ! -
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L wgrganizations., The qﬂ‘ean nnnber pf orggnlzauznéln mhich the R --'/’- '
" v ﬁ'A : . Yo .- :
: husbands part:Lc:Lpated uas 2 2. "‘l‘hirty\percent of \f:he husbands g ) iR
IR ue‘:e attendlng tbese organikabions once a week or more often A |
amd only 10 e";: cent of the husbands‘ never. at nqed thes' |

'u‘, . ‘\, -/
s

[T, —_

-ox:ganlzatg.onigf"rhe belatzonship betueen. thf[\ frequency

" ., " attendj the orga\m\a-tlfons and the ’pqver enj\oyed by the ) ‘
' ‘_.»-..; husp}na'e mg‘\shoun: }n ﬁa’b{e VIAI'. | e T :‘; . ) ‘.-_ ‘,.A : w " -
S SO ‘It is ev1dent from 'nﬂble II that th'ere is a- slgnlflcant ‘,ﬂ_
| ‘ it e frequency * of: atte"ndmg - o
R e ‘ r ‘7\'-enjoyed hy tfxem }n Qa,ksﬁg _x' "9 »' Q
,, dec1s10ns- ‘i‘he greatéf the‘ frequency huth Hh18h La husba«nd ? ST
&:., fa:dten&e/z the . comnpm.t;y orgaulzgh,ons, a%e"greater; hls power 1n&‘. ) ‘
e -4 . maklﬂg“deC:LSlons- A thoggg "‘h}e{ relatlonsh1p 1§JClear “c\{t“‘for\ - “ _—
‘.q ” the .»husbands attend'lngﬁ °uts:.del'f:. t?j& 'jaiilons with greater
fx:eqn’en'&‘y: thé trendﬂs not el‘iar cﬁ""{n the; case of hushands@bz,"i-s J
. a RN AN
| ‘J“'\ "'h"« at"@?d Q»r-}'"ah”‘.‘.ﬁ}.",‘::sv '1Tsh a%:év frequencyaﬁhan{q Savper '
%ene '6f these husﬁands en]oylng . uves.?.: o .
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'seens also ;. more }drely to part1c1pate ~acti“ve1 in fanly
‘ &\;’r ta .

o '.decision ma%ng. Be51des thls, freguent outsidé "f:ontacts
oy enab].n the husbands to . neet people, d:.scuss llfP situatlons

v1th them and thereby,‘acgulre slulls 1 -wso,lvmg the real

"

- ifee pyoblens at heme. 1o esgbnce, . the compétence ther
el ;Qq.,ﬁacqulre in terus of‘skllls anu “knouledge by attendlng
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L freg.uen;y v churchu a'ttend'anc;e : an,d. membershlp n_
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e srgnlflcant relatlonshlp betveen the husband's age and hlS'
R s s
N S power relatlons. 01der husbands -do not enjoy,nore pover -in
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‘ AT For thls | sample | o’ husbands and wlves,__“age does not

S el L
aﬁuﬁ,;,: ‘ seem to be a very powerful resource 1n dec1szoﬂ naking. Thls
R

ls qulte 1n keeplng Hlth the v1eu in the North Anerlcan

culture. In addltlon, ‘a’ further reason for the non—exlstencel N
w s

*.?‘ori a‘ sxgnlflcant relatlonshlp between age and pouer may be-
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.that the range in ‘the ages of husbands in this sanple is not

-"" b4 . ?
'.great., ost of ‘the husbands 1n'the sanple vere betweenibthe |
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[N

of,age, and they wvere atyplcal, m that, they had elther a.
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S a §anp1e ‘of. this nature test of a hypothesis related to

(196@) mhd found a direct relatiohshlp. It could be that 1n

At
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'comparative.ages of -husband and wife would be more
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'“;fTakfng an aggregate halance of pover
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;ffthe husbands actually enjoy .,
| -Slmllarly, wh:..le nak.\ﬁeclslons éegatrdang 11fe ,J.nsurance
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Thds‘ hypothe51s was tested by combaning the respOnses

‘of both the husbands and wlves to the questlon, tﬁhO' makes

‘).n

"the flnal de0151on about the varlous dec151ons 1ncluded 1n

o

. R
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vlves ot that the husbands make then alone, u5 per cent

rlnddcated that they dec1ded about it together and only 1 per

.hxtiﬁﬁg apgatent that
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) dec1de about it together and‘only in 6 per cent of the cases

a‘hds. The

_"data thus suggést that the husbands have: nore power vhlle

w! . U O

oo maklng dec131ens regardlng life 1nsurance. ‘In the case of fMWM*

‘ 53 o
going on vacatlon ‘and ch0051ng a house bath the husbands ani_

~ ' - e

-jvlves _seem- to have equal amount of pover u1th 88 and 73 perh»

S e Acent of the respondents 1nd1cat1ng that they .dec1de- about

ssues together. In the case of seléctlng a doctor‘

B }" it is: found" that, in 60 per cent oftthe cases the deci¥ion |

+

hls made together, 1n 36 per cent of the cases it is ‘made 'by:

{

bout it more than thelr Hlves. All these 1llustrate ﬁhat '

.‘

maklng dec151ons rhgardlng the amount of quey to be spent

- i

the cases thls- seems to be a .

- % on food, in 49 per cen_!_

‘_u

g ijlnt deéision ‘and
k. A ,

Tit alonq, whllt only

\

: - Tglnd;pate that the aggregate balance of power falls in the ";ff
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. ,'the ylfe )nore than ‘the husband ormat she nakes it dlon.e,

Nols S PR
wwand only in, a Per cent of the’ fcases the "husbands-~decide.hv

the ulfe enjoys moré gguer in thlS area. slmllarly, uhlle '

: f}ﬂ2 per cent of the cases the wlfe'[".~“
A . ¥ v ‘L
'wag-j.f,f makes; this dec151on 3!;? than her husband or that she ’-Jﬁ%s

9 per cent of the cases the husbands :

seen ' to make 1t more tﬂﬁn thelr vlves. These flndlngs agaln -
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' two the w;fe's (food and doetor) and. two are joint dec151ons

(house and vacatlon). f' *:-\ﬁf : . e
) The distrlbutlon ‘6fwﬂoo§5tw.1n makanq these decigiohsd'MA"qw

: : |
appears to be based on sex.. As Blood and Holfe (1960) put 1t

automoblles are assocmated wlth the mechanlcal apt;tude 'of'

-males. Horeover,, the possessxon of a partlcular automoblle

is often as=oc1ated Hlth male status and ego symbols.= Tne

- fact that 1nsurance dec151o s’ .are' naﬁé iore often~ by"'

hn ' ndé ‘may 'reflect §b¢ t'chnlcal finan ial questlons

- inv lved, and also 1q a reflect'on of the cultural trad;tlon

of llfe 1nsurance belﬁg only for. males.‘“ '

. .. k .‘ . - v. . .“‘ n . ". »“.' - s ' .
'f@ ‘ At.‘thef’other"ext;eme} meal planélng is part of- the
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tradltlonal wlfe's role in %?e d1v151on of 1abor, glvﬂng the
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wlfe the major respomslblllty qf expendltures on food- Agaln
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the g%adltlonal nurturant roie a551gnment to women see%f ‘¥b
: L

‘fgvacéount ufor the actlve part1c1pat10n'mh~d£cad19g about th

'
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Qrglscuss‘ abouttthas.natter Hlth thQ
hand,;: 36 per cent of the husbandg svui.'-lther'mOte or equal
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amounts of power iij
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more husbamds.(70%) than v;ves (62%) 19fluence the dec1sxon *1'

%

i e -
. o .
: - . g [ - . : - P
. »‘. ’ . ' . SR . . : . : v e Sy S, B o }' . .

rk the H1f° should take«-51n11arly* -

g o



. . L - . * ¢ : . . s LR 2
¢ . P - L N v B . v LS
. . ‘ - e,
i . . .
» : 3 . .
o .

of whether the othex: partner should go. to vork or not. The e -~
obv:.ous reason for thisus that, if a vonan takes up job
oo ' : out51de the hone, the tradltlonal,, pattern of household tasks

and famlly dec:ts:.on na)ung aouldochange and the role of the '

Bkl

\ R husband uould change drastlcally.. ) L

' . leen these elght partlcular deCLs;‘ODS; 'the;, aggrégate
o o balance of pouer falls sl:.ghtly 1n tlie husbands dlrectlon.._ ‘

The hypot’hes:Ls that husbands 1n general have more power than |
; :helwlves is supported by the data. '!i‘he hypothe51s also\
. o | \‘ / gets' s%e support from . he answers to the quest:son "'wh,en' '

- ‘. ' theré is a dlsagreenent regardlng spehdlng noney vho usually

gdves 1n?" Twenty-—four per cent sézd that the_ u:.fe glves 1n,'_§$ _

i =8 per cent sau}f that the husband 91ves g ',ad §2 pefce‘nt &‘,
_ ' sa1d that they both uould comé’ tO\a con\pro~ N -
. The\"f;lndlngs of thls study are very sn\llar to hosé_c}f a ;.g
Blood and Ho fe (1960). Change ;n the power po".' tions of’)
Ep . ‘ands and v‘?ves 'oyer the past 113 years has no-t ; R ‘

-hone _on_‘the ,par,t of marrled women and $ strong._l"‘

" 4dvocation “of - ega_li't_a'rian pr1nc1ples in the pi‘st‘fem.nist"-. ‘
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make better dec151ons.ﬁ - L PR 3 ﬁ“; -

_ . "I feel that husband should be the boss of the house _‘ '/

R : Some men in the . Study sald-j. o L . L |
g. : i~ ' 1U"It “is Vthe husband's role to dec1de flnally and to be the"

:igbt l:j. leader for household. He shou1d be-fglven” top place ind
., . -

PR R ﬂﬁ?sband has the rlght to make frnal dec151ons. Han of°the'“
v ) /ﬁ’ :

W house should make flnal dec151ons. : ‘ N ‘a»%h
hese romments of both the’ femals and male ﬁ;espondents

reveal some reasons uhy the husbands in the study have more v

- . ,
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.

ﬁft"t*“s power than thelr wlves. ,f}'u‘ - e e ey
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& A husband's perceptlons of i3wer bears no relationshipﬁ_'

3
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;',"1Y:t sp order to '"ee“ mow‘ far a husband's and hls w1fe¢S'
- . i) . A =
';perceptlons of/ mar1ta1 dec151on power ,vasv.f

lmilar,l or
' dlff rent Z}Speg;:man' rank order correlatlon i It is

"s hlgh

°
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8, . ,:TlntéfFStlng to note fromgife results.that thereh
‘ ‘ ,ept;ons of
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mndmcates'

l—i«~“ﬂusbands“are~usua117~mo£e“b%%ctical~rthan"fbives*maﬁafjfggy~~w-.
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;mOthschlld, 1967);‘-30'ever, the 'differences. betueen the]

“that 36uper cent of tne vurlablllty 1s accounted for. The z

value (u -438) reveals that these results are szgnlflcant "at

~

“When asked “who usually glves
arlses regandlng spendlnd'money’" th
\

ring- klnds of

'"responses were obtalned from husbands and,‘!vss (Table X).
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(28%) than the hu bands (20%) thlnk that the vlfe 5

a d;éagreeme?t°
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Vﬂﬁvlt is very 1nterest1ng to note 1n Table x,«m°re qlves
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be because husbands vant to glvef,g

. ]

their partners" :(Heer,‘

k]

_'"ghat they do 1n thexr dally llfe and the cbnsc1qnsness\wlgh

"ih}éh they'd%

,,the. pther hand the reason that wlves accord

1962" ’Kenkel, 1957° 'sqﬁhos-'

_Esoc1ally &bceptablelf

;TLhusbands and ulves responses are not great. . ;:_ v;>»*t_
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“The ‘data presented here dces-fnot 1pd;cate &érY ;ejor |
'dlrference ebetuéen the vhusbands;ﬁand i%:e‘ éerceptlons 6f -
‘famlly power structure. Thls coul :§*3e1§pexpla1ned ln.ff;
‘terms of the asaseness.on thenpert of husbands and u1ves ;of:’h e

. 04001 1eve1.,wr“wrrmm_,ggww“;,Hm_rr;,“,rg;}u_rmlm.“_r,pﬁgr,hu“ ot



. i . o ]
V] ) o, . . g . e e .
. R . C : ’. . ! ;3: ‘h'
. . i v , ‘ L o 'P.’
o ,./ . e . . 1 - . ..
. \ . ) - ’ L _ N S Y . e
TR cTTTT St TABI.E -.x" . T .
‘x":» 4‘ R '] . i
vy Kl * r‘,‘
s o
- The pattern of g vlnal.n as per husbhnds' and :
. wiveg!? resonses. , v v
coE B Hlte g:.‘es m ? EA 2. Husband gives in . '
L v - \.f)_ )
. . . _ .
- . 3. Nea.ther glves .1n woat e u compromise “ S o
o N . . z,.‘- 0 M IS
5. Do “not diffgr v .y
X L. N
. t ) ! 1
. ° ———_-------Q“.-‘ --‘r--‘—wd‘*—---- -q---———-—-—— -’-------“-----Q
i - ' i Patte@n of giving 1n L
] b 2 b3 e s '-
e ‘ R ‘-.;..--....- ‘,-,'--_-- l m——————] -----.._..'_.,..-‘..--- * .‘_1
R : .o L% g % IDIS TURN B B lnl%
e .
B Husbands |’ 10 20 | lu 8 - | .= 1 33] 6 "| ;I 6 .-
RO T I-— N D R Y R | ;l | '
w - - Wives = 114428 &t . 2 29| 581 .21 4 :
’ _A.T_-..---__-_--- |- '_.:__ '-,.-'--:.- j=—- 1 -—-=] -.,.-l ....,.-' ..-_' -
= o . ) s L 5 v . -
e 4 e Qo ." vy K
- ,‘ Sy 3 ‘ N 02 -
3 :' . . ' . » n : ) .. “v
N . 3 Y . . - A ‘
. ” Wt N \
‘ . . S @ Ay oy
N N - r 5 .
. YL . ) ) oot R
o . 3 e - .
s S o " p p T
- . . 3 . * "‘v o
‘h ? v ; . . ' . ‘a T
| . L A T
. : X ~ i N p V' ) ) S o . - T ) < ° “
Loy ¢ S . o : ’ '
A.’ _“. v - . "Jr & X K ‘a N . '“A'\ ’ .
'(-. . . * ‘, v ’ . ’ @ ™ [
et A \\ - ¢ B - . },J
¥ - g S ‘::‘ i i ""v 1‘
& . ;.. .' . N - _v 3 ’ ‘, re . -,A‘v




~

4

o

L 4

b - ' " — -— . W
L N CT

~
~

N e ”» L

¢ the fact that/pover as an issue is’ belng recoénized by ;
husbands and yives and that they think, £alk, negotlate and |

'deC1de about itevhén theg get narr1ed "“These sinxlarltles
[l

-vcould - also be explainéd in- terns of the pfacticality of the

dec1sions 1nc1uded in the study. Since all the decisions are
. / N
meortant to fanlly, husbands and vives could be quite avaTe

, ~

»

~7~mu-w~»pr then--and/;knav—fthe_.quuse.Mwho .1n_.fact makesr_these_-W“m“u_

dec151ons. . . S ~
. R * L] . . “ -

. : ./'-4 -
The 7length' of marrlage (5-10 years) being Qne of the

.
N .

" controlling factors 1n the selectlon of the salple, would

i.‘ahave had great impacb -on’ the Jhushandsﬂ and wives, in

4&ccurate1y reallzlng thelr pouer relatlons. It could aiso

s

' ,} have beeﬁ ‘dué - to ‘the fact that, there .are not ~much,

o N
dlffenencef in’ the ages of a husband and wlfe in a narrlage
N .. O . “ . &
. (Larson,ﬁ1§72). :
o ™ ' . o
% .Ang'ther obvious reason is that there cannot be'any room

R SRR

N‘»for'umisperCeption .of " decision naklng power because,a high

L JE

"*J

' percentage (78%) of women work outsxde the, home, vhlch o Y

w'egulps thén with a.clear understandlng.of who does’ uhat in

e , , <’ SN S
the family. ‘This findipg differs from ,thé findings of .
] . R . N Nt . ) i o " . o V\
.+ several research Studies (Burchinal .and Bauder, 1965;
' Granbo;s and Hlllet,‘1970- é\r, 1962~ Larson,‘ 19721".0i50n' N

and Rabuns{x\ ' 1972-'and ~others) whlch 1nd1cated that
husbands' perceptlons of pouer are dlfferent fron that ‘of_ ‘

jthe wlves.‘



' * . HYPOTHESES - 8 ‘
v . L/

N -

Veither a husband's or a vife's attitudes to decision

-

powerf nor their perceptions of pover in decision naking

bears any relationship to their decisidn naking behavior.

. e o B §
____Resnlts: ‘

4 . A N 3
- To test this hypathesisv,a portion of\the saqple (10 )

4

falilieS) partiCipated in a gane (see Appendix V). The power
' perCeption scores of husbands and’ wives as obtained by the

Decision Power Index were compared with the attrtude scores

for husbands and Uives as measured by Dumn's Authority Sub-

-

. Scale (1960). These t¥o scores in turn _vere comparéd with

the actual behaVior of the partiCipating husbands and wives .

as deternined byethe gane analysed uSing Bales Interaction . " :\

[y

-Process hnalySis‘ The' comparison betveen perceptual and

.attitudinal pover relations of husbands and wives are shown

* -

' in Table XI' ' . ‘ ' o _ :
. 7 . B . : :
Table XI idiakes it evident that  there  are : Dno-
v ) : ’

Sinilarities between the attitudinal and perceptual powers
' either among hnsbands or adLng vives. It can be noted from
_Table XI that ~61 per cent of husbands vith egalitarian
"attitudes in fact perceive that they enjoy more power in
'hi deCiSion,' naking. Sinilarly, 6& percent of vives " with
egalitarian attitudes perceive that they " enjoy. ’less power

- ™Y

-;than their husbands in making dec1Sions.\This nakes it quite

e
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CWABLE - XI' .. BN

~ Pexcentage conparison between the perceptudl and
~4ttitudinal power scores of "husbands and wives.

AT A
H: Busband N T Hite ' : o
LW . ? et
gy S —— i -.-.------'----—-—"‘s'?a‘—*‘.—-—sm_ '.m-—-'—.—.m_—-:-.Au_—______

v| Perce;véd pover of .husbands and wives

o . v
. L}

- . | Low self power .| High self power =~ . -
Attitudes P e L e e e e T s S L
< ¥y (§-24) IF (25-48)| H (25-40) | W (8-24) .
f==-==-= el B D o
. { ny % . fnf %S| | % | n| %
e B B et il Bt ===
- o N I YT .| [
Traditional | 21 g7 | 671.1001 10} 8 | ="} -~ .
(1-6) . - ] I - t [ I '
S o I ¢ i | A . 1 RO
Equalitarian | 15 | 40 | 28 | 641 23 | 61 . 16 | 36 5
{7 -1 l I N R B IR BN y
' N R | | I (SR T S PR '
------- “"’““"ia(f‘l““"l“"l"“|°“‘|"“‘fl“‘f["“"
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clear tbathfhene-are no sinilarities between the ngtitudinll

n

and peréeived power relgtione nneng the husbangg as wvell as ‘
B \] a .

& L - ’

vives. S -iiy_- I S ‘ L
‘ . - ‘. -y . X . 5 “' ! . !

AN
"The . perceived and ntt*}udinal povers vere COnpared with

tbe actnal behavior of the ?couples fho pnrt:.cipated in \the

.eaéef__tbe__perceitedu_and

!

2

e~
‘

|
|

! ’ &

o attltndxnal power.s are 50-mr€d u%th actunl behavior

. separately end are presented in- s‘palrte Tables (Tables XII

. -4,", .

. and XIII). : ,’ . i L

[y

Table XII shows that there is’ no relatxonsbxp betveen *

tbe perceived and’ behav;oral pouer rel ions either nmong

the husbands e 2 anong v1ves. Three out of fbur busbands #ho
. .

‘1n fact sai\ that they have egualitarian pover telatlons

\terms of. th

L4

dominated their .uives dd&ing .the' dec1szon’ process.

Sznmlari@, 3 out of - 5 vives ubo percelve thelselves as

havlng eqnal or noft powver than their husbands in fact made

fewer dec151ons than thelr husbnnds during the ‘ganme perlod._
. A

The a qﬁg:l hebav1or d! “spouses is aIB>Pneasured in

mber of "wishes actually re;lected in the ‘
final deci§ions and ;hese are conpared vith the petcelved
' -

) and\attitudinal power relatlonu. (Table XIII )

'\A close . look. at Table XIII 111ustrates that . tbere T are
$1lll§r1tles betueen the percexved and adtual pover
‘ . 4

_relaenons either anong husbands or among the vives. All the-
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B Ja Comaprisj \ betwveen the behavioral aﬁd‘peﬂf@ived pover . e
relatidns ot ﬁushands and vives. . R b
-~ L. A . . . M - -
e S . Hz Huspagﬁ } W: Wife '
g B ] bt N
/'Number; of decisions ) Qerceived .pover of spouses , ﬂ;'
" actually made ' | !t ' ;°N X
. ~ |Equalitarian (8- 2“)|Iraditional(25-u0) C
o oot ' _ . Rttt bttt e Rt e
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o - IR abamtatstaiied_Setetrih et | === o Euietesandl bl g it
v . more than spouse | 3 Looo2. 1 I -
S . ' [ | [ |
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Comaprision betueen the behavioral and petceived povwer -
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Number of wishes . | Perceived pover of spouses S
actually reflected '~ | ' N
in final depisigns lEqualitarlan(B-za)|Trad1t10na1(25-u0)
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hu:bands ‘who-?said that: they ‘ha gquali“:ian ]

'relations tried to influence ghﬁl vives and.ge¥

-vishes reflected in the final décisxgns ‘during |

gale

. session. si-ilarly 4 oug of 5 wives who perceived thglsetwes
LI
as having equal pover with their husbands failed qii, §5‘§ '

their vishes fulfilled in the decislon uaking'process. This'

%

%

G

.are different froam' actual behavior. ' R

: thls.data are presented in the follouing Tables. (Tables XIfgi

and xv). »

durlnggthe decision process. This c1Ear1y 111ustratesl ﬁhat'

analysis again reaffirns'that the perceived power relag;ons

— . . ]

The actual behavior of \the husbands and wvives wvas
co.plr!d Avith the attitud1na1 power index tn order to see

vhether Ahey vere cons1stent ‘'with each other. The sunnary1of

4 -

[P e —— e s e

e o . P e e e e - - i e

»

husbands vho expressed egalltarzan attltudes donlnated their
wlves in tbe dedisaon’naklng process “and 'nade abre final
dec1s1ons than their wives. Slnllarly 6 out of the a\wzves

with egalxtarlan attxtudes vere SﬂbllSSlVe to their husbands

‘thée attitudes are different from actual behavior. . o

- .

‘rvlshes actua}ly reflected in. the dec151on laklng process vas"

H e ' ) R &

P -~ [

The actual: pouer as measured through theonunber of

”

compared with the attltudes of both the husbands' and wives

as shown in Table XV, to see vhether they: are sznllar of‘

LA

. different. L . .g;ﬁ * .?..-i g ' }': | .

. As'can'be observed from Table XIV, six out-of the éight L
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‘equalitarian attitudes could nanage' to get tneirfyishes .
. . ) T

TV . . A ’ . 4 N

-~ Lo
N ¢ -’. . ' .' . ,' . f M
N o BT ’ ’ ’ *

~a  Table w reveals tnat thero are no sinilanities betveen.

(i

theéi%titudes tovards Pover rolations and actunl povere
relations " either- anong hﬁsbnnds or along the vives. As can

be noted froa Table Xv, five out ot -eight"husbands yith

-'refiected in the final decisions durigg the decisinn

-

i’ A

-

’
.

‘.nrocess. sinilarly six ont of nine ines vi%h.egalitnrian

'attitudes failed to get their(%zshes reflected in the final‘

decisxons durxng the gane period. Thi's again indicates that
¢

—

‘" the fespondents are 11bera1 in thelr attltudes than in their -

<3 . .
\ )

bghavlor. . . v

Discussions: ¢ , ' . ' , , o

-

,.J,‘\

L]

This data underlines the fact that‘.attitndes are -
. . '

different fron -both ‘the perceived and -actual behavior.‘

Support for these fxndlngs can be/EOnnd 1n sevefal .research

studles (Derleur and Hest;e, 1958' Deutscher, 1966; Doob,

-

1947; Flshbe 2 1971° Landy, 19663 LaPlere, 193ak' Triandis

and Trlaneis, 1960- and chker, 1969). ‘It can Be explalned

L4

1n teras of what Ogburn (1955) call§ the "culture lag"-

Husbands and vives may have quite 11bera1 attitﬁ—es because

they 11ve in a pern1 ive_society'uhere éqdaiitarianisn is

tPe nornm.,. Howeve‘ attltudes to he as31nllated

: into their systeas |and ‘be reflected in their actlons, it

’

takes nore t1|e. Slnilarly the 1ack of agreement between the

percelved and actual behavior conld ‘be explalned in terns of

~

. Al
. f
. ‘, . . d
. \ D N . » '
S . .
. . . <
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. o ) ;
the fact that peopla percbive.through a bias. Perceptions of

one's beHavion depends on self-esteel and the attitydes with
vhichs they loaf\'at :the situation. It could be speculated

that they -ight ha35-f5dpﬁnded to the atti{udinal scalg. on
7

."fthe basis of vhat they vaﬂt to happen, £for the perceptual-

scale~on_ihe_hasis_9f hov they uould like 'it to be, and

"dur;ng the actual decision period they gould have exhibited .
their actual behavior. This study supports previous finding;
'.and indlcates that ‘there is veny little. agreehent bétueen‘u

'self report and behavioral. neasures of falxly pover..
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*he purpose £ this study was to 'determine which “?/ .
i R . '

factors infldenc the powver relations of husbands and vives

% ) } . : " ) . Lo
’) ‘and thereby to test gye-aesource Theory of Blood and}“%okfe . C

. (1969Q) vith |a few conceptual . and methodological

improvenments. { ' -

(A}

Speciﬁical;y; the research questions asked wvere:

(1) will higher education, ifncome and bcéupationa}'dtatus of

a spéuée (in comparison with the other) ‘énhancé the power
posse531ons of that person in dec1sxon naklng? R
! .(2) Does the ftequency of attendlng community. orqﬁﬁzlatlons

influence the pover posse;s@' of a husband in the decision

‘making process? ' : S .
\ : . L e . . ) t . v
(3) Are older husbands more traditional than’ younger °

i
-

husbands°' - ' L .
' N . . ’ . {

(u)‘Is it trne that husbands bave more pover in decision
making than the;r u1ves2

. : g
(5) Do ti% perceptions of povwer relaticns of a husband and

his wife differ? o R

e © (6) Are there any similarities between the perceptual, {f& X
- ’ .. . E :

attitudinal and behavioral ﬁgyers'of'éither a husband or a -
. . . ' A



vife?
. \ .
As an attespt to get the ansvers to " these 'questiqns.
' - o ~ . ’
several netpddoiogical improvements were inclﬁae& in the
~reseparch. Only marital decision making  power in ‘tne

financial arena was studied using the reSponses of both

hJsbands'yand nipes', and 'survey as uell as obse:vational

teéhniqueswere utilized. . .
] ‘ . - "

The sample'\vas controlled for intact, widdle intome s
°fam111es, married betvebn & and 10 years and "havi no

adolescent ' children. . The data -vas obtained by a malg and a,

feqale Lnterﬁieﬁef;m

o

\ N
CORCLUSIONS V-

B.
’ )
‘% The flndlngs of tnls study suggest the follouxng
conclusions: - ' ' V -

[}

N

(Y The hlgher t§§ éﬁﬁéﬁ%ﬁonal status of a spouse, conpared

to thq ;g%l;hg;_a-fﬁ;:éﬁe greater that persons power in

P, N
.' " ¢ '
Bit gl .
Y .

) y

-é??fg&ﬁefh§§§1< the oc@upatlonal status of a spouse, COmpared

- R\ A
‘tojjggat_'of”; e bther, §he greater-tpat person's pover in

e L .
“iak1nq‘dec1szons.‘- o

.

(3) The greater the 1ncone earned by a spouse, in conpanison

-

Ulth the other. the greater,that person s power 1n dec151on

naklng. . .
— \ ) . . . ]

(4) - The greater the frequency with' which a husbard .

hd -
. £
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- par;icipates.in corqpnity -orga@izationé, .the, gréater his
pover in marital decision making. e *

(5) 01der"husbnnds_ do not enjoy nore_-poqar. in making*

dec1sions than younger husbands.

e

t (6) Husbands tend _to have slightly aore pover in fhe over-

“f“ww“f”aII‘Hec151on nak1ng process than their w1ves.
/

)

(7) There is close agreemeat between a husband's and his

v [

vife's perceptions of . pouer. .- : ,

. Lo y
(8). Neither a pusband's or a (yife's attitudes. to decision

pouer, nor tﬁeir perceptions: of p&vef in decision nakrﬁg

‘

| 4
bear any.relatéonship to their deciSfon making behawior. ¢

| Y - o
The flndlngs of thzs research nusr bermeesured in terms
of the lrlltatlons experienced ;n ;e51gn1ng the reséarch and ‘. .
carrylng 1t out. . ' ‘~ " . o L i 3
(1) The analy51s of the data iﬁhicet.s taht thzs snall
) eanple is’ d&t representatlve Oof the total Canadlan socxety .
) ‘1n terms of their Eégher eﬂucatlonal status, age .range and _ =
greater percentage of wives worklng.‘ |
(2). The game vas very sxnple and actuaI‘behaV1or uas.audlo
recorded, not observed, while the couplesk participated in
1\ . o : .

the gane o .

(3) The. randomness df"theh sample could pe guestionéﬁ
because; of the randomly selected couples ' only those; yhOf .

»”

were' v1111ng to be fhe Subjectsawere included in the study. ; <

2
-

e . - :u | _



a(acquires_'infornation, knowledg¢ and ski

D. IMPLICATIONS

‘vhile making decisions in the household.

. -
. The study suggests several ingﬁications 5;1:; further ~

research on nar1ta1 gec1szon pouer. ‘ R T
(1) ', the exlstence of posxtlve relationships “Petveen
. ’ . ¢ —

LN

‘compIEAEiQé ;educatxonal syatus, 1nc0:e and occupatxdnal

status and the‘pover enjoyed bi'the spouse 1ndxcate'that’it

is the comparative resdurces that the bartners brlng 1nto a.

marltal relationship that 2s hlghly inportant because pover .

"
Al

1s a natter of nutual concern.

(2). The presence of °a hlghly' significant relatxonshlp

. ‘} .
betueen the’ comparaeive edutatlonal status and pguer in .

'(dec1sion naklng nnhrnot so s1gn1flcant relat1onsh1p between

comparative incomes and power 1n decision maklng suggest the

-

dlfferences }n the 1nportance of each of these resources “to

t

the couples. Iheretore, it appears that it 1s 1nportant “to

.4

see the imp?ct of each of these resources separately rather

than seeing the impact of soc1o-econqp1c sta tus on spousal -

hJ e

’
.

Varlables is the most valuable one' .to 'the' acquisition ' of

’
- o
- . @ -
. —

pOHer in decision making. - : s .

(3) It vould he 1nterest1ng té know why actlve partlcipatlon '

L3

need not be bé%ause of the  fact that he atten@s these

organizations ‘re_‘gul'ari_y, it could ‘be.duﬁ the fact that he

s which' are assets

- r'J .

‘power relations; and also -to flnd out - which of these

rd

“in communlty organlzatlons enhances husbands power. This
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[

. \_ by : : . o
) (Hy 'The finding that husbands tend to have slightly wmore

pouer than thelr vives 1n decision naking suggesks that it

: - .. PN . AN ) - ’
\\ ‘ ’ . E 4 o : . - See .
e . . : L e - ’ . .
-

- A

is inportant to note the areas of dec;sibn naking 'in ‘vhlch‘v'

'V

' ™y
-’the husbands doninate and.the areas vhere wives doainate.

Ohce th1s 1s ascertalned, It is then lmportant to determine T

.vhlch of  these dec151on areas each conSLders as. 1nportant to

L Qhe fanlly (and ‘'which’ are not. Thls would g:?E'E’b;tter

df"lndlcatlon of spousal power relatlons. ,\

- N~ . . o . v

b A

| '.,(Sﬁ The lxttle 'correspondence hetreen “the percéptuai,'.
w{‘t att1tud1na1 and beh?v1qral pover relatlons‘ elther anong :
! husbands or among wlges suggests that Trely ng predomlnantly:.

/ng% he spohsdl¢power

.on the self E rt approach and predlcti

relatlons

;8 unsclentlflc and mlsleadlng.

Y
‘

e (6) Thls research sheds no iightw- i whlch of’ the +two -

o approaches (self /report and observatlon) 1s the most valld"

-to. thedstudy of fanlly pover " A conblnatlon of ‘these' two
o C
B approaches with the possrzﬁl1ty of der1v1ng an 1ndex to'

- ¢

describe fanily pover relations would be the best ‘thing - to

- . . ‘ [ I ® -'
~\\use, | e ST

co
. .

. -~ This - studf‘is. therefbre, onif_a»heginngky-séep in the
'direction of comprehensive nethodOiogical Einproeenentsl for’

fstugylng the pouer relatlons of fan111es. Thls research does ;

B
y\

X,
-

:the f1e1d of narltal pover.n

T

their perCeptlons and attltudes ls both c

houever, relnforce the idea that nethodologlcal researchp,'

,shonld precede, rather than follov substant1Ve research in 7



) In conclusion, lt seels that the- study/of marita

;wall

to 1nc1ude a detailed study of*al

]

power

1 . ’ . C LA
: . : . ' o [ S S,

N . iy S
4 ‘\

not becoue pore ‘sophlst;cated

4.97’0‘ .

l aspe ts and all t pes of

AN . )
from the p01nt -of v1ew of all contrlhutlng fﬁylly
members (Saflllosﬂﬁfthschlld’ 1970).v\ : . » .
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. Dear ‘Mr, Mrs.

APPERDIX I .\

-

.1‘

‘@ ® ‘@ e @ ‘e ‘e ‘@ e .® .'.t'."&

. As '§ graduaﬁe studenﬁ“iu the drv151on df7»Pauilj'*

Studies, School of Houséhold EConomrcs,' Unlver51ty of-

Alberta, I am éngaged 1n a research project ,for a; nasters.

degree. I am. 1nterested -in' flnding out ho# hushands aug

wives: make famlly dec151ohs..I also want to knou .attltudes

‘and feellngs

ton famllles.

*‘du Canada.fI

Upon recelpt

about a fev areas vhrch a e generally 1mportantf*
-As yet, 11tt1e 1nfornatzon has been" collected

would llke you to answer the enclosed form. and,f“

4 .

"return vitv to me through campus na11 as soon as p0551b1e..-

..

of this 1nformatlon, “soue of - yo@ will .be

Vo

: ..selected as a sauple ior thls study.v

A an the
conﬁu’uu.

. ‘ '

We feel that 1ndiv1duals who part1cipate 1n research;'

studles such

:,

abquzsztlon,

find it an &PtereStlng experlence.,r f“'

as thls one, contrlbute a great ser71ce to  the

of knouledge ahout fanxlies. nost partic1pants

""o
.

Y

 'svets you glve are,,-of‘ courSé, conpletely;dﬂ
they illl be used . only in group statistics and’ -

}ase be assured that we uill treat this data'




e

. P L | s i \ . E
‘r‘ . . : ’ » . ' . ) ' - T!’ e
We appreciaté your assistance in this research. .
Thank you. o = -
Lo | .
e e LS N C@T @Y - YOUDS

o T Z;“”_"L"_” T
RETL) - ‘
P Indira(}eddy,

) . .

' . P.s. By .folding the form, my _departmental . address
o ' ready for mailing in campus mail. -
-}:«}“\VN b
° o I
9 - \\\\\"‘\\\\\ ¢
’ @

appears
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"APPENDIX. II
‘,"‘]

‘

-

S SR — PRELIMINABY SURVEY FORM-— =~ —  — — -

;1; Marital status: : _ ‘ : o

.a) Married a ’
b), Separated _
e S “
c) Divorced -
° \‘..

dy wWidowed
e) Othe}. ‘ ( - ;, ;' : \‘\V: , 'AA' _ - -
2. How‘nany‘years have you been maprigd? -
"a) o - 4 ‘ _
"b) S - 10
C) 11:—,15
@ 16 -20 . .
e 21.-25 |

f) 26 and over

- 3.';How:méhy children do.you'haée?..l..,..;,..;.....},.....;‘
“.' A‘ge\sof girls: ooooo.~"'..0,.~, .'io;-" oo_Ao o-" ‘e e sase ]ears. -

'

5.~}A§§Si§ftbbf$: .....,Q;.ég.,;;.;;.; ,....,'-,..3:years.
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[

‘6. What is the approximate total annual income of your .

family ? (Please .include all sources.)

b

' Q

-t

’

:b) $7060 - 9000 R
c) $10,000 -‘12,6bo
d) $13,000 - 15,000
e) $16,000 - 18,000

‘f£) $19,000 - 21,000 .,

. » ¢
g) $22,000 - 24,000
"h) $25,000 and . aver
[]
18 s J
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Dear Mr/ NMrs

APPENDIX III

REMAINDER

PPV P OOV AU OSSP

/

Two ‘weeks ago we lalled you a Prellnlnary Survey Fornm
~

for a study we are;conductlng on the non-academic ‘staff of

- our unlverSLty.- Probably you lald the forn aside thinking

that you would £ill 1t in at an other time; perhaps it 'is

. already 1n the mall HoveVer, We are nost anxious to developv

our .rgsearch and cannot proceed further unt11 the responae-

is complete. It is only to the extent . that we ‘receive

complete response that our sample may validly represent the

group.

We are enclosing an other copy of the survey form .in

‘the hope that you will take time to ansver. Please do take

‘time to £ill it out and return it to us immediately if you

have not -already done sa. He'aépreciaté.yourvassistance‘in

this matter. S o

.Thank - you very - much for your ,assistance in .this

‘. L

S;ncerely zours

o INDIRA REDD!

Enclosure. ' . -



- ey ‘APPENDIX - IV I \
N e I“ TERVIEW S SC‘“’”“"E R
Hello,' I am: Indira aﬁd this is ay friend ---f-----. as
. you already know we are 1nterested 1n flndlng out hov husbands
) an@;wlves make family dgclsiqps._ug_also vant to know )your
feelinés'apont a nunbéi of aéeas"whicﬁ are generally inpb:tant
) . to . families. All the :ansvers you give‘ are ' tompletely
. cPfidenfial; Thé only infornatlon Ve vlll use are averages of
- . a .lgrge gfoup of families. The 1nterv1ew Hlll take only one
S ' hour. We are grateful to you for your klnd cooperation. in thl;!?
, C research.» In . order to glnlsh this vork qulckly I -will
. interview ;;f‘;“‘--"‘;‘-";“’laﬁd';;;f““‘f will interview
. ---------;—; ————————— 51n§1taneou51y. | | |
o
~d
;- - o
' . ‘ 4” -
SO .



SN Ly o }rf L L L

g . PART I . - Y .

'This first part deals with the participation of people in

coumunity activities; n
(1) ‘One vay in which some persons spend their tlne ds in
clubs and organlzatlons. Please look at this list and
tell me the number.andfk;nds of organ;zatiogs you
belong to if‘eny.:' | | ' \'
_:f" o *. (a) church connectedngroups | . o :,j>A
- - (b) work connectedvorganization
(c)»school connected groups
{(d) charxtahle and welfare organlzatlons ot
.(e) organlzatlons of the people ‘of -the same
4.nat10na11ty or background
(£f) sports and recreational organlzatlons ;
(gf p011t1cai clubs or organlzatlons
(h).nelghborhood groups (comnunlty leagues)

\.

* o (4) others-- '_.f - - _---j-é——f-—--f--(spec1fy)

(2) Hov often have you attended meetlngs of any of these li” ~’» }
groups in the last three uonths ? i_' ? AAd~v  §
(éj onceva week or more often i
»;" - ,;ﬁ (b) 2v- 3:times e.uonth_‘
- _(c)donce‘a.nontha o
(d) 6 -'.'8_ti.'m,'es‘ a year

. (e)" 2 - 4 times a year



R L o
L. - ,
(f) once a year. - ‘
. N .Ii - \ "
e .
i(s) ‘Far lY., .
(h)_nenver ~~ _ r .
- L * ) cat
‘( L}
/ -~
\
. . /~
4
A

R
o
£y

s~



L4

This second part deals Ilth the division of labor and

part £1 _ i : j.}

o
l

118

g -

A decxslon maklng in fanllies.

. .

7

(3) He woq\? like to know how you and your husband/vlfe

: d1v1de up some of the family taaks. Here is a llst

of different: tasks.Please read the questlons and check*

/ in the §ppropr1ate_colunn to 1nd1cate uho does €ach f

. task in your hbusé, FRE )
| . | o | o, ;‘ \. |
. S - H;sbémd.always/ | "”.5'; Uife élva&s |
| :2f- Hugb&nd ﬁore thaﬁ vife 6 - Not appllchble
.3‘— Husband and wlfe exactly the same.
N,Q'- Wife nore %han the husband 'ﬂ ‘ : "«.'
aouséhqld,xasis - "\ | 1121314156 |
JROMESEE S s S I'-‘if;’If“l“*l-f‘l"*l

.(ai who does the;grocery - | | | R f |' |

Lg}j.l ’

' shopping ? | ‘“» ‘ Y I -| 4_I' NE I LA

. " N . B ) - -
- e - - e -—I--el——-l---'---l——-l ---I

IR

Y

»fast_on workydays ? .]'i’l ;1,"| o '
B et N Bt B B Bt Bt B
(E) whoAdoes,ihe évéhingAdishes[ 1 lj 4 _[
——————— —— - -;|,f_|-+-l--,lf‘-l-f-l6;;|
® :

-

e . SR T _ S ‘ o
db) who gets the family break- | | | R R Y LA



v (d)vyhbﬂgtraightens up thé.

living room when company § -{ . | .} | 1 |

119

- l - ' - ' -—-l - ' - o ' -——l

N A T B

is. coming ?

;?--—--—:#ﬁﬁt;rﬁttf-—-é4°--f

(®) who mows the lawn ?

. .

.
M '
. ¢

. ‘ ’
---l—-- l - ' -—-. -—‘-' -.‘-l -—-I

- '-—- l - - | _--l _—'q-' - l’——-‘
.

(£). who qﬁpye;s the>sidewalksz.t_ e f| | 3|l; 1

°'-l‘°‘l“‘l‘;°lr--l"°l;"t

. (g)lﬁhq;#epdirs ihihgs»around’ ( R D

the house ?

. (h)’ who keeps.track of ‘the

- money and bills ?

T L D G W P I D S A T A i D D Y G I S e S e

R BN o r
e . N K3 -

(i) who takes care of -the
_children ? -

———— - - -

e (j)fvho disciplines ti;

~~children ?

- ‘_..- | - ‘ ---‘ --.-' --—l --—l
- .

A I T EN T T TR
T N P N

e Bt B By R e Rt |
s N L .

S

~
N
e
-
)
?
\
[



N h ot . v . .
(4) In every fanil} somebody has to decidé'Such'things
as vhere the fanily will live and so on. uany couples .

N *
i thlnk such things over flrst, hut the final d9c151on has‘

to° be made by the husband or u1fe or both. Please ‘read each

: | v
of the questlons and. check the approprlate colunn to

indlcati who flnally dec1des each problen. ) | )
. 1 -,Husband a;vays K f_; v 5 - Hife alvays | o
2 - Husb&@d moreAthah vife 6 - Not appllcable
P E 3 -.Husband and vlfe exactly the same
| . 4 :.Hlfe.nore than the_hnsban@
P Y E
Decision : e T v 2131415160
A . ) A
- o -f'ﬂ“°"'9‘°-'°-f°--—“-°f """" lf--l‘-“l"‘l"'l'-‘l---l
e 4' o (a) who flnally tmakes the o I | .I|f |;-'|<' |':-1 
o dec1s1on about Hhat ' | |, ] "L. Ji i‘- [:
car’ to buy 2" R T U S
ST Ul  -,-|--y|---|--7|;~-|fp-;-f4|

Co (b)'d;; abouttwhethet or not to { y 110 o
R - buy lifé‘insureqceﬁ?:'. B! I Vl' “r B ;| | : i

-

(€)* « .. about- S8 AR (RN P S R I I

) o 'abh;?ment to. buy oﬁirent 21 1 _IE,'J.. A ~,l.x
;’°‘f;f‘;f°€‘*“;;;?;;“‘;l‘f'f*l*f‘|“’|;;*l'ff';;°‘;"f: :
5(d)~.;f'5bodt vhat ]Ob your - |ﬂ“| (I li..l'. L ” |
| husband/ulfe should take 2 'l e i | FI 1i : ]

O it B B B B

14



" 0 . Can L
-f-°--‘-°"*““' ‘ "f‘. et EEEY LY PR R T
(e)‘.i. abqut vheth9r or not--you|. I | i |
- ,‘A,,,.._,.,.A..s‘hould..go,to_,.“uq‘rk.or,,quitA.A,.|p.ULw { ?;[__;‘» ij-mfﬂ_
verk 7 . T T T T
S mmm e e °""""f°°;;""fl“-l-"l°4:I--°I"-l'j-l744
(£) :.: abéut how puch money I | { j‘ A '|i J
. tl‘yourj‘;?'ami].y'.can afford to - |1._1 f S DR | |} o i
‘ spend per veek on food ? | .f. | |\~;+—(/]' |
B L S N === Ij°;l-f-i?-‘lf‘°l"*l
’(g)w.'..‘abqut'uhat doctors to - I 0. | 1 R '-|(
| hé;; vﬁen'some one is_sick?.l 1 | | (. |
o ““'f“;“";"’%f;'-"f‘;f';"|"’|;"|"‘lf“l“'l"‘l .
? (h)'..: about vhere to go,bn a | ;I | _| N j
holiday ? R o o "l I
BT e S B B !
N (i) ;..’aﬁoht how ta spédd thé' | ] B ‘| RS I
Iéisufé timé;in the fagily-?|' A \j‘. o C: 1|‘\
. 5'------;’#-;4‘;-;"““""“v"“‘“‘."l“;"“‘l“‘lf;;"‘l‘"‘l.-““l A
\
.\. \ .
J ~ - E s
l o
? | ) N
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/ . ) ' : a ‘D'_ , ° " '

'(5)' Families keep track of noﬁky énd1bill' in many different ;(

‘1vays. In some families, tire husband handles it all,in
~:mu~j-»-m~4¥%thers—thewwife~d0e5~it—andain—others:pothwthe=hﬁsbandgrfmmw*-wf—ff

‘and wife hanﬁle that matter together. How did you happeﬁ
, | Lo

/

té'vorkwit‘out the wvay you’do.in your family ?

\

Ti o (6) ‘Can you recall the idstffine you and ydur.Husband/nifé 
/ ' ' e :

had afdisagréément oien\noney 7 L ' —_

- yes ==--- ‘no_ ===-

. (a) what happened? : | . \\
. : C A - T ' v

J

“(b) what aid you do ?
fc):db’ybﬁ d;ﬁéys-do ﬁhéﬂéaméaf

et s L Lo . e ot

(d) what else do you . do ?.

. . . .

B . Loeet Al ) -

- . . . . g

' e - . » . .
.. . . : : . .
. - . . . e . .
S . - . R 4 .
‘ . o B ‘ ) . i . R .
{ i .« . . . . . .
. . . . v . . .. ) . . :
. . : . . St I



o

(9). Hhen you have had a bad- day do you tell your husband/

- R - 123
, _ , . ) - N va
(7) . hen there is a really 1nportant decision abont vhich

‘you two are 11ke1y to disagree; what- happens?

Y- A]_'ays e _,A..,.,__,__ll. Sel&on _. e QL
2. Osually " .+ 5. Never . .,‘ IR

3. About half of the time

‘|1|2|3|u|5|

mmmm— s m - ———e— s e e s -- I'L-l‘-l°--l-'-l°--l

(a) the wife gives in ' | | 'L! 1 )

it e Bt Bt Bt Bt Rt |
! - “ ‘- . ) )

(b) husband gives in- o | o ERR CR i

'v"‘.v."-f et “‘ - 7 . ——— -- |~---|‘—‘-:-l--- ‘-‘-_'
g (c) neither"uill«give-fi@ S oL .

id) boﬂh wooldlcome to;a oompromiSei Lo T .
e — e b bl el bl e
(o) domot differ . L 1 1 0 R T
R B %----li—-l—--l—--l—-- e
~ | ¢
) u(é) ﬁhy is it so,?i— ?ﬁ
. \ ‘ ~ -

X

vlfe about your troubles?

5




) S 124
) . . r . ' I.. 12
. . '/ Q \
(a) ‘always
. o (b) usually T o
o _ (¢) “about half the time B
A,,A:,;,__ 7~~-~—.-—‘»;(d) - Ase~1-d~om— - °~ e e R PR -:"-4-——;-—-»——-' —-~_-—A—“j-————»-‘;r'—--i——— A‘.-—~ ,:, e
; : . (€) never
..(10) Why did you say that yoa -7-—----—----tell hln/her?
; (11) - Thlnklng of narrzage in general uhlch of the five things
vould you say is’ the most.- valuable part of your narrlage?4'
(a) husband provldlng for the family vell and taklng
care of the vife and children.. o )
N . .
'(b)‘wlfe taklng tare of hushand, chlldren and home.
(q),companlonshlp in 601ng thlngs together.'
(d) husbad and wife being equally responsxhle‘for " B .7
the famlly. o - L ’ .
'(e)'mutual understandlng of each others anbltléns,
problems,and feel;ng§.'- L ) ;\\
(12) Why do you think so 2° o '}g'
Q . ’-\ . ' Bwv
i \} P - i ‘ . v
; i
. L
By agad '
e ‘ 8 " © ’



~ PART III :
. ,f . ‘\HI
- Thls sect:.on deals n.th yom: satisfact:.on with’
uork and martlage. - Rt o o -
"~/ (13) How satlsfled are you with your vork? (place - an 'x! on
X L4
the scale line vhlch best describes the ' o
‘degree of harpiness.) |
j‘é very unhappy happy very happy’
o Ammemmmm—mmmmmmmsoooSTTIOS §(Qmmmmmmm 100
w38 . . : . C
(14) ‘:v satlsfled are you Hlth your uarr1age° (-place an 'x',‘
o . he. sacle lJ.ne uhlch best descrlbes the degree "
 of hap_plnes§,)__. C \ \ | o o . .
very unhappy '.hapﬁ'}_ o very happy
B ekt ek 504-44-—--4-—-—---———'—1.0'0 ' 0
. ‘
Lt { ) .‘ E
;_M {
- ) v ) . | N /
.
~ .



Part IV

This section deals with your oplnlon to ‘some of the statements
e - . ~m——— S . ‘-

that are relevant ‘to familles.

(15) We would 11ke to know' your oplnlon towards each of

:‘these statements. Ogyélons dlffer and’ your oun v1eu

| is as good as that of anybody else. Choose the'

:response column for each of these statenments, vhlch

_uould-best expresstyour feellngs and check these.tp "
‘indicate yonr attitudes te that’statement. |
1. Strong;y‘agree. . . Disagnee' B
2.-A‘glree' | o ‘ . 5. S‘ti:ongly_ d“isa'gl.:'ee 1
3.-Un§ecided' e ‘ S " ;
| ;i;—--_-_-.____;-----L-—------—----f ............... -;-_-*5?
S 23k s
;:-___s._.;;--;_--;-- -- ’"i-; Bl el e R Rt &
(a) I1f there is a’ dlfference of. T‘fl B b j‘. 1 4f|_ .

" opinion the husband should decidef . | | 1 | N

‘finally where to- live. o "f*'.l ;;*; 1) 'I”--I
e m e et P Bl Bl Bt Dl I
" (b) The wife's opinion should carry 1 b .t 1 1 1

'fes-mueh veiéht.es.husbends in "i‘,,f iﬁln \ :l ;)

money mattérs.' o . L |', IE ’[ .‘[{> Lo

. . N : - o
N U Rl bl b



LA I st

RN R

N _\
’ ' -

-...‘..-,......,.....--.‘.‘..--....----.f_.;_--_---;-- |-~- [===1==-1 ———)=-—-]

(c) The husband should be -the "boss" i I [; .| g

) of the houses e fmrw~s~~m———kw$ulm¥sL:mule_

‘»—-°-°-**--“---'—'°'-“-""'--‘°“"I"‘|s?'l“'l-"l“'l
(4) The u1fe should be as vell 1n— iﬁéi l! 'll"l.' I_:‘l
formed as the husband concernlng | _i i | - !
- the fanlly flnanc1a1 status,'and I R .i { |
o buslnes;~6ffeirs.‘ h,, - v,75*|j, 1 | (. B .|,
f**ff ---- L““““‘;“'f """""""" |"'|"?|“'|‘;‘|"f|
(e) Alnost all money matters. should | R | & | | )/L
o be dec1ded by the husband. _" -l"_l_ l»Ihl ;e i
"'-°---°--f ------------------- ‘Fl*'-l;;'J‘-°l’“‘i‘f'l
(f) The husband and wife should have S I P
equal pr1v1leges in such thlngs i | rt ﬂ|'~ l >|
‘as going out at might. L Cor
B '_-;_-‘;---;;;s--;-;_-s-;-s; ..... '|_--1;;-|s--|—-—|--—!
() The ’hu_sb.ah'd,an.‘d wife should nave | I I
© eﬁuaIWSay in decisious affeoting ‘ A TR I | i
" the fanllly as a uhole."“ -hf’l ot (I N
“‘----'*-‘—'—'---°"'-"-E;:“--“-"I'-'l-°-I"‘l‘f'I":T



ife Should fit her life to | | | | | |

. N

_ T ST T PN e RS RY

l(i) Managing anﬁ plagning for ?p~ | Lkl- | |1 I

| .Spending shoﬁld bé a* joint 1i:l‘ [ t .-I N
' proposition betyeﬁn husband a&ﬁ@fil o 17(‘3 [ '|¥
wife. o Tha a0
-_-;_-;.--..-_----__-;-_- ...... et Bt el Betatad et Bl B

.

(j) Tﬁ€5paren£s shoulﬁ permit theix w.'.‘]. |- ii t -1

| chgldren to share accordlng to -i" . .I‘. | R
'thelr ab111t1es vlth the parents |. 1 | _}| oy |
'15‘ﬁaklng'fam11y-dec151ons.- ’;//L///L?fj/pjl -l :.l '

~

_.._,-_-----.—--_"__..-".--—'--q.-’—_--;_..-.._ . - l - —— l -}..-' - l - I

(k) The husband should make most of lﬁ..i { . { [_ |
‘the dec151ons concernlng the" ’?!' I »|' ,‘m_vl  l
chlldren such as where they wlll | | ; | f I !' ‘l,‘"f

- go’ and Hhat they nay do. i .:J( Sy lliil W ‘

--f‘---f-4-* ------------- ;"°%"%°'f§};fflf;‘j“‘l";l““-




k e ©_CPART V .

Thms 1ast part deals vith background lnfornation on you

CN 3%

' : ", . to help us - descrlbe the fanllles ve are studying.‘“@MMWM'”

. , o _ N

“(16) Were you born in Cana@a 7. 3 S '
| Cyes ho - . o S

L . S - Ao .
(17)  (if not‘born-in_canada)‘nou rany years back did you

' cope.tO'Canada?_ . years.
(18) Are you employed now? L B
yes. .. no .
= \

©7(19) ‘Have you wbrked"since YO“I?“d}riaQE? '

LT (@) yes @) fall time - R Ta Z
Bt | (11) part tlme e  "1  ,"‘; . :
- () mo R
(20). Hou'lqﬁg‘havejY&h uptkéd_altogéther éipce'yopr marriage?
0. 1,..,2,...3 .5 6 7 8 __9_ 10, years.

(21) Have you uorked 51nce haVLng chlldren 7.
(a)»yes _f (1) full t1ne
' (id) part “time

(by:ho - ‘_;-J‘

2



130 "

(22) pid’ you work vhen your children nere pre—schoolers?

(a): yes’ (1) full tlme

| (i) part tlme T . o AR
(b). no™ - »[ o S

(23& What is youlipreseni occupation?: A
.. . .'ﬁfl :

e~ D

(24) How many hours do you usually work in'a veek ? - T

« o ‘ ‘“;*'f,_ R
(25) How much ‘pay’ do you'reééive~ip one year ?

'$ 3,000 - 4,999

's,s;ooo' 6,999 . .o gET LT

s 7,000 - 8;9% - L T o

1 $ 9,000 ~ 10,999
'$1i;ooov-fiz,9gg:f o T
© $13,000 -:1a;99977f -r.'_ IR . S L
815,000~ 16,999 £ . a S
' $17,000 - 18;99§j
$19,000 =, 20,999

e

(26) *(for men) ‘Do you have. any other part tlme Job ?I 1_; ,'
/ . ". - '
(for uomen) Do you take in any. vork at hone for thCh ; -

you are'pald (such as bahy-51tt1ng,_typ1ng, 1gpn1ng,etc‘ E

 (&).'yesf : ‘, - ;t specify;_ |

“{b) no . e
PO * - : .




T an

'(27)-on‘ahvayetage, hovw udlh money do_yoﬁ'iaké-fron‘this'in'

A,_;:_a___.y‘ea_r',._?‘ 5 N » — a e ] . ' ..,.,__;--_,__,:v,__. ‘ . — ‘

ST e R

:(28) what is ydur'age at-yourllasf birthdayi?

.
B fooaee e
—————— H -
i T e

© 20 21 22 23 2625 26. 27 28 29 30 years
31 °32 33 34 35,36 37 38 397 40 years. .
41 42 43 uE WS ‘46 w7 4B 49 S0 years

e

'(29)LWhat is the_highe§tVgtade.of'schOQl you haVé completed?"
. Grage 1 2 3 4.5 6 7 8 9 10 12

' (30) (if colldye) How many years of college §id you comprete -

12 3 4.5 6 1 8 9 10 years
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" AgpENDIX VI |
. - . N BRI e e e : , e
BALES INTERLCTION PROCESS CATEGORIES
R "..' .,'""" N
Categorles VR B | Score - SR IR
--ﬁ--—---—-------------'—.—_-- ——————- B e — -~
1i shbw$i%blﬁdgrity,;aiééSQOther'51 1 - }'
_Stafqg, éives-help%revard: ‘v ‘il | o - L
;‘f°"‘°""‘;"f‘;' _. B e el E |
-v.2, Shows' tenslon release,jokes,laughs,l | '  _ - ] 
: shows satlsfactlon o SR © ) '_ A
: ‘ 4 ' A : o
-- -—- e B ==
3. Agrees, shows passive acceptance,b | )
understands,concurs,conplles- : fl'. .  -_ ’4'_' “,
“ _ . v
“""'*"’““"-f ----------- R | ==~ e l
b, lees suggestlon dlrectlon 1mply1ng| . lf’; - e _,';]
autonomy for other: 7$-7 - r ‘;”ll a ‘._f'gu.jb ..i, I ’
*?‘?"““;f‘°°f“- D S -1
75;.Giies.opinion, év;lﬁvation}  . .'| '_‘f - i L  ! l"
.. amalysis,expressses feeling,wish: | . . .. .
P S RO L S
,.6; Givéé'diiéﬁtAtion; %nformatidﬁ;._ S T . 4 f
o .neééats,ciarifiesqéofitis: '_i l R i . bt
-_--_----.'_-'.-‘_.‘-'.----i-.' ..... P
7 Asks for orxentatlon,lﬁfOInatlon, '[ | e ) |
 vrepetltlon,conflrnatlon" §=‘7@f.'[ _" *,A“. B ']f -
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- 7 v N - D
< T . ) ‘ . ' .
. 8. Asks ‘for opinion,evaluvation, . - | : P |
R [ -;_.-}.,.A}A,A,. e . I y ,_'_‘_.“_ __ e e
analysis, expression of feeling: | - ~ E | ’
9. Asks for suggestion, direction, i, 2o e L -
possible ways of_actién:" S R ,‘ : ST I PR
N i . . . A_ ;7(-5”_, - . g ) .
e ot bt it i e - . - o' s e e | g e e e o e
L . . ‘ "‘ b ,p,‘;-mﬂ—i . : l . . o l '
10.. Disagrees, Shows'passive‘f%jeCtioq,l : o , ‘I
’  formality, withholds help: . - = | SEIU i
e Tmmememe - ST Ssssosssmesm————e == | m——————— ve—————]
RV Shqws_tensipn;_a§ksvf0rvhe1p,_” S S . \-%1il
vithdraws out of field: . . | - T
¢ o e e e e o e e e ———————————————— |'----.‘-_--._-.‘>.-_'.----, i
12. Shows antagonism, deflates other's | ~ =~ S T N
. . , ' ) C ” ) : » . Y.
status, . defends or. asserts self: | .. , B | :
““““““““““““““““ o === )
\ &
- . * ‘ ) v \'(‘ ‘
- ®
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'APPENDIX VII

e ‘ .
PRE-TEST. . oy
(1) Wwho .do you think will}make mgst of the final decﬁsions

,about-spendfhg:the money?’ i
. R l"»,(. . . . N

e

(é) I v111 prohably make most . of the final dec151ons.~7
- (b) I wlll probably make someuhat more of the f1na1

dec151ons. . o o _ ’
(c) . He will probably make aboﬁt the.qame number of
flnal ‘decisions. “.' - : ~*f*5
kd) He/she Hlll probably make é@:évuat more of the :

(] RN
. ’d‘-. ; .

flnal dec151ons.

L

-

’ (e) He/she wlll probably make most of the flnal dec151ons.
(2) Hhose wlshes do you expect to he reflected mostly 1n

f1nal dec1sfbns°'.;

f(e);ﬁy'wiShes'uill probably be ﬁgetly ceflectéa'in_
final deCiSiéns. L o IR
'A(b) ny'vishes QilI%propably be reflected~$omewﬁet more
1n f1na1 dec1510ns. , | |

‘.(c) The vlshes of both of us w111 equally be reflected

-

,1n'f1ngl,dec151ons. I B : ,\L -



w

robably be teflectedysene hat R

(d) His/hen“uxshes u111 P
‘more in final dec151ons. S L o e o
(e) Hls/her Hlshes w111 probably be mos@hy refleCted in.- @4;,;mj_?

Lo

-

[ » .

‘ flnal dec1510ns.- o '~¥ -
o » ) , o ey Coel : : ‘ J . .
(3) Who. do’ you expect to ao most of the telk;ng_whilendeciding‘“.r )
5 . _,? S o A R
to spend money’ SR v g " L o
. ‘ AN '1 / e . . . ‘ ‘ ‘ ) ) '

v

‘ (a) I, ulll prohably ‘do most of the talklng. L,

Vs

)

(b) I Hlll pdpbably do somewhat more t&lklng.
(c) We both u111 probably do about the same amount of

T
[ A . . .
K . . 4-“,-‘ Ny
- -~

talklng.' L | : b
(ay' He/she Hlll probably do sonevhat more . talklng., , ',.;w

- (€) He/she ulll probably do most of the talklng. A

Lo ’ : .
“

Hho would you expect to contrlbute most of t(_f;ﬁeas and

LR

o suggestlons? f‘ - ; R
K e ‘ - : ' ‘ i
(a) I Hlll prohably contrlbute most of - the 1deas and

: . ) '. /.,//'?'/‘.i ~ L i‘ ‘ N

é“ U4suggest1ons. o
' * (b) I Hlll probably contrlhute somewhat nore of the
B SR (- RRET St E

; ; 1deas and suggestlons. ' c' Ty T }
(c) He both u111 probably contrlbute the same number of AR

P .
‘ 1deas and suggestlons._

(d) He/she u111 prohably contrlbute sonewhat nore of the

B
3 the 1deas ‘and suggestlons. -

e o - g
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O' . ..‘ l )
Lo (e) He/she vill'pnobgbly;cont;ibute most of the ideas
_ and suggestlons. , ‘ ) . N
b - S i M__? e e e e e e et el e e e i L -’;_ . .(
o N \ S T T ,
(5) ;Hho'do"yod,éxpeét'vi;i do more to keep the-session going
shoothlx? o ‘ . ",:‘ ' o R
(a) I will probably do tho"nosr'to Keep the session
running smoothly. ' *'A~‘ .
(b) I wlll pﬁqg\ply do somevhat more . to keep the - ‘8
session runnlng smoothly. ' ' Q' ‘ ’
’ % : ' -
(c) Ve both wlll probably do the sane amount to keep IR
the se551on ruining smoothly. o ‘
(d) He/she will probably do_soneyha;.more to keep the
N session running sﬁoo{hly; | B . . .
o (e)»ﬁe/she vill probably do the most ti\keep the session =
" <f’~i runnlng smoothly, S
(8 TR
I uN ) .
\ , & A [ -
N " . a .8 © .y
- e . "' ’ o
,Q ¢ "
’ e , . i
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; . © APPENDIX VIII, |

THE GAME AS EXPLAINED TO COUPLES

Now, this is theifun part of the study. Here, I  just want

LY

thlS sess:.on so that I can use 1t later.

I would like Vyou to assume that you both have won the
second prlze, in the Sweepstakes of Llpton Soup Company and I

vhave come tonlght to convey the happy nevs to yau and to

i dellver thls envelope contalnxng the prlze money you . have uon.
I don't know how auch money . there is. in the envelope. You Hlll

_have to‘count‘rt.iBefore you‘can clalm thlS mouey actually,'

©to kmow how you~respond"to -a- $1tuat10n.»1 vould like- Eo—record~——~~

you"have"to pass a sk111 test. The test is that you should_i

dec1de hov to spend thls money in 30 mlnutes and report to meu

This' money mlll be taken back 1f you don't dec1de how to spend

it in the next 3Q,m1nntes. o

’

N°' I an 1eaV1n9 the house, YOJ can start dec1d1ng how to

?

~

f‘rther clarlflcatlons. Please do not dlsturb the tape

'spend the money yon have‘von._You can aSk me if’ you 'need ‘anyk'

recorder. I wlll come back and p1ck it up after 30 mlnutes. d~‘7

¥

-

Lo,

RPN
LR ’



- for SPendiqg the money you have ion:_

&

¢ > ~ ::k
&“: -  APPENDIX IX - | ‘e
; ‘- RULES"

: _ .
(1) Both of you have to assume that you have won a. "

second prlze 1n the svéepstakes of. Llpton SOup

Companx.,

(2) You. have to decide betveen yourselvgs how the-noney

~ should’ be spent. o ; R .
. ,-‘ N ‘ ‘ . : ! - N . \II
: 55 b % . : :
(3) You have 30 m1nutes to dec1de the 1tens on thch
| e ‘
you vant to spend thlS money. - - .
“&.g. ’ |

&

",(u) Thls money. cannot\be saved

J

%

-(5) You cannot use thls noney for ltens you prev1ously

planned to purchase, or are commltted to purchase..v

L .
e v
S e _
S , -

.

(6). You cannot pay off things you have already bought.
(7) You cannot use ‘this money tofpay,qff loans.

139

‘ Here are the rules for-you to followfwhilé makfng.dedisionSj




| F R [T

i i N

- . . . .
L s . s

(8) You must produce a ‘statement as to how this money
will be- s‘pgn‘t'; B Co - ) B - | ,
o L. . . i ‘ . . . . 'v | ) ‘

- (9) Yo u both are requested-to -speak-in English throug hout

. L, s/ . S -t - o
this session. - - ° /o nies St



T Now that you have dec1ded how to sbend the money YOU have

- APPENDIX X .

POST-TEST

1]

SRTTE

'

'on .'.‘o e o o o i o e @

(1) Who do you think has made most of the flnal decisions
b i(‘

= about spending the money?

(a) I proipbly made most of the f1na1 dec151ons.
,f(b) I probably made soaewhat more ofothe flnal
| dec1sxons.= d ' R m_f"a_ L e
‘(c)_ﬂe probably made‘abcdt tﬁe_eene number of final
'decieions;' ‘ p | v |
(d) He/she probaol; made,somewhat nore of the flnal

dec151ons.

:(e) He/she probablx,nade most of the f1na1 declslons.

;'(2)' Whose ulshes do you thlnk vere reflected mostly in f1na

o . .

dec151ons? '

o ) o . : : C ot
L . . ot /
. ) . /

'(a) ay wlshes are probably reflected nostly in flnal
decxslons. | - |
1'(b) Hy wlshes are reflected sonewhat nore 1n f1nal

dec1510ns. o R s

1

e



S ook,

w2
(c) The wishes of both of us were equally fefi?¢ted in
f1na1 decxsions.nwﬁ. . . N

(d) His/her wlshes vere probably somevhat more reflected

” .
\

in flnal dec151ons.f : ;

(e) Hls/her ulshes were probably nostly reflected in‘

(4)

flnal dec151ons. '_' . A¢"'-- S . %

N .
[

. 'Who do you think 'did ‘most of the talking? = = .

(a) I probably did\most of thedtalking. S, - L e
(b) I probably d1d somewhat more talklng. f ' )

(c) He both probably did about the same amount of

TS v

talkln% faifﬁ .
(d) He/she probably d1d somevhat nore talklng.,;('

(e) He/she d1d most of thf talklng.

- ) ‘j »fl‘_d } B S ')?
Whlch one of you do Jou th1nk contrlbuted more ideas and

suggestlons? :

‘(a) I probably contrlbuted most of the 1deas and

suggestlons.' B _ "\

._(b) I probably contrlbuted somewhat more of the 1deas

and suggestlons. f";, . SR B

(c) He both probably contrlbuted about the same number

of 1deas and. suggestlons.v‘.-« o 'b }

(d) He/she probably contrlbuted somewhat more 1deas

.



te

’ and suggestlons. - : _
(e) He/she probably contrlbuted nost of the ideas -

and suggestions.""

‘mw‘(S) WhloB one of you d1d the most, to keep the se551on gotng

:_ wsmoothly ? .
LA Co - S
”(é)kI’probably did,the most, tofkeepithe’sessio :runniqgu
smoothly. | ‘ h . ._; g\
:(b) I probably d1d somevhat more, to keep the se551o*
runnlng smoothly.. o |
l(c) We both probably dld the sane amonnt to keep the‘p
| session rnnnlng smoothly.." T ‘);\' ' ' ‘
o (d) He/she probably did somewﬁat more, to keep the -
sess;on ?pnnlng smoothly. ‘ f ;
(e) He/she prohably dld the most, to keep the sessxon
- ;- runnlng smoothly. | | | | |

©(6) 'How far are you»satisfied”iith'the~deciSions'made?_

B .
i »
- e

.(;) Verykmuch3setisfied; :-:.’ =
| (b) satisfied. L
A~i(c}.Undecided€ sfum; o
(d)’Uﬁshtisfiea; < .L," | "
Vf(e) Very pockiunsatisfied. | '}.p‘ i
. \ . e
N |



ey
(7) Why did_ygﬁ‘sayitﬁat_.'. @ e ee e e s .  nade ﬁoét‘q£}i 

the,final’deciSiQns? ‘al,fn‘

o . | g ﬂ N .\

W

'm O BN

.(8)' Is. tth typlcal of the manner 1n whlcaxyou usuall ake -

f1nanc1a1 deC151ons in’ your fanlly? why’ . o
‘ i . o R - o
. e o ./("YES.'. « e ,.‘. NQ"

»



