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ABSTRACT 

The present study examines one area that has not been researched well, that of 

using observers who know the couple well to rate then interactions or level of marital 

satisfaction. Observers reported on the target couple's marriage using modified forms of 

the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (LWMAT) and the Family Adaptabihty and 

Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES HI - Couple Version). This study examined gender 

and generational differences in raw scores and the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) 

when the middle generation's marriage was evaluated by then children and by then parents 

as well as by the target couple. 

Students at a large Southwestern university were recruited to participate. Through 

them, then grandparents, parents, and siblings over the age of 18 were invited to 

participate. In order to test the hypotheses, the 1917 participants were spUt into 3 groups. 

Group 1 was comprised of 46 famihes with a pair of family members fi^om each generation 

(276). Group 2 consisted of 100 pahs of participants for each generation (600); however, 

the pahs were not related across generations. Group 3 consisted of 1040 participants, 

randomly matched within a generation without regard to gender. 

No significant gender differences were found. However, significant generation 

differences for raw scores and ICCs were found in each of the groups. For all measures, 

instruments, and groups, grandparents rated the parent marriage highest and had the 

highest level of agreement (ICC), and sibhngs rated the marriage lowest and had the 

lowest level of agreement. Significant intergenerational differences were least likely in 
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Group 1, suggesting greater agreement among family members; however, ICCs of the 

parent generation did not correlate significantly with those of the grandparent or sibhng 

generations. ICCs of related pahs (Groups 1 and 2) differed significantly fi-om ICCs for 

unrelated pahs (Group 3), indicating that participants were not simply responding 

according to a standard of agreement. Principal Components factor analyses of the 

LWMAT and Faces III produced similar factor structure for each generation, supporting 

the use of these two self-report instruments as observer-r^^nort measures for close 

relations. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

There are many challenges facing contemporary investigators of family processes 

and interaction. Historically, investigations of people and their interactions with others 

have focused on the individual. For example, clinical research has focused on the 

individual, and psychopathology has been inferred fi-om behaviors observed that are 

presumed to arise solely from the individual. With the advent of systems theory 

applications to human behavior, however, attention also has been given to the role of 

others in the individual's environment in altering individual behavior. Under systems 

theory, psychopathology has been understood as part of a larger system of interaction in 

which the labeled individual ("identified patient") is seen to carry the dysfunction of the 

larger context of which he or she is a part (e.g., Minuchin, 1981; Watzlawick, 1974). 

Linear causality is assumed by many people in their everyday fives. At one time or 

another, most people ask, "Why did Joe do that to Tom?" "Why" means, "What caused 

Joe to do that to Tom" (Ross & Grant, 1994), Adherence to the impHed theory of linear 

causality, however, presumes two things. First, there is the implich presumption that a 

linear model of cause and effect is the correct way to examine interaction, leaving out 

possible ahematives. Second, it is presumed that the participation of other individuals in 

relationships with the individual being assessed is largely unimportant. Such presumptions 

preclude the possibility of another model of causality, a more systemic, reciprocal, and 

contextual model. Systemic theoretical models pay attention to the larger context that the 



individual is a part of Contextual factors include macro (e.g., subculture, urban vs. rural) 

and micro (e.g., family of origin) socialization processes. 

Some scientific investigations have not considered the larger contextual picture of 

an individual in relationships whh others. While h is important not to lose sight of the 

individual, there is significant interdependence and interaction among individual family 

members in a family setting. Each individual influences others and is influenced by others 

in what Whitchurch and Constantine (1993) call mutual influence. The influences are 

historical as well as current. For example, a man whose brother died as a youngster 

marries. The child of this marriage dies, and the child's father and his own mother 

develop an alliance in grief while the mother/wife becomes both physically and emotionally 

distanced. The behaviors and relationships of each adult with one another have been 

influenced by the immediate event, the death of the child, and by a past event, the death of 

the brother, that is also part of the context of their relationships. 

In social science, American psychology has established the standard for 

contemporary research, with a focus on the individual as the unit of analysis. Assessment 

instruments have been developed that attempt to measure and classify individuals m a 

variety of ways, e.g,, intrapsychic phenomena, manual dexterity, intelligence, and mood 

states. Other instruments focus on dyadic and muhiple-person relationships, attempting to 

take a larger-than-the-individual context into account. However, the level of analysis 

usually remains the individual. 

Individuals' self-report measures have been used to assess marital and family 

relationships (e.g., MMPI-2, Marital Distress Scale; Hathaway & McKinley, 1989), 



However, so-called dyadic or family self-report assessment measures still yield scores that 

represent only individual respondents' views, perceptions, and experiences of dyadic or 

familial interaction. Attempts have been made to combine scores to obtain dyadic or 

family measures. Researchers have combined individuals' scores, have used the mean of 

individual scores, have used the difference between individuals' scores, have made use of 

distance scores, and have correlated scores to describe a dyad or family. 

Self-report was the method of choice for assessing dyadic or family relationships 

for many years. Some inherent methodological weaknesses, however, led to the rise of 

"objective," observational methodologies beginning m the 1960s (e.g., CISS; Gottman, 

1979; RCISS; Krokoflf, Gottman, & Hass, 1989). In the move to behavioral observation 

and hs resulting complex coding schemes, self-report measures have been criticized for a 

number of reasons from the perspective of "pure science." First, such measures represent 

only one individual's perception or response. The need to develop methodologies to deal 

with such individual self-report data to make them more amenable to statistical 

manipulation as a relationship measure and to develop meaningful measures that have 

value in terms of understanding relationships was disregarded. Second, self-reports are 

subjective, and are, therefore, not subject to verification by outside observers. Third, 

multiple coders can be employed in observational studies to yield data that are subject to 

verification and tests of reliability. As a standard, scientific research has been based on 

verification of the phenomena by researchers, Whh a wide variety of recording equipment 

(e.g., video and audio tapes) available for observational investigators, there has been a 

substantial growth in observational research. The use of this equipment is consistent with 



the belief of observationists that the only reliable and valid measures of relationship 

interactions are generated through observations by neutral observers. Fourth, use of self-

reports has been criticized on the basis that only observational data accurately represent an 

actor's behavior and subsequent relationship interaction. That is, there is a belief that a 

person cannot accurately report on his or her own behavior and interactions. 

Observational research is not without its critics. Scores generated by neutral 

observers are potentially laden with inaccuracy (Fleiss, 1981). Such data are subject to 

both conscious and unconscious distortion (Bauman, Roman, Borello, & Meltzer, 1967). 

Two equally trained and competent observers, for example, may code an interaction 

among participants differently because of an assumed fit or dispersion of scores, a 

particular way of organizing personality (Cronbach, 1955), distractions, an inability to see 

or hear participants, their own family-of-origin biases, world views, social prejudices, 

personal values, etc. Further, observer/coder agreement may reflect only biases held in 

common, e.g., racial, class, or sexual stereotypes. 

Cleariy, investigators of human interaction face greater complexity of measurement 

when attempting to assess or describe a group of persons as the level or unit of analysis, 

e.g., dyads (couple, parent-child, siblings), triads (parents and one child, single parent and 

two children), or larger family systems (three generations). While individual self-report 

measures may be criticized justly as reflecting only individual and not couple or systemic 

realities, such measures have an important place in interactional research, along with 

observational measures, Wampler and Halverson (1993) have demonstrated that there is 

relative independence of observational measures and self-report measures. They have 



argued that there is validity in each perspective, that each type of measure has its own 

value, and that both methodologies can provide usefijl data to investigators. Until 

recently, attempts at self-report measurement uhimately reported findings in terms of 

individuals' scores. There is an implicit assumption in such reporting that any one 

individual's responses, for example, a husband reporting on his marriage or an adolescent 

reporting on family life, accurately represent relationships in the larger system of marriage 

or family (Christensen & Arrington, 1987). Even so-called couple scores are 

combinations of individual scores that ignore differences in level or variance between 

partners. 

Deal, Wampler, and Halverson (1992) addressed the weaknesses of using single-

reporter data to represent a dyadic relationship. In their 5-year longitudinal study of 

couple similarity, they took self-reports from both members of the couple and observed 

couple and family interactions. Noting the methodological weaknesses associated with the 

use of a couple's average or difference score. Deal et al. used the intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC) to provide a representation of couple similarity. The ICC takes into 

account the level and variability of each member's responses and emphasizes differences 

between individuals. Deal et al. report that couples with the largest ICCs on marital 

satisfaction (i.e., the highest level of agreement) have the highest level of family 

functioning (based on observation and self-report measures). 

An ahemative to the ICC could be the use of cluster analysis of various self-

reporters and observers' data to develop typologies of couples or families. In a study that 

investigated three generations of women (granddaughters, mothers, grandmothers), Porter 



and Wampler (1994a) used data fi-om multiple observers in a cluster analysis procedure. 

Each reporter and observer was asked to rate the parent generation's marriage. Thus, a 

self-report score from the mother on her marriage and two observational reports on the 

mother's marriage (granddaughter, grandmother) were produced. The scores for the three 

generations were used to establish typologies of the three generational family. Although 

individuals responded with either self-reports (mothers) or observational reports 

(granddaughter, grandmother), the individual reports could be analyzed in cluster analysis 

procedures to establish a family typology. 

Both the clinical Hterature (e.g., Bowen, 1978; Framo, 1992) and the research 

Uterature (e.g., Bergin & Garfield, 1994; Jacob, 1987) agree that it is better to have more 

observers and observations than fewer when it comes to assessing relationships, e.g., the 

dyadic marital relationship in the present study. Thus, there is support in the literature for 

the use of multisource data whh an implicit hypothesis that the more input from different 

observers that there is about the relationship being studied, the more accurate will be the 

assessment and understanding of relationships. 

The purpose of this study is twofold. The first goal is to generate a dyadic data 

point (ICC) for the couple that takes into account variability of responses and differing 

levels of responses. This will provide a replication of the Deal et al. (1992) resuhs, using 

different self-report instruments. As in that study, the lowest common denominator, the 

unit of analysis, and the object of study is the dyadic marital relationship. Second, three-

generation family data will be used to examine multiple-observer dyadic data points 

representing perceptions of the target couple. That is, pair data fi-om Generation 1 (Gl, 



grandparent group). Generation 2 (G2, target couple group), and Generation 3 (G3, 

sibhng group) will be used to generate ICCs that represent the degree of perceptual 

similarity of the target couple's relationship within each generation. The resuhing ICCs 

will be examined within a generation for evidence of level of agreement (e.g., mean, 

variance of ICC distribution) and between generations for evidence of predictability (e.g., 

correlational procedures to examine ICCs within a family between generations). 



CHAPTER n 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research on intimate relationships, such as marriage, has taken two pathways, self-

report and observational studies. In self-report studies, the researcher asks one or both 

members of a couple to report on their relationship using an interview or, more 

commonly, standardized paper-and-pencil instruments (e.g., the Locke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Test [LWMAT]; Locke, 1951; Locke & Wallace, 1959; Marital Satisfaction 

Inventory [MSI]; Snyder, 1981; Dyadic Adjustment Scale [DAS]; Spanier, 1976), The 

researcher then uses similarities or differences in the couple's reports, uses the individual's 

report of the relationship, or develops categories by examining or combining scores or 

exploring interview data to define categories of "happy," "adjusted," etc., couples. In 

observational studies, a "neutral" observer codes some aspect of the couple's behavior at a 

macro level, e.g., Georgia Marriage Q-Sort (Wampler & Halverson, 1990), or at a micro 

level, e.g.. Couples Interaction Scoring System (Gottman, 1979) or Rapid Couples 

Interaction Scoring System (Krokoff, Gottman, & Hass, 1989), and the researcher relates 

this coding to some element of the couple's life, e,g., the likelihood of divorce, child 

functioning, symptom frequency reports. 

An area that has not been researched well is that of using observers who know the 

couple to rate their interaction or level of marital satisfaction. Such non-neutral observers 

of a marriage might add a usefijl perspective and information about a marital relationship. 

This gap in marital research is somewhat surprising since family and developmental 
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researchers often have parents report on their children (e.g., Achenbach Child Behavior 

Checklist; Achenbach, 1966, 1991) or have children rate their parents in terms of parental 

child-rearing behaviors (Margolies & Weintraub, 1977). 

The development of self-report instruments that assess marriage has a long history. 

Lengthy instruments have been shortened, the same items have been used in multiple 

instruments, and biases (e.g., racism, sexism) have been addressed to some extent. For the 

most part, self-report marital assessment instruments have established reliability and 

validity. Across several decades of development, however, the underlying constructs that 

marital instruments measure have remained the same. During the development of the 

DAS, for example, Spanier (1976) recognized that most measures related to marriage 

assessed the same positive-negative dimensions. Therefore, a few marital measures 

(LWMAT, DAS, MSI) are widely used because the constructs (e.g., adjustment, 

satisfaction, happiness, etc.) are closely related, are highly correlated, and, for all practical 

purposes, are the same (Wampler & Halverson, 1993). 

Measuring marital satisfaction 

A widely used method of assessment of marital dyadic interaction is the self-report 

(e.g., questionnaires, surveys, interviews, and standardized instruments). Typically, 

individuals are asked to respond to questions about themselves and theh relationship with 

the other member of the marital dyad. As noted, the unit of measurement is the individual, 

and this presents problems when the level of inference is the couple. 



Self-report measures. Self-report measures are formal testing procedures where 

participants are asked to fill out questionnaires or inventories or verbally answer 

standardized questions. Although self-report measures do not measure actual interaction, 

they can assess behaviors over time that are not normally observable to outsiders (e.g., 

sexual behaviors, violence). Therefore, the data fi-om self-report measures make it 

possible only to infer interaction, e.g., the level of self-reported agreement by a couple 

leads to assumptions and inferences about couple interaction. If agreement between the 

members of the couple is high, the measure is assumed to be reflecting some aspect of the 

relationship from both partners' viewpoints. Low or moderate levels of agreement are 

more difficult to interpret. One interpretation is that levels of couple agreement, for 

example, are categorically high, moderate, or low. The meaning of such a category, 

however, is unclear. For example, do low agreement scores predict divorce or do 

moderate levels predict attainment of higher or lower levels of agreement? Further, 

interpreting categorical meaning may be a measurement issue. That is, do levels of 

agreement adequately represent or describe categorical membership? 

Over the years, attempts have been made to develop a dyadic relationship score 

that would reflect accurately a couple's relationship based upon their individual scores. 

Measures typically look at differences between the couple's scores (ignoring level of the 

couple's scores, i.e., magnitude of scores) or at average scores (ignoring variability in the 

couple's responses). Proposed solutions to finding a relationship score have included 

using diflference scores, average scores, combined scores (not necessarily categories), 

correlated scores (e.g., using a Pearson correlation to establish predictability of the other 
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score whhin the dyad), and distance scores (described by Campbell and Fehr [1990] as a 

technique that combines muhiple dissimilarity indices between two profiles, yielding the 

same results as the average absolute difference between each pair of values). 

Cronbach and Meehl (1955) indicate that the use of such techniques only appears 

to be a straightforward procedure. For example, difference scores represent the absolute 

size of the difference between member's scores, but diflference scores ignore differences in 

level (average absolute scores) between couples. Average or composite scores disregard 

individual differences within the couple while preserving level information, attempting to 

predict individual scores (Crow, 1954). Combined scores discriminate using categorical 

variables such as "happy" and "unhappy" in reference to the couple, and disregard the 

possibiHty of meaningful differences between members of the couple. Assuming the scale 

is of sufficient length, dyadic responses can be correlated across items within a couple to 

generate a Pearson-like similarity coefficient. Although the coefficient (e.g., an interclass 

correlation such as a Pearson correlation) may yield what appears to be a measure of 

similarity, h may actually be generating a coefficient of prediction. A high Pearson 

correlation occurs when two respondents answer hems in concomitant, and therefore 

predictable ways; however, the answers from each member may be quhe different. For 

example, on a hypothetical scale from I to 5, one partner may always respond with a 2 or 

3 when the other partner responds with a 4 or 5, respectively. In this case, the correlation 

is unity, but, cleariy, there is no similarity; one score simply predicts the other perfectly. 

When a distance score is used (e.g., Campbell & Fehr, 1990), it yields some representation 

of the average difference between the couple on each answer. Although something of the 
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distance (or difference) between partners is learned, information on the level of response is 

not retained. The partners may be responding above or below a cutoff" score, or they may 

be on either side of it. 

Self-report versus observational data. Of significant concern is the matter of 

observational and self-report methodologies. Although early studies of marriage and 

marital satisfaction relied upon self-report studies (e.g., Locke, 1951; Locke & Wallace, 

1959; Terman, 1938), researchers have come to rely more heavily on observational 

methods with the advent of electronic recording methods, one-way mirrors, and reliable 

coding schemes. Observational methodology has advantages over self-report in terms of 

high reHability and completeness (L'Abate & Bagarozzi, 1993); however, observational 

studies require an enormous time commitment and substantial financial resources. Time 

must be spent developing and teaching a coding scheme to acceptable levels of coder 

reliability, and complex statistical analysis procedures, e.g., sequential time analysis, are 

required. Coders must be recruited and trained, and interrater reliability must be 

evaluated. Not only must money and considerable time be committed to training and 

supervising research assistants doing the coding, but also to the purchase, maintenance, 

and storage of expensive equipment, especially VCRs, monitors, and computers. 

Observational reports lack the richness of participant self-reports and are 

considered by some to be sterile or sanitized reports of couple interaction. That is, h is 

assumed, but not necessarily correctly, that the couples' behavior in a short observational 

segment in a laboratory setting is typical of their behavior in other settings. Couples may 

not behave in extreme ways in the laboratory as they would in other settings because of 
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perceived situational demands, one of which is to limit negative interaction, responding 

whh more socially desirable interactions (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969). 

L'Abate and Bagarozzi (1993) have drawn attention to coding problems. These 

problems include the subjective labeUng of affect by the observer, failure to take into 

account the long-term context of the couple (e.g., history of violence or loss), and 

behavioral differences by social class (e.g., Rubin, 1977; 1995), ethnicity, or gender. As 

an example, L'Abate and Bagarozzi note that different coding systems label crying as 

positive, neutral, or negative. Moreover, coding systems may not take gender differences 

into account, e.g., the socialization process regarding crying is different for men and 

women. The context of crying (e.g., despair, shared feelings, anger) may be unknown or 

ignored in the coding process. 

Gotlieb and Meltzer (1987) suggest that observer ratings are harsher than self-

reports and argue, therefore, that self-report responses are more valid than observer 

reports when there are discrepancies between observational data and self-report data. 

Even though clear disagreement exists, Funder (1987) notes that there is no empirical way 

to determine which report is more accurate, Wampler and Halverson (1993) found that 

self-report and observational measures were orthogonal, loading on different factors. 

Thus, h would appear that each type of measure assesses different dimensions of marital 

relationships. Although it could be argued that each has a place, i,e., self-report measures 

should be used to measure constructs (e.g., cohesion, warmth, etc.) and observation 

should be used to assess across domains (e.g., parent-child, marriage), Wampler suggests 

that both types of measures can be used to accomplish both tasks, 

13 
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Self-reports have as advantages face vaHdity, relatively low cost, and general ease 

of administration, scoring, and interpretation (L'Abate & Bagarozzi, 1993). The accuracy 

and credibility of self-reports, however, are often questioned. Self-reports have been 

criticized for their inability to accurately measure behavioral aspects of couple interaction. 

Because of their rehance on the reports of the actors themselves, self-reports are not 

accepted as dependable reports that represent accurate and reliable behavioral couple 

interaction. Where there appear to be discrepancies between self-report and observational 

reports, the observational account is taken as the valid measure (Wampler & Halverson, 

1993). Thus, observational methodologies, in contrast to self-reports, are perceived as 

"real" science, yielding stable and reliable resuhs. L'Abate and Bagarozzi, however, note 

that important dimensions of dyadic interaction are missed by coding systems that focus 

on discrete behaviors instead of more global aspects of the relationship. Thus, h is 

apparent that both self-report and observational methodologies can be criticized for a 

number of specific weaknesses. 

Perceptual accuracy 

Very few studies have relied on data generated from observers who know those 

being observed. Instead, there has been increasing reliance on reports from neutral 

outside observers. Personality and behavior research (Epstein, 1979, 1980), however, has 

demonstrated that people who are familiar with the target person can give an accurate 

representation of her/him. Further, where there are increasing numbers of observed 

events, the stability of the averaged observations is greater. Epstein demonstrated that 
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when measures of behavior were averaged over an increasing number of events, stability 

coefficients increased to high levels for all kinds of data, including objective behavior, self-

ratings, and ratings by others. With large numbers of events, reports of observed behavior 

were then reliably related to self-report measures. 

The Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (RI; Barrett-Lennard, 1978) is a 

measure of marital satisfaction. The RI was developed so partners in a relationship as well 

as outside observers could respond about the relationship (Ganley, 1990). LaCrosse 

(1977) investigated comparative perceptions of therapist behavior using the RI, 

Counseling interviews were rated by 40 participating clients, 9 therapists, and 5 observers. 

Correlational analysis revealed a high degree of relationship among raters. LaCrosse 

concludes that use of the RI by outside observers is an appropriate use of the instrument. 

Thus, there is support for the use of the RI as a valid outside-observer assessment tool. 

In the recent development and standardization of the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2; Hathaway & McKinley, 1989), arguments for the 

validity of this objective test instrument relied heavily on the reports of the spouse of the 

person taking the new MMPI. In fact out of a total of 2,600 subjects in the 

standardization sample, 1,655 were rated by their partners on the Katz Adjustment Scale 

(Form R) (Katz, 1968), and an adaptation of the DAS (Spanier, 1976) was used to assess 

the degree of satisfaction partners were experiencing in their relationships. Thus, spousal 

(subjective insider) ratings were used as evidence that this best-known and most widely-

used objective test of personality was valid. Thus, the work of Epstein on stability 

coefficients, Ganley on the use of the RI by insiders and outsiders in a relationship, and the 
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reliance of the developers of the MMPI-2 on spousal reports to confirm the test's validity 

are examples that support the use of observers who are intimately familiar whh the 

participants. While there are limitations to insider reports, resuhs can be interpreted 

within this context. 

Synthesis of self-report and observational methods 

Most self-report measures of marital satisfaction are highly intercorrelated 

(Wampler & Halverson, 1993), and all seem to measure a global judgment about the 

marriage as a whole (Gottman, 1994). Spanier (1988) agrees, reporting that the DAS 

functions best as a global summary measure. Gottman argues that observation should at 

least supplement self-reports for two important reasons. First, for the most part, the 

members of the couple are unaware of their detailed patterns of interaction with their 

spouses. Second, concurring with Kenny and Achelli (1994), Gottman notes that married 

people tend to bias their self-report responses, positively for those relatively satisfied with 

their marriage and negatively for those relatively dissatisfied with their marriage. 

Study by Hill (1965). Exclusive reliance on ehher self-report or observational 

methodology neglects the advantages of using both methodologies in the same study. In 

Hill's (1965) study of authority patterns, self-report, and observational data were 

gathered. The participants were 201 older European American couples who were Uving 

together (typically, married) and in which the man was retired or was whhin five years of 

retirement. Further, each couple had at least one child who was married or at least 25 

years of age. Six problems were presented to couples in their homes, and they were asked 
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to agree on a solution. Later, each partner was asked separately to indicate who made the 

final decision regarding the problems with which they had been presented. Self-report 

responses fell into three categories: husband-centered, egalharian, and wife-centered. A 

joint interview then was conducted whh the couple, and observers coded who was the 

most mfluential and who seemed to get in the last word. A comparison of the resuhs 

revealed that an average of 77% of the self-report responses were egalitarian (i.e., each 

member of the couple felt that the decisions had been made jointly and that each had equal 

influence); however, only 39% of the interactions were rated as egalharian by the 

observers. Furthermore, where self-reports indicated decision making was an average of 

7% wife-centered behavior, the observers reported an average of 28% wife-centered 

behavior. Thus, an analysis of the observer and self-report ratings of the couples revealed 

considerable differences between what was observed and what was reported by the 

couples. In couples where the husband had a higher occupational status, there was less 

disagreement between the couple and the observers. Thus, couples in lower SES 

marriages perceived themselves to be egalitarian even when observers did not (cf Rubin, 

1977). The fact that the observers were likely to be from famihes where one or both 

parents had higher occupational status could account for the discrepancy between self-

report and observational data. That is, the observers coded the more familiar interactions 

as egalitarian, but they could not recognize egalitarian problem solving in lower 

occupational status couples. These findings illuminate the importance of using a 

multimethod design in assessing dyadic relationships. 
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Studv of Olson (1969). Olson (1969) found consistent differences between couple 

self-reports and observations of couples in his review of studies that looked at family 

power dynamics. He noted that even though there was a more egalitarian attitude in 

society than in the past, it was nevertheless more acceptable to have husband-dominant 

rather than wife-dominant marital relationships. Thus, Olson hypothesized that husbands 

would overestimate their observed power, and wives would underestimate theh observed 

power. Olson's findings supported the hypothesis, serving to underscore a rationale for 

observed differences between self-report and observational methods. Most importantly, 

perhaps, Olson's work provided more evidence and support for using both methodologies 

to help develop a more complete picture of interpersonal dynamics within a marital dyad. 

Integration of methods is a necessity for adequate measurement (Olson, 1977); the 

complexity of interpersonal relationships dictates the use of muhimethod approaches. 

Some constructs, e.g., attitude, mood state, self-image, satisfaction, etc., can be assessed 

only via self-report while other constructs requiring description, e.g., role behavior, are 

assessed better by observation. 

Olson's categories of observers 

There are various perspectives that may be utilized when investigating marital 

dyads, Olson's (1977) model of reporter point of reference (insider or outsider) and type 

of data (subjective or objective) serves to illustrate basic methodological differences 

(Figure 2.1), Variations employed by other investigators (e.g., Thompson & Walker, 

1982) include one partner reporting on the other, and vice versa. Partners may also 
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observers, reporting on themselves and on their partner. Another variation is the partner 

reporting on his/her perceptions of the other partner's perception of himselflierself 

Another type of behavioral self-report is self monitoring where participants track and, 

subsequently, report on their own behavior. 

Insiders and outsiders. Olson (1977), in agreement with others (Campbell & 

Fiske, 1959; Cromwell, Klein, & Wehing, 1975; Levinger, 1963; Olson, 1969; Weller & 

Luchterhand, 1969), suggests that data from different perspectives may enhance 

understanding of the marital dyad. To accomplish this, data are generated from insider 

and outsider perspectives, Olson (1977, p, 118) defines an insider as "a member of a 

relationship who is able to provide information on both his/her own feelings and behavior, 

and his/her perceptions of the other members'." An outsider is defined by Olson as "any 

other observer of interaction." Such other observers of interaction are assumed to neutral 

persons who have no prior connection or famiHarity with the couple being assessed. 

Insider-outsiders. Developing a typology of couples need not be limited to self-

reports of individual members of the couple. A limitation of the typical self-report study is 

that responses are solicited only from the dyad. This reliance on insiders' self-reports has 

been criticized for reasons already noted, but no one has looked at the value of ratings by 

outsiders (Olson, 1977) who are also insiders, referred to in this study as insider-outsiders. 

It may be that there is a role for insider-outsiders who are different from Olson's definition 

of outsiders. That is, members of the extended family who are not insiders of the 

relationship under consideration may be able to provide another perspective on the 

"inside" relationship that neither insiders (e.g., couple) nor outsiders (e.g., coders) can 
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provide. Insider-outsiders are part of an extended family system, and are, therefore, not 

neutral, unbiased observers. They have information, however, that nor '̂amily, outsider-

outsider, neutral observers would not have, and theh information is based on years, not 

minutes, of experience with the target couple. Thus, insider-outsider perceptions of the 

couple could be included as valid observations in the developing and evaluating 

relationship scores and typologies (Figure 2.2). 

This study will focus on the subjective self-reports of the married couple (insider) 

and the subjective observer-reports fi-om the generations immediately above and below 

(insider-outsiders) (Figure 2.3). This is a modification of Olson's theory to define 

extended family members as insider-outsiders. Insider-outsiders are part of the family 

system, but they also have a different perspective on the marriage. 

Measures of marital satisfaction 

Numerous self-report measures of marital satisfaction have emerged since the 

study of marital relationships began nearly seven decades ago. Those commonly used in 

contemporary marital research include the LWMAT, DAS, MSI, the Kansas Marital 

Satisfaction Scale (KMSS; Mitchell, Newell, & Schumm, 1983), the Marital Satisfaction 

Scale (MSS; Roach, Frazier, & Bowden, 1981), FACES IH - Couple Version, and the 

Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory as modified for use with couples (Barrett-

Lennard, 1978; Wampler & Powell, 1982), The LWMAT and DAS are the most 

commonly and widely used assessment measures of marital satisfaction (cf, Jacob & 

Tennenbaum, 1988; L'Abate & Bagarozzi, 1993; TouHatos, Perlmutter, & Straus, 1990; 
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Wampler & Halverson, 1993). The LWMAT and FACES III - Couple Version were used 

in the present study. 

LWMAT. Locke and Wallace's (1959) LWMAT had hs beginnings in the 1940s 

and 1950s when Locke (1947, 1951) was studying married and divorced persons. The 

LWMAT began as the Locke Marital Adjustment Test, a 50-item instrument (Locke, 

1951) to assess marital adjustment, where adjustment was defined as "accommodation of a 

husband and wife to each other at a given time" (Locke & Wallace, 1959, p. 251). The 

instrument was later pared to 43 hems and was subsequently reduced to 23 hems. 

Because the early versions were lengthy and required a considerable amount of time to 

complete, a shorter and comparably reliable and valid 15-hem measure was generated by 

Locke in 1959 (Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988). 

The LWMAT measures couple members' perceived level of marital adjustment. 

Scores greater than or equal to 100 are considered to indicate well-adjusted marriages, 

and scores less than 100 represent marriages that are poorly adjusted (Locke & Wallace, 

1959). An extensive Hterature supports the reliability and vaHdity of this scale (e.g., 

Cohen, P.,1985; Cross & Sharpley, 1981; Harrison & Westhuis, 1989; Haynes, 

Follingstad, & Sullivan, 1979; Locke, 1951; Locke & WaHace, 1959). Scoring the 

LWMAT has been somewhat confusing because of its complex weighting system, and 

some see the instrument as outdated and sexist. For example, Burnett (1987) notes that 

both the LWMAT and the DAS have been criticized for having items weighted by gender-

stereotypic behavior. For example, more points are given when women concede to theh 

husbands: e.g., LWMAT item 3, When disagreements arise, they usually result in: (0) 
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Husband giving in, (2) Wife giving in, (10) Agreement by mutual give and take. That 

is, couples are seen as somewhat better adjusted when Wife gives in is the response. 

Jacob and Tennenbaum (1988) report that the LWMAT has been used extensively to 

assess marital satisfaction, in studies of the efficacy of marital therapy (pre-post 

assessment) and to assess the impact of nodal events (e.g., birth of a child), the pressure 

on the couple of development of children's problems, the impact of chronic pain in one 

partner, and the role of variations in the locus of control on marital adjustment. 

FACES III - Couple Version. Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell's (1979) Circumplex 

model has been presented as a map of 16 types of couple and family relationships. 

Cohesion, emotional bonding toward one another, has four levels. They range from 

disengaged (very low, 10-34) to separated (low to moderate, 35-40) to connected 

(moderate to high, 41-45) to enmeshed (very High, 46-50) (Olson, Portner, and Lavee, 

1985; Olson, 1990). 

Adaptability, the ability of a marital or family system to change its power structure, 

role relationships and relationship rules in response to situational and developmental 

stress, has similar levels. They range fi-om rigid (very low, 10-19), to structured (low to 

moderate, 20-24), to flexible (moderate to high, 25-28), to chaotic, (very high, 29-50) 

(Olson, Portner, and Lavee, 1985; Olson, 1990). For both Cohesion and Adaptability, 

relationships are seen as healthy in the second and third levels. Scores in the first 

(disengaged and rigid, respectively) and fourth levels (enmeshed and chaotic, 

respectively), indicate extreme levels of fijnctioning. Thus, the circumplex model is a 

curvilinear model with very low and very high scores indicating potential relationship 
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problems. For purposes of this study, FACES III Cohesion and Adaptability are not used 

in a curviHnear way, but are used specifically as linear scales as recommended by 

numerous researchers (e.g., Ben-David & Jurich, 1993; Cluff, Hicks, & Madsen, 1994; 

Green, Harris, Forte, & Robinson, 1991). That is, the scales are used as a basis to assess 

family members' perceptions of the parent (G2) marriage, in contrast to looking for a way 

to categorize participating target couples. 

While not strictly a scale of marital satisfaction, the FACES instruments assess 

couple or family adaptability and cohesion, reflecting Olson's circumplex model of the 

family or couple (Olson, Sprenkle, & RusseU, 1979). Derived from the Family 

Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales - Family Version (FACES; Olson, Sprenkle, 

& Russell, 1979), the third couple version of FACES (FACES HI - Couple Version) 

consists of 20 items. It appears that Olson and his coHeagues have assumed that the 

reliability and validity evidence for the family version of FACES I, II, and/or III would 

apply equally well to the corresponding couple version. Whh one exception, the couple 

version of FACES III has not actually been examined for reliability and validity, Noller 

and Shum (1990) report on the validity and reHability of FACES IH - Couple Version 

using two samples of Australian couples (340 and 172 couples, respectively). They found 

a higher correlation (value not reported) between Olson's two factors. Cohesion and 

Adaptability, than that reported by Olson, Portner, and Lavee (1985; r = .03). The 

researchers used a factor analysis to confirm that the instrument does contain two factors. 

Adaptability and Cohesion, 
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Wavs of deriving couple scores 

In both observational and self-report methodologies, investigators typically use the 

individual as a source of information regarding a couple, and h is common practice to 

combine scores. For example, couple's self-report scores or observers' coding of the 

behavior of each individual may be combined to form a composite score that purports to 

represent the couple (Christensen & Arrington, 1987), For example, Gottman (1994) 

found that husband-negativity and husband-disappointment were predictive of both 

separation and dissolution of the marriage. Thus, husbands' behavior in interaction with 

wives in the marriage was understood to accurately predict couple functioning; however, 

the unit of measurement remains the individual. The role of the wife's reaction to her 

husband's negativity or disappointment was not addressed. 

Problems with averaging scores. There are problems inherent in combining scores 

(e.g., summing or averaging). For example, combining a couple's self-report scores that 

are widely discrepant versus combining another couple's scores that are both near the 

mean would result in couple scores that are identical (and meaningless in placing ehher 

couple in a category). Similarly, if observers coded a couple in which each was very 

discrepant in the behaviors emitted (e.g., negativity) and a couple whose behaviors were 

similar to each other, the resulting measures would be the same. Clearly, when one 

member of a couple or one coder scores, for example, 2 standard deviations above the 

mean, and the other scores 2 standard deviations below the mean, they cannot be equated 

with the couple or pair of observers whose members' scores are .5 standard deviation 

above or below the mean. 
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Problems with difference scores. Attempts to avoid the problems with averaging 

have led to the use of difference scores; however, a difference score does not take into 

account the level (or mean) of each member's responses. For example, the difference 

between a couple's individual scores may be 10. What is unknown, however, is where the 

scores are on the measurement scale; e.g., one couple's scores may be 85 and 95 on a 

hypothetical scale of 0-100 while another couple may score 15 and 25 on the scale. The 

diflference score for both couples is 10; however, there is no correction for variability in 

mean scores between the members of the couple. 

Problems whh both types of scores. Neither method deals with the variability of 

answers to individual questions. Each uses a total score, and both discard any information 

on variability in answers to the same question. Thus, one individual might give very 

different answers to similar questions, while another gives very consistent answers. Each 

individual could end up with the same scale score, but how variable each answer was is 

lost. 

Intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) 

An alternative to diflference or averaged scores that does take both level and 

variability differences into account is the ICC. Robinson (1957) emphasizes that a 

Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation (r) ignores both level and variability of 

the couple's responses. A Pearson correlation coefficient essentially represents the degree 

to which two respondents are a predictable distance from each other, i.e,, the similarity of 

response pattern. Thus, if two respondents consistently respond to hems with scores that 
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differ by the same amount, the Pearson correlation would be unity, even though there is no 

real agreement. Although the correlation equals 1, true agreement is not represented; 

instead, the correlation is a measure of predictability. Haggard (1958) notes that this may 

be thought of as ratios of two variance estimates, namely, that of covariance. The ICC 

takes level and variability of scores into account. There is perfect correlation 

(predictability) and perfect agreement when the ICC equals 1. Further, the ICC assesses 

the degree of response agreement for multiple observers without limiting who the 

observers might be (e.g., self, child, parent, friend, trained coder, etc.). 

Properties of the ICC. The ICC is "the measure of the relative homogeneity of the 

scores within the classes in relation to the total variation among all the scores" (Haggard, 

1958, p. 6), Thus, as homogeneity increases, ICC values increase; as homogeneity 

decreases, ICC values decrease. 

The ICC (n) has two basic cases, k = 2 observers and A:> 2 observers. When k=2 

observers, n values range fi-om -1.0 to +1.0. When k>2 observers, the lower limit of n is 

a fijnction of k. That is, -1 / (A: - 1) is the lower limit of the ICC (Fisher, 1938), When 

there are two observers (k = 2), the lower Hmit of n is -1.0; when there are three observers 

(k = 3) the lower limit of n is -.50, when (k = 4) the lower limit of n is -.33, when A: = 5 the 

lower limit of n is -.25, etc. When A: > 2 the lower limit of the ICC is greater than -1.0, 

and h approaches zero as k increases. Fleiss (1981) suggested that ICC values fi-om .40 to 

.74 represent fair to good agreement, and ,75 and above indicate exceUent agreement. 

Similarly, Bech and Clemmensen (1983) set a range fi-om .41 to ,60 to represent moderate 
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agreement, .61 to .80 to denote substantial agreement, and over .81 to indicate nearly 

perfect agreement. 

ICC formulas. The general formula for the ICC is "a ratio of two variances, the 

between-classes variance to the total variance" (Harris, 1913), i.e., "the measure of the 

relative homogeneity of the scores within the classes in relation to the total variation 

among ah the scores" (Haggard, 1958, p. 6). 

The general formula for the ICC is 

MSB - MSW 
ri = (2.1) 

MSB + (A:-I) MSW 

where n = ICC, MSB = mean sum of squares between observers, and MSW = mean sum 

of squares whhin observers (Haggard, 1958). 

In order to compute an ICC for k = 2, the response on each hem for Observer 1 is 

correlated with the response to the corresponding hem for Observer 2, using the Pearson 

correlation formula. That is, the items become the cases, the observers become the 

variables, and a Pearson correlation is computed between the two observers. Once r is 

computed, it is converted to n by the following formula: 

[ ( s i ' - fS2 ' ) - ( s i -S2) ' ]r - [ (Mi-M2) ' /2 ] 
ri = - (2.2) 

(si' + S2') + [ ( M i - M 2 ) ' / 2 ] 

where sî  = variance of Observer 1, S2̂  = variance of Observer 2, Si = SD of Observer 1, 

S2 = SD of Observer 2, r = Pearson correlation, Mi = mean of Observer 1, and M2 = mean 

of Observer 2 (Robinson, 1957). As can be seen from Formula 2.2, the greater the 
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difference between the means and/or the variances, the lower the ICC. Once r, is 

computed, h can be converted to a z score, using Fisher's (1938) formula: 

z = [sign of ICC] ( .5 ( LN ( 1 + ABS ( ICC ) ) ) - (LN ( 1 - ABS (ICC ) ) ) ) (2.3) 

where LN = natural log, ABS = absolute value, and ICC = intraclass correlation.^ 

Applications of the ICC with couples. The importance of assessing similarity of 

responses is shown in a study by Deal, Wampler, and Halverson (1992), They found that 

couples varied in their degree of agreement regarding their perceptions of the marriage 

and the family. The researchers used the couples' responses on the RI, DAS, the Family 

Environmental Scale (FES; Moos & Moos, 1981), and FACES II to compute ICCs to 

assess spousal similarity, ICCs were converted to z scores (Fisher's [1938] 

transformation) and summed to yield a couple similarity score. Deal et al. found that the 

best predictor of spousal similarity of perceptions was marital satisfaction as measured by 

a composhe z score derived from the DAS (total score), RI (total score), and Georgia 

Marital Q-Sort ( Wampler, 1990) (Respect, Negotiation, Openness), High similarity in 

spouses' perceptions of their marriage and their family functioning (ICCs) was associated 

with more fianctional families as assessed by neutral observers. This impHes that higher 

fijnctioning families are more likely to bring together individual value systems and produce 

a new common value system. High fijnctioning famihes are characterized by high 

similarity between spouses, i.e., values, goals, and perspectives are shared. Deal, 

Halverson, and Wampler (1989) report that well-fijnctioning, "healthy" families have high 

^ Sign of ICC is maintained in the z score. 
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observable levels of positivity, confronting problematic issues in positive open ways, and 

relying on parenting skills that emphasize rationality and de-emphasize authoritarianism. 

Agreement to a standard 

Kenny and Acitelli (1994) have developed a new way of analyzing data from 

marital pairs that removes stereotype effects, i.e., the tendency for marital partners to 

appear similar in their responses because they respond in ways that are typical of other 

husbands and wives. If marital partners report in ways that appear similar, it may be 

because they simply respond in a way that is similar to others. Their procedure adjusts for 

such stereotype effects; however, because their method has not been adequately tested and 

reviewed, hs use is precluded in the present study. 

Kenny and AchelH (1994) take the position that the influence of culture should be 

removed to reveal true levels of dyadic similarity, free of cultural stereotypy. Stereotype 

in this case is not used by Kenny and Acitelli to mean there is necessarily a perceptual bias, 

but to indicate there is a typical way of responding that is linked to the larger context, the 

culture in which the participants live. Because there is a shared cultural experience, 

Romney, WeHer, and Batchelder (1986) believe the weH-functioning couple should be 

similar to each other and to other well-ftinctioning couples. Responding in ways that are 

socially desirable or stereotypical is problematic for the researcher since the responses 

represent cultural norms and expectations and not the typical behavior of the couple. 

Conversely, a response that is conventional is one that is common across weU-functioning 

couples. Further, if responses are made because they are stereotypical or socially 
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desirable, the data are skewed. If responses are accurate portrayals or assessments of 

typical behaviors, they may be viewed as conventional even though the responses may flt 

so-called stereotypical or socially desirable responses. Therefore, the effect of responding 

in ways that match the profile of other couples in the sample must be acknowledged. This 

has been called agreement to a standard by Deal, Halverson, and Wampler (1989). That 

is, a so-called coefficient of agreement may not really be a measure of agreement between 

the couple, but simply agreement to a generally agreed upon standard of marital 

satisfaction, adjustment, etc. In fact. Deal, Wampler, and Halverson (1992) have found 

that when husbands and wives in their sample could be paired at random, .'CCs remained 

high, supporting the argument of agreement to a standard. 

Intergenerational studies 

Insider/outsider theory. Conceptually, Olson's insider/outsider theory is a usefijl 

template with which to consider three generations of a family and their reports about their 

perceptions of the middle-generation marriage. Another way to think about this would be 

to consider all family members as insiders whh subcategories of insiders (the married 

couple) and outsiders (the other two generations). In this model, it might be expected that 

discrepancies in the perceptions would be found, just as outsiders and insiders give 

diflferent reports of marital behavior and relationships. This position raises the question 

"To what extent can this insider-outsider give useful information?," implying both 

intragenerational and intergenerational similarity (or discrepancy) are hnportant. 
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Olson's schema and the present study. This exploratory study proposes assessing 

the feasibility of incorporating insider-outsider reports as part of the data used to describe 

a dyadic relationship. It is one way of defining the "middle ground" between subjective 

insider self-reports and outsider subjective observations. The goal of the insider/insider-

outsider schema is to generate additional information fi-om three generations of target-

couple scores to derive marital dyad typologies that take into account both individual 

score differences and level of individual responses. 

Previous intergenerational studies. Although studies utilizing a three-generation 

fi-amework are rare, Brody, Kleban, Hoffman, and Schoonover (1988) report that most 

have focused on issues such as the transmission of values and attitudes (e.g., Bengtson, 

1975; Glass, Bengtson, & Durham, 1986), or the roles, styles, and meaning of 

grandparenthood (e.g., Bengtson & Robertson, 1985; CherHn & Furstenberg, 1986; 

Henry, Ceglian, & Matthews, 1992). Particularly germane to the present study is another 

group of studies that considers marital satisfaction across aH three generations (e.g., 

Gilford & Bengtson, 1979), 

Glass, Bengtson, and Durham (1986), in a study that looked across gender roles, 

politics, and religion, considered similarity of attitude transmission in three generations to 

examine the eflfect of direct socialization, status inheritance, and reciprocal influence. 

Challenging the findings of previous studies that the authors term conservative, 

monolithic, and unable to account adequately for the diversity of influences on children 

and the complex nature of family relationships (e.g., mothers' attitudes, especially, are 

significant positive predictors of children's attitudes in aduhhood). Glass et al, focused on 
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how much social ideological similarity there is between American parents and children 

across the life cycle. The study used 2,044 participants fi-om a study conducted in 

Southern California in 1973. The investigators assessed attitudes and opinions using a 

mailed questionnaire to examine differences between two generations in three-generation 

families (i.e., grandparent-parent, G1-G2; and parent-adult child, G2-G3). The 

researchers found that large generational differences between youth and their parents (G3-

G2) and middle-aged parents and their parents (G2-G1) did not materialize. Attitude 

differences were small and nonsignificant among the generational pairs, and the differences 

observed were the same in the younger pairs (G2-G3) as in the older dyads (G1-G2), 

Glass et al, note, however, that the greatest contrast across domains was in gender roles 

for both sets of generational pairs; however, even these differences were nonsignificant. 

The researchers concluded that, when viewed cross-sectionally, there is little convergence 

of parent-child attitudes with age. Further, they report that observed parent-child 

similarity can be largely accounted for by status inheritance (e.g., occupational prestige, 

education, income, etc.). Results of testing their reciprocal influence model suggested that 

although parental influence decreased with age, parental attitudes continued to influence 

children. In contrast, children's influence on parental attitudes remained fairly stable. In 

the present study, there might be similarity in generational responses. Such findings might 

be attributed, in part, to reciprocal intergenerational influences. 

Typically, studies of stepgrandparents' and grandparents' relationships with theh 

stepgrandchildren and grandchildren have focused on remarriage (e.g., Furstenberg & 

Spanier, 1984) or grandparenting (e.g., Cheriin & Furstenberg, 1986), Convinced that h 
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is important to study the middle generation's perceptions regarding these relationships, 

Henry, Ceglian, and Matthews (1992) studied 62 recently remarried mothers' perceptions 

of 248 grandmothers' and stepgrandmothers' relationships with grandchildren and 

stepgrandchildren to determine if mothers in stepfamilies would perceive higher levels of 

role behaviors and role meanings in grandmothers or stepgrandmothers. They 

hypothesized that mothers' perceptions of grandmothers' and stepgrandmothers' role 

behaviors and role meanings would differ significantly, and they found that mothers 

perceived that grandmothers demonstrated significantly greater instrumental role 

behaviors and expressive role behaviors toward their biological grandchildren than did 

stepgrandmothers. Moreover, the more positive the mother's perceptions of the target 

grandmother's (or stepgrandmother's) role behaviors and role meanings were, the more 

poshive the relationships under consideration were perceived to be. More relevant for the 

present study, they concluded that perceptions of the same relationships studied from the 

mothers' perspective might differ if the child or grandmother's perceptions were 

considered. 

Gilford and Bengtson (1979) considered levels of marital satisfaction in three 

generations of marriages. Noting a division in the literature concerning the course of 

marital satisfaction over the life cycle (linear downward trend or curvilinear trend), the 

authors studied three-generations in the same family. Drawing fi-om an 840,000-member 

medical care plan, families were selected to include a grandparent couple (Generation 1) 

who had at least one living child (Generation 2) who was, in turn, the parent of a child 

(Generation 3) between the ages of 16 and 26. The final sample consisted of 1,056 
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married participants spread over three generations and ranging in age from 17 to 91. The 

researchers measured marital satisfaction on the two general dimensions of poshive 

interaction and negative sentiment. Results of Gilford and Bengtson's study of trends in 

reported marital satisfaction over the life cycle indicate that signiflcant differences in 

marital satisfaction exist both between generations and within generations. 

Positive interaction demonstrated a curvilinear trend over generations while 

negative sentiment exhibited a linear downward trend. Therefore, the hypothesis of 

generational differences in marital satisfaction was supported. In the Hght of Gilford and 

Bengtson's (1979) results, an important observation can be made. Levels of marital 

satisfaction vary according to relative position on the marital life cycle. Therefore, studies 

of marriages using specific generation or age group, and thus, a relatively narrow section 

of the life cycle would be expected to yield results that might differ from those obtained at 

other points. 

Further support for using the perceptions of other generations to describe a 

marriage is provided by TroH's (1971) study of generations. The notion of smooth 

continuity of generations is challenged. Troll argues that transitions fi-om simpler forms of 

family life to more complex organization mark the development of a family system. 

Through the life span of a family system, different individuals and different generations 

experience unique transhion periods (e.g., war-time to post-war. Great Depression to 

post-Depression era). These different social and family transhion periods provide unique 

generational experiences and perspectives, contributing to the shaping of social, family, 

and individual values and worid views 

34 



In support of Troll's argument. Elder (1974) was able to demonstrate the 

differential effects of the same stimulus (e.g., economic suffering due to the Depression) 

for different cohort groups as they varied by age, class, gender, ethnicity, etc. When 

applied to individual transition periods (e.g., adolescence to young adulthood), 

generational life cycle transitions may emerge as more or less difficult than for other 

generations. These experiences shape how individuals value relationships and how they 

behave within them, in turn influencing how any one generation perceives another. Thus, 

understanding larger generational social forces and how different generations perceive 

another generation within the context of their own family system may contribute to a 

clearer understanding of differences and a healthier expression of them, contributing to a 

greater potential for poshive change in the family system (e.g,, Broderick, 1975). 

Generational perspective 

The older generation (Gl, grandparents) typically has a history of observation 

equal to the length of time the couple (G2, parents) have been together. They have 

observed the dating process and either approved or disapproved of their child's choice of 

mate. Through their own fiher of life and marital experiences, they are able to read and 

interpret subtleties outsiders could easily miss. They are likely, for example, to be well 

acquainted with the couple's flnancial history and the impact of a variety of decisions the 

couple have made over the course of their marriage. They have probably witnessed the 

couple's interaction style in a variety of settings. In most cases, however, the 
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grandparents have not lived with the parent generation (G2) over long periods of time 

after the G2 couple formed, potentially masking, for example, conflict, shame, etc. 

The younger generation (G3 siblings) has grown up inside the parent's marriage 

and is more intimately familiar with how the couple have interacted with each other 

through the seasons and years. This generation has been closer to the couple's good and 

challenging times and has been present more often than the grandparents to observe the 

couple's unique styles of interacting with one another. The present study will examine the 

perceptions of the parent's marriage of children who are at least 18 years old. Not only 

has this sibling generation been the couple's children, they are also young adults who have 

been launched from their homes and have left (by and large) parental authority, potentially 

masking the target relationship. Thus, they have had the opportunity to have both a child-

parent and an adult-child-with-parent relationship with the parents. They could provide a 

rich source of dyadic observations. Most of the younger generation has not faced the 

chaHenging reality of married Hfe with children and may, therefore, bring a cohort bias to 

their responses. For example, they may rate the their parents' marriages lower, beHeving 

that the parents' marriages really could be better than they are. 

Methodological advances 

One of the goals of this study is to develop and evaluate different ways to describe 

a dyadic relationship. Typically, responses are collected and analyzed in one of two ways. 

First, responses are gathered fi-om only one spouse per couple or firom samples of men and 

women who were not actually married to each other (e.g,, Spanier, 1976), An assumption 
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is made in such studies that one partner's responses represent what would have been 

found had both partners responded. Julien, Bouchard, Gagnon, and Pomerieau (1992) 

draw attention to discrepancies that exist between partners' responses when each is tested, 

and they question the use of the responses from only one member of the couple. Using 

data from a single respondent regarding the target couple results in a measure of 

questionable validity and reliability as far as the couple is concerned. 

Methodological development would benefit if investigators of marital interaction 

could gather data from more than one member of the couple and use these individual data 

to develop a truly dyadic measure (e.g., the ICC or a cluster analysis). Potential benefits 

would include greater insight into marital functioning and increased reliabiHty of measures 

(Cromwell, Olson, & Foumier, 1976), Clearly, dyadic research must sample both 

members of the couple and focus on the interaction (or perceptions of interaction) of each 

member of the couple so the dyadic relationship is more accurately represented 

(Thompson & Walker, 1982). Beyond the couple, the use of insider-outsider observations 

would allow investigators to better describe a dyadic relationship, using family members as 

informed observers. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. There will be a significant difference by gender across generations 

in perceived marital adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability scores of the parent generation 

(G2) with males perceiving significantly greater marital adjustment, cohesion, and 

adaptability than females. 
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Hypothesis 2. There wiU be a significant difference by generation in perceived 

marital adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability scores in the parent generation (G2) 

marriage with the grandparent generation (Gl) perceiving significantly greater marital 

adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability than either G3 or G2. Further, the G3 group will 

view their parent's marriage as less adjusted, cohesive, and adaptable than does the G2 

group. 

Hypothesis 3. In a sample of grandparents, parents, and siblings who are related, 

the levels of agreement (ICC) for each measure's ICC will differ by generation with 

parents reporting the highest ICCs, grandparents next, and siblings last. Similar results 

will be found for a sample in which there is no cross-generation relationship (i.e., Gl 

grandparent pairs who are not related to G2 parent pairs who, in turn, are not related to 

G3 sibling pairs). 

Hypothesis 4. In a sample with aH three generations represented for each measure 

and each family, the ICCs of the parent generation (G2) will be significantly correlated 

with the ICCs of both the sibling (G3) and grandparent (Gl) generations. 

Hypothesis 5. ICCs within a generation are significantly higher for related persons 

than for non-related persons chosen at random. 
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Olson's Schema 

Type of Data 

Reporter's Frame of 
Reference 

Insider 

Outsider 

Subjective 

Self-Report Methods 

Observer Subjective 
Reports 

Objective 

Behavioral Self-Report 
Methods 

Behavioral Methods 

Figure 2.1. Four types of research methods (Olson, 1977). 

Present Adaptation 

Type of Report 

Reporter's Frame 

of Reference 

Insider 

Insider-outsider 

Type of Data 

Subjective 
Self-Report Methods 

Subjective 
Observer-Report Methods 

Figure 2.2. Adaptation of Olson's (1977) insider-outsider schema. 
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Generation 1 (Gl) 
Grandparent group 
Insider-Outsider 

Generation 2 (G2) 
Parent group (target) 
Insider 

Generation 3 (G3) 
Sibling group 
Insider-Outsider 

Figure 2.3, Three generations. 
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CHAPTER HI 

METHODS 

This study used a survey method in which family members of up to three 

generations completed three self-administered questionnaires: (a) a demographic 

questionnaire, (b) the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (LWMAT; Locke-Wallace, 

1959), and (c) the Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales III - Couple 

Version (FACES HI, Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985). The LWMAT and the FACES HI 

were used to measure various family members' perceptions of middle generation marital 

adjustment and that couple's adaptability and cohesion, respectively. 

Participants 

Young adult volunteers were recruited from undergraduate Human Development 

and Family Studies classes at a large Southwestern university. Extra credit (20 points, 

.05% of total possible earned points) was offered for their participation, and they were 

asked to assist in recruiting their siblings, parents, and grandparents. All students and 

their family members were eligible to participate except those students or siblings less than 

18 years of age. The sample was predominantly European-American, To generate a 

sufficient 3-generation sample, 470 students were recruited and participated. Through 

them an addhional 644 grandparents, 686 parents, and 285 siblings 18 years of age or 

older were recruhed and participated. Of the 470 famihes represented, there were 258 

complete sets of data fi-om parent couples, 147 famihes with at least one pair of 
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grandparents, and 185 families with sibling pairs (student and sibling). Of these data, there 

were 46 complete sets of family-specific 3-generation pairs (i.e., two siblings, the parent 

couple, and a grandparent pair who were married to each other). 

Procedure 

The student participants were asked to provide a stamped envelope addressed to 

each sibling 18 years of age or older, each parent, and each grandparent. A cover letter 

signed by the student, a research consent form, a copy of each instrument, and a prepaid 

return envelope were sent by the researcher to each addressee in a separate envelope. 

Prior to the mailing, each student was asked to inform family members of the research 

project. Mailouts were timed to follow major school holidays (Thanksgiving, Spring 

Break) to allow participants an opportunity to discuss the project in person. 

Participants were asked to complete the FACES HI - Couple Version and the 

LWMAT as they applied to the middle-generation (G2) marital dyad, and they were asked 

to complete a demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to return research 

materials to the researcher via prepaid envelopes. They were asked to respond to each 

instrument on the basis of theh perceptions of the target couple. The wording of the 

instruments was altered to reflect the outsider position of the Gl and G3 generations. 

Copies of the three generation-specific questionnaires are included in the Appendix. 

A count was made of the number of questionnaires mailed out and returned to the 

investigator. A total of 2,526 packets were mailed to students' participating family 

members. Of these, 919 were mailed to students' grandparents, 930 were mailed to 
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students' parents, and 677 were mailed to students' siblings aged 18 and above. A total of 

1,615 were returned, a 63.9% return rate. The grandparent group return rate was 70.1%, 

(644) the parent group rate was 73.8% (686), and the sibling return rate was 42.1% (285). 

In this study, 470 students of 475 potential student participants completed questionnaire 

packets (a 98.9%> return rate), and the packets were returned to the researcher prior to 

their leaving the classroom. Thus, 2,085 completed questionnaire packets were received, 

and were available for analysis, for an overaU return rate of 69.5%, Of the 2,085 

completed questionnaire packets, 168 were incomplete and were considered missing, 

leaving 1917 (63.9%) vaHd questionnaires for analyses. 

All participant forms were coded with a 6-digit number to insure confidentiality. 

The first digit was the numeral 1, indicating a nonclinical sample. The second digit was 1, 

2, or 3, indicating which generation the respondent represented. The next three digits 

were a unique number assigned to the family. The sixth digit was an addhional code used 

to indicate sibling birth order (G3), gender (G2), or lineage (maternal or paternal 

grandparent, Gl), Upon receipt of the completed surveys, the Research Consent form 

was separated from the rest of the survey packet and stored separately from the survey 

data to preserve confidentiality. 

Measures 

There is little agreement on which assessment instrument should be used to 

measure couples' attitudes and behaviors (Lambert & HiH, 1994). Ogles, Lambert, 

Weight, and Payne (1990) point out that finding a consensus about using a specific 
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relationship measure seems impossible, although researchers in the field have repeatedly 

recommended that this be done. What is probably most important in the selection of 

assessment instruments is to use measures that are well known and frequently used in the 

field (which facilitates comparisons across studies) and that have adequate reliability and 

validity (Wampler & Halverson, 1993). 

The FACES III - Family Version and the LWMAT are two instruments that meet 

the criteria of reliability and validity. The FACES HI - Couple Version and the LWMAT 

were used in the present study with the assumption that the reliability and validity studies 

of the FACES III - Family Version also apply to the Couple Version, The parent 

generation participated as insiders, and family members (grandparents and siblings) 

participated as insider-outsiders. Although grandparents and siblings are not inside the 

marital relationship, they are inside the extended 3-generation family. Thus, grandparents 

and siblings are inside the 3-generation family and outside the target parent generation 

marriage. Participants were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire as h 

pertained to themselves. They were asked for their age, gender, race or ethnicity, 

church/synagogue attendance, marital status, level of education, and birth order. 

The FACES HI - Couple Version. The FACES IH - Couple Version (Olson, 

Portner, & Lavee, 1985) is a self-report measure with 20 hems, measuring couple 

cohesion and adaptability. Items are scored fi-om 1 (Almost Never) to 5 (Almost Always). 

Even-numbered hems assess Cohesion; odd-numbered hems assess Adaptability. The 

score for each scale is a simple sum. If categories are required, Olson, Portner, and Lavee 

(1985) have published cutting scores to make four categories for each scale. Higher 
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Cohesion Scale scores reflect greater couple closeness; higher Adaptability Scale scores 

reflect greater couple flexibility. The FACES HI - Couple Version was used in this study 

to compare perceptions of current couple fijnctioning by insider family members and 

outsider family members (insider-outsiders). 

The reliabilities of the Cohesion and Adaptability Scales of FACES III - Family 

Version have been reported to be .77 and .62, respectively, using Cronbach's alpha 

(Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & Wilson, 1985; Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 

1985). Adequate test-retest reliability has been demonstrated over a 4-week period 

(Cohesion = ,83, Adaptability = .80). In a more recent study, Cohen (1994) reports 

Cronbach's alpha values of .88 and .79, respectively, for Cohesion and Adaptability. 

Similar reliabilhies were found for these measures for this study (Table 3.1). 

LWMAT. The LWMAT is one of the most fi-equently used self-report measures 

of marital satisfaction (Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988), The LWMAT is a 15-hem 

instrument that differentiates between those relatively weU adjusted and those relatively 

maladjusted in marriage (Locke, 1951), A person with a score greater than or equal to 

100 is considered to be well adjusted in the marriage, and a person with a score less than 

100 is considered to be poorly adjusted in the marriage. Locke demonstrated criterion 

validity by testing a divorced and a happily married group using a 23-item set. Items were 

assigned differing weights with a minimum total score of 2 and a maximum total scorelaf 

158. Happily married men scored significantly higher than divorced men (M = 138.5, M = 

100.8); scores were similariy different for married and divorced women (M = 137.4 and M 

= 102.4 for the married and divorced groups, respectively). These differences between 
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wefi-adjusted and poorly-adjusted marriages indicate that the measure has criterion 

validity. Wallace (1959) used 15 adjustment items from the original pool of hems and 

ahered the item scoring to maintain the score range of 2 to 158. He applied this version of 

the test to two groups, one known to be happily adjusted in marriage and the other known 

to be maladjusted. The mean score for the weU-adjusted group was 135.9, and the mean 

for the poorly-adjusted group was 71.7. Thus, the LWMAT was able to discriminate 

between the two groups in either version (Locke & Wallace, 1959), These group 

differences have been replicated in many subsequent studies (Jacob & Tennenbaum, 

1988). Internal consistency reliability has been reported as .90 (Fischer & Corcoran, 

1994) and ranged from ,59 to ,85 in the present study using the 15-item set (Table 3.1). 

Demographics. The demographic questionnaire asked for the participant's age, 

gender, and race or ethnic origin. Church/synagogue attendance, marital status, level of 

education, and birth order were asked for. Grandparents were asked to indicate the parent 

through whom they were related to the participating student (see Appendix). 

Factor analysis. The LWMAT and FACES III - Couple Version have been used in 

the present study as self-report and observer-report measures. Because they were used in 

a way that differs from the purpose they were designed for, factor analyses were run on 

the two measures for the fijll sample to test for construct validity. 

With two exceptions (items 5 and 8), LWMAT hems loaded on the same factors 

for all three generations. Item 5 (Does [the couple] ever wish they had not married? 

Frequently _ Occasionally _ Rarely _ Never) and item 8 (Describe the degree of 

happiness [scale from Unhappy to Happy], everything considered) loaded on Factor 1 for 
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grandparents (Gl) while these two items loaded on Factor 2 for parents (G2) and siblings 

(G3). Parent (G2) and sibling (G3) loading values were similar and, with the exception of 

Item 2, were higher than those of grandparents (Gl). Further, the amounts of variance 

accounted for by the factors in parents (G2) and siblings (G3) were also similar and were 

higher than grandparents (Gl) (Table 3.2), 

FACES III - Couple Version items loaded in neariy the same pattern for all three 

generations. Two items (10 and 16) loaded on both factors (loadings > .35); hem 10 

loaded on both factors for grandparents (Gl) and siblings (G3). Item 16 loaded on both 

factors for siblings (G3). Otherwise, factor loadings were generally alike for the three 

generations. Similar to the LWMAT pattern, the amount of variance accounted for was 

highest for siblings (G3) and lowest for grandparents (Gl) (Table 3,2), Noller and Shum 

(1994), in a factor analysis of the FACE III - Couple Version, used two samples of 

Australian couples and report that items 2, 4, and 12 (Olson's Adaptability hems) loaded 

on both the Adaptability and Cohesion scales. The same three items loaded on the 

Cohesion scale only in the present study for aH three generations (Table 3.3). 

Reliability. To determine the reliability of the LWMAT and the FACES IH -

Couple Version as they were used in the present study, reliability coefficients were 

computed, Cronbach's alpha coefficients were similar for aH three generations on the 

LWMAT (.73-.81), Cohesion scale (.92-.96), and Adaptability scale (.74-,84) when the 

full sample was considered. When coefficients were computed for each group, findings 

were very similar to the full-sample results. Group 1 LWMAT reliability coefficients, 

however, were lower in the grandparent (Gl) and sibling (G3) groups (Table 3.1). 
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Analyses 

Instrument raw scores. MANOVAs were run to test for differences in the 

perception of the G2 couple by gender (2 levels) and generation (3 levels), using the raw 

scores on the LWMAT and FACES III as dependent variables. A Bonferroni procedure 

was used to evaluate pairwise differences by generation using Student's t corrected for the 

number of tests being conducted. The Bonferroni procedure is more powerful than 

Tukey's honestly significant difference test for a small number of groups. An alpha level 

of .05 was used throughout the study, with the exception of one addhional correlational 

analysis where an alpha of .01 was used. 

ICC. For each generation, the Intraclass Correlation (ICC; Robinson, 1957) 

represents the level of similarity of perceptions between two people. That is, in the sibhng 

(G3) group, the ICC reflects the degree to which the sibling pair agree on their view of the 

parents' marriage. Similarly, the ICC represents the level of agreement within the 

grandparent (Gl) pair. These are insider-outsider evaluations. The ICC for the parent 

(G2) couple is an insider self-report measure, reflecting the parents' view of their own 

marriage. 

Intraclass correlations were computed for each of the three measures for each of 

the parent (G2) couples responding. For the sibling (G3) generation, ICCs were 

computed for each measure for the families in which there was a student who had a sibling 

reporting. If more than one sibling responded, data from a randomly chosen sibling were 

used. In the grandparent (Gl) generation, an ICC was computed using a male/female pah 

selected under the following rules. If both sets of grandparents responded, one set was 
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selected at random. If three grandparents responded, the married dyad was selected. If 

no married dyad responded, the data was not used to compute an ICC. Within each 

generation, statistical properties of the ICC for each measure were examined. Mean and 

SD are presented for each measure in each generation. 

Fisher's (1938) z scores. ICCs were converted to z scores using Fisher's (1938) 

transformation (Formula 2.3). Correlations were run on the Fisher's z scores for each 

measure across generations, and MANOVAs were performed on related and non-related 

groups with three dependent variables (the transformed ICCs for marital satisfaction, 

cohesion, and adaptability). 
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Table 3.1, ReHability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) for Groups 1-3, G1-G3, LWMAT, 
Cohesion, and Adaptability, 

GrouD 

FuH Sample 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Group 1 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Ghoup 2 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Group 3 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Generation 1 

Males 

.75 

.93 

.77 

.59 

,85 

,81 

.77 

.93 

.73 

.77 

.93 

.79 

Females 

.73 

.93 

.77 

.61 

.77 

,77 

.72 

.94 

.77 

.76 

.93 

.77 

Generation 2 

Males 

.75 

,92 

.74 

,81 

.91 

,75 

,76 

,93 

,70 

.72 

.93 

.77 

Females 

.77 

,95 

77 

.77 

.95 

.77 

,77 

.93 

.67 

,78 

.95 

.80 

Generation 3 

Males Females 

.81 .81 

.95 .96 

.81 .84 

.72 .74 

.85 .93 

.73 .81 

.85 .83 

.96 ,97 

.81 .86 

.79 .81 

.95 .96 

.81 .83 
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Table 3.2. LWMAT factor loadings. 

LWMAT item Gl 

.62 

.68 

.62 

.67 

.59 

.75 

.83 

.70 

Factor 1 

G2 

.79 

.82 

,82 

,86 

,80 

,85 

.86 

.83 

G3 

.81 

.88 

,83 

.88 

.83 

,87 

.87 

.81 

Factor 2 

Gl G2 G3 

la. 

lb. 

Ic. 

Id, 

le. 

If 

Ig-

Ih 

2. 

3. 

4, 

5. 

6, 

7. 

8, 

Money 

Recreation 

Affection 

Friends 

Sex 

Conventionality 

Philosophy of life 

Dealing with in-laws 

Settling disagreements 

Outside interests 

Leisure time 

Wish had not married 

Live again, marry again 

Confide in one another 

Degree of happiness 

Variance accounted for 

Factor Gl G2 

1 

2 

G3 

34,9% 41,7% 45,2% 

8,3% 16,0% 17,3% 

.44 

.47 

.49 

.63 .69 

.54 .48 .37 

67 

78 

.75 

.78 

.78 

.73 

.86 

.79 

.79 

.81 
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Table 3,3. FACES HI - Couple Version factor loadings. 

Factor 1 (Cohesion) 

FACES item 

1. Ask for help 

* 2. Compromise 

3. Approve of friends 

* 4, Flexible in differences 

5, Do things together 

6. Leadership changes 

7. Closer to each other than others 

8. Change way of doing tasks 

9. Free time with each other 

10. Try new problem solving 

11, Couple feels close 

* 12, Joint decision making 

13, Share interests and hobbies 

14. Rules change 

15, Think of couple activities 

16, Shift responsibilities 

17. Consuh each other 

18. Hard to identify leader 

19. Togetherness top priority 

20, Household chore responsibility 

Variance accounted for 

Factor Gl G2 G3 

1 41,0% 42.6% 50.6% 

2 10.8% 10.8% 9.4% 

Gl 

.63 

.70 

.56 

.72 

.86 

.70 

,83 

,47 

.85 

.64 

,71 

.85 

.76 

.83 

G2 

.65 

.69 

.59 

.69 

.84 

.79 

,86 

.51 

.88 

,74 

.72 

.82 

,78 

.86 

G3 

.77 

.79 

.68 

,75 

.89 

,82 

,88 

,53 

.90 

.77 

.75 

,83 

.37 

.81 

,85 

Factor 2 (Adaptability) 

Gl G2 G3 

.56 ,54 .53 

.64 .43 .58 

,44 

.61 

.63 

,62 

.64 

,55 

,71 

.70 

46 

.60 

,60 

.69 .69 

.65 

* Adaptability hems loading on Factor 1 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

In order to test the hypotheses, the 1,917 participants were splh into 3 groups. 

The first group was comprised of 46 families with a pair of family members from each 

generation (Figure 4.1). The grandparents (Gl) group consists of 46 pairs of 

grandparents, the 46 target couples represent parents (G2), and 46 pairs of siblings 

represent siblings (G3) for a total of 276 participants in the 46 families. A second group 

consisted of 100 pairs of participants for each generation; however, the pairs were not 

related across generations (Figure 4.2). Participants for the second group totaled 600. 

The third group consisted of 1040 of the 1041 remaining participants. Members of the 

third group were randomly paired within their respective generations using a table of 

random numbers. Of the 1041, h was possible to form 136 grandparent pairs at random 

(without regard to gender), 168 parent pairs at random (also whhout regard to gender), 

and 216 unrelated siblings (G3) pairs (including students with other students) (Figure 4.3). 

Thus, participants for the three groups were as foHows: Group 1 = 276, Group 2 = 600, 

Group 3 = 1040, for a total of 1916, Demographic data for the fuH sample may be found 

in Table 4,1, 

It was hypothesized that perceptions of marital satisfaction, cohesion, and 

adaptability between genders would differ significantly. It was fiirther hypothesized that 

there would be significant differences among generation groups. 
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Hypothesis I 

Wilks' Lambdas for gender were non-significant for each group (Tables 4.3, 4.6, 

and 4.9, respectively). The first hypothesis, that there would be significant differences by 

gender across generations in perceived marital adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability 

scores with males perceiving significantly greater marital adjustment, cohesion, and 

adaptabihty than females, therefore, was not supported for any of the three groups (Group 

I: Tables 4.2 and 4,3; Group 2: Tables 4.5 and 4.6; Group 3: Tables 4.8 and 4.9). 

Hypothesis 2 

Wilks' Lambdas for gender were significant for each group (Tables 4.3, 4.6, and 

4.9, respectively). The gender by generation interactions were non-significant for Group 1 

(Table 4.3), but were significant for Groups 2 and 3 (Tables 4,6 and 4.9). Examination of 

the gender by generation interaction in Group 2 indicated that only the omnibus F test was 

significant (Figure 4,7). In Group 3 only the gender by generation interaction for the 

LWMAT was significant. For Group 3, females in G2 and G3 scored lower than males, 

but females in Gl scored higher on the LWMAT (Figure 4.8), Therefore, the second 

hypothesis, that there would be significant differences by generation in perceived marital 

adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability in the parent generation (G2) marriage with (a) the 

grandparent generation (Gl) perceiving significantly greater marital adjustment, cohesion, 

and adaptability than either parents (G2) or siblings (G3), and (b) the siblings viewing theh 

parent's marriage as less adjusted, cohesive, and adaptable than did theh parents was 
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partially supported. Significant generation differences were found in each of the groups, 

but the pattern of differences was not exactly the same for the three groups. 

Group 1. Wilks' Lambda was significant for generation, but not for gender (Table 

4.3). The gender by generation interaction was not significant. There was a significant 

effect of generation on the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test and on FACES III -

Couple Version Cohesion and Adaptability scores by generation when a MANOVA was 

performed (n = 276), The Bonferroni procedure revealed significant generation 

differences on the LWMAT and Cohesion between grandparents (Gl) and parents (G2) 

with grandparents reporting significantly greater marital adjustment and cohesion in 

describing the G2 marriage than did the parents themselves (Table 4.4), The difference 

between grandparents and parents in Adaptabihty was not significant, but in the predicted 

direction. Although siblings (G3) perceived lower marital adjustment, cohesion, and 

adaptability than did parents (G2), these differences were not significant. Siblings and 

grandparents differed significantly in the predicted direction on all three measures. Thus, 

resuhs were in the predicted direction with the G1-G2 (LWMAT and Cohesion) and Gl-

G3 (all three measures) comparisons significantly different. However, siblings (G3) and 

parents (G2) did not differ significantly on any measure (Tables 4.2-4.4, Figures 4.4-4.6). 

Group 2. Wilks' Lambda for gender was not significant (Table 4.6). The gender 

by generation interaction was significant. However, the source of the interaction is 

unclear (Figure 4.7). There was a significant effect of generation on LWMAT, Cohesion, 

and Adaptability scores when a MANOVA was performed (Table 4.6). The Bonferroni 

procedure revealed that the significant differences were between grandparents and siblings 
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and between parents and siblings on all three measures (Table 4.7). Siblings perceived 

significantly lower marital adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability than either grandparents 

or parents. Parents and grandparents did not differ significantly on any of the three 

measures (Tables 4,5-4.7, Figures 4.4-4.6), 

Choup 3. Wilks' Lambda for gender was not significant (Table 4.9). The gender 

by generation interaction was significant. There was a significant gender by generation 

interaction on the LWMAT for Group 3 with LWMAT scores for grandmothers (Gl) 

higher than those of grandfathers (Figure 4.8); the pattern was reversed for parents (G2) 

and siblings (G3) (i.e., males scored higher) (Tables 4.8-4,10, Figures 4.4-4.6). There was 

a significant effect on LWMAT, Cohesion, and Adaptability scores for generation when a 

MANOVA was performed. Using the Bonferroni procedure, there were significant 

differences between all pairs of generations on aH three measures (Table 4.10), The 

exception was the grandparent-parent comparison on Cohesion that was in the predicted 

direction. 

Grandparents (Gl) emerged as the generation scoring higher than parents (G2) 

and siblings (G3). Further, parents scored higher than siblings in all three groups. The 

pattern of significant differences, however, varied among groups: For all three groups 

there were significant grandparent-sibling differences on aU three measures. In Groups 2 

and 3, parent-sibling differences also were significant on all measures. 
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ICC distributions 

The distribution of ICCs by group and by generation had two fairiy consistent 

patterns. Levels of agreement were generally higher for the LWMAT and lower for 

Adaptability and Cohesion. With two exceptions (Group 1, Adaptability, and Group 3, 

Cohesion), mean ICCs were highest between grandparents (Gl), next highest between 

parents (G2), and lowest between siblings (G3). The overaH pattern was for mean levels 

of ICCs to be highest in Group I (family pairs) or Group 2 (related pairs), as expected, 

and lowest in Group 3 (non-related pairs) for all measures. 

Group 1 (family pairs). Mean levels of agreement were substantial (.69-.78) for all 

three generations on the LWMAT for Group 1,̂  All mean ICC values for Cohesion and 

Adaptability in Group 1 were below .41 (.05-.36), indicating poorer agreement levels 

(Table 4.11, Figures 4.9-4.11). 

Group 2 (related pairs). The mean LWMAT ICC for grandparents (Gl) was 

excellent in Group 2 (.81). Levels of agreement were lower for parents and siblings— 

parent (G2) agreement was substantial (.71), and sibling (G3) agreement was moderate 

(,56), Although the general pattern for all three measures was for grandparent (Gl) ICCs 

to be highest and sibling (G3) ICCs to be lowest, mean levels of agreement for Cohesion 

and Adaptability were all less than moderate (.01-.39) except for grandparent (Gl) 

Adaptability which was moderate (.51) (Table 4.13, Figures 4.12-4.14), 

^ ICC levels of agreement: .41-.60 = moderate agreement, .61-.80 = substantial 
agreement, and .81-1.00 = excehent agreement, foHowing the guidelines of Fleiss (1981) 
and Bech and Clemmensen (1983). 
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Group 3 (unrelated pairs). Mean levels of agreement for G1-G3 LWMAT were 

moderate in Group 3 (.42-. 59). All mean ICC levels were less than moderate for 

Adaptability (.02-. 13). ICC levels of Cohesion were ah less than zero (-.24 to -.13) (Table 

4.15, Figures 4.15-4.17). 

Hypothesis 3 

In order to test the third hypothesis, that in a sample of grandparents, parents, and 

siblings who are related, the levels of agreement (ICC) for each measure's ICC wih differ 

by generation with parents reporting the highest ICCs, grandparents next, and siblings last, 

intraclass correlations (ICCs) were computed for each pair of participants in each 

generation in each of the three groups. FoHowing transformation of ICCs to Fisher's 

(1938) z scores,^ MANOVAs were conducted. MANOVA resuhs indicated that the 

hypothesis was supported with an overaH muhivariate effect of generation; however, 

pairwise comparison of generations using the Bonferroni procedure Hmited this 

conclusion. 

Group 1. Cohesion and Adaptability ICC values differed significantly by 

generation, but there was no significant difference on the LWMAT by generation. 

Overall, parents (G2) reported higher mean levels of agreement than did siblings (G3), and 

mean levels of agreement lower than grandparents (Gl) on aU three measures; however. 

^ Fisher's z scores reflect the probability of occurrence of a particular correlation; 
large correlations resuh in large z scores. 
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none of these differences was significant. Differences between grandparents and siblings 

were significant for Cohesion and AdaptabUity (Tables 4.11 and 4.12). 

Group 2. For the sample of related pairs who were unrelated to the other 

generations, results of a MANOVA indicated significant differences for aH three measures. 

In general, parents (G2) reported higher levels of agreement than siblings (G3) and levels 

of agreement lower than grandparents (Gl). Differences between grandparents and 

parents were significant for the LWMAT and AdaptabHity. The grandparent-parent (Gl-

G2) difference on Cohesion was in the same direction as those for the LWMAT and 

Cohesion, but it was not significant. There was a significant diflference on the LWMAT 

and Cohesion between parents (G2) and siblings (G3). The grandparent-sibling (G1-G3) 

difference on aH three measures was significant (Tables 4,13 and 4.14). 

Group 3 (additional finding). The MANOVA indicated significant generational 

differences on the ICCs for aH three measures. Compared to Group 3 ICCs, ICCs for 

each generation in Groups 1 and 2 were very similar and considerably higher. However, 

the order of means was the same when unrelated pairs were compared except for 

grandparents (Gl) and parents (G2) on Cohesion (true for Group 2, not Group 1). Using 

the Bonferroni procedure, significant differences were found between grandparents and 

siblings for the LWMAT and Adaptability, and between parents and siblings on the 

LWMAT and Cohesion ICCs (Tables 4.15 and 4.16). 

Although the pattern of differences was similar across groups (i.e., grandparent 

ICC > parent ICC > sibling ICC), absolute values of the ICC differed greatly with groups 

1 and 2 similar and Group 3 much lower on each measure. Further, Group 1 showed the 
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weakest pattern of significant intergenerational differences (2 of 9, G1-G3 on Cohesion 

and Adaptability). Group 2, with mean ICCs similar to Group 1, showed more fi-equent 

ICC differences between generations (7 of 9 comparisons). Group 3, whh much lower 

ICCs, was intermediate (4 of 9 comparisons). 

Hypothesis 4 

The fourth hypothesis, that in a sample with aH three generations represented for 

each measure and each family, the ICCs of the parent generation (G2) will be significantly 

correlated with the ICCs of both the sibling (G3) and grandparent (Gl) generations was 

not supported. No significant inter-generational correlations were expected in Groups 2 

and 3 because there is no relationship between generations. The ICCs were converted to 

Fisher's (1938) z scores to perform the correlations, and separate sets of correlations were 

conducted for each group. 

Group 1. Except for parent-sibling Adaptabihty (an apparently random 

relationship accounting for only 9,5% of the variance m ICCs in these groups, p = .037), 

aH correlations were low and nonsignificant (absolute values of r = .063-.309) (Table 

4.17). 

Group 2, All correlations were low and nonsignificant (absolute values of r = 

.004-.128) (Table 4.18), 

Group 3. All correlations were low and nonsignificant (absolute values of r = 

.003-108) (Table 4,19). 
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Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis, that ICCs within a generation will be significantly higher for 

related persons (Groups 1 and 2) than for non-related persons chosen at random (Group 

3), was supported for each of the three measures for each generation (p < .001) (Tables 

4.20 and 4.21). Wilks' Lambdas for grandparent, parent, and sibling generations were 

significant for aH three measures (Table 4.21). 

Addhional findings 

Total raw scores for each measure were correlated for all three generations within 

Groups 1 and 2 (related). Generational pairs (e.g., husband-wife) were expected to be 

significantly correlated in both groups. Further, h was expected that generations (e.g., 

parent-child) would be significantly correlated in Group 1. A .01 level of significance was 

used to correct for the muhiple correlations. 

LWMAT. In Group 1 all three intragenerational pairs (i.e., grandfather-

grandmother, husband-wife, sibling-sibling) were significantly correlated, and the 

husband's scores were significantly correlated whh scores of one of the sibling members 

(i.e., his children). The wife's LWMAT scores were significantly correlated with both 

sibling scores. In Group 2 (no relationships between generations), the scores of all three 

intra-generational pairs were significantly correlated. There were no significant 

correlations among generations (Tables 4.22 and 4.23), 

Cohesion. In Group 1, scores of the grandparent (Gl) pairs were significantly 

correlated as were those of (G2) parents. Sibling scores on Cohesion were not 
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significantly correlated. As was the case whh the LWMAT, husbands and wives' scores 

on the Cohesion scale were significantly correlated with those of at least one of their 

children (each sibling), but not with the grandparents. In Group 2, the three intra

generational correlations were significant (Tables 4.22 and 4.23). There was no 

significant intergenerational correlation. 

Adaptability. In Group 1, all three intragenerational pairs were correlated only 

weakly, but positively. In Group 2, all three intragenerational pairs were significantly 

correlated, and there were no significant correlations between generations (Tables 4.22 

and 4.23). 

Thus, LWMAT and Cohesion scores (with one exception, siblings in Group 2 on 

Cohesion) were significantly correlated for intragenerational pairs in both groups. 

Further, there was a general finding that there were correlations between G2 and G3 in 

Group 1 and not in Group 2. 
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Table 4.1. 3-Generation demographic data (n = 1917). 

Generation 1 

N / % of sample 

Age 

Marital Status 

Education 

Church Attendance 

Rflce/Ethnicitv 

Males 

220/11.5% 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

Missing 

Married 

Remarried 

Widowed 

Divorced 

Separated 

Missing 

Elem,-JHS 

HS/GED 

CoHege 

Missing 

Each week 

1-4 times/mo. 

< 1/mo. or do not attend 

Missing 

Anglo-American 

All Others 

Missing 

2 

51 

126 

37 

1 

3 

195 

11 

11 

1 

0 

1 

33 

115 

67 

5 

110 

39 

67 

4 

206 

10 

4 

Females 

344 / 17.9 % 

5 

112 

187 

35 

2 

3 

213 

8 

109 

12 

0 

I 

28 

221 

92 

3 

197 

59 

81 

7 

326 

15 

3 

63 

% 



Table 4.1. Continued. 

Generation 2 

N / % of sample 

Age 

Marital Status 

Education 

Church Attendance 

Race/Ethnicity 

Males 

310/16.2% 

20-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60-69 

70-89 

Missing 

Married 

Remarried 

Widowed 

Divorced 

Separated 

Missing 

Elem.-JHS 

HS/GED 

College 

Missing 

Each week 

1-4 times/mo. 

< l/mo, or do not attend 

Missing 

Anglo-American 

All Others 

Missing 

5 

184 

104 

16 

1 

0 

260 

38 

2 

9 

1 

0 

7 

88 

211 

4 

82 

87 

141 

0 

285 

23 

2 

Females 

318/16.6% 

11 

236 

63 

2 

2 

4 

261 

25 

4 

22 

3 

1 

5 

150 

150 

3 

109 

88 

118 

3 

290 

24 

4 

64 



Table 4.1. Continued. 

Generation 3 

N / % of sample 

Age 

Marital Status 

Education 

Church Attendance 

Race/Ethnicity 

18-19 

20-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

Missing 

Married 

Remarried 

Widowed 

Divorced 

Separated 

Missing 

Elem.-JHS 

HS/GED 

College 

Missing 

Each week 

1-4 times/mo. 

Males 

222/11.6% 

< 1/mo. or do not attend 

Missing 

Anglo-American 

All Others 

Missing 

38 

151 

26 

3 

2 

2 

38 

5 

0 

12 

I 

I 

3 

161 

58 

0 

53 

46 

123 

0 

187 

33 

2 

Females 

503 / 26,2 % 

150 

317 

32 

3 

I 

0 

77 

6 

1 

12 

3 

0 

5 

429 

69 

0 

112 

169 

220 

2 

449 

48 

6 
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Table 4.2. Group 1 descriptive data (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

LWMAT Score 

Cohesion Score 

Adaptability Score 

Sex 
Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Generation 
Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Mean 
117.59 

106.24 

104.65 

110.08 

113.41 

105.43 

102.57 

106.69 

115.50 

105.84 

103.27 

108.20 

43.39 

40.02 

38.13 

40.80 

43.11 

40.63 

38.31 

40.45 

43.25 

40.33 

38.25 

40.61 

32.74 

31.22 

27.32 

30.80 

31.63 

28.65 

28.56 

29.51 

32.18 

29.93 

28.14 

30.09 

SD 
17.18 

31.05 

24.78 

25.49 

19.76 

28.10 

28.78 

26.41 

18.54 

29.45 

27.38 

26.01 

5.45 

7.81 

6.30 

6.91 

5.13 

8.72 

9.10 

8.19 

5.27 

8.24 

8.23 

7.63 

6.80 

5.78 

6.18 

6.58 

5.97 

6.43 

7.19 

6.72 

6.39 

6.22 

6.86 

6.68 

N 
46 

46 

31 

123 

46 

46 

61 

153 

92 

92 

92 

276 

46 

46 

31 

123 

46 

46 

61 

153 

92 

92 

92 

276 

46 

46 

31 

123 

46 

46 

61 

153 

92 

92 

92 

276 1 
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Table 4.3. Group 1 MANOVA effects (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

Effect 

Gender 

Generation 

Gender x Generation 

Measure 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

WHks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

df 

3,268 
1,270 
1,270 
1,270 

6,536 
2,270 
2,270 
2,270 

6,536 
2,270 
2,270 
2,270 

F 

.88 

.48 

.03 

.94 

4.27 
5.41 

10.15 
9.38 

1.08 
,07 
,08 

1.88 

Sig. 

.453 

.852 

.852 

.334 

.000 

.005 

.000 

.000 

.375 
,929 
,920 
.155 

Table 4.4. Resuhs of Ghoup 1 Bonferroni procedure (Hypothesis 2), 

Score Generation Generation 
Mean 
Difference Sig. 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

9.66 
12.23 
2.57 

2.92 
5,00 
2.08 

2.25 
4.04 
1,79 

.033 

.004 
1.000 

.023 
<.001 

.172 

.058 
<,001 

.186 
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Table 4.5. Group 2 descriptive data (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

LWMAT Score 

Cohesion Score 

Adaptability Score 

Sex 
Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Generation 
Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Student 

Total 

Mean 
109.40 

111.00 

98.11 

107.07 

115.91 

108.89 

93.38 

104.91 

112.66 

109.95 

95.04 

105.88 

40.59 

40.56 

35.06 

39.14 

42.45 

40.60 

35.02 

38.96 

41.52 

40.58 

35.03 

39.05 

31.66 

31.76 

24.97 

29.96 

32.67 

30.70 

26.91 

29.80 

32.17 

31.23 

26.23 

29.88 

SD 
28.13 

26.02 

35.28 

29.80 

24.61 

27.45 

37.11 

32.30 

26.56 

26.70 

36.46 

31.19 

8.51 

7.60 

11.40 

9.33 

7.93 

8.05 

12.72 

10.61 

8.26 

7.81 

12.25 

10.05 

6.29 

5.55 

7.20 

6.92 

6.43 

5.64 

8.27 

7.41 

6.37 

5.60 

7.95 

7.19 

N 
100 

100 

70 

270 

100 

100 

130 

330 

200 

200 

200 

600 

100 

100 

70 

270 

100 

100 

130 

330 

200 

200 

200 

600 

100 

100 

70 

270 

100 

100 

130 

330 

200 

200 

200 

600 
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Table 4.6. Group 2 MANOVA effects (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

Effect 

Gender 

Generation 

Gender x Generation 

Measure 

WHks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

df 

3,592 
1,594 
1,594 
1,594 

6, 1184 
2,594 
2,594 
2,594 

6, 1184 
2,594 
2,594 
2,594 

F 

.74 

.00 

.60 
1.28 

15.31 
16.94 
24.71 
47.27 

2.12 
1.84 
.61 

2.54 

Sig. 

.528 

.964 

.438 

.258 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.049 

.160 

.546 

.080 

Table 4.7. Resuhs of Group 2 Bonferroni procedure (Hypothesis 2). 

Score Generation Generation 
Mean 
Difference Sig. 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

Parent 
Sibhng 
Sibling 

2,71 
17,62 
14.91 

.94 
6.49 
5.55 

.93 
5.93 
5.00 

1.000 
<.001 
<.001 

,991 
<.001 
<.001 

.492 
<,001 
<.001 
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Table 4.8. Group 3 descriptive data (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

LWMAT Score 

Cohesion Score 

Adaptability Score 

Sex 
Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Generation 
Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Grandparent 

Parent (Target) 

Sibling 

Total 

Mean 
108.70 

107.85 

103.19 

106.47 

115.99 

103.12 

96.36 

103.72 

113.94 

105.44 

98.27 

104.68 

40.17 

39.52 

35.28 

38.24 

41.52 

39.19 

36.34 

38.55 

41.14 

39.36 

36.04 

38.44 

31.24 

30.58 

27.68 

29.75 

32.11 

29.47 

27.77 

29.45 

31.86 

30.01 

27.74 

29.55 

SD 
26.22 

24.86 

29.71 

26.88 

25.33 

28.83 

33.87 

31.43 

25.75 

27.02 

32.87 

29.94 

8.49 

8.04 

10.36 

9.19 

8.42 

9.60 

11.30 

10.34 

8.44 

8.86 

11.04 

9.96 

6.81 

6.13 

6.87 

6.68 

6.55 

6.89 

7.80 

7.45 

6.62 

6.55 

7.54 

7.19 

N 
76 

164 

121 

361 

195 

171 

311 

677 

271 

335 

432 

1038 

76 

164 

121 

361 

195 

171 

311 

677 

271 

335 

432 

1038 

76 

164 

121 

361 

195 

171 

311 

677 

271 

335 

432 

1038 
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Table 4.9. Group 3 MANOVA effects (Hypotheses 1 and 2). 

Effect 

Gender 

Generation 

Gender x Generation 

Measure 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptabihty 

Wilks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptability 

df 

3, 1092 
1, 1032 
1, 1032 
1, 1032 

6, 2060 
2,594 
2,594 
2,594 

6, 2060 
2,594 
2,594 
2,594 

F 

2.20 
.52 

1.10 
.01 

9.47 
12.55 
20.84 
22.71 

2.97 
4.28 

.64 
1.42 

Sig. 

.087 

.473 

.296 

.917 

<.000 
<.000 
<.000 
<,000 

.007 

.014 
,526 
.241 

Table 4,10. Resuhs of Group 3 Bonferroni procedure (Hypothesis 2). 

Score Generation Generation 
Mean 
Difference Sig. 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

Adaptability 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibhng 

Parent 
Sibling 
Sibling 

8,43 
15,79 
7.35 

1.80 
5,14 
3.33 

1.86 
4.18 
2.32 

.001 
<.001 

.002 

.069 
<.001 
<.001 

,004 
<,001 
<,001 
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Table 4.11. Group 1 ICC descriptive statistics and MANOVA (based on Fisher's 
transformation) resuhs (Hypothesis 3). 

Measure 

Wilks' Lambda 

LWMAT 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

Cohesion 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

AdaptabHity 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

N 

46 
46 
46 

46 
46 
46 

46 
46 
46 

M (ICC) 

.78 

.69 

.70 

.32 

.16 

.05 

.32 

.36 

.21 

SD 

.27 

.37 

.27 

.53 

.48 

.35 

.47 

.41 

.40 

F 

2.16 

2.10 

6.00 

4.76 

Sig. 

.047 

.127 

.003 

.010 

Table 4.12. Results of Group 1 Bonferroni procedure, ICC Fisher's z scores 
(Hypothesis 3). 

Fisher's z Score 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

Generation 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Generation 

Parent 
SibUng 
Sibhng 

Parent 
SibHng 
Sibhng 

Parent 
SibHng 
Sibhng 

Mean 
Diflference 

.53 

.66 

.13 

.82 
1.52 
.70 

.73 
1.15 
.42 

Sig. 

.366 

.167 
1.000 

.191 

.002 

.342 

.163 

.008 

.814 
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Table 4.13. Group 2 ICC descriptive statistics and MANOVA (based on Fisher s 
transformation) resuhs (Hypothesis 3). 

Measure N M (ICC) SD .Sig. 

WHks' Lambda 

LWMAT 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

Cohesion 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

Adaptabihty 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 

.80 

.73 

.56 

.23 

.25 

.03 

.51 

.25 

.22 

.24 

.28 

.38 

.46 

.37 

.38 

.38 

.38 

.39 

11.00 

22.71 

11.23 

19.95 

<.001 

<.001 

<.001 

<.00l 

Table 4.14. Results of Group 2 Bonferroni procedure, ICC Fisher's z scores 
(Hypothesis 3). 

Fisher's z Score 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

Generation 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Generation 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

Mean 
Difference 

.83 
1.50 
.67 

.52 
1.08 
.56 

1.06 
1.22 
.16 

Sig. 

.001 
<.001 

.008 

.067 
<.001 

.045 

<.00l 
<.001 
1.000 
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Table 4.15. Group 3 ICC descriptive statistics and MANOVA (based on Fisher's 
transformation) resuhs (Hypothesis 3). 

Measure 

WHks' Lambda 

LWMAT 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

Cohesion 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

AdaptabHity 
Gl 
G2 
G3 

N 

136 
168 
216 

136 
168 
216 

136 
168 
216 

M (ICC) 

.59 

.56 

.42 

-.17 
-.13 
-.24 

.13 

.10 

.02 

SD 

.33 

.38 

.45 

.41 

.41 

.42 

.40 

.39 

.41 

F 

3.51 

5.78 

6.10 

4.54 

Sie. 

.002 

.003 

.002 

.011 

Table 4.16. Results of Group 3 Bonferroni procedure, ICC Fisher's z scores 
(Hypothesis 3). 

Fisher's z Score (jeneration 
Mean 

Generation Difference Sig. 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Grandparent 

Parent 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

Parent 
SibHng 
SibHng 

06 
37 
31 

12 
27 
39 

07 
26 
19 

1.000 
.008 
.024 

1.000 
.081 
.002 

1.000 
.017 
.087 
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Table 4.17. Group I LWMAT, Cohesion, and Adaptability ICC Fisher' 
correlations; n = 46 (Hypothesis 4). 

s z score 

Gl LWMAT G2 LWMAT 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-taHed) 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Adaptability 
G3 Adaptability 

G2 Adaptability 
G3 Adaptability 

.075 

.275 

.622 

.064 

Gl Cohesion 

.159 

.166 

.292 

.271 

Gl'Adaptability 

-.063 
-.166 

.677 

.270 

.243 

.104 

G2 Cohesion 

-.132 

,205 

G2 Adaotabilitv 

.309 

.037* 

Significant atp = .05 
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Table 4.18 Group 2 LWMAT, Cohesion, and AdaptabHity ICC Fisher's z score 
correlations; « = 100 (Hypothesis 4). 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Adaptabihty 
G3 Adaptability 

G2 Adaptability 
G3 Adaptability 

Gl LWMAT 

.099 

.018 

.328 

.862 

Gl Cohesion 

-.109 
-.017 

.281 

.866 

Gl Adaptabihty 

-.032 
.128 

.749 

.204 

G2 LWMAT 

-.004 

.965 

G2 Cohesion 

.024 

.810 

G2 Adaptability 

.083 

.409 
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Table 4.19. Group 3 LWMAT, Cohesion, and AdaptabHity ICC Fisher's z score 
correlations (Hypothesis 4). 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Pearson Correlation 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 

N 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 LWMAT 
G3 LWMAT 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Cohesion 
G3 Cohesion 

G2 Adaptability 
G3 AdaptabHity 

G2 Adaptabihty 
G3 Adaptability 

G2 Adaptability 
G3 Adaptability 

Gl LWMAT 

.106 

.108 

.221 

.212 

Gl Cohesion 

-.064 
-.050 

.462 

.564 

Gl Adaptability 

.057 
-.078 

,512 
.368 

136 
136 

G2 LWMAT 

-.003 

.972 

G2 Cohesion 

-.017 

.830 

G2 Adaptability 

,024 

,753 

168 
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Table 4.20. Groups 1 and 2 (related) and Group 3 (non-related) ICCs 
(Hypothesis 5). 

Measure 

Generation 1 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

Generation 2 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

Generation 3 

LWMAT 

Cohesion 

AdaptabHity 

N 

146 

146 

146 

Related 

Mean 

.80 

.25 

.45 

.71 

.22 

.29 

.60 

.03 

.22 

SD 

.25 

.48 

.42 

.31 

.41 

.39 

.36 

.37 

.40 

N 

136 

168 

216 

Non-Related 

Mean 

.59 

-.17 

.13 

.56 

-.13 

.10 

.42 

-.24 

.02 

SD 

.33 

.41 

.40 

.38 

.41 

.39 

.45 

.42 

.41 
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Table 4.21. Efifect of generation on related (Choups 1 and 2) and non-related (Group 3) 
groups (MANOVA based on Fisher's z transformation) (Hypothesis 5). 

Generation Me a sure N lig. 

Gl 

G2 

G3 

WHks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptabihty 

WHks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
Adaptabihty 

WHks' Lambda 
LWMAT 
Cohesion 
AdaptabHity 

282 

314 

362 

24.13 
60.15 
46.48 
39.03 

17.24 
30.25 
36.21 
17.34 

17.41 
18.78 
39.23 
24.14 

<.00l 
<.001 
<.001 
<.00l 

<.001 
<.001 
<.001 
<.00l 

<.001 
<.001 
<.001 
<.001 
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Table 4.22. Group I raw score correlations. aH measures. G1-G3 (Hypothesis 5). 

Measure 

LWMAT 

Sig. (2-taHed) 

Cohesion 

Sig. (2-taHed) 

Adaptabihty 

Sig. (2-taUed) 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibHng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibHng 1 
G3 SibHng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibHng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng I 
G3 SibHng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

GF 

.482* 

.129 

.179 

.207 
-.036 

.001 

.395 

.234 

.167 

.812 

.407* 

.133 

.178 

.239 

.021 

.005 

.377 

.237 

.109 

.892 

.374 

.026 

.256 

.290 

.171 

.010 

.863 

.086 

.050 

.257 

Gl 

GM 

.036 

.031 

.070 
-.130 

.813 

.836 

.644 

.389 

.292 

.227 
• .097 

.208 

.049 

.129 

.519 

.166 

.219 

.283 

.127 

.263 

.144 

.057 

.402 

.077 

( 

F 

.607* 

.507* 

.366 

.000 

.000 

.012 

.589* 

.374 

.473* 

.000 

.010 

.001 

.322 

.144 

.068 

.029 

.340 

.651 

G2 

M 

.461* 

.431* 

.001 

.003 

.385* 

.422* 

.008 

.004 

.253 

.404 

.089 

.005 

G3 

Sib. 1 

.511* 

.000 

.225 

.132 

.351 

.017 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-taHed) 

80 



Table 4.23. Group 2 raw score correlations, aH measures, G1-G3 (Hypothesis 5). 

Measure 

LWMAT 

Sig. (2-taHed) 

Cohesion 

Sig. (2-taHed) 

AdaptabHity 

Sig. (2-taHed) 

* rnrrelation i 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng 1 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng I 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl Grandmother 
G2 Father 
G2 Mother 
G3 SibUng I 
G3 SibUng 2 

Gl 

GF 

.748* 
-.076 
-.077 
.012 
.045 

.000 

.454 

.448 

.902 

.655 

.766* 
-.012 
.039 
.152 
.157 

.000 

.910 

.701 

.132 

.120 

.611* 

.186 

.031 

.014 

.237 

.000 

.064 

.759 

.888 

.018 

s sipnificant at the 0.01 level (2 

GM 

.033 

.003 

.148 

.120 

.745 

.975 

.141 

.235 

.050 

.137 

.177 

.214 

.621 

.174 

.079 

.033 

.039 
-.091 
.065 
.105 

.698 

.369 

.521 

.298 

-taHed) 

G2 

F 

.580* 

.097 

.147 

.000 

.339 

.144 

.569* 
-.049 
.105 

.000 

.629 

.299 

.403* 
-.160 
.098 

.000 

.113 

.333 

I 

M 

.133 

.212 

.188 

.034 

.253 

.240 

.011 

.016 

.104 

.007 

.303 

.947 

G3 

Sib. 1 

.654* 

.000 

.668* 

.000 

.377* 

.000 
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Generation 1 (Gl) 
Grandparent pair 
Insider-Outsider 

Generation 2 (G2) 
Parent pair 
Insider 

Generation 3 (G3) 
Sibling pair 
Insider-Outsider 

o 

Figure 4.1. 3-generation pairs (aH related to each other). 

Generation 1 (Gl) 
Grandparent pair 
Insider-Outsider 

Generation 2 (G2) 
Parent pair 
Insider 

0 

Generation 3 (G3) 
SibHng pair 
Insider-Outsider 

Figure 4.2. 3-generation pairs (only pairs related to each other). 

82 



Generation 1 (Gl) 
Grandparent 
Insider-Outsider 

Mi 

Generation 2 (G2) 
Parent 
Insider 

7^ 

^ > 

<. ^ 
Generation 3 (G3) 
Sibling 
Insider-Outsider 

Figure 4.3. 3-generation pairs (randomly selected, without regard to gender or 
relationship status). 
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120 
LWMAT Score 

110 

100 

90 
Gl G2 G3 

Males 

• Females 

LWMAT interaction (p = .160) 

Cohesion Score 

Gl G2 G3 

Cohesion interaction (p = .546) 

35 

30 

25 

Adaptabihty Score 

" ^ 
\ 

Gl G2 G3 

Adaptabilitv interaction (p = .080) 

-^ Males 

—- Females 

Figure 4.7, Group 2 gender by generation interactions. 

87 



' 

on 
CJ 

^ M M H 

C« 

2 
[t 

on 
(D 

1 1 s 
^! V H 

• 

m 
O 

(N a 

1 - H 

a 

^^ 
r j -

O 

II 
O H 

"̂̂ ^ 
C 
o , 1H 

- * - < o CO 
VH 

o 
• < — > 

.g 
fl 

_o 
' • < - > 

CO 
VH 

(U 
a (U 
00 
?^ 

- D 
VH 

(U 
- 3 
a D 
00 
H 
< 

o O 
o 

o 
ON 

m 
P-
3 
O 

00 

VH 

88 



30 

20 

o 
c 
4> 
3 

U 
1 -

10 

-.93 -.80 -.67 -.53 -.40 -.27 -.13 

Group 1 Grandparent LWMAT ICC 

24 

Std. Dev = .27 
Mean = .78 
N = 46.00 

Std. Dev = .37 
Mean = .69 
N = 46.00 

.53 -.40 -.27 

Group 1 Parent LWMAT ICC 

>̂  

c 
V 
3 
cr 
u b a 

114 

20 ' 

1 0 ' 

0 . 2 

6 

8 

3 

19 

std. Dev = .27 
Mean = .70 
N = 46.00 

-.93 -.80 -.67 -.53 -.40 -.27 -.13 .00 .13 .27 .40 .53 67 .80 .93 

Group 1 Sibling LWMAT ICC 

Figure 4.9. Group 1, Generations 1-3, LWMAT ICC distributions. 
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Group 1 Grandparent Cohesion ICC 
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Group 1 Parent Cohesion ICC 
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Figure 4.10. Group 1, Generations 1-3, Cohesion ICC distributions. 
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Group 1 Parent Adaptability ICC 
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20 
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Group 1 Sibling Adaptability ICC 
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N = 46.00 

Figure 4.11. Group 1, Generations 1-3, Adaptability ICC distributions. 

91 



u 
s 
u 
3 

bU • 

50 • 

40 • 

30 ' 

20 • 

10 ' 

0 . 1 • • —1 _ 1 _ 1 1 L 1 ' 1 
7 

14 
16 

56 

- 9 3 -.67 -.40 -.13 

Group 2 Grandparent L W M A T 

.13 

c 

3 

4> 

60 

50 

40 • 

30 

20 

10 

.40 .67 

-.93 - .80 -.67 - .53 - .40 -.27 -.13 .00 .13 .27 .40 

Group 2 Parent L W M A T ICC 

Std. Dev = .24 
M ean = .81 
N = 100.00 

.93 

1 1 1 

•
 

• 
•

 
»
 

—
m

 
1 1—• 1 : ~ ' " , ' • 1 

• ^ 

O-
8 

11 

25 

40 

s td . Dev = .33 
M ean = .7 1 
N = 100.00 

.53 .67 .80 .93 

60 

50 

40 

30 

>. 20 
u 
c 
3 10 
cr 
u 
b> 

U. 0 • ' • ' • ' — • — ' 
— J - - i - ^ - u^ - 4 -

7 
9 9 

22 

31 

std. Dev= .43 
Mean = .56 
N = 100.00 

- .93 -.80 -.67 -.53 -.40 -.27 - 1 3 00 .13 .27 .40 .53 .67 .80 .93 

Group 2 Sibling LWMAT ICC 

Figure 4.12. Group 2, Generations 1-3, LWMAT ICC distributions. 
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Figure 4.13, Group 2, Generations 1-3, Cohesion ICC distributions. 
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Figure 4.14. Group 2, Generations 1-3, Adaptability ICC distributions. 
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Figure 4.15. Group 3, Generations 1-3, LWMAT ICC distributions. 
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Figure 4.16. Group 3, Generations 1-3, Cohesion ICC distributions. 
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Figure 4.17. Group 3, Generations 1-3, Adaptability ICC distributions. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study is important in that h is an attempt to use tradhional couple self-report 

measures as observational measures with relatives of the couple who are presumed to have 

intimate knowledge of the relationship. The purpose of this study was to examine three-

generation perceptions of the middle-generation marriage, using the same instruments in 

each generation. In order to test the hypotheses, both raw scores and intraclass 

correlations (ICCs) were used. Raw scores fi-om the Locke-Wallace MAT and fi-om the 

Cohesion and Adaptability scales of the FACES III - Couple Version were used as 

insider (individual self-report by couple) or insider-outsider report measures (siblings and 

grandparents). The ICC was used as a dyadic score for grandparent pairs, the target 

couples, and the sibling pairs (see Formula 2.2), 

General findings 

Group 1 included family members paired within a generation fi-om the same three-

generation family (Gl, grandparents; G2, parents; G3, sibhngs) (Figure 4.1), Membership 

in Group 2 was comprised of family members paired within a generation but who were not 

related between generations (Figure 4.2). Group 3 was made up of randomly selected, 

non-related pairs (within a family or whhin a generation) (Figure 4.3), 

Gender differences. Gender and generational differences were examined in terms 

of raw scores fi-om the LWMAT and FACES III - Couple Version Adaptabihty and 
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Cohesion scales. Generally, males tend to rate marital adjustment significantly higher than 

do females (Spanier, 1976). In this study's sample of generally middle class and/or 

coHege-educated persons, the reported levels of marital adjustment, cohesion, and 

adaptability were nearly the same for both genders, any differences were not significant. 

Results were similar across all three groups. Differences were very smaH, males were 

slightly higher, but there were no significant differences by gender. 

It was somewhat surprising that there were no significant gender differences across 

all three generations and measures in any of the three groups. Perhaps, this better 

educated, more professional sample would be likely to be more influenced by the more 

egalitarian relationship focus of the past three decades. Although speculative, it appears 

that the nature of the sample has contributed to the lack of significant gender differences. 

Further, the grandparent and parent generations in this study have long-term marriages 

and, as a result, have experienced many different marital chaHenges, Marital stability (a 

function of cohesion, adaptability, and marital satisfaction) is linked to successful problem 

solving and conflict resolution. It may be that these two generations have successfully 

modeled these aspects of successful marital relationships for the sibling generation, 

contributing to the lack of significant gender differences in that generation as well. 

Finally, there may be a response bias with the sample. It may be that those who responded 

to the survey were those who have more egalitarian relationships with high levels of 

agreement on less stringently defined gender roles. 

Generational differences (raw scores). Significant generational differences across 

all three generational pairs were found. There may be several reasons for the grandparent 
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group scoring highest and the sibling group lowest in theh perceptions of the parent 

marriage. In terms of individual development, the grandparents have been through more 

developmental stages than either the parents or the siblings. They bring a greater level of 

personal maturity to their perceptions than the siblings and the parents. In terms of family 

life cycle development, the grandparents have experienced more nodal events and the 

accompanying stress than the other two groups. Because they have been through more 

transition periods, they are likely to be more understanding and less judgmental in theh 

evaluations of the parent generation. In contrast, the sibling group is more Hkely to judge 

their parents more harshly as shown by the mean sibling LWMAT score in the 

"dissatisfied" category for Groups 2 and 3 (Figure 4,4 ). They are likely to have lower 

levels of personal maturity, have experienced fewer stressful relationship events, and are, 

therefore, more Hkely to be more critical of their parents' marriage. The lack of significant 

differences in Group 1 could be a matter of relatedness. Since Group 1 is related within 

and across generations, the Group 1 sibling group (G3) reported on the parent generation 

with whom they are related. Related intergenerational pairs, therefore, may be more Hkely 

to have similar perceptions. Groups 2 and 3 provide a broad look at generational 

differences in general; Group 1 data suggest parent-sibUng (G2-G3) differences are less in 

related parents and children. 

Generational differences (ICCs). Paired data fi-om each group and generation 

were used to generate couple agreement scores that were then analyzed using Fisher's 

(1938) z transformation. Examination of the ICCs indicated that levels of agreement 

(ICCs) for all three groups and all three generations were highest for the LWMAT, 
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Except for Group 1 LWMAT, levels of agreement are significantly different across 

generations for all three groups. However, the Group 1 differences on Cohesion and 

Adaptability ICCs arose fi-om the G1-G3 difference, not the GI-G2 or G2-G3 

comparisons (Table 4.12). As was true for raw scores, ICCs are more similar between 

generations in Group 1. Generational membership of the pair appears to make a 

difference in level of agreement even though the degree of agreement differs significantly 

between related and unrelated pairs. Although there was an efifect of generation across 

the three groups, the related pairs in Groups 1 and 2 have mean ICCs that are both closer 

together and significantly higher than those in Group 3. Thus, even where there were 

significant generational differences, levels of agreement were very low for randomly paired 

persons. 

Relatedness of a pair contributed significantly to level of agreement as did life 

cycle position or generational membership. These data support the popular conception 

that the longer two people are in relationship, the more similar they become. For example, 

the grandparents (Gl) have the longest history of relationship and the greatest similarity 

(i.e., higher levels of agreement as evidenced by their ICCs). The siblings (G3) are not in 

such a long-term intensely committed or interactive relationship; therefore, greater 

dissimilarity of perception would be expected. Further, these data suggest a lack of 

agreement to a standard. If respondents were answering to a social standard, then it 

would be expected that aH three groups and three generations would respond in similar 

ways (see further discussion below). 
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ICCs are lower for Cohesion and AdaptabHity than the LWMAT. The FACES III 

scales represent a less global perspective than the LWMAT, so perhaps respondents were 

in less agreement when the questions were less global. Item one ("...describe the degree 

of happiness, everything considered, of [the couple's] marriage as you perceive h in the 

present..,") on the LWMAT accounts for a very large portion of the variance on this 

instrument. Since this hem loads with from 9 to 11 of the 14 remaining hems on the 

marital happiness factor that hself accounts for 34.9 to 45.2% of the variance, h is Hkely 

that completing the LWMAT is very similar to being asked one global question regarding 

marital satisfaction. Lower agreement levels on the FACES may be related to the nature 

of the factors. Happiness or marital satisfaction (LWMAT) is something that may be 

associated with outward appearance, whereas the Cohesion factor is related to emotional 

bonding and is more subtle and, therefore, difficult for observers to comment upon. 

Transgenerational ICC correlations. Knowing the level of agreement of a pair m 

any one generation did not allow the prediction of level of agreement in the corresponding 

pair in another generation (i.e., within the family in Group 1). Given that Group 1 

individuals and pairs had the least differences, h may be that there is simply too little 

variation within each family to yield a significant correlation. 

Addhional findings 

Intergenerational and intragenerational correlations. One fijrther evidence that 

these self-report measures can be used as observer reports comes from the pattern of 

correlations found between the raw scores on the LWMAT, Cohesion, and Adaptability 
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for various family combinations (Group 1, all related; Group 2, related only within a 

generation). The pattern that emerges (whh some exceptions) is significant whhin-

generation and G2-G3 between-generation correlations for Group 1 (related within and 

between generations) and only within-generation correlations for Group 2 (related within 

generations but not between generations, using the LWMAT or Adaptability). 

There appears to be a fairly clear pattern of raw score correlations, especially 

within related pairs. Grandparents relate to each other (positive correlation) but not to 

parents or siblings. Parents and grandparents have not shared as much of the experience 

of the parent marriage whereas the siblings have spent years in the same household. 

Sibhngs may see only part of the marriage (evidenced by their lower agreement with each 

other), but they still agree with mother and/or father on the total score or estimate of 

marital satisfaction and adaptability. 

Comments 

It is clear from both raw scores and ICCs that grandparents (Gl) consistently 

report higher scores and higher levels of agreement. In general, parents (G2) report lower 

raw scores and ICCs than grandparents, and higher raw scores and levels of agreement 

than siblings. The grandparent generation is the generation most removed from the target 

marriage. They may have lower expectations for the marriage or tend to idealize the 

marriage they are describing, remembering the good aspects of their child's marriage. 

Further, the grandparent group has seen many other marriages and, in comparison, the 
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target marriage may seem better than the typical marriage the grandparent group has 

observed over the years. 

The parent (target) generation probably has the most realistic view of theh own 

marriage, especially regarding their own mental and emotional experiences within the 

marriage. Such phenomena are unobservable even to insider-outsiders and add to the 

substance of adjustment, cohesion, and adaptability. The sibhng generation (G3) is or has 

been closer to the everyday life of the target couple than the grandparents. They tend to 

report on the target couple in less positive terms than the grandparents (Gl) or the parents 

(G2). The sibling group also have the lowest agreement with each other (ICCs). 

In terms of life cycle development, the sibhngs can be in very different places. The 

first sibling of the G3 pair is the college student and the second sibling of the G3 pair is the 

student's participating brother or sister. In forming sibling pairs, the student was always 

selected as SI, and the mean age was 21.0 years. Because siblings under 18 could not be 

used in the study, the sibling (S2) was usually older. The mean age for this group was 

24.9 years. The ages of the two sibling groups (SI and S2) differed significantly (/ = 

13.53, p < .001). The students of the sibling group are in the transition to adulthood, 

living away from home at college but still likely to be financially dependent on the parents. 

They have a very different perspective than the other, mostly older, siblings in the S2 

group. The S2 siblings are likely to have been out of the home longer, are more likely to 

have their own adult lives, and more likely to have a different perspective on marriage than 

the younger siblings in the group. Like the grandparents and parents, the S2 siblings have 
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seen more of the worid, are more likely to be married, and have a less critical view of the 

parents' marriage. This might account for the lower ICCs in G3. 

ICC The ICC is unique in hs ability to cleariy identify pairs of respondents who 

are experiencing high levels of disagreement. Traditionally used couple scores each have 

problems. Couple difiference scores do not account for level, couple average scores do 

not account for variabihty of scores, neither measure addresses item variability, and 

correlations between total couple scores represent the predictive capacity of scores rather 

than a level of agreement. The ICC has an advantage over any of the three other methods 

of generating a couple score. The ICC takes both differences in level and variabihty of 

item scores into account as well as the correlation of the scores, yielding a more accurate 

couple or pair score, one reflecting similarity or agreement in the pah. 

Use of the ICC to examine the data with couples as the level of analysis is a 

perspective that has not been widely used. The ICC as a measure of couple agreement 

appears to have clear advantages over other techniques. However, researchers must be 

careful not to presume that high levels of agreement as evidenced by the ICC necessarily 

represent high raw scores. Because h is only an mdicator of agreement levels, a couple 

may be in high agreement that they are unhappily married. Conversely, a low ICC does 

not necessarily mean that raw scores are either high and low or both low. Although the 

level of analysis is the couple when the ICC is used, there remains a place for considering 

the individual raw scores and what they might mean, just as a clmician cannot disregard 

the importance of the individual when practicing couple therapy. 
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The ICC is a dyadic measure of agreement in the couple that reflects the couple's 

score vanability, similarity of levels of response, and predictability of response. Just as an 

individual should not be reduced to half a couple, it is essential that the couple not be 

reduced to just two individuals. Couples interact in ways that maintain homeostasis, 

therefore change is something that both members are involved with and would be 

expected to be reflected in a couple's ICC. Thus, in terms of ICCs, a desirable outcome 

of therapy may be lower ICCs (more agreement to disagree) or higher ICCs (higher levels 

of agreement). In the present case, low ICCs on the LWMAT with each member of a 

couple's score above 100 would be interpreted as marital satisfaction being drawn fi-om 

diflferent sources. With the same low ICCs and scores below 100 in each member, the 

interpretation would be quhe diflferent. Perhaps a better score would incorporate the level 

of score and the ICC. 

Results of present study in terms of construct validity. Since the LWMAT and 

FACES ni - Couple Version were designed to be hnplemented as self-report measures, 

the validity of the two instruments in their role as an observer-report measure must be 

considered. In order to examine the validity of this use of the two instruments. Principal 

Components factor analyses were performed for each mstrument. All LWMAT items 

loaded on the same two factors for all three generations except for two hems for 

grandparents (Gl). Global marital satisfaction and conflict resolution appeared to be the 

two factors that hems loaded on (Table 3.1), It appears that for grandparents (Gl), their 

"degree of happiness" and "wish had not married" hems fit more with ideas of global 

marital satisfaction than conflict resolution. For parents (G2) and siblings (G3), factor 
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loadings for the other items are generally higher, and the two factors account for more of 

the variance, suggesting that they have greater agreement as to the meaning of the items 

than do the grandparents (Gl). However, there appears to be general agreement between 

generations on the meaning of LWMAT hems, supporting use of the LWMAT as an 

insider-outsider subjective as well as an insider subjective measure. 

Item loadings on the two FACES III - Couple Version scales for aH three 

generations were essentially the same. Two factors were estabhshed, accounting for 51.8 

to 60.0% of the variance in each generation's scores. From the factor analyses of FACES 

III - Couple Version, it appears that there is strong factor invariance for cohesion and 

adaptabHity across the three generations for this study. These findings support the use of 

FACES ni - Couple Version as an insider-outsider observer-report measure for the 

purposes of this study. 

A further finding was that three hems that have been identified by Olson, Portner, 

and Lavee (1985) as belonging to the Adaptability factor loaded on the first factor. 

Cohesion, not Adaptability, for aH three generations. The loading of FACES IH - Couple 

Version hems 2, 4, and 12 on the Cohesion factor is similar to the findings of NoHer and 

Shum (1994),^ and h was observed in a factor analysis using aH available data and in factor 

analyses conducted separately by group (not reported here). 

^ The NoHer and Shum results indicated that the three hems (2, 4, and 12) loaded 
on both extracted factors. 
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Agreement to a standard 

The tendency for marital partners to appear similar in theh responses because they 

respond in ways that are typical of other husbands and wives has been termed a stereotype 

eflfect (Kenny & Acitelli, 1994) or agreement to a standard (Deal, Halverson, & Wampler, 

1989; Deal, Wampler, & Halverson, 1992), That is, if marital partners report in ways that 

appear similar, it may be because they simply respond in a way that is similar to others, 

unrelated persons of a similar background. 

Agreement to a standard or stereotypy would be a particular problem with this 

homogeneous (racially, economically, educationally) sample. When agreement to a 

standard is present, it would be expected that there would be no significant differences 

between groups composed of related persons and contrast groups comprised of unrelated 

persons. Since the ICCs for each generation ih the combined Groups 1 and 2 differed 

significantly from those of Group 3 in separate MANOVAs, hem responses appear to be 

accurate portrayals of the perception of the couple's typical behaviors. Even though the 

responses may be similar to a general social standard (e.g., similar means), the related 

grandparents, parents, and siblings have much higher rates of agreement than do non-

related pairs. Thus, ICCs appear to be a measure of agreement within the pairs, rather 

than subscribing to a generally agreed upon standard of marital adjustment, cohesion, and 

adaptability. Although significantly lower than the LWMAT ICCs for Groups 1 and 2 

combined, ICC values were in the moderate range for Group 3. This suggests that, at 

least for the LWMAT, there is some level of agreement to a standard present m the study. 

A further test of agreement to a standard would be to randomly pair males and females in 
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Groups 1 and 2. The resuhing ICCs should be similar to those of Group 3 and lower than 

the ICCs of the true pairs. 

Kenny and Acitelli (1994) suggest that a correction should be made for agreement 

to a standard. It appears that there may be some agreement to a standard in the present 

study, particularly in the LWMAT results. It may be valuable to use Kenny and Acitelli's 

method; however, h has not been widely used or adequately tested. Future analyses of 

these data will be undertaken to compare corrected and non-corrected results, along with 

using theh procedure in other studies (e.g., reanalysis of the data from Deal et. al, 1992). 

Clinical implications 

The ICC may be used as a clinical assessment tool, assisting the clinician to 

understand more clearly the couple's level of agreement. There could be high agreement 

within the couple and few symptoms, or high couple agreement with many accompanying 

symptoms, symptoms apparent either in a member of the couple or a child. Conversely, a 

couple or family may present for therapy whh low levels of couple agreement and few 

symptoms, or low agreement within the couple and many symptoms. Since famihes wiH 

differ in a clmical setting, the ICC may be useflil in assessment. 

Clinicians may be confronted with discrepancies between a couple's assessment 

instrument raw scores and their ICC. It may be that one or both of the cHent couple are 

reluctant to divulge information to the therapist. Particularly in the early stage of therapy, 

clients may not have established trust for the therapist, they may want to look good, or the 

clients simply are not aware of discrepancies. Discrepancies may exist because of mtimacy 
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issues that have not been worked out and if there is a lack of intimacy within the couple, it 

is more likely that lack of intimacy with the therapist will exist, isomorphic of chent 

interaction. 

Therapists may address apparent discrepancies in numerous ways. An initial 

strategy would be to include an outsider and/or msider-outsider report. Responses to 

assessment measures fi-om older children, for example, could be usefiil mformation. In the 

present study, there was a significant correlation between the parent and sibling generation 

raw scores. Mother-child and father-child correlations of raw scores on a marital 

satisfaction instrument in addhion to mother-father or parent-child ICCs on an instrument 

assessing, for example, parenting style could be very useful to a cHnician. Thus, a 

therapist would mclude the perspective of children m the family, fitting with a systemic 

approach. The therapist can set a model for discussion of gross discrepancies between 

children and parents. From a number of possible entry points, the therapist can look for 

"the diflference that makes a diflference." 

Results of the present study suggest that there are significant differences among 

generational perceptions of the middle generation marriage. Clinicians working with 

multiple generations should consider individual development and life cycle poshion of 

family members in therapy. Individuals and couples in diflferent stages of development and 

life cycle fiher events and observe behaviors according to their particular process of 

socialization. It may be that grandparents, removed fi-om the everyday fives of the parent 

and sibhng generations, are more likely to report an unrealistic view of the target 

marriage. In contrast, the sibling generation may be more Hkely to judge the marriage 
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more harshly, but perhaps more accurately in terms of everyday observable behavior. 

Thus, it may be that, unless the grandparent generation is living with the parent 

generation, the grandparent perspective of the marriage is less meaningful than parent and 

sibling perceptions of the marriage. 

Future research 

The ICC in comparison to traditionally used couple scores. Traditionally used 

couple scores include using categories of couples based on responses to a self-report 

measure (e.g., "happy," "unhappy"), using the average of couple members' scores, and 

using the absolute diflference between couple members' scores. To examine the diflference 

between the ICC and any of the traditionally used couple scores, each couple's scores on 

the LWMAT and the two FACES III - Couple Version scales. Cohesion and Adaptability, 

could be used to generate categories, average scores, and difiference scores. The results of 

each could be compared with the corresponding ICC to determine how they differ. For 

example, ICCs, categorical variables, average scores, and difiference scores for the 

LWMAT could be entered into a stepwise regression to see which is the more accurate 

predictor of an outcome such as offspring behavior problems, likelihood of divorce, etc. 

Predicting outcomes of therapy. The ICC could be used to predict the outcome of 

therapy and to follow the course of therapy. For example, the LWMAT and FACES HI -

Couple Version could be administered at diflferent points during therapy, and ICCs and 

usual couple scores computed to monitor therapy progress. As therapy concludes, cHents 

could complete an instrument assessing therapy success, satisfaction with therapy, etc. 
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Raw scores and ICCs for each measure could be entered into a stepwise regression as 

predictors of outcome. If ICCs are the first to load in the regression equation, then they 

could be used to predict outcome and to guide therapy. 

The general efficacy of psychotherapy is widely accepted; however, httle is known 

about the process of therapy that leads to success. One use of the ICC would be for the 

couple, the clinician, and an outside observer to rate the process of therapy sessions and 

therapy outcome. Where there is high agreement represented in the ICC among the 

couple, the clinician, and the outside observer, h could be argued that the process of 

therapy as described in the assessment instrument is vaUd. Further, these ICCs could be 

analyzed to see which are the best predictors of outcome (e.g., couple ICC vs. 

therapist/couple ICC vs. therapist/observer ICC). 

Limitations 

Sample. The convenience sample is one clear Hmitation of the present study. This 

sample is homogenous in regard to education, socioeconomic status, and, for the most 

part, race and ethnicity. It is likely that scores and ICCs are elevated m this generally 

well-fiinctioning sample. This study's sample, however, has provided a way to have an 

initial look at the use of ICCs and three-generation families. Further research should 

include more diverse samples and clinical samples, making possible a broader 

generalization of findings. 

The study automatically excluded only-child students fi-om Groups 1 and 2 (related 

within generation) and their families fi-om Group 1 (related within and across generations). 
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Students whh siblings who did not respond were also excluded fi-om Groups 1 and 2. The 

groups of students were included in Group 3, along whh surplus siblings fi-om famihes in 

Groups 1 and 2 (randomly paired within generation). It may be that more members of 

higher fijnctioning famihes were more likely to respond. 

The low sibling response rate is a hmitation of the study. Perhaps some sibhngs 

were not asked to participate by the student. Students may have been reluctant or 

unwilling to ask a sibling to participate in the study or may not have made contact with a 

sibhng during the Thanksgiving and Spring school breaks prior to the maH-out of the 

research packets. The response rate might have been higher had the student participants 

been Hmited to asking only the one sibling the student believed was most likely to respond. 

There may have been a self selection process in this study, contributmg to the 

unusual nature of this sample and Groups 1 arid 2. High functioning famihes with high 

levels of agreement are the most Hkely families to respond as would be the famihes in 

which aH three generations are more supportive of their college student participants. 

Families with higher levels of conventionality may be more hkely to respond. 

A concern in performing a MANOVA is the unequal n for gender in the present 

study. Although sample sizes were equal by gender for grandparent and parent 

generations, the sibling generation was comprised of more females than males. If analyses 

are performed without an appropriate adjustment for unequal ceH sizes, tests of main 

effects and interactions are not independent. The SPSS MANOVA program used assumes 

unequal n and SPSS programming adjusts for unequal n through the METHOD segment 
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of the MANOVA command, overcoming the potential unequal n problems (Tabachnick & 

FideH, 1989). 

Data coHection process. One limitation of the data coHection process was the 

singular reliance on self-report data, both from the parent couple (insiders) and from the 

insider-outsider observers. That is, there was no direct observation of behavior nor was 

there any personal contact with the participants to ask questions about their perceptions of 

the middle-generation marriage or about their three-generation experience. Thus, 

"richness of data" was not avaHable to enhance the findings of the study. Second, there 

was little control over who filled out the Gl (grandparent), G2 (parent), and G3 (sibhng, 

not student) survey forms. Although the survey packets were maHed to Gl and G2 

participants by the researcher, there was no assurance that the individuals to whom the 

packets were addressed completed them themselves or were able to complete them 

confidentially. A third limitation to the data coHection process was that there was no 

provision for foHow-up studies. Because participants' names were kept separate fi-om the 

data and all data were confidential, the opportunity for a longitudinal study was (of 

necessity) lost. 

Measures. Although a unique aspect of this study was the use of self-report 

measures as observational measures, it is also a limitation. The use of other measures 

specifically designed as observational measures (e.g., Georgia Q-Sort; Wampler and 

Halverson, 199u; in conjunction with the present measures would certainly strengthen the 

poshion that the use of some measures traditionally considered to be self-report measures 

as observational measures can be valid. This study did not use an outcome measure. 
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Because the present study was largely descriptive, the value of the ICC as a predictor of, 

for example, offspring mental health status is not established. Although the results of the 

factor analyses indicate congruent factor structures across the generations, more validity 

studies are needed to confirm, for example, criterion validity. 

Analysis. It would have been useful to include group membership (degree of 

relationship) as an independent variable; then, possible generation by relationship degree 

interactions could have been examined. If such interactions existed, the interpretation of 

the eflfect of generation could have been more accurate. 
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General Information 

for 

UNIVERSITY STUDENT AND STUDENT'S SIBLINGS 

You have been asked to participate in a research project to help us better understand extended 
farmly members' perceptions of a marital relationship. Your voluntary participation is greatly 
appreciated. 

All information is confidential. No names are used and other famHy members wHl never be 
mformed of your responses by the researchers. We ask that you not share your responses with 
other persons. AU Identification Numbers serve only to connect the response sheets to the 
proper extended famHy, 

When you have finished, place the enthe packet in the envelope provided and maH. Agam, 
thank you for your participation, 

THERE ARE THREE PAGES TO COMPLETE. 

/ understand that I may omit any question that is offensive or objectionable to me. 
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Family Information Survey 

Please complete the Family Information Survey. Please answer every question beginning 
whh question number one. 

Identification Number I 3 

1. What is your age? 

For items 2-19 please circle the number of your response. 

2. What is your sex: Male 1 Female . . , , 2 

3. What is your race or ethnic origin? 

Anglo-American 1 
Black-American 2 
Hispanic-American 3 
Mexican-American 4 

4. Do you attend church/synagogue? 

1. Yes, every week 
2. Yes, 3-4 times a month 
3. Yes, 1-2 times a month 
4. Yes, less than once a month 
5. No, I do not attend church 

5. Are you CURRENTLY married, remarried, widowed, divorced, separated, or 
have you never been married? 

Married . , . . 1 Widowed . . . 3 Separated 5 

Remarried . , 2 Divorced. . . .4 Never married . . , 6 

6. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

Elementary School 1 
Junior High School, , ., 2 
High School 3 
Undergraduate degree . . 4 
Masters degree 5 
Ph.D. degree 6 
GED certificate 7 

7. What is your birth order? 

j,t 2"«i 3"* 4* 5*̂  6* 7̂*" S"^ 9* 10* 11**" 12*** 13*̂  H*** 15* 16* 
(First bom) (Last bom) 
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FACES III 

COUPLE: STUDENT VERSION 

Please answer all questions as they apply to your parents. It is important to answer aH 
questions as you perceive your parents' marriage. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

DESCRIBE YOUR PARENTS NOW: 

1. My parents ask each other for help. 

2, When problems arise, my parents compromise. 

3. My parents approve of each other's friends. 

4. My parents are flexible in how they handle their differences. 

5. My parents like to do things with each other. 

6. Different persons act as leaders in my parents' marriage. 

7. My parents feel closer to each other than to people outside their family. 

8. My parents change their way of handling tasks. 

9. My parents like to spend free time with each other. 

10. My parents try new ways of deaUng with problems. 

11. My parents feel very close to each other. 

12. My parents jointly make the decisions in our family. 

13. My parents share hobbies and interests together, 

14, Rules change m my parents' marriage. 

15. My parents can easily think ofthings to do together as a couple. 

16. My parents shift household responsibilities fi-om person to person. 

17. My parents consuh each other on theh decisions. 

18 It is hard to identify who the leader is in my parents' marriage. 

19. Togethemess is a top priority for my parents, 

20. It is hard to teH who does which household chores. 
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b. 

d. 

e. 

f, 

g-

h. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

7. 

8. 

MAT (Student Version) 

State the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between your parents on the follouine 
Items as you perceive them. Please check a response for each row. 

Almost Occa- Fre- Almost 
Always Always sionally quenUy Always Always 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

Handling family 
finances 

Matters of 
recreation 

Demonstrations 

of affection 

Friends 

Sex relations 
Conventionality 
(right, good, or 
proper conduct) 

Philosophy of hfe 

Ways of dealing 
with in-laws 

When disagreements arise, they usually result in: 
_ Husbandgiving in _ Wife giving in _ Agreement by mutual give and take 

Do your parents engage in outside interests together? 
_ All of them _ Some of them _ Very few of them _ None of them 

In leisure time: 
Does your mother generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Does your father generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Do your parents ever wish they had not married? 
_Frequentiy _ Occasionally _ Rarely _ Never 

If your parents had their lives to live over, do you think they would 
_ Many the same person _ Many a different person _ Not many at all 

Do your parents confide in one another? 
_ Almost never _ Rarely _ In most things _ In everything 

Circle the dot on the scale line below which best describes the degree of happiness, everything 
considered, of your parents' marriage as you perceive it m the present. The middle point, "happy," 
represents the degree of happiness which most people get from marriage, and the scale gradually 
ranges on one sidt to those lew who are very unhappy m marriage, and on the other, to those few 
who experience extreme joy in marriage. Please circle your response now. 

Very 
Unhappy 

Happy PerfecUy 
Happy 
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General Information 

for 

UNIVERSITY STUDENT'S PARENTS 

You have been asked to participate in a research project to help us better understand extended 
famHy members' perceptions of a marital relationship. Your voluntary participation is greatly 
appreciated. 

All infoimation is confidential. No names are used and other famUy members wUl never be 
mformed of your responses by the researchers. We ask that you not share your responses with 
other persons. AH Identification Numbers serve only to connect the response sheets to the 
proper extended famHy. 

When you have finished, place the enthe packet in the envelope provided and maH. Agam, 
thank you for your participation, 

THERE ARE THREE PAGES TO COMPLETE. 

/ understand that I may omit any question that is offensive or objectionable to me. 
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Family Information Survey 

Please complete the Family Information Survey. Please answer every question beeinnine 
with question number one. 

Identification Number 1 2 

1. What is your age? 

For items 2-19 please circle the number of your response. 

2. What is your sex: Male 1 Female 2 

3. What is your race or ethnic origin? 

Anglo-American I 
Black-American 2 
Hispanic-American 3 
Mexican-American 4 

4. Do you attend church/synagogue? 

1. Yes, every week 
2. Yes, 3-4 times a month 
3. Yes, 1-2 times a month 
4. Yes, less than once a month 
5. No, I do not attend church 

5. Are you CURRENTLY married, remarried, widowed, divorced, separated, 
or have you never been married? 

Married . . . . 1 Widowed . . . 3 Separated 5 

Remarried . . 2 Divorced. . . .4 Never married , . .6 

6. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

Elementary School 1 
Junior High School. , . . 2 
High School 3 
Undergraduate degree , . 4 
Masters degree 5 
Ph,D, degree 6 
GED certificate 7 

7. What is your birth order? 

j,t 2'«' 3"* 4* 5* 6* 7* 8* 9* 10* 11* 12* 13* 14* 15* 16* 
(First bom) (Last bom) 
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FACES III 

COUPLE: STUDENT'S PARENTS VERSION 

Please answer all questions as they apply to you. It is important to answer all questions as 
you perceive your marriage. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

DESCRIBE YOUR MARRL^GE NOW: 

I. We ask each other for help. 

2. When problems arise, we compromise. 

3. We approve of each other's friends. 

4, We are flexible in how we handle our differences, 

5, We like to do things with each other, 

6, Diflferent persons act as leaders in our marriage, 

7. We feel closer to each other than to people outside our family. 

8. We change their way of handling tasks. 

9. We Uke to spend free time with each other. 

10. We try new ways of dealing with problems. 

11. We feel very close to each other. 

12. Wejointly make the decisions in our family. 

13. We share hobbies and interests together. 

14. Rules change in our marriage. 

15. We can easily think ofthings to do together as a couple. 

16. We shift household responsibilities fi-om person to person. 

17. We consuh each other on our decisions, 

18. It is hard to identify who the leader is in our marriage. 

19. Togethemess is a top priority for us. 

20, It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 
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5, 

7. 

MAT (Student's Parent Version) 

Ini^'^rrZXfjfforTaT, % ^ - ^ - " - ' ' " > « - carriage a. you perceive it in the 

Almost Occa-
Always Always sionally 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Fre
quently 
Disagree 

Almost 
Always 
Disagree 

Always 
Disagree 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g-

h. 

Handling family 
finances 

Matters of 
recreation 

Demonstrations 
of affection 

Friends 

Sex relations 

Conventionality 
(right, good, or 
proper conduct) 

Philosophy of life 

Ways of dealing 
with in-laws 

When disagreements arise, they usually result in 
_ Husband giving in _ Wife giving in Agrei giving in _ Agreement by mutual give and take 

Do you engage in outside interests together? 
_ All of them _ Some of them _ Very few of them _ None of them 

In leisure time: 
Does the University Student's mother generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Does the UniversiW Student's father generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Do you ever wish you had not married? 
_Frequentiy _ Occasionally _ Rarely _ Never 

If you had your life to live over, do you think you would 
_ Marry the same person _ Marry a different person _ Not marry at all 

Do you confide in one another? 
_ Almost never _ Rarely _ In most things _ In everything 

8, Circle the dot on the scale line below which best describes the degree of happiness, everything 
considerwl, of your marriage as you perceive it in the present. The middle point, "happy," represents 
the degree of happiness wluch most people get fi^om marriage, and the scale gradually ranges on one 
side to those few who are very unhappy m marriage, and on the other, to those few who experience 
extreme joy in marriage. Please circle your response now. 

Veiy 
Unhappy 

Happy Perfectly 
Happy 
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General Information 

for 

UNIVERSITY STUDENT'S GRANDPARENTS 

You have been asked to participate hi a research project to help us better understand extended 
famHy members' perceptions of a marital relationship. Your voluntary participation is greatly 
appreciated. 

All information is confidential. No names are used and other famHy members wHl never be 
informed of your responses by the researchers. We ask that you not share your responses with 
other persons. AU Identification Numbers serve only to connect the response sheets to the 
proper extended famHy. 

When you have finished, place the enthe packet in the envelope provided and maH. Agam, 
thank you for your participation. 

THERE ARE THREE PAGES TO COMPLETE. 

/ understand that I may omit any question that is offensive or objectionable to me. 
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Family Information Survey 

Please complete the Family Information Survey. Please answer every question beginning 
whh question number one. 

Identification Number 1 1 

1. What is your age? 

For items 2-19 please circle the number of your response. 

2. What is your sex: Male 1 Female . . . . 2 

3. What is your race or ethnic origin? 

Anglo-American 1 
Black-American 2 
Hispanic-American 3 
Mexican-American 4 

4. Do you attend church/synagogue? 

1. Yes, every week 
2. Yes, 3-4 times a month 
3. Yes, 1-2 times a month 
4. Yes, less than once a month 
5. No, I do not attend church 

5. Are you CURRENTLY married, remarried, widowed, divorced, separated, 
or have you never been married? 

Married . , , , 1 Widowed . . . 3 Separated 5 
Remarried . , 2 Divorced, . . .4 Never married , , . 6 

6. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

Elementary School 1 
Junior High School, . . . 2 
High School 3 
Undergraduate degree . . 4 
Masters degree 5 
Ph.D. degree 6 
GED certificate 7 

7. What is your birth order? 

jrt 2"d 3"! 4"' 5'*' 6* 7* 8* 9* 10* 11* 12* 13* 14* 15* 16* 
(First bom) (Last bom) 

8. I am related to the couple through the student's: Father,.. 1 Mother... 2 

134 



FACES III 

COUPLE: STUDENT'S GRANDPARENT VERSION 

Please answer all questions as they apply to the University Student's parents. It is 
important to answer all questions as you perceive the couple's marriage. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Never Once in a while Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 

DESCRIBE THE COUPLE'S MARRL4GE NOW: 

1. The couple asks each other for help. 

2. When problems arise, the couple compromises. 

3. The couple approves of each other's friends. 

4. The couple is flexible in how the they handle their differences. 

5. The couple likes to do things with each other. 

6. Different persons act as leaders in the couple's marriage. 

7, The couple feels closer to each other than to people outside theh family. 

i. The couple changes their way of handling tasks, 

9. The couple likes to spend free time whh each other. 

10. The couple tries new ways ofdealing with problems. 

11. The couple feels very close to each other. 

12. The couple jointly makes the decisions in theh family. 

13. The couple shares hobbies and interests together. 

14. Rules change in the couple's marriage. 

15. The couple can easily think ofthings to do together as a couple. 

16. The couple shifts household responsibilities fi-om person to person. 

17. The couple consults each other on theh decisions. 

18. It is hard to identify who the leader is in theh marriage. 

19. Togethemess is a top priority for the couple. 

20, It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 
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MAT (Student's Grandparent Version) 

Almost Occa- Frp. Air««o* 

& & ^ r ^ ff-^^ ^ - y ' Always 
^gree Agree Disagree Disagree Disa^ee Disa^ee 

a. Handling family 
finances 

b. Matters of 
recreation 

c. Demonstrations 
of affection 

d. Friends 

e. 

f. 

g-

h. 

4. 

5, 

8. 

Sex relations 

Conventionality 
(right, good, or 
proper conduct) 

Philosophy of life 

Wavs ofdealing 
with in-laws 

When disagreements arise, they usually result in: 
_ Husband giving in _ Wife giving in _ Agreement by mutual give and take 

Does the couple engage in outside interests together? 
_ All of them _ Some of them _ Very few of them _ None of them 

In leisure time: 
Does the Universitv Student's motiier generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Does the University Student's father generally prefer 
_ to be "on the go?" _ to stay at home? 

Does the couple ever wish they had not married? 
_ Frequently _ Occasionally _ Rarely _ Never 

If the couple had their lives to live over, do you think they would 
_ Many the same person _ Many a different person _ Not many at all 

Does the couple confide in one another? 
_ Almost never _ Rarely _ In most things _ In everything 

Circle the dot on the scale line below which best describes the degree of happiness, everything 
considered, of the University Student's parents' marriage as you perceive it in the present. The 
middle point, "happy," represents the degree of happiness which most people get from marriage, and 
the scale gradually ranges on one side to those few who are very unhappy in marriage, and on the 
other, to those few who experience extreme joy in marriage. Please chcle your response now. 

Very 
Unhappy 

Happy Perfectly 
Happy 
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