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ABSTRACT 

As of yet, no research has utilized family therapy 

intergenerational theory to investigate marital power by 

probing into partner's perceptions that reflect their 

beginnings—family-of-origin. The purpose of this study was 

to use a family therapy perspective to study marital power. 

Self-administered surveys were completed by employees (ii=436) 

of Texas Tech University in order to determine the 

relationship between key family-of-origin variables and 

marital interaction styles that reflect power 

equality/inequality. On the whole, the results revealed 

support for the hypotheses indicating that individuals who 

reported power equality in their marriages also reported 

higher scores on family-of-origin measures than those 

individuals who reported power inequality. In addition, 

those individuals with higher scores on the family-of-origin 

measures reported more cognitive flexibility than individuals 

with lower scores on the family-of-origin measures. Overall, 

this study found significant associations between 

intergenerational dynamics and marital power dynamics. It 

also examined power in a way that incorporated more "micro-

level" communication issues that are more central to women's 

concerns as opposed to solely utilizing traditional "macro-

level" power measures. 
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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Research on marital power has been extremely problematic 

in the last few decades due to difficulties in 

conceptualization, operationalization, and theoretical 

specificity—as a whole, it is not a coherent body of 

literature. Instead, variables often have been selected with 

no theoretical rationale or a very limited one (e.g., 

resource theory). Consequently, the results from many power 

studies are largely uninterpretable. 

Consistently, marital power has been studied by 

combining psychological, sociological, and family science 

theories and research. In all of the marital power 

literature, information on power in the marital relationship 

has been limited solely to investigations regarding the power 

bases of each partner, the power processes or interactional 

strategies used by each partner, and the outcome of each 

partner on a given variable (i.e., decision-making) (e.g., 

Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Centers, Raven, & Rodrigues, 1971; 

Conklin, 1979; Corrales, 1975; Falbo, 1977; Gray-Little, 

1982; Mack, 1978; Safilios-Rothschild, 1967, 1970; Szinovacz, 

1978; Ten Houten, 1970; Willie, 1976). Although there has 

been some work done by developmental psychologists 

investigating power dynamics in the parent-child relationship 

(i.e., Bandura, 1962; Bandura & Walters, 1963; Bijou & Baer, 

1961; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957), no research has 
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investigated marital power intergenerationally by probing 

into each partner's perceptions that reflect their 

beginnings—family of origin. In Huston's (1983) conceptual 

work on marital and family power, he discusses the need to 

further understand the connection between the two main bodies 

of power literature (marital power and parent-child power) 

and different generations as he notes, "...a coordinating 

context for power research will facilitate further efforts at 

understanding how the antecedents, processes, and products of 

power might be interconnected" (p. 219). The present study 

will take a new direction in terms of investigating marital 

power from an intergenerational perspective. 

Family therapy intergenerational theory can provide a 

theoretical framework accounting for various factors that 

influence the development of each individual in a marital 

relationship with regard to power. According to most 

intergenerational theorists (e.g., Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark, 

1973; Bowen, 1978; Framo, 1976; Williamson, 1981, 1991), each 

individual's perceptions of their beginnings or roots are 

intense, pervasive, and play an extremely important role in 

future interpersonal relationships. As noted by Williamson 

(1978), "...relatively few people are aware of how they . 

continue to be influenced and controlled in their behavior by 

the unachieved goals and unresolved problems of the parental 

and grandparental generations" (p. 94). Based on this, it is 

important to examine individuals' family of origin dynamics, 
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as well as the dynamics in their marriage, in order to 

validate intergenerational theory and extend work in marital 

power. 

The purpose of this study is to use a family therapy 

perspective to study marital power. The study combines 

family therapy intergenerational theory and research with 

traditional family science, psychology, and sociology theory 

and research. Specifically, this study will investigate the 

connection between intergenerational dynamics and marital 

power dynamics. The present study examines the relationship 

between intergenerational family processes as identified by 

intergenerational family theory and marital partners' power 

interaction patterns. For the purposes of this study, there 

are two main bodies of literature that will be discussed. 

The first concerns intergenerational work done in the 

marriage and family therapy field, with a primary focus on 

Williamson's (1981, 1991) intergenerational theory. This 

theory provides a structured framework that accounts for 

various factors influencing the development of each 

individual in a marital relationship with regard to power, 

thus providing a clear rationale for selecting variables for 

study. The second area of existing literature concerns the 

concept of power asymmetry/symmetry. 

The principal scholars in the field of family therapy 

who have developed theories emphasizing intergenerational 

influences include Bowen (1978), Framo (1976), 



Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark (1973), and Williamson (1981, 

1991), Each of these theorists emphasize the idea of 

individuation or differentiation in the family of origin. 

These theorists believe that an individual's level of 

individuation in their family of origin is critical to the 

health of the individual's latter relationships (i.e., 

marriage). These theorists believe that a person who is 

highly individuated in his or her family of origin will not 

be emotionally reactive to others, will place fewer 

expectations and demands on others, and will tend to be more 

flexible in relationships with others. On the contrary, a 

person who is not very individuated will tend to be highly 

influenced by the emotionality of other people. In addition, 

the person will likely be emotionally reactive to what other 

people say or do. Theoretically, a high level of 

individuation is more associated with power equality than 

power inequality. Overall, intergenerational theorists 

believe that levels of individuation are passed down from one 

generation to another; and therefore, they emphasize clinical 

strategies that help individuals deal directly with conflicts 

in their family of origin in order to increase their level of 

individuation. In the therapy arena, attaining a high level 

of individuation is positive. 

Although all of the family therapy intergenerational 

theorists focus primarily on the concept of individuation or 

differentiation in the family of origin, each theorist has a 



unique clinical approach and theoretical viewpoint. While 

this study's primary emphasis is on general intergenerational 

influences such as the concept of individuation, Williamson's 

(1981) theory of personal authority via termination of the 

intergenerational boundary will be discussed and utilized in 

this study. Williamson's approach is just one of the many 

family therapy approaches that emphasize intergenerational 

influences. 

Williamson's (1981) theory of personal authority via 

termination of the intergenerational boundary is based on the 

idea that there needs to be a renegotiation of the power 

structures in the relationships between adults and their 

parents. The goal is to realign the power distribution in 

order to have equality between the generations. This enables 

the adult to become individuated in his or her family of 

origin, as well as all other relationships. Without 

achieving this differentiation in one's family of origin, 

problems in the adult client's marriage are likely to develop 

with regard to power struggles (Williamson, 1981). As noted 

by Williamson (1981), "Relationships and families are 'stuck' 

when the intergenerational (and therefore consequently the 

same generational) power dynamics are 'stuck'" (p. 450). The 

following key concepts from Williamson's theory will be 

utilized in this research: intergenerational individuation, 

intergenerational intimacy, intergenerational intimidation, 

intergenerational triangulation, and personal authority. 
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Theoretically, reports of high intergenerational intimacy, 

high intergenerational individuation, and high personal 

authority but low intergenerational intimidation and 

triangulation reflect a highly differentiated person who is 

behaviorally more adaptable and flexible, less emotionally 

reactive to others, and less likely to engage in power 

struggles in his or her marital relationship (Bray & 

Williamson, 1987). Reports of low intergenerational 

individuation reflect persons with problems of dependency, 

reactivity to others, rigidity, and lack of autonomy 

(Williamson, 1991). 

Family researchers have begun to investigate 

interactional patterns in marital relationships, suggesting 

that such patterns reveal power dynamics. Bateson (1972) 

examined power structures that exist in marital relationships 

and concluded that there are three styles of marital 

interaction. He viewed complementary (exchange of opposite 

behavior) and symmetrical (exchange of similar behavior) 

interactions as styles which are associated with rigidity and 

predictability (power imbalance), while he viewed parallel 

interactions (exchanging variations of different behavior) as 

associated with more adaptability, flexibility, and 

egalitarianism. These interaction styles are based on 

asymmetry/symmetry in affective response. This 

asymmetry/symmetry in affective response is also the 

conceptualization of power in the present study. 
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Based on the brief summaries regarding Williamson's 

(1981) intergenerational theory and marital power interaction 

styles presented above, the following questions will be 

examined in this study. 

1. To what extent are individuals' reports of their 

marital interaction style associated with their reports of 

interaction patterns in their family of origin? 

Intergenerational family theorists (i.e., Bowen, 1978; 

Williamson, 1981) suggest that one's level of individuation 

in his or her family of origin is reflected in one's 

marriage. Based on intergenerational family theory, a person 

who is highly individuated should be more cognitively 

flexible and, thus more likely to engage in a parallel 

marital interaction style, as opposed to a complementary or 

symmetrical style. 

2.(a) To what extent are the intergenerational concepts 

(scales) independent of one another? Based on Williamson's 

(1991) description of key concepts in intergenerational 

family theory, the concept of individuation seems to be 

inherent in all of the other theoretical concepts (i.e., 

intimacy, personal authority, intimidation, triangulation). 

In other words, all of the intergenerational concepts seem to 

be indicators of one's level of individuation rather than 

unique, independent concepts. Only one factor analysis has 

been conducted to evaluate the psychometric properties of the 

intergenerational conceptual scales on the Personal Authority 
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in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS-Q), an instrument 

developed by Bray, Williamson, and Malone (1984a) to assess 

key intergenerational concepts. In this analysis, there was 

some overlap between the intimacy scales and the 

individuation scales. The authors were not surprised, 

however, since they conceptualized intimacy as including 

aspects of individuation (Bray et al., 1984a). 

(b) To what extent is intergenerational theory valid 

with respect to age? Williamson (1981) stated that an 

individual must live long enough before he or she can attain 

personal authority and become individuated with his or her 

parents. In other words, Williamson (1981) suggests that an 

individual must be at least in his or her fourth or fifth 

decade of life (thirty years or older) before he or she can 

realistically achieve a high level of personal authority and 

a high level of individuation. Williamson does not believe 

that a person in their twenties has lived long enough to 

become differentiated from their family of origin. 

This study has implications for both the family science 

and the family therapy literature. With regard to the family 

science literature, there has been much difficulty in 

examining marital power for a number of reasons, including a 

lack of a clear theoretical and conceptual foundation. 

Often, the power literature has seemed to be atheoretical, 

with no consistency in power target areas (i.e., decision

making, division of labor, assertiveness). Consequently, the 
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results from many power studies are largely inconsistent and 

difficult to interpret. A family therapy intergenerational 

perspective offers a clear conceptual and theoretical 

foundation in which one can choose relevant variables for 

study. An intergenerational perspective can also aid in 

interpreting the results of a power analysis. 

Intergenerational family therapy theory gives some history to 

the influences that may contribute to marital power 

relations. 

With regard to the family therapy literature, the 

primary benefit to analyzing marital dynamics 

intergenerationally lies in the quest to empirically validate 

general assertions from intergenerational theory, 

particularly with regard to the concept of individuation. 

There have been few empirical studies conducted to test 

whether or not intergenerational assumptions hold true. With 

regard to Williamson's (1981) intergenerational theory, only 

one study (Bray et al., 1984a) has actually examined the 

construct validity of the instrument developed from 

Williamson's (1981) theory. Although concepts and assertions 

from intergenerational family therapy theory, including 

Williamson's (1981) theory, have been found to be useful in 

clinical practice and used in terms of formulating clinical 

interventions, there needs to be empirical research conducted 

to extend the validation of these concepts, ideas, and 

underlying theory. 



The results of this study may assist clinicians in 

assessing the problematic issues in a client's relationship 

with his or her family of origin, and help the client to see 

how these issues play a role in his or her marital 

relationship. Afterward, a clinician can effectively choose 

an intergenerational intervention to assist the client in 

resolving conflict with his or her parents. In other words, 

the results of this study may serve as an assessment tool to 

facilitate change in marital or family therapy and enhance 

both individual well-being and marital quality by teaching 

individuals to become flexible in their responses to their 

partner (s) . 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter addresses six major topics: (1) the 

conceptual and theoretical framework of Williamson's (1981) 

intergenerational theory; (2) empirical intergenerational 

research based on Williamson's (1981) theory; (3) conceptual 

issues regarding interpersonal power; (4) existing power 

asymmetry/symmetry research; (5) conclusions; and (6) the 

hypotheses for this study. 

Conceptual and Theoretical Framework of 
Williamson's (1981) Intergenerational Theory 

Williamson's (1981) theory of personal authority in the 

family system is just one of the many family therapy 

theoretical approaches that examine intergenerational issues 

and the idea of individuation in the family of origin. In 

his theory, Williamson proposes a new stage in the family 

life cycle. This stage, which is proposed to occur in the 

fourth decade of life, includes the task of terminating the 

hierarchical boundary between an adult client and his or her 

older parents. The goal is to realign the power distribution 

in order to have equality between the generations. In doing 

this, the adult will not feel like a "child" when in contact 

with his or her parents and will, therefore, have a sense of 

personal authority (sense of responsibility) in his or her 

life. An adult with a sense of personal authority engages in 
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intimate interactions with his or her parents and others, 

while maintaining an individuated stance. Also, parents can 

offer types of support without this support having to be 

required or owed to the adult. This stage is said to 

terminate indebtedness or obligations between the 

generations. In addition, the adult is less likely to be 

overly dependent on his or her spouse, less emotionally 

reactive, more likely to experience intimacy in 

relationships, and more likely to have high self-esteem and a 

high level of individuation (Williamson, 1981). Without 

terminating the intergenerational, hierarchical boundary and 

gaining a sense of personal authority, problems in the 

adult's marriage are likely to develop with regard to power 

inequities (Williamson, 1981). In addition, the adult will 

continue to be overly influenced by his or her family of 

origin. Consequently, Williamson (1981) emphasized that one 

cannot explore the adult's marital relationship or other 

relationships without also incorporating the linkage between 

other parts of the adult's system (i.e., the family of 

origin). 

Williamson (1981) believes that the termination of the 

hierarchical boundary is "...power politics at the source" 

(p. 441). He believes that this seldom gets addressed within 

a given family due to intergenerational intimidation. 

Intergenerational intimidation reflects the reluctance in 

both generations to accept the normal experiences of aging 
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and death. The younger generation is both fearful of being 

suffocated by the older generation and being rejected by the 

older generation, with both fears being sourced in the 

exposure to death (Williamson, 1981). Likewise, the older 

generation is fearful of losing its hierarchical position and 

becoming vulnerable. Williamson (1981), however, feels that 

the "...older parent no longer has any special position or 

privilege simply because of his historical role as biological 

and psychological source" (p. 442). This rebalancing of 

power is the key to achieving personal authority, which in 

turn increases one's degree of individuation, satisfaction, 

and intimacy with parents, mates, and significant others. In 

addition, this power redistribution reduces the adult's 

degree of intergenerational intimidation in relation to his 

or her parents. Williamson believes that this reduction in 

intimidation makes intimacy possible since intimacy occurs 

between equals and not in obligatory situations. 

Once the hierarchical boundary is terminated, the adult 

will be more likely to display flexible, egalitarian power 

processes in his or her marriage, which theoretically makes 

intimacy more likely (Williamson, 1981). This is due to the 

fact that the adult has finally "grown up" and can assum.e 

primary responsibility and independence for his or her 

emotional well-being without fusion or dependency on others. 

This event is seen by Williamson (1981) as the state of 

individuation. Also, this state means that the adult does 
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not have to bear the unresolved problems of previous 

generations or achieve burdening family goals and values 

(i.e., financial success). The adult no longer has to strive 

to gain acceptance and validation from the older generation. 

Empirical Intergenerational Research Based on 
Williamson's (1981) Intergenerational Theory 

While intergenerational theories have been heavily 

utilized by clinicians, they have been virtually unexamined 

empirically. This has been primarily due to the fact that 

concepts used in intergenerational theories have not been 

operationalized as variables for empirical purposes. In 

1982, Williamson, Malone, and Bray formed a clinical research 

team in which they studied processes and outcomes of 

Williamson's (1981) intergenerational family therapy theory. 

From the research, they developed an instrument to measure 

the concepts from Williamson's theory. This instrument, the 

Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS-

Q; Bray, Williamson, & Malone, 1984a, 1984b), operationalizes 

the major concepts of intergenerational family theory into 

separate subscales for clinical and research use. It is a 

self-report measure of an individual's current perception of 

his or her intergenerational relationships, given that 

intergenerational theorists believe that perceptions of 

current family relationships are more accurate and more 

important than memories of how relationships were in the 

past. 
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The major concepts which reflect interactional behavior 

patterns that are assessed by the PAFS-Q include: 

(1) Individuation/fusion; (2) intimacy/isolation; 

(3) triangulation; and (4) intergenerational intimidation/ 

personal authority. The PAFS-Q measures these concepts in 

relation to the family of origin and the current nuclear 

family. 

All intergenerational family therapy theorists 

concentrate on the concept of individuation. This concept 

lies on one end of a bipolar continuum with fusion at the 

other. Individuation reflects an individual's ability to be 

autonomous and not emotionally controlled by others. It 

implies that a person is self-directed and is aware of his or 

her own boundaries. Fusion reflects an individual's 

inability to be autonomous in relationships, or take 

responsibility for oneself and one's own emotionality. 

Emotional fusion is associated with emotional reactivity in 

interactions, and undue caretaking (dependency) in 

interactions. Overall, individuation is theoretically 

associated with power equality, while fusion is associated 

with power inequality. 

Tntimacy is also a bipolar concept in that it lies on 

one end of the continuum with isolation at the other end of 

the continuum. Intimacy reflects an individual's voluntary 

choice to be close with another person while maintaining 

distinct personal boundaries (Williamson, 1981). It differs 
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from the concept of fusion in that fusion reflects an 

involuntary closeness that is devoid of boundaries. 

Williamson (1991) believes that intimacy includes trust, 

love, fondness, self-disclosure, commitment, and above all, a 

high level of individuation of the person involved. 

Theoretically, intimacy occurs more often in relationships 

with power equality than power inequality. 

The concept of triangulation is not viewed as a bipolar 

construct. Instead it is viewed as a process of handling 

fusion and tension in a dyad by engaging a third person into 

the relationship. Triangulation is closely related to fusion 

in that individuation is not maintained. However, it is 

different in that it occurs among three people instead of 

two. Triangulation involves a situation in which two people 

are more allied with each other, with the third person 

feeling as an outsider. This third person usually 

experiences tension and often feels "caught in the middle" 

between the two other people. Theoretically, triangulation 

is more associated with power inequality than power equality. 

Finally, intergenerational intimidation is seen as a 

bipolar concept in that it lies on one end of the continuum 

with personal authority at the other end. Intergenerational 

intimidation is seen by Williamson (1981) as reflecting an 

intergenerational power hierarchy in which the adult is 

dependent upon his or her parents, and regards his or her 

parents as the primary component of his/her self-conception. 
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High intergenerational intimidation prevents individuals from 

becoming autonomous and fully responsible for their emotional 

and physical well-being. Intimidation is theoretically more 

associated with power inequality than power equality. 

Personal authority lies at the other end of the continuum and 

is seen as a set of interpersonal skills, interactional 

patterns, and general way of behaving in relationships that 

reflects both connection and differentiation (intimacy and 

individuation) (Bray et al., 1984b). It reflects an 

individual's ability to exercise control over his or her own 

emotional well-being and personal health. Further, it 

implies that an individual can relate as a peer to his or her 

parents or to his or her spouse. In other words, personal 

authority is theoretically more related to power equality 

than power inequality. 

Conceptually, based upon Williamson's descriptions of 

the key intergenerational concepts, it appears as if the 

bipolar concept of individuation/fusion is the central 

concept, with intimacy/isolation, triangulation, and 

intimidation/personal authority as concepts that include the 

idea or process of individuation in their meaning. In other 

words, individuation is included in the definition of 

intimacy, triangulation, and intimidation. In fact, there 

does not seem to be any difference between Williamson's 

(1981, 1982a, 1982b, 1991) definitions of intergenerational 

intimidation and fusion. Conceptually, intimidation appears 
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to be the same construct as fusion. Further, personal 

authority does not seem to be a unique concept. Instead, it 

incorporates both intimacy and individuation. It is also 

described as being on one end of a continuum with 

intimidation on the other. However, empirically, personal 

authority and intimidation are measured as separate 

constructs. Finally, three out of the four concepts are 

described as bipolar concepts (individuation/fusion, 

intimacy/isolation, intimidation/personal authority), while 

only one concept (triangulation) is not described in a 

bipolar manner. More empirical information is needed with 

regard to the construct validity of the PAFS-Q. 

Empirically, Bray et al.'s published works on the 

Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire (PAFS-

Q) (i.e., 1984a, 1984b) reveal different types of information 

regarding the intergenerational concepts. In Bray et al.'s 

initial (1984a) study, questionnaire items were conceptually 

grouped into seven scales: (1) spousal individuation/fusion; 

(2) intergenerational individuation/fusion; (3) spousal 

intimacy/isolation; (4) intergenerational intimacy/isolation; 

(5) nuclear family triangulation; (6) intergenerational 

triangulation; (7) intergenerational intimidation/personal 

authority. After evaluating the internal consistency of the 

scales and test-retest reliabilities, the authors decided to 

add 18 items to comprise a new scale labeled "personal 

authority." Bray et al. (1984a, 1984b) stated that these 18 
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items reflect interactions that require both intimacy and 

individuation. Thus, it is not clear empirically or 

theoretically whether or not personal authority is a bipolar 

construct with intergenerational intimidation at the other 

end of the continuum, or if it is a continuous variable that 

has high scores at one pole and low scores at the other pole. 

If personal authority is a continuous variable, then 

intergenerational intimidation would also seem to be a 

continuous variable with high scores at one pole and low 

scores at the other pole. In the final version of the PAFS-Q 

(Bray et al., 1984b), however, eight scales are included and 

introduced as "nonoverlapping" and distinct scales. On the 

other hand. Bray et al. (1984b) continue to describe the 

concepts of personal authority and intergenerational 

intimidation as being situated on the same continuum 

(although they are introduced operationally as 

"nonoverlapping" and distinct scales). 

Since the Personal Authority in the Family System 

Questionnaire (PAFS-Q) was developed in 1984, Bray et al. 

(1984a) have been the only researchers who have factor 

analyzed the scales, although other researchers have utilized 

the questionnaire (i.e., Anderson & Fleming, 1986a; 1986b; 

Fleming & Anderson, 1986; Harvey & Bray, 1991; Harvey et al., 

1991). Further, when factor analyzing the 132-item 

questionnaire. Bray et al. (1984a) used a sample of 400 

nonclinical volunteers. This was not large enough of a 
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sample to conduct such an analysis. Bray et al. (1984a) 

assumed that the scales of the PAFS-Q were correlated 

empirically and theoretically and, therefore, they chose an 

oblique rotation over an orthogonal rotation. Several items 

from each of the separate scales had factor loadings on two 

different factors. Bray et al. (1984a) chose to place 

overlapping items on the factor with the highest loading. 

Based on scree tests conducted by the authors, it was 

concluded that there were eight unique factors. In addition, 

the authors conducted a second-order factor analysis on the 

eight unit-weighted factor scores from the initial factor 

analyses. The authors found three higher-order factors with 

eigenvalues greater than one. 

The first higher-order factor contained 

intergenerational individuation, intergenerational intimacy, 

and personal authority. The authors stated that this result 

was consistent with the conceptualization of personal 

authority as requiring both individuation and intimacy. The 

second higher-order factor contained intergenerational 

intimidation and intergenerational triangulation, and spousal 

fusion/individuation. This factor would seem to represent 

the "negative" intergenerational concepts (or indicators.that 

reflect a lack of individuation). The third higher-order 

factor contained spousal intimacy and nuclear triangulation. 

Both concepts reflect interactional dynamics in the adult's 

family of procreation versus family of origin. On the whole, 
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further research needs to examine the validity of the PAFS-Q 

questionnaire. 

Since Williamson's (1981) approach is just one way to 

view intergenerational relationships, and since the PAFS-Q 

has not been extensively utilized, the Family of Origin Scale 

(Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy, Cochran, & Fine, 1985) will 

also be included in this study to assess the key 

intergenerational concept—individuation. The Family of 

Origin Scale is based on general family therapy 

intergenerational theory that focuses on the concept of 

individuation. The concept of individuation relects both 

autonomy and intimacy in one's family of origin. Thus, the 

Family of Origin Scale focuses on both autonomy and intimacy 

as concepts that are equally important in families, and the 

total score on the scale reflects one's level of 

individuation in his or her family of origin. Besides the 

PAFS-Q (Bray, Williamson, & Malone, 1984a, 1984b), the 

Family of Origin Scale (Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy, Cochran, 

& Fine, 1985) is the only other measure designed to measure 

family of origin dynamics in the field of marriage and family 

therapy. While the validity of the Family of Origin Scale 

has been debated in several studies (i.e., Lee, Gordon, & 

O'Dell, 1989; Mazer, Mangrum, Hovestadt, & Brashear, 1990), 

Gavin and Wamboldt (1992) conclude that the scale is 

reliable, valid, and useful if interpreted as reflecting 

subjective perceptions of an individual rather than objective 
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data on family functioning. Most intergenerational theorists 

believe that perceptions of one's family of origin are more 

important to an individual's subsequent relations than 

actual/objective facts about what happened in their family of 

origin. Overall, since all of the intergenerational family 

therapy theorists emphasize the concept of individuation in 

similar ways, one would expect to find a positive 

relationship between the two measures (PAFS-Q and Family of 

Origin Scale) with regard to individuation. 

With regard to the PAFS-Q, only a few empirical studies 

have been conducted that utilize the PAFS-Q to evaluate 

aspects of intergenerational theory (i.e., Anderson & 

Fleming, 1986a, 1986b; Bray, Harvey, & Williamson, 1987; 

Fleming & Anderson, 1986; Harvey & Bray, 1991; Harvey, Curry, 

& Bray, 1991). All of these studies evaluated the theory's 

predictive ability with regard to physical health, physical 

illness, and psychological health/distress in college-age and 

adult populations. Based on intergenerational theory, the 

current intergenerational relationships of an adult are 

predicted to have strong influences on the physical and 

psychological health of the adult and his or her spouse and 

offspring. 

Bray et al. (1987) investigated the connection between 

intergenerational dynamics and their relationship to life 

stress and physical health distress. Utilizing the PAFS-Q, 

the authors investigated a sample of adults from a clinical 
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population and a sample of nonclinical college students. In 

the adult sample, the PAFS-Q variables accounted for 53% of 

the variance in physical health distress, with the 

intergenerational variables contributing more variance than 

the nuclear family variables. In the college student sample, 

PAFS-Q variables were more predictive of physical health/ 

illness than was the predictor, life stress. 

In a subsequent study using the PAFS-Q, Harvey and Bray 

(1991) evaluated the influence of intergenerational variables 

on college students' health behaviors via a structural» 

equation analysis. The authors found that the degree of 

intergenerational individuation and intimacy directly 

influenced health-enhancing behaviors in the structural 

equation analysis, while intergenerational intimidation and 

fusion directly influenced the level of physical health 

distress. Overall, the intergenerational variables were 

found to indirectly influence psychological distress through 

their direct influence on intimacy and individuation in peer 

relationships. The intergenerational variables in 

combination accounted for the majority of the variance in 

health-enhancing behaviors/health distress and psychological 

health/distress. Overall, this study suggests that there is 

a positive relationship between an individual's level of 

individuation and the likelihood of that person to take 

personal responsibility for his or her psychological and 

physical well-being. 
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Harvey et al. (1991) conducted further research which 

extended the findings of the two previous studies. The 

authors evaluated the intergenerational model by using causal 

modeling and structural equation analysis in a sample of 

college-aged children and their middle-aged parents. Again, 

the association between intergenerational dynamics and 

psychological and physical health was investigated. The most 

significant predictors of health distress and psychological 

distress of mothers and fathers (college student's parents) 

were intergenerational individuation/fusion and spousal 

individuation/fusion. These predictors were more strongly 

related to physical health distress and psychological 

distress than to the predictor, life stress. The authors 

suggested that the unresolved conflict in the family of 

origin influences the development of physical distress 

symptoms. 

Consistent with intergenerational theory, Harvey et al. 

(1991) found a strong relationship between how mothers 

perceived intimacy and individuation in their relationships 

with their parents, and how these mothers' children perceived 

intimacy and individuation in the relationships with their 

parents. The intergenerational link was stronger for mothers 

and their children than for fathers and their children. In 

addition, both spouses appeared to have more life stress when 

their intimacy and individuation was low in their own 

marriage and nuclear family. Harvey et al. (1991) suggested 
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that if one improves the intimacy and individuation in the 

adult's family of origin, one could improve the intimacy and 

individuation in the adult's marriage or family. Overall, 

Harvey et al. (1991) found partial support for the 

intergenerational transmission of family patterns in that 

adults' interaction patterns with their parents with regard 

to individuation and intimacy were directly and indirectly 

associated with their interaction patterns with their 

children. 

In other research utilizing the PAFS-Q, Anderson and 

Fleming (1986a, 1986b) and Fleming and Anderson (1986) found 

an association between individuation and: healthy ego 

identity, high self-esteem, high levels of autonomy, and few 

health problems among college students. In addition, the 

findings of a study conducted by de Gruy et al. (1989) 

indicated an association between patient-reported health 

problems and high intergenerational and spousal fusion, high 

intergenerational triangulation, and low intergenerational 

and spousal intimacy. 

Finally, Bray, Williamson, and Malone (1986) used the 

PAFS-Q in their study that compared clients who participated 

in the intergenerational process to clients who participated 

in systems-oriented marital therapy. The findings indicated 

that the former group of clients reported a significantly 

greater increase in personal authority and a significant 

decrease in intergenerational triangulation than the latter 
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group of clients. The latter group, however, showed more 

positive change on the spousal intimacy scale than did the 

former group who participated in intergenerational therapy. 

This finding may be due to the fact that spouses became more 

individuated in intergenerational therapy and, therefore, may 

have stated their needs for the first time in the marital 

relationship in an effort to increase their control over 

their own destiny and well-being. This new-found autonomy 

could have contributed to the low scores on the spousal 

intimacy scale. 

None of the empirical studies mentioned analyzed the 

impact of gender on the PAFS-Q. Women have historically been 

the primary caregivers and attachment figures to their 

children, and have represented dependency and feelings of 

connectedness, while men have historically represented the 

idea of autonomy and separateness (Chodorow, 1978). Since 

the concept of individuation reflects both separateness/ 

autonomy and closeness/intimacy, and fusion indicates that 

there is too much connectedness, gender may impact PAFS-Q 

scores such that women score lower on the individuation scale 

than male. An analysis will be conducted in the present 

study to determine if there is a significant relationship 

between gender and the PAFS-Q scores such that it reveals the 

masculinization of the individuation concept. 

On the whole, these empirical studies have provided some 

support for Williamson's (1981) intergenerational theory and 
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its utility in predicting health and psychological 

functioning. These studies, however, have not specifically 

concentrated on the association between intergenerational 

interaction patterns and interaction patterns that deal with 

marital power. This association seems extremely important 

since the main thrust of Williamson's (1981) 

intergenerational theory is based on the assumption that 

there must be a renegotiation (balance) of power between 

adults and their parents in order for adults to be 

"psychological" adults. Without the redistribution (balance) 

of power between the generations, the adult is likely to act 

psychologically as a child in the marital relationship (i.e., 

manifested as dependency on spouse or rigid behavior to gain 

power in marital relationship to replace lack of power in 

intergenerational relationship with parents)(Williamson, 

1981) . In either form of child-like behavior, power 

inequality is predicted to emerge in the marital 

relationship. In fact, the main thrust of family therapy 

intergenerational theory in general is based on the assertion 

that interactional patterns between an individual and his or 

her family of origin will be perpetuated in all of the 

individual's relationships (Bowen, 1978). The association 

between intergenerational interaction patterns and marital 

interaction patterns that involve power is the main focus of 

the present study. 
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Conceptual Issues and Theoretical 
Background of Power 

Definitions n-F P̂ ŷf̂ r 

There has been much confusion in the power literature 

regarding the conceptualization of power due to the fact that 

four concepts have been usually interchanged: influence, 

dominance, power, and control. Influence is a descriptive 

term that refers to the fact that a person produces an effect 

or an outcome on another person (Huston, 1983). This is not 

an explanatory concept in that it just describes a process 

and there is no distinction between intentional motives or 

unintentional motives. Influence between two persons can be 

symmetrical or asymmetrical (Huston, 1983). On the other 

hand, dominance is a descriptive term that typically refers 

to an asymmetrical, hierarchical influence in relationships 

where the person at the top of the hierarchy has more 

freedom, resources, and privileges than the person on the 

bottom of the hierarchy (Gottman, 1979). 

Power is typically seen as influence with an additional 

component of intentionality. Power is usually defined as the 

ability of a person to produce intentional effects on another 

person (Huston, 1983; McDonald, 1980; Safilios-Rothschild, 

1970; Scanzoni, 1979b; Szinovacz, 1988). Power is an 

explanatory concept which is utilized to explore the 

intentions of an individual (Huston, 1983). Power is usually 

discussed as an ability possessed by an individual, one which 

may or may not be exercised. Power which is not exercised 
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and remains as an ability cannot be measured directly 

(Szinovacz, 1988). However, many researchers have employed 

resource theory to investigate a person's resources that may 

determine his or her efficacy in exercising power (i.e.. 

Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Cromwell & Olson, 1975; Michel, 1967; 

Safilios-Rothschild, 1967). These resources have been 

referred to as power bases (Cromwell & Olson, 1975). 

Finally, power may be exercised behaviorally in order to 

gain desired personal or interpersonal outcomes. Often, 

behavioral moves orchestrated in an attempt to exercise power 

are referred to as control attempts (Blau, 1964; Thibaut & 

Kelley, 1959; Winter, 1973). Control attempts may be 

successful or unsuccessful, but control itself is actually a 

successful exercise of power (Szinovacz, 1988). Szinovacz 

(1988) interchanges the terms "control" and "exercised 

power." On the whole, power is an ability that one has to 

produce intended effects or outcomes on another person. 

Theoretical Issues 

Blood and Wolfe's (1960) publication of Husbands and 

wives laid the foundation for subsequent studies of power in 

the marital relationship. Blood and Wolfe (1960) utilized 

resource theory to investigate which individual in the 

marital relationship had the control of resources (e.g., 

education, financial resources) with regard to decision

making. Resource theory proposes that an individual has more 
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power than another individual if he or she contributes more 

resources to the marriage. Blood and Wolfe (1960) viewed one 

partner as having more power if he or she had the final say 

in family decisions. 

Blood and Wolfe's (1960) adaptation of resource theory 

seemed to pave a path away from the use of ideological theory 

(Herbst, 1952, 1954) to explain power. Ideological theory 

asserts that culture dictates who should have the most power 

in a relationship in terms of gender. For instance, if the 

cultural view is pervasively patriarchal, than men are deemed 

as having the most power in relationships. Resource theory 

initially was meant to serve as a means to allow for some 

flexibility in explaining power distributions. However, men 

have historically had more access to all types of culturally 

valued resources. 

Two theorists (Burr, 1973; Rodman, 1967, 1972) offered 

alternative ways to view resources and power in the marital 

relationship. Rodman's theory of resources in cultural 

context was developed after his investigation of resources 

and power in 11 different cultures. According to his theory, 

norms tend to moderate the effect that resources have on the 

power distribution. Rodman found that spouses who tended to 

accept marital egalitarian norms were spouses in upper- and 

middle-class marriages in modernizing cities which were 

shifting from patriarchy to egalitarianism. From Rodman's 

(1972) perspective, husbands in these upper- and 
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six bases of family power (e.g., normative authority, reward 

power, coercive power, expert power, referent power, and 

information power). Cromwell and Olson linked these power 

bases to sociological variables such as occupational status, 

economic status, and education. 

Power processeR refer to how an individual exercises 

power (i.e., strategies) as opposed to whether or not a 

person got his or her way (i.e., final-say in decision

making) . This latter concern refers to power outcomes. A 

power outcome refers to who actually exercises power (i.e., 

who wins or makes the final decision). Prior to Cromwell and 

Olson's (1975) work, the only power domain that was 

considered was power outcomes. Cromwell and Olson (1975) 

demonstrated that it was necessary to view power as a 

multidimensional construct. Since then, most researchers 

have utilized the social exchange perspective to investigate 

the many power issues in marital relationships (e.g., 

McDonald, 1980; Rollins & Bahr, 1976; Safilios-Rothschild, 

1976; Scanzoni, 1979a, 1979b). In addition, researchers 

have often incorporated the assertions of conflict theory in 

their examinations of marital power processes and outcomes 

(e.g., Scanzoni & Scanzoni, 1976; Sprey, 1979; Tedeschi & 

Lindskold, 1976). These assertions involve the prediction 

that conflict will be inevitable when an individual has 

normative authority but not power (ability to get one's way 

in the face of resistance). Some researchers (Broderick, 
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1975; Hill, 1971) have also utilized systems theory to 

investigate power. The theory, however, has not had a strong 

influence on the power literature. Most often, systems 

theory is explained in social exchange terms (McDonald, 

1980). In fact, the concept of power is usually debated by 

systems thinkers (i.e., Bosch, 1988; de Shazer, 1988; 

Deissler, 1988) in terms of the extent to which it is 

inherent in a system or it is a phenomenon that implies 

linear causality. 

Based on a feminist perspective, one of the primary 

problems in the way that power has been conceptualized 

involves the fact that theorists seem to accept the notion 

that men and women have equal access to resources. The 

notion underlying these theories (e.g.. Burr, 1973; Rodman, 

1967, 1972) is that if women try hard enough, then they can 

have the same resources as men have. The bottom line, 

however, is that in all resource categories (i.e., money, 

education, time, legal rights, employment, etc.), men have 

more access to resources (Lipps, 1988). When women attempt 

to increase their access to resources, they are considered to 

have behaved inappropriately because they are violating 

society's established norms. If they attain resources, their 

resources are not considered to be legitimate. Overall, both 

men and women have come to believe that men should have power 

and be superior, while women should be less powerful than men 

(Lipps, 1988). 
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with regard to conflict theory, opposition between 

groups occurs because certain social groups benefit in our 

society while other social groups are deprived. In 

particular, men benefit and women are enslaved (Rapp, 1982). 

Both men and women have come to believe that it is more 

beneficial to society if men wield power as opposed to women. 

Men perpetuate these beliefs and convince women that male 

dominance is legitimate by sending various public messages. 

Two in particular are that: (1) women who work outside of 

the home neglect their children; and (2) women desire 

children more than men and are better equipped to care for 

children than men (Polatnick, 1985). These messages serve as 

barriers to careers for women (Polatnick, 1985). These 

messages also help to keep women out of positions that might 

gain them economic and political power. Even when women work 

outside of the home, they still do the majority of household 

labor when they get home (Lipps, 1988) . They work double-

time, and this also prevents them from gaining resources in 

the outside world. Men have more time to accumulate social 

resources. In fact, men also have more time to be able to 

view their alternatives outside of marriage (Lipps, 1988). 

Based on the exchange theory, which is used to explain power 

differentials, persons with more alternatives wield more 

power (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 

Overall, marriage mirrors society's power differentials 

with regard to gender. Males come to have status, prestige, 
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and power by virtue of being male (Lipps, 1988). 

Consequently, it is not useful to define and examine the 

concept of power in terms of intentionality. Males do not 

have to intentionally try to gain power. They produce an 

effect or outcome on females automatically by being males 

(Lipps, 1988). Power researchers (e.g.. Blood & Wolfe, 1960; 

Centers, Raven, & Rodrigues, 1971) investigate the concept of 

power, however, by exploring an individual's intentions 

and/or final-say in decisions. Researchers do talk about 

dominance, but as something different than power (Lipps, 

1988). In addition, power researchers do not discuss the 

sex/gender system in terms of dominance (hierarchical 

influence) or power (Lipps, 1988). They typically discuss 

dominance in terms of the parent-child relationship. The 

majority of power researchers assume that males and females 

have equal access to resources, and then they proceed to 

investigate who has the most power in a relationship by way 

of "intentional" influence (Lipps, 1988). If one assumes 

that women are oppressed and do not have direct access to 

resources, then the question "who has the most power in a 

relationship?" becomes meaningless and insignificant. 

Operationally, power researchers have continually used a 

variation of Blood and Wolfe's (1960) measure of power (i.e., 

"who has the most power in a marital relationship?"). This 

question is typically asked in a general form by combining 

all areas of the marriage (i.e., "taken all things into 
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consideration, who has the most power?"), or it is asked in 

relation to specific items (i.e., "with regard to finances, 

who has the most power?"). When the question refers to 

specific items, these items almost always reflect traditional 

male domains (i.e., finances, occupational choices, etc.). 

These domains are resources that are outside of the family. 

The concept of power has been masculinized in that it has 

been viewed exclusively from a macro-level perspective (i.e., 

resources outside of the family) (Kranichfeld, 1987). Power 

is never viewed from a micro-level perspective with regard to 

defining it in terms of connectedness skills within the 

family. In other words, if power was defined as relational 

skills, then women have a great deal of power. Instead, 

power typically has been investigated in terms of decision

making in political and economic areas which men have 

dominated. Even in the family, women tend to take care of 

the household responsibilities, but men still retain power 

over the important family decisions (Polatnick, 1983). These 

decisions are what power researchers typically are interested 

in, not relational skills. 

Researchers interested in the concept of power have 

begun to investigate interactional patterns in the marital 

relationship as opposed to decision-making. Gottman (197 9) 

focused on the affective communications between husbands and 

wives, and conceptualized power as asymmetry in 

predictability of affective response. For instance, if a 
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husband's response was more predictable than a wife's 

response, then the wife would be considered more powerful 

(dominant) in that sequence. Such predictability or 

asymmetry was viewed by Gottman (1979) as a rigid, 

hierarchical power structure, typically found in distressed 

marriages. On the other hand, symmetry was characteristic of 

nondistressed marriages with an egalitarian and unpredictable 

power structure. Likewise, Bateson (1972) looked at the 

power structures that exist in marital relationships, but 

concluded that three marital interaction styles exist. He 

viewed complementary (exchange of opposite behavior) and 

symmetrical (exchange of similar behavior) interactions as 

styles which are associated with rigidity and predictability 

(power imbalance)(what Gottman [1979] calls "asymmetry"). An 

example of a complementary relationship might be if one 

partner attempts to dominate, while the other partner does 

not. An example of a symmetrical relationship might be if 

both partners attempt to dominate the other and compete. 

Further, he viewed parallel interactions (exchanging 

variations of different behavior) as associated with more 

adaptability, flexibility, and power egalitarianism (power 

balance)(what Gottman [1979] calls "symmetry"). An example 

of a parallel relationship might be if both partners avoid 

dominating the other and work to compromise. 

Overall, Bateson's work on marital interaction styles 

has not been included in the power literature. It typically 
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has been categorized in the interaction/communication 

literature. However, based on feminist principles, 

communication is a resource that is central to women's 

concerns and it should be included in power analyses. 

The conceptual focus of the present study is on 

perceptions of behavioral aspects of power. Power is 

conceptualized as asymmetry in affective response. 

Specifically, individuals will report on their interaction 

patterns (relational skills) in their marital relationship (P 

on P X O; Person reporting on Person X Other). Thus, the 

unit of analysis is the individual. Specifically, the 

individual's perceptions of his or her relationship is the 

focus. This study will investigate power in terms of 

Bateson's (1972) three marital interaction styles: 

complementary (predictable), symmetrical (predictable), and 

parallel (unpredictable). Specifically, individuals' reports 

of behavioral patterns in their marital relationship will 

reflect their primary marital interaction style. 

Existing Power Asymmetry/Symmetry Research 

Empirically, power researchers have consistently used 

some version of Blood and Wolfe's (1960) "final-say" measure 

of power (i.e., decision-making). Both self-report and 

observational studies have continually focused on macro-level 

issues (i.e., resources outside the family) (Kranichfeld, 

1987). Power researchers have largely ignored micro-level 
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issues in that they have not viewed power in terms of 

connectedness or relational skills within the family 

(Kranichfeld, 1987). Micro-level issues need to be included 

in power analyses in order to capture some of women's power. 

Although Bateson's (1972) conceptual work on marital 

interaction styles has typically been included in the 

interaction/communication literature and not in the power 

literature, it involves relational skills that are central to 

women's concerns and should be included in studies of marital 

power. Since Bateson's (1972) work involves micro-level 

issues (i.e., resources inside the family), his work and 

related research will be considered in the present study. 

Overall, power researchers have generally focused on power at 

the macro-level, and women's power exists at the micro-level 

(Kranichfeld, 1987). 

Soon after Bateson's (1972) conceptual work involving 

the classification of the three marital power interaction 

styles (parallel, symmetrical, complementary), Scoresby 

(1975) developed an instrument (the Relationship Styles 

Inventory) to measure these distinct styles. Specifically, 

the instrument measures an individual's perception of his or 

her interaction style in a given relationship, thus assessing 

Bateson's three marital power interaction styles. An early 

study by Christensen and Scoresby (1975) found that there was 

a small amount of each of the three power interaction 

patterns in every marital relationship they measured, but one 
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of the patterns was more prevalent for each relationship. In 

other words, they found that each relationship differed 

substantially in terms of which pattern governed the 

relationship, as indicated by subjects' reports. 

In 1976, Scoresby and Christensen conducted another 

study in which they utilized their instrument (RSI) to 

identify marital styles. They tested clinic and nonclinic 

families to determine whether the two groups differed 

significantly in terms of perceived power interaction styles 

and found more reports of symmetrical and complementary 

patterns in the clinic sample and more reports of parallel 

patterns in the nonclinic sample. The clinic sample reported 

that they exchanged more opposite (complementary) and 

identical behavior (symmetrical) with their partners than 

those in the nonclinic sample. In addition, the nonclinic 

sample reported more family cohesion and expressiveness and 

less conflict than the clinic sample. Since the 

complementary and symmetrical patterns have been hypothesized 

to reflect rigidity and power imbalance (Bateson, 1972; 

Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974), the authors suggested 

that clinicians help couples to become more differentiated/ 

individuated in order to become more flexible, and to 

exchange parallel behaviors (e.g., sharing decisions, 

resolving problems through compromise) . The authors also 

noted that parallel behaviors reflect a healthy variation in 

communication. 
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Harper, Scoresby, and Boyce (1977) discussed the idea 

that a flexible style such as the parallel style may be 

related to an individual's cognitive functioning style (i.e., 

interpreting and organizing their world). Also, they 

suggested that the parallel style might be a higher logical 

type with regard to levels of abstraction than complementary 

or symmetrical styles, which appear to be of the same logical 

type. Further, they suggested that a person with low 

cognitive flexibility might view the world in a limited way 

and find it difficult to surpass their usual style of 

relating or organizing information. In fact, these people 

may have difficulty in producing behavioral alternatives and 

adapting to their changing environment. Overall, Harper et 

al.'s (1977) results supported the idea that the parallel 

style is a higher logical type which includes a greater 

variation of different exchanges (more cognitive categories) 

than the complementary or symmetrical style. This makes it 

possible for an individual to generate more behavioral 

alternatives. 

In 1985, Tyndall and Lichtenberg followed Harper et 

al.'s (1977) work and investigated the relationship between 

spouses' cognitive styles and their perceptions of their 

marital power interaction style. Tyndall and Lichtenberg 

suggested that persons lower in cognitive complexity (as 

indicated by three measures: Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale 

[Budner, 1962]; the Category Width Scale [Pettigrew, 1958— 
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revised by Vannoy, 1965]; and the Bieri Modified Role 

Construct Test [Bieri, 1955, 1966]) would perceive themselves 

as having fewer behavioral alternatives available to them and 

would, therefore, exchange more rigid behaviors 

(complementary or symmetrical styles). In contrast, persons 

with greater cognitive complexity were suggested to have a 

greater degree of differentiation and would most likely 

perceive themselves as having more behavioral alternatives. 

These people were hypothesized to exchange more flexible 

behaviors (parallel style). 

In a sample of nonclinic married couples, Tyndall and 

Lichtenberg (1985) empirically found that the three marital 

power interaction styles could be predicted mainly from 

spouses' scores on the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale. 

Specifically, complementarity and symmetry were predicted by 

high intolerance of ambiguity scores. On the other hand, 

those who were more tolerant of ambiguity tended to have 

higher parallel scores. The intolerance of ambiguity measure 

was viewed as reflective of cognitive flexibility. The 

findings of this study suggest that a person who is not 

cognitively flexible and has rigid values and thoughts about 

the world is not likely to adapt to a changing world. 

Further, this person is likely to exchange more rigid 

behaviors in a marital relationship, reflecting a power 

imbalance. In a related way, intergenerational theory posits 

that if a person is not individuated in his or her family of 
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(1976) involves communication/relational skills and since 

they talk explicitly about power inequality/equality, their 

work should be included in the power literature. However, 

since Scoresby and Christensen's (1976) instrument (RSI) has 

not been utilized by power researchers, a second power 

measure. Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) "final-say" 

measure, will be utilized in this study to assess marital 

power. Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) power measure is 

a modified version of Blood and Wolfe's (1960) "final say" 

power measure which continues to be the most widely used 

instrument for assessing power in the family. This 

instrument focuses on decision-making in the family. 

Although the instrument emphasizes macro-level issues (i.e., 

resources outside of the family) and the RSI emphasizes 

micro-level issues (i.e., relational skills within the 

family), there should be a positive association between 

parallel relationship styles on the RSI and power equality on 

the "final say" power measure. 

Conclusions 

Overall, power research in general has been limited due 

to the fact that there have been difficulties in 

conceptualization, operationalization, and theoretical 

specificity—as a whole, it is not a coherent body of 

literature. Instead, variables have often been selected with 

no theoretical rationale or a very limited one (e.g., 
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resource theory). Consequently, the results from many power 

studies are largely uninterpretable. 

Marital power has consistently been studied by combining 

psychological, sociological, and family science theories and 

research. In all of the marital power literature, however, 

information on power in the marital relationship has solely 

been limited to investigations regarding the power bases of 

each partner, the power processes or interactional strategies 

used by each partner, and the outcome of each partner on a 

given variable (i.e., decision-making) (e.g.. Blood & Wolfe, 

1960; Centers, Raven, & Rodrigues, 1971; Conklin, 1979; 

Corrales, 1975; Falbo, 1977; Gray-Little, 1982; Mack, 1978; 

Safilios-Rothschild, 1967, 1970; Szinovacz, 1978; Ten Houten, 

1970; Willie, 1976). No research investigates marital power 

intergenerationally by probing into each partner's 

perceptions that reflect their beginnings—family of origin. 

The main thrust of family therapy intergenerational theory is 

based on the assertion that interactional patterns between an 

individual and his or her family of origin will be 

perpetuated in all of the individual's relationships (Bowen, 

1978). Based on this, it seems important to investigate the 

association between individuals' perceptions that reflect 

their beginnings and individuals' perceptions that reflect 

marital power relations. This study will take a new 

direction in terms of investigating marital power from an 

intergenerational perspective. 
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In addition to exploring intergenerational factors, this 

study will also widen the lenses to include micro-level power 

issues as well as macro-level power issues. Traditionally, 

power researchers have assumed that males and females have 

equal access to resources (Lipps, 1988). They have not 

recognized that women have been oppressed and that they do 

not have direct access to resources. Consequently, power 

researchers have concentrated on macro-level issues (i.e., 

resources outside of the family used in decision-making, 

etc.) and masculinized the concept of power (Kranichfeld, 

1987) . Traditionally, the concept of power has not been 

viewed from a micro-level perspective with regard to defining 

it in terms of connectedness skills or relational skills 

within the family (Kranichfeld, 1987). Relational skills 

such as communication/interaction are resources that are 

central to women's concerns and should be included in power 

analyses (Kranichfeld, 1987). In utilizing Bateson's (1972) 

work on marital interaction patterns, the present study 

emphasizes micro-level issues when considering power dynamics 

in the marriage. Further, this study also emphasizes micro-

level issues when considering intergenerational power 

dynamics (relational skills within the family of origin) as 

they relate to marital power dynamics. 

The present study will investigate the relationship 

Detween individuals' perceptions of their intergenerational 

relationships and their perceptions of their marital power 
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interaction style. Specifically, this research will examine 

major intergenerational variables (individuation, intimacy. 

triangulation, intimiHai-ir>Ŷ ^ and personal authority) and 

their association with the three marital power interaction 

patterns (comPlftmentflry, svmmetrinal ̂  and parallel) discussed 

by Bateson (1972). 

Hypotheses 

Four groups of hypotheses will be tested. The first 

group of hypotheses will formally test assumptions implicit 

in Williamson's (1981) intergenerational theory, including 

measurement issues. The second group of hypotheses will 

examine group differences with regard to marital power 

interaction styles on intergenerational variables, cognitive 

flexibility (intolerance of ambiguity), and perceptions of 

power equality. The third group of hypotheses will 

investigate the relationship between the two 

intergenerational measures. The final group of hypotheses 

will investigate whether or not there are group differences 

on cognitive flexibility (intolerance of ambiguity) with 

regard to intergenerational variables, as suggested in 

intergenerational theory. Intergenerational theory implies 

that one's level of individuation in his/her family of origin 

is reflected in one's marriage. Based on intergenerational 

theory, a person who is highly individuated should be more 

cognitively flexible and, thus more likely to engage in a 
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parallel marital interaction style, as opposed to a 

complementary or symmetrical style. 

I. (a) Intergenerational individuation scores will be 

positively correlated with intergenerational intimacy. 

(b) Intergenerational individuation scores will be 

positively correlated with personal authority. 

(c) Intergenerational individuation scores will be 

negatively correlated with intergenerational intimidation. 

(d) Intergenerational individuation scores will be 

negatively correlated with high levels of intergenerational 

triangulation. 

(e) Individuals who are 30 years of age or older will 

report greater levels of intergenerational individuation and 

personal authority than individuals who are younger than 30 

years of age. 

II. (a) Individuals with parallel marital interaction 

styles will report more intergenerational individuation, 

intergenerational intimacy, and personal authority, and less 

intergenerational intimidation and triangulation than 

individuals with complementary or symmetrical marital 

Interaction styles. 

(b) Individuals with parallel marital interaction 

styles will report higher scores on the Family of Origin 

Scale and Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) power scale, 

md lower scores on the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale than 
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individuals with complementary or symmetrical marital 

interaction styles. 

III. Scores on the Family of Origin Scale will be 

positively correlated with the scores on the intimacy, 

individuation, and personal authority PAFS-Q 

intergenerational subscales and negatively correlated to the 

scores on the intimidation and triangulation PAFS-Q 

intergenerational subscales. 

IV. Individuals with high scores on intergenerational 

intimacy, individuation, and personal authority, and lower 

scores on triangulation and intimidation will report less 

intolerance of ambiguity than individuals with low scores on 

intimacy, individuation, and personal authority, and high 

scores on triangualation and intimidation. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Subjects 

Subjects included individuals who are Texas Tech main 

campus employees and Health Sciences Center employees. A 

master list of all employees who are married was obtained 

from the Texas Tech Directory. A non-probability sample of 

436 married employees (167 males and 2 69 females) returned 

questionnaires. The overall response rate was 62%. The race 

of the subjects included (85.1% [ii=371] white, 5.5% [ii=21] 

black, 6.7% [ii=29] Mexican American, 2.1% [ii=9] Asian, .9% 

[ll=4] Native American, .5% [ii=2] other). Subjects reported 

an average number of years married of 18.29 years (2^=12.68) 

and an average number of years of education past high school 

of 4.6 years fSD=3.39). Income was widely distributed among 

subjects (3.67% [ii=16] 0-10,000, 11.2% [ii=49] 10,001-20,000, 

19.7% [IL=86] 20,001-30,000, 48.85% [ii=213] 30,001-40,000, 

16.5% [11=72] 40,001 and up) . 

There was a wide range of present contact with mother 

among the subjects (66.97% [ii=292] at least once a month, 

8.0% [11=35] once every six months, 2.98% [ii=13] at least once 

a year, 22.0% [ii=96] less than once a year), and a wide range 

of present contact with father (47.2% [ii=206] at least once a 

month, 9.86% [ii=43] once every six months, 2.75% [ii=12] at 

least once a year, 40.1% [ll=175] less than once a year). 
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Subjects were almost all high school graduates (98.6% [ii=430] 

high school graduates, 1.38% [a=6] not high school 

graduates), and mostly in their first marriage (83.49% 

tn=364] first marriage, 16.5% [ii=72] not first marriage). In 

addition, most of the subjects do not currently receive 

finances from either parent (3.9% [ii=17] do receive finances, 

96.1% [11=419] do not receive finances) . The majority of the 

subjects' mothers are currently alive (77.1% [ii=336] mother 

not deceased, 22.9% [ii=100] mother deceased), and the 

majority of the subjects' fathers are currently alive (58.7% 

[11=256] father not deceased, 41.3% [ii=180] father deceased). 

Also, most of the subjects' parents are not divorced (91.1% 

[11=397] parents not divorced, 8.9% [ii=39] parents divorced), 

and most of the subjects have never been to therapy (69.95% 

[11=305] never been to therapy, 30.1% [n=131] been to 

therapy). The mean age of the sample was 42.85 (211=12.29). 

Procedures 

Phone calls were initially made to each Texas Tech 

married employee (ii=600) in order to ask them to participate 

in this study and fill out a questionnaire. A questionnaire 

was then sent out through campus mail to those employees-who 

had agreed to fill out the questionnaire. In addition, a 

questionnaire and cover letter that asked for participation 

was sent to each teaching assistant (ii=100) in the College of 

Human Sciences. Although teaching assistants are Texas Tech 
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employees, they were not listed in the Texas Tech Directory 

Each employee was asked to complete their questionnaire and 

send it back through campus mail to the investigator. 

Anonymity was ensured since the subjects were told to send 

the questionnaire back to the investigator without any 

identification on it, and the voluntary nature of the study 

was emphasized. Two weeks after the questionnaires were 

mailed out, follow-up letters were mailed to employees as 

reminders. 

Measures 

The questionnaire included six sections: (1) a 

demographic questionnaire; (2) the Personal Authority in the 

Family System Questionnaire (PAFS-Q)(Bray, Malone, & 

Williamson, 1984a, 1984b); (3) the Relationship Styles 

Inventory (RSI)(Christensen & Scoresby, 1975); (4) the 

Family of Origin Scale (Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy, Cochran, 

& Fine, 1985); (5) Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues's (1971) 

Power Measure; and (6) the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale 

(Budner, 1962). 

Demnaraphir Questionnaire 

Multiple choice and fill-in-the-blank items were used to 

obtain demographic data such as age, race, and gender, 

dumber of marriage, length of marriage, income level, 

educational level, level of financial support received from 
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parents, level of contact with parents, and past therapy 

experience were assessed to give a demographic profile of the 

sample as a whole. Finally, individuals were asked whether 

or not either one of their parents are deceased or if they 

are divorced. 

Personal Authority in l-ĥ  ̂ fimJIy 
Svstem Questionnaire rp&F<̂ -Q) 

The Personal Authority in the Family System 

Questionnaire (PAFS-Q) (items 1 to 87 on questionnaire in 

Appendix A), developed by Bray, Williamson, and Malone 

(1984a, 1984b), is a self-report measure that assesses 

interaction features of specific key concepts in 

intergenerational family therapy theory. Each concept is 

operationalized by a separate subscale. There are three 

versions of the PAFS-Q. Version A is for adults with 

children to assess three generations. Version B is for 

adults with or without children, and it only measures two 

generations (adults and their parents). Finally, Version C 

is a modification of Version B for college students, older 

adolescents, and young adults. This study will utilize 

Version B since the intergenerational focus is on adults and 

their parents. 

The PAFS-Q (Version B) contains 122 items grouped into 

seven "non-overlapping" scales representing seven different 

53 



constructs (Bray et al. 1984a): (1) spousal individuation/ 

fusion (20 items); (2) intergenerational individuation/ 

fusion (8 items); (3) spousal intimacy (11 items); 

(4) intergenerational intimacy (25 items); 

(5) intergenerational family triangulation (11 items); 

(6) intergenerational intimidation (24 items); and 

(7) personal authority (18 items). For purposes of this 

study, only the intergenerational scales will be utilized. 

All items are rated on 5-point Likert scales. Higher scale 

scores indicate more individuation, more intimacy, more 

personal authority, less triangulation, and less 

intimidation. 

The PAFS-Q was standardized on nonclinical and clinical 

samples (Bray & Harvey, 1989; Bray et al., 1984a, 1984b, 

1986, 1987) . Means and standard deviations for these samples 

are provided in the manual (Bray et al., 1984b). The PAFS-Q 

has been tested for reliability in several studies with 

clinic and nonclinic samples. In a nonclinic sample (N=90), 

Bray et al. (1984a) found that the alpha coefficients 

(Cronbach's alpha) ranged from .82 to .95 at a first testing 

and from .80 to .95 at a second testing, with respective 

alpha means of .90 and .89. For empirically derived factors, 

internal consistency coefficients ranged from .74 to .96 

(N=400; Bray et al., 1984a). 

With respect to validity. Bray, Williamson, and Malone 

(1984a, 1984b) assessed content, concurrent, and construct 
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validity and found overall support for the validity of the 

PAFS-Q. They correlated the PAFS-Q with other measures of 

family functioning (i.e., FACES I, Olson, Bell, & Portner, 

1978; DAS, Spanier, 1976) and found unique aspects of family 

functioning in the PAFS-Q regarding individuation that are 

not assessed in the other cited measures. In addition, 

further validity studies are presently being conducted to 

compare the PAFS-Q scales with behavioral observations of 

families (Williamson, 1991). 

Relationship Styles Inventory (RST) 

Christensen and Scoresby (1975) developed this measure 

(items lb to 36b on questionnaire in Appendix A) to assess 

the degree to which individuals report the occurrence of 

behaviors characteristic of parallel, complementary, and 

symmetrical interaction styles in their marriage. There are 

36 multiple-choice items with three possible answers that 

assess four variables that are common to all of the marital 

interaction styles: (1) decision-making; (2) control and the 

use of power; (3) change and stability; and (4) information 

processing. Each of these multiple-choice answers reflects a 

marital interaction style. Further, each subject receives a 

separate parallel, symmetrical, and complementary score, with 

a maximum score of 36 in each. Scoresby (1975) notes that 

although there is a small amount of each of the three 

interaction patterns in every marital relationship, only one 
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will be prevalent. Further, Scoresby (1975) notes that 

scores over 18 in one area means that that area is the 

dominant functioning mode. For instance, if an individual 

receives a 20 in the complementary style, a 10 in the 

symmetrical style, and a 6 in the parallel style, then that 

individual is put into the complementary group. All 

individuals will be put into one of the three groups 

(complementary, symmetrical, or parallel) . Based on the 

theoretical literature (i.e., Bateson, 1972), the 

complementary and symmetrical styles are viewed as being 

equally dysfunctional, rigid, and predictable, and thus, the 

two categories are typically combined into one group. For 

the main analyses in the present study, the complementary and 

symmetrical categories will be combined into one group. 

Scoresby (1975) reported test-retest reliabilities with 

married couples (clinical and clinical) at an eight-week 

interval (complementary .76, symmetrical .95, and parallel 

.93). In addition, Scoresby (1975) conducted a contingency 

correlation test between judges' ratings and subjects' scores 

on each interaction type to assess validity. Correlation 

coefficients ranged from .48 to .88. 

Family of Origin Scale 

Hovestadt, Anderson, Piercy, Cochran, and Fine (1985) 

developed this measure (items la to 40a on questionnaire in 

Appendix A) to assess levels of autonomy and intimacy in 
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one's family of origin. The concepts of autonomy and 

intimacy are operationalized into two self-enumerated scales. 

The Family of Origin Scale contains 40 items (20 items on 

autonomy subscale and 20 items on intimacy subscale) that 

require subjects to rate their agreement or disagreement with 

each item on a 5-point Likert scale. For each item, the most 

healthy response receives a score of 5, while the least 

healthy response receives a score of 1. Scores range from 40 

to 200, with the highest being 100 on each construct 

(autonomy and intimacy). 

The Family of Origin Scale was standardized on a 

nonclinical sample (N=278) (Hovestadt et al., 1985). A test-

retest coefficient of .97 was obtained on a smaller sample 

(N=41), with test-retest coefficients ranging from .39 to .88 

on autonomy subscale and test-retest coefficients ranging 

from .46 to .87 on intimacy subscale. A Cronbach's alpha of 

.75 and a standardized item alpha of .97 were obtained on 

another sample (N=116) in an independent study. With regard 

to validity, the authors assessed content and construct 

validity and found support for the validity of the Family of 

Origin Scale. 

Centers. P^^r^n. and RodrJgues'S 
nQ71) Poyî r- Measure 

Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) developed this 

measure (items Id to 14d on Questionnaire in Appendix A) to 
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assess decision-making power in the marriage. Centers, 

Raven, and Rodrigues (1971) modified Blood and Wolfe's (1960) 

"final say" power measure by adding items that were more 

representative of feminine decision-making areas. Blood and 

Wolfe's (1960) power measure consisted of 8 items that 

overrepresented traditional masculine decision-making areas. 

Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues's (1971) power measure consists 

of 14 questions about who makes decisions in the marriage. 

Subjects answer on a 5-point Likert scale, answers ranging 

from "husband always, "wife always," "husband more than 

wife," "wife more than husband," and "husband and wife 

exactly the same," These are weighted 1 to 5, respectively, 

with higher scores indicating more marital power equality. 

While Blood and Wolfe's (1960) "final say" power measure 

and modifications of it, such as Centers, Raven, and 

Rodrigues's (1971) power measure, continue to be the most 

widely used self-report measure in the power research, few 

studies test for reliability via Cronbach's alpha. Allen and 

Straus (1984) found that overall alpha coefficients were .65 

and higher for the "final say" power measure in nonclinic 

samples in United States and India. Further reliability 

testing will need to be conducted in this study on Centers, 

Raven, and Rodrigues's (1971) "final say" power items before 

any formal hypothesis testing. 

With regard to validity, there have been many problems 

with "final say" power measures. Turk and Bell (1972) 
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compared nine major measures of power including "final say" 

measures in nonclinic families and found that the measures 

were not significantly related to each other. Several other 

researchers (i.e.. Hill, 1965; Kenkel, 1963; Levinger, 1963; 

Olson, 1969; Olson & Rabunsky, 1972) have also failed to find 

support for the validity of "final say" power measures. This 

is due to the fact that there is no one definition of power. 

Intolerance of Ambiguity .Soale (TA) 

Budner (1962) developed this measure (items Ic to 16c on 

questionnaire in Appendix A) to assess the degree to which 

individuals find it difficult to cognitively represent an 

unfamiliar configuration of social stimuli using their 

typical methods for organizing their environment. Budner 

(1962) has found this measure to correlate positively with 

dogmatism, conventionality, authoritarianism, and positive 

attitude toward censureship. The Intolerance of Ambiguity 

Scale contains 16 items that require subjects to rate their 

preference of statements reflecting situations of varying 

degrees of ambiguity. Eight of the items are worded 

positively, while eight are worded negatively. Each item is 

rated on a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from +3 ("strongly 

agree") to -3 ("strongly disagree"). The scale is scored by 

assigning a score of 7 for "strongly agree" (+3), 6 for 

"moderately agree" (+2), and so on for positively worded 

items. Then, subjects do the reverse for negatively worded 
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items. Scores range from 16 to 112, with higher scores 

reflecting more intolerance of ambiguity. 

The lA was standardized on 17 nonclinical samples 

(N=947) (Budner, 1962). The lA was tested for reliability 

via Cronbach's alpha. While the reliabilities were low 

(M=.49), Budner (1962) reported that this may be due to the 

fact that the concept itself is complex and multidimensional. 

One sample (N=15), however, was given the lA twice, with a 

test-retest correlation of .85. 

With respect to validity, Budner (1962) assessed 

content, construct, and criterion-oriented validity and found 

overall support for the validity of the lA. Budner (1962) 

correlated the lA scale with other measures of Intolerance of 

Ambiguity (i.e.. Coulter Scale; Walk Scale; Princeton Scale) 

and found unique aspects of ambiguity intolerance. 

Analyses 

Cronbach's alpha was employed to test the reliability of 

all scales on the sample of married individuals before 

further analyses. Table 1 provides the standardized item 

alphas for each scale. All of the intergenerational scales 

except individuation had alphas over .90, thus indicating 

very good reliability. The alpha for the Individuation Scale 

was not as high (.79), but it was a good reliability 

estimate. The Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale and the Power 

60 



Scale both had reasonable reliabilities, .70 and .73, 

respectively. 

With regard to Hypotheses la-Id, correlations were 

calculated to investigate the predicted associations. In 

terms of Hypothesis le, two one-way ANOVAS, in which the 

intergenerational individuation scale score and the personal 

authority scale score were each a separate dependent 

variable, were conducted to investigate whether or not there 

are significant age (over 30 years of age versus under 30 

years of age) effects. 

With regard to Hypotheses Ila and lib, eight separate 

one-way ANOVAS in which the five PAFS-Q subscale scores, the 

Family of Origin Scale scores, the Intolerance of Ambiguity 

Scale scores, and the Power Scale scores were separate 

dependent variables, were conducted to investigate whether or 

not there were significant differences between individuals 

with parallel marital interaction styles and individuals with 

complementary or symmetrical marital interaction styles. 

With regard to Hypothesis III, correlations were 

calculated to investigate the predicted associations. 

Finally, Hypothesis IV was tested via five separate one-way 

ANOVAS in which the intolerance of ambiguity score served as 

the dependent variable in order to investigate whether or not 

there were significant differences between high and low 

groups on the PAFS-Q intergenerational subscales. The high 

and low groups for each of the five subscales were determined 
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by median splits. Finally, exploratory analyses were 

conducted via one-way ANOVAS and 2(gender) x 2(marital 

interaction style) ANOVAS to determine the impact of gender 

on PAFS-Q subscale scores. The concept of individuation 

reflects both separation and connectedness, while fusion 

reflects too much connectedness. Since women have 

historically been the primary caregivers and attacliment 

figures to children, it is likely that they may have lower 

scores on the individuation scale on the PAFS-Q, thus 

reflecting more fusion. In addition, exploratory ANOVAS and 

ANCOVAS were conducted to examine the influence of the 

categorical and continuous demographic variables on the 

outcome variables (PAFS-Q subscales. Family of Origin Scale, 

Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, and Power Scale). 

Although ANOVAS were calculated on Hypotheses II-IV, 

theoretically, the independent and dependent variables could 

be interchanged since the goal of this study is to test the 

association between intergenerational variables and power 

variables. Therefore, discriminant analyses were also 

conducted to test whether or not the results were similar to 

the ANOVA results when independent and dependent variables 

were interchanged. The discriminant analyses yielded the 

same results as the results indicated by the ANOVAS. For 

this study, the results yielded by the ANOVAS were reported 

for convenience. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Ta-T<i 

Intergenerational individuation scores will be 

positively correlated with intergenerational intimacy scores, 

personal authority scores, and negatively correlated with 

intergenerational intimidation scores and triangulation 

scores. 

Pearson correlations were conducted to investigate the 

predicted associations. The findings indicated support for 

Hypotheses la-Id in that intergenerational individuation 

scores were positively correlated (.86, j;i<.001) with 

intergenerational intimacy scores and positively correlated 

(.80, ]̂ <.001) with personal authority scores. In addition, 

intergenerational individuation scores were negatively 

correlated (-.80, ii<.001) with intergenerational intimidation 

scores and negatively correlated (-.40, ii.<.001) with 

triangulation scores, as predicted. 

Hypothesis le 

Individuals who are 30 years of age and older will 

report greater levels of intergenerational individuation and 

personal authority than individuals who are younger than 30 

years of age. 
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Two one-way ANOVAS, in which the intergenerational 

individuation scale score and the personal authority scale 

score were separate dependent variables, were calculated. 

With regard to intergenerational individuation, a one-way 

ANOVA did not indicate a significant difference between 

individuals under age 30 (M=25.90, £12=8.04) and individuals 

30 years of age and older (M=27.48, SI1=7.90) 

(E(l,435)=2.61,ii=ns) . Likewise, with regard to personal 

authority, a one-way ANOVA also did not indicate a 

significant difference between individuals under age 

30(M=36.70, 211=13.28) and individuals 30 years of age and 

older (M=39.50, 211=12 .33) (£(1, 435)=3 .29,ii=ns) . Overall, the 

evidence does not indicate support for Hypothesis le in that 

there are no significant differences between individuals 

under age 30 and individuals 30 years of age and older with 

regard to intergenerational individuation and personal 

authority. 

Hypotheses Ila and lib 

Hypothesis Ila. Individuals with parallel marital 

interaction styles will report more intergenerational 

individuation, intergenerational intimacy, and personal 

authority, and less intergenerational intimidation and 

triangulation than individuals with complementary or 

symmetrical marital interaction styles. 
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Hypothesis TTb. individuals with parallel marital 

interaction styles will report higher scores on the Family of 

Origin Scale and the Power Scale, and lower scores on the 

Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale than individuals with 

complementary or symmetrical marital interaction styles. 

Exploratory analyses were first conducted via one-way 

ANOVAS to determine whether or not there were significant 

differences between individuals with complementary marital 

interaction styles and individuals with symmetrical marital 

interaction styles on each of the PAFS-Q subscales and on the 

Family of Origin Scale, Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, and 

Power Scale. The literature suggests that both of these 

styles represent power inequality and are equally 

dysfunctional. Therefore, these two styles are typically 

combined in one group, while the parallel interaction style 

is put into another group by itself. The separate one-way 

ANOVAS are reported in Table 2. Overall, the exploratory 

analyses revealed that there are no significant differences 

between individuals with complementary marital interaction 

styles and individuals with symmetrical marital interaction 

styles on any of the outcome variables except for the Family 

of Origin Scale. This finding closely follows the 

predictions made in the literature. In terms of the Family 

of Origin Scale, however, individuals with symmetrical 

marital interaction styles reported significantly greater 

scores on this scale, thus reflecting more intergenerational 
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autonomy and intimacy, than individuals with complementary 

marital interaction styles. Since this was contrary to what 

one would predict based on the communication literature, two 

exploratory ANOVAS were conducted in which the Family of 

Origin Scale score was the dependent variable in order to 

examine the differences between the complementary style and 

the parallel style, and then between the symmetrical style 

and the parallel style. The analyses revealed significant 

differences between the groups in each comparison such that 

individuals with parallel styles reported significantly 

greater scores on the Family of Origin Scale 

(E(l,350)=191.04, ii<.001) than those with complementary 

styles, as one would predict based on the communication 

literature. In addition, individuals with parallel styles 

also reported greater Family of Origin scores 

(£1(1,337)=359.84, ii<'001) than those with symmetrical styles, 

as one again would predict based on the literature Since the 

complementary and symmetrical categories are both 

significantly different (more dysfunctional as evidenced by 

the low intergenerational scores) than the parallel, they 

will continue to be combined in all of the main analyses. 

In terms of the hypotheses, the results for Hypotheses 

Ila and lib were derived from separate one-way ANOVAS in 

which the PAFS-Q subscale scores, the Family of Origin Scale 

scores, the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale scores, and the 

Power Scale scores served as dependent variables with marital 
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interaction style as the independent variable. These 

analyses are reported in Table 3. In every test that was 

calculated, there was a main effect for marital interaction 

style such that individuals with parallel marital interaction 

Styles reported more intergenerational individuation, 

intergenerational intimacy, and personal authority, and less 

intergenerational intimidation and triangulation than 

individuals with complementary or symmetrical marital 

interaction styles. Likewise, individuals with parallel 

marital interaction styles reported greater scores on the 

Family of Origin Scale and the Power Scale, and lower scores 

on the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale than individuals with 

complementary or symmetrical marital interaction styles. 

Hypothesis III 

Scores on the Family of Origin Scale will be positively 

correlated with the scores on the intimacy, individuation, 

and personal authority PAFS-Q intergenerational subscales and 

negatively correlated with the scores on the intimidation and 

triangulation PAFS-Q intergenerational subscales. 

Pearson correlations were conducted in order to 

investigate the predicted associations. Overall, the results 

indicated support for Hypothesis III in that the Family of 

Origin scores were positively correlated (.88, ii<.001) with 

the individuation subscale scores, positively correlated 

(.91, iK.OOl) with the intimacy subscale scores, and 
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positively correlated (.85), jK.OOl) with the personal 

authority subscale scores. Further, the Family of Origin 

scores were negatively correlated (-.40, ii<.001) with the 

triangulation subscale scores, and negatively correlated 

(-.75, ii<.001) with the intimidation subscale scores. 

Hypothesis IV 

Individuals with high scores on the intergenerational 

individuation subscale, intimacy subscale, and personal 

authority subscale, triangulation subscale and intimidation 

subscale will report less intolerance of ambiguity than 

individuals with low scores on the individuation subscale, 

intimacy subscale, personal authority subscale, triangulation 

subscale and intimidation subscale. High and low groups on 

the five PAFS-Q subscales will be formed by median splits. 

Five separate one-way ANOVA's in which intolerance of 

ambiguity scores were the dependent variables were calculated 

to determine whether or not there were significant 

differences between high and low groups on the PAFS-Q 

intergenerational subscales. The results indicate overall 

support for Hypothesis IV in that individuals with high 

scores on the intergenerational intimacy subscale (11=321) 

(M=57.59, 211=9.33)/ the individuation subscale (ii=302) 

(M=57.69, 211=9.37), the personal authority subscale (ii=247) 

(M=57.01, 211=9.18), the triangulation subscale (ii=101) 

(M=57.51, 211=9.27), and the intimidation subscale (n=316) 
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(M=56.98, 212=9.48) reported less intolerance of ambiguity 

than individuals with low scores on intimacy (ii=115) 

(M=65.91, 212=15.00), individuation (ii=134) (M=64.51, 

212=14.68), personal authority (a=189) (M=63.41, 212=13.50), 

triangulation (ii=335) (M=60.47, 211=12.25), and intimidation 

(n=120) (M=67.17, 212=13.62). The respective £ values are 

(£(1,434)=47.57, iK.OOl) (£(1, 434) =34 . 01, ii<.001) 

(Ed,434)=34.66, ii<.001) (£(1, 434)=5.05, c<.05) and 

(£(1,434)=77.75, JBL<.001). Again, due to the number of ANOVA's 

conducted, Bonferroni tests were calculated. Even utilizing 

the most conservative calculations, the means were still 

meaningfully and significantly different (at least at the .05 

significance level if not the .01 significance level) in the 

directions stated above. 

For exploratory purposes, five separate 2 (marital 

interaction style; complementary/symmetrical vs. parallel) x 

2(high/low PAFS-Q subscale scores) ANOVAS, in which 

intolerance of ambiguity was the dependent variable, were 

calculated. With regard to the two-way ANOVA on marital 

interaction style x high/low intergenerational intimacy 

scores, there was no significant main effect for marital 

interaction style. There was, however, a significant main 

effect for high/low intimacy scores (£(1,434) =19.42, ii<.001), 

such that those with high intimacy scores had low intolerance 

of ambiguity scores as found in Hypothesis IV. A significant 

interaction effect (style x high/low intimacy) was found as 
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well (E(l,434)=3.96, c<.05), indicating that for individuals 

in the complementary/symmetrical group, the high intimacy 

group reported less intolerance of ambiguity than the low 

intimacy group. Based on a Tukey test, the difference was 

statistically significant. However, for individuals in the 

parallel group, there were no significant differences between 

the high intimacy group and the low intimacy group. 

With regard to the 2(marital interaction style) x 2(high 

vs. low individuation scores) ANOVA, there was a significant 

main effect found for marital interaction style 

(£(1,434) =5.64, I2<.05) such that those in the parallel group 

reported less intolerance of ambiguity than those in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, as predicted and supported 

previously in Hypothesis lib. In addition, there was a 

significant main effect found for high/low individuation 

scores (£(1,434)=10.06, ii<.01), such that those with high 

individuation scores reported less intolerance of ambiguity 

than those with low individuation scores, as predicted and 

found in Hypothesis IV. Finally, a significant interaction 

effect for style x high/low individuation scores was found as 

well (£(1,434)=14.62, E<.001). These results revealed that 

for those in the complementary/symmetrical group, those with 

low individuation scores reported more intolerance of 

ambiguity than high individuation scores, as one would 

expect. Based on a Tukey test, the difference was 

statistically significant. Remarkably, however, for 
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individuals in the parallel group, those with high 

individuation scores reported more intolerance of ambiguity 

than those with low individuation scores. Again, based on a 

Tukey test, the difference was statistically significant. 

With regard to the two-way ANOVA on marital interaction 

style X high/low trianguiai-ir̂ n scores, there was a 

significant main effect found for marital interaction style 

(£(1,434)=26.53, ii<.001), such that those in the parallel 

group reported less intolerance of ambiguity than those in 

the complementary/symmetrical group, as predicted and 

supported previously in Hypothesis lib. There was not, 

however, a significant main effect found for high versus low 

triangulation scores (£(1,434)=1.81, c=ns). Finally, a 

significant interaction effect (marital interaction style x 

high/low triangulation scores) was found with regard to 

intolerance of ambiguity (£(1,434)=11.26, c<.01). For 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, those 

with a low level of triangulation reported less intolerance 

of ambiguity than those with a high level, as one would 

expect. The difference was statistically significant based 

on a Tukey test. There were no significant differences 

between high and low levels of triangulation for those in the 

parallel group. Overall, for complementary/symmetrical 

styles, there were significant differences between high and 

low triangulation scores on intolerance of ambiguity. In 

contrast, for the individuals with parallel styles, there 
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were not significant differences between high and low 

triangulation scores on intolerance of ambiguity. 

With regard to the two-way (marital interaction style x 

high/low intimidation scores) ANOVA, the results did not 

reveal a significant main effect for marital interaction 

style on intolerance of ambiguity, thus indicating that when 

intimidation scores are taken into account, there are no 

significant differences between those with parallel styles 

and those with complementary and symmetrical styles. On the 

other hand, a significant main effect (£(1,434)=45.59, 

Ii<.001) was found for high versus low intimidation scores on 

intolerance of ambiguity, such that those with high levels of 

intimidation reported less intolerance of ambiguity than 

those with low levels of intimidation, which is what one 

would expect. Finally, no significant interaction effect was 

found. 

With regard to the 2(marital interaction style) x 

2(high/low personal authority scores) ANOVA, the results 

indicated a significant main effect (£(1, 434) =7.47, j;i<.01) 

for marital interaction style, such that individuals in the 

parallel group reported less intolerance of ambiguity than 

those in the complementary/symmetrical group, as predicted 

and supported previously in Hypothesis lib. In addition, a 

significant main effect was found for high versus low 

personal authority scores on intolerance of ambiguity 

(£(1,434)=12.41, Jl<.001), such that individuals with high 
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personal authority scores reported less intolerance of 

ambiguity than individuals with low personal authority 

scores, as predicted and found in Hypothesis IV. Finally, a 

significant interaction effect (marital interaction style x 

high/low personal authority scores) was found on intolerance 

of ambiguity (£(1,434)=5.81, £<.05). The results revealed 

that for individuals in the parallel group, there were no 

significant differences between the high and low personal 

authority groups. On the other hand, for individuals in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, there were significant 

differences between high and low personal authority scores on 

intolerance of ambiguity, with the former group reporting 

less intolerance of ambiguity than the latter. This 

difference is statistically significant based on a hand-

calculated Tukey test. Due to the number of ANOVA's 

conducted, Bonferroni tests were calculated. Even utilizing 

the most conservative calculations, the means were still 

meaningfully and significantly different (at least at the .05 

significance level if not the .01 significance level) in the 

directions stated above. 

Exploratory Analyses 

Gender Differences 

Exploratory analyses were conducted via one-way ANOVAS 

to determine the impact of gender on PAFS-Q subscale scores 

and other outcome variables (Family of Origin Scale, 
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intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, and Power Scale). The 

results are reported in Table 4. Overall, there was a 

significant main effect for gender on all of the 

intergenerational variables such that women reported more 

intergenerational intimacy, individuation, and personal 

authority and greater scores on the Family of Origin Scale, 

and less triangulation and intimidation than men. On the 

other hand, there were no significant gender differences with 

regard to intolerance of ambiguity, and power equality. 

Overall, with regard to the intergenerational variables, the 

findings are inconsistent with the feminist critique of 

intergenerational theory that leads one to predict that women 

would have scores on the PAFS-Q subscales and Family of 

Origin that reflect a lack of individuation (all low scores). 

Due to the number of ANOVA's conducted, Bonferroni tests were 

calculated. Even utilizing the most conservative 

calculations, the means were still meaningfully and 

significantly different (at least at the .05 significance 

level if not the .01 significance level) in the directions 

stated above. 

Five 2x2(gender x interaction style) ANOVAS with the 

five PAFS-Q subscale scores as the dependent variables were 

also calculated for exploratory purposes. The results from 

the ANOVAS are reported in Table 5 and related cell means are 

reported in Table 6. Significant main effects for gender and 

marital interaction style (parallel vs. 
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complementary/symmetrical) were found in all of the ANOVAS on 

the intergenerational variables (PAFS-Q subscales and Family 

of Origin Scale). Thus, women reported more intimacy, 

individuation, personal authority, and higher scores on the 

Family of Origin Scale, and less triangulation and 

intimidation than men. Likewise, those in the parallel group 

reported more intimacy, individuation, personal authority, 

and higher scores on the Family of Origin Scale, and less 

triangulation and intimidation than those in the 

complementary/symmetrical group. In addition, significant 

interaction effects of gender x interaction style were found 

on all of the PAFS-Q subscales except triangulation such that 

males and females in the complementary/symmetrical group 

differed in that females reported more intimacy, 

individuation, personal authority, and higher scores on the 

Family of Origin Scale, and less intimidation than men. This 

difference was statistically significant based on a hand-

calculated Tukey test. On the other hand, males and females 

in the parallel group did not differ. With regard to 

triangulation, the ANOVA revealed that females in the 

complementary/symmetrical group reported more triangulation 

than males in the complementary/symmetrical group. On the 

other hand, males in the parallel group reported slightly 

more triangulation than females in the parallel group. On 

the whole, with regard to the intergenerational variables, 

when individuals' reports indicate that they have 
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complementary or symmetrical marital interaction styles, 

gender was important. On the contrary, for those with 

parallel marital interaction styles, gender was not a source 

of difference in any of the scales except triangulation. In 

the analysis with triangulation as the dependent variable, 

gender was an important source of difference whether people 

were in the complementary/symmetrical group or the parallel 

group. 

With regard to the two-way (marital interaction style x 

gender) ANOVAS run on intolerance of ambiguity and power 

equality, there were no significant main effects found for 

gender in either analysis, nor were there any significant 

effects found for marital interaction style in either 

analysis. There was, however, a significant interaction 

effect (style x gender) found in the analysis on intolerance 

of ambiguity, such that for individuals in the complementary/ 

symmetrical group, gender was an important source of 

difference on intolerance of ambiguity scores with males 

reporting more intolerance of ambiguity than women. For 

individuals with parallel styles, gender was not a 

significant source of difference on intolerance of ambiguity 

scores. 

Additional p^mo^rranhir Variables 

One-way ANOVAS were first calculated on all other 

categorical demographic variables (race, finances, mother 
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deceased, father deceased, parents divorced, highschool 

graduate, income, mother contact, father contact, first 

marriage, therapy) on the outcome variables 

(intergenerational individuation, intimacy, personal 

authority. Family of Origin Scale, Intolerance of Ambiguity 

Scale, and Power Scale) for exploratory purposes. After 

finding many significant main effects, ANOVAS with 

demographic categories were calculated with the outcome 

variables. The categories vary by demographic variable. The 

results for each demographic variable are presented in the 

text. For the continous demographic variables (years 

married, post highschool), ANCOVAS were calculated on the 

outcome variables with marital interaction style as the 

independent variable and the continuous demographic variables 

as the covariates. 

Race. There were significant differences between racial 

groups on all dependent variables, with whites generally 

having the highest scores on all the dependent variables 

except for intolerance of ambiguity where blacks had the 

highest scores. In addition, two significant interaction 

effects were found on the intergenerational intimacy subscale 

and on the intolerance of ambiguity scale. In both of the 

analyses, race was a significant source of difference for 

those in the complementary/symmetrical group and those in the 

parallel group. Results for the intergenerational intimacy 

subscale revealed that for individuals in the parallel group, 
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blacks reported the most intimacy, and for individuals in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, whites reported the most 

intimacy. In addition, the results for the intolerance of 

ambiguity scale revealed that although race was not a 

significant source of difference for those in the parallel 

group, Mexican Americans reported the most intolerance of 

ambiguity. Race was a significant source of difference for 

those in the complementary/symmetrical group, with Native 

Americans reporting the most intolerance of ambiguity. 

Finances. Finances refers to whether an individual 

currently receives any finances from either one of their 

parents. There were no significant differences between 

individuals who receive finances from their parents and 

individuals who do not on any of the outcome variables. 

Only one significant interaction effect was found. This 

interaction effect was found on the power scale. The results 

indicated that the finances variable was only a significant 

source of difference on the power scale for individuals in 

the complementary/symmetrical group, with individuals who 

receive finances from parent(s) reporting the most power 

equality. For individuals in the parallel group, there were 

no significant differences on the power scale between 

individuals who receive finances from parent(s) and 

individuals who do not. 

|v[r.thp-̂  n^neased. This variable refers to whether an 

individual's mother is currently deceased. There were no 
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significant main effects found for the mother deceased 

variable on any of the outcome variables. 

Father Decea'̂ f-rl. This variable refers to whether an 

individual's father is currently deceased. There were only 

two significant main effects found for the father deceased 

variable on the outcome variables. They were found on the 

intimidation subscale and the family of origin scale. The 

results indicated that individuals who have lost their 

fathers reported lower levels of intimidation and higher 

scores on the Family of Origin Scale than individuals who 

have not lost their fathers. 

Only one significant interaction effect was found in all 

of the analyses. It was found on the intimidation subscale. 

These results revealed that, for individuals in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, there were significant 

differences between individuals who have lost their fathers 

and individuals who have not with regard to intimidation. On 

the other hand, for individuals in the parallel group, there 

were no significant differences found between the two groups. 

Parents Divorced. This variable refers to whether an 

individual's parents are currently divorced. There were only 

two significant main effects found for the parents divorced 

variable. They were found on the triangulation subscale and 

the power subscale. The results indicated that individuals 

with divorced parents reported lower levels of triangulation 

and higher scores on the power scale than individuals whose 
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parents are not divorced. No significant interaction effects 

were found on any of the outcome variables. 

Income. This variable refers to an individual's 

household net income. There were significant differences 

between individuals with different income levels on only two 

scales; intimidation subscale and the Intolerance of 

Ambiguity Scale. These results revealed that in terms of the 

intimidation subscale, the individuals making the most money 

in the sample (over 40,000) reported the lowest levels of 

intimidation. With regard to the intolerance of ambiguity 

scale, individuals making 10,000-30,000 reported the most 

intolerance of ambiguity. No significant interaction effects 

(income x marital interaction style) were found in any of the 

analyses. 

Mother Contact. This variable refers to how much 

contact an individual has with his or her mother. There were 

significant differences found between groups that reflected 

differing amounts of contact an individual has with his or 

her mother on all outcome variables except for triangulation. 

These results revealed that individuals who had the most 

contact with their mothers reported the highest scores on all 

of the outcome variables except for intolerance of ambiguity, 

where individuals who had the second most contact with their 

mothers reported the most intolerance of ambiguity. 

Surprisingly, there were no significant differences between 

individuals with the most contact with mother and individuals 
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with the least contact with mother on all of the outcome 

variables. 

Finally, three significant interaction effects were also 

found on the outcome variables. These were found on the 

individuation subscale, the intimidation subscale, and the 

personal authority subscale. These results indicated that, 

in terms of individuation, for both the parallel group and 

the complementary/symmetrical group, there were no 

significant differences between individuals with the most 

contact with mother and least contact with mother. Further, 

the two levels of contact in the middle of most and least 

contact did not differ significantly either. However, for 

those with complementary/symmetrical styles, the individuals 

with the most contact with mother had the highest 

individuation scores, and for those with parallel styles, the 

individuals with the least contact with mother had the 

highest individuation scores. 

With regard to the intimidation subscale, for 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, those 

with the most contact had the lowest levels of intimidation 

and for individuals in the parallel group, those with the 

second greatest amount of contact with mother had the lowest 

levels of intimidation. Finally, with regard to the personal 

authority subscale, for individuals in the complementary/ 

symmetrical group, those with the greatest amount of contact 

with mother had the greatest scores on personal authority. 
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On the other hand, for individuals in the parallel group, 

mother contact was not a significant source of difference on 

personal authority. 

Father Contact. This variable refers to how much 

contact an individual has with his or her father. There were 

significant differences found between groups reflecting 

differing amounts of contact individuals have with their 

father on all of the outcome variables except for 

triangulation. These results revealed that individuals who 

had the most contact and the least contact with their fathers 

reported the highest scores on all of the outcome variables 

except intolerance of ambiguity, where individuals who had 

the third greatest amount of contact with their fathers 

reported the most intolerance of ambiguity. Again, there 

were no significant differences between individuals with the 

greatest amount of contact with their fathers and least 

amount of contact with their fathers on all outcome 

variables. Most of the time, the mean scores for these two 

groups were nearly equal. 

Finally, four significant interaction effects were also 

found on the outcome variables. These effects were found on 

the triangulation subscale, the personal authority subscale, 

the intolerance of ambiguity scale, and the power scale. 

With regard to the triangulation subscale, for individuals in 

the complementary/symmetrical group, those in the groups with 

the most contact and least contact with father had the lowest 
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levels of triangulation, with the two middle contact groups 

reporting the highest levels of triangulation. For 

individuals in the parallel group, the reverse was true; 

those in the middle two contact groups reported the lowest 

levels of triangulation and the other two contact groups 

(most and least father contact) reported the highest levels 

of triangulation. 

With regard to the personal authority subscale, for 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, father 

contact was a significant source of difference, with 

individuals with the most and least father contact reporting 

the highest scores on the personal authority subscale and the 

middle two contact groups reporting the lowest scores on the 

personal authority subscale. For individuals in the parallel 

group, father contact was not a significant source of 

difference on personal authority. 

In terms of intolerance of ambiguity, for individuals in 

the complementary/symmetrical group, the group with the most 

amount of contact with father and the group with the least 

amount of contact with father reported having the lowest 

scores on the intolerance of ambiguity scale, while the 

middle two contact groups reported the highest scores on the 

intolerance of ambiguity scale. For those in the parallel 

group, the only group whose scores deviated from the other 

groups was the group having the third greatest amount of 

father contact. They reported the most intolerance of 
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ambiguity. The other three contact groups reported 

comparably low intolerance of ambiguity scores. 

Finally, with regard to the Power scale, the individuals 

in the complementary/symmetrical group, the group with the 

greatest amount of father contact and the group with the 

least amount of father contact did not significantly differ 

from one another. Both groups reported the highest scores on 

the Power Scale, thus reflecting the highest degree of 

marital power equality. Likewise, the middle two contact 

groups did not significantly differ either. Both groups 

reported the lowest scores on the Power Scale. For 

individuals in the parallel group, father contact was a 

significant source of difference between contact groups, with 

the group having the second most father contact reporting the 

highest scores on the Power Scale. 

First Marriage. This variable refers to whether or not 

an individual is currently in his or her first marriage. 

Significant main effects for first marriage were found on the 

triangulation subscale, the personal authority subscale, and 

the intimidation subscale. These results indicated that the 

individuals who are not currently in their first marriage 

(second, third, etc.) reported lower levels of triangulation 

and intimidation, and higher scores on the personal authority 

subscale than those in their first marriage. 

Five significant interaction effects were found on the 

outcome variables. They were found on the intimacy subscale, 
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the individuation subscale, the intimidation subscale, the 

family of origin scale, and intolerance of ambiguity 

subscale. With regard to the intergenerational intimacy 

subscale, the individuation subscale, and the intimidation 

subscale, the first marriage variable was not a significant 

source of difference for those in the parallel group. 

However, it was a significant source of difference for those 

in the complementary/symmetrical group. In other words, for 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, there was 

a significant difference between those in their first 

marriage and those not in first marriage, with the latter 

group reporting more intimacy and individuation, and less 

intimidation than the former group. For individuals in the 

parallel group, there were no significant differences between 

those in first marriages and those not in first marriages. 

The results are somewhat different for the Family of 

Origin Scale and the Intolerance of Ambiguity scale. With 

regard to the Family of Origin Scale, for individuals in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, individuals not in first 

marriages reported greater scores on the scale than 

individuals in first marriages. For individuals in the 

parallel group, the reverse was true in that those in first 

marriages reported greater Family of Origin scores than those 

not in first marriages. 

In terms of intolerance of ambiguity, significant 

differences were found only in the complementary/symmetrical 
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group between those in first marriages and those not in first 

marriages, with those in first marriages reporting greater 

intolerance of ambiguity scores. With regard to the parallel 

group, there were no significant differences found between 

those in first marriages and those not in first marriages. 

Therapy. This variable indicates whether or not an 

individual has ever attended therapy before. Significant 

main effects for the therapy variable were found on the 

triangulation subscale, intimidation subscale, and the 

intolerance of ambiguity scale. These results indicated that 

individuals who have attended therapy reported less 

triangulation, intimidation, and intolerance of ambiguity 

than individuals who have never attended therapy. In 

addition, five significant interaction effects were found on 

the outcome variables. These effects were found on the 

intimacy subscale, individuation subscale, the intimidation 

subscale, the personal authority subscale, and the family of 

origin subscale. With regard to the intimacy subscale, the 

individuation subscale, and the Family of Origin scale, the 

results were all similar such that for individuals in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, individuals who have 

attended therapy reported more intimacy, individuation, and 

Family of Origin autonomy and intimacy than individuals who 

have never attended therapy. For individuals in the parallel 

group, the reverse was true; those who never attended therapy 
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reported more intimacy, individuation, and Family of Origin 

autonomy and intimacy. 

With regard to intimidation and personal authority, 

therapy was a significant source of difference for 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, but was 

not a significant source of difference for those in the 

parallel group. Specifically, for those in the 

complementary/symmetrical group, there was a significant 

difference between those who have attended therapy and those 

who have not, with the former group reporting less 

intimidation and more personal authority than the latter 

group. For those in the parallel group, there were no 

significant differences between those who had attended 

therapy and those who had not. 

Years Married. This continuous variable refers to the 

number of years an individual has been married. ANCOVAS were 

calculated on the outcome variables (the five PAFS-Q 

subscales, family of origin scale, intolerance of ambiguity 

scale, and power scale) with marital interaction style as the 

independent variable and the years married variable as the 

covariate. The years married variable was found to be a 

significant covariate on the individuation subscale, the 

intimidation subscale, and the family of origin scale. 

However, in all three of these analyses, significant main 

effects were still found for marital interaction style, thus 

indicating no significant contribution by covariate. 
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specifically, even though years married was controlled for, 

individuals in the parallel group still reported 

significantly greater scores on the intergenerational 

individuation subscale, intimacy subscale, personal authority 

subscale, family of origin scale, and the power scale, and 

lower scores on the triangulation subscale, intimidation 

subscale, and intolerance of ambiguity subscale than 

individuals in the complementary/symmetrical group, as was 

found for Hypotheses Ila and lib. 

Post High School. This continous variable reflects the 

number of years an individual has been educated formally 

since high school. ANCOVAS were calculated on the outcome 

variables with marital interaction style as the independent 

variable and post high school as the covariate. The post 

high-school variable was found to be a significant covariate 

on only the intolerance of ambiguity scale. Again, however, 

there was still a significant main effect found for marital 

interaction style, thus indicating no significant 

contribution by covariate. Specifically, even though the 

years married variable was controlled for, individuals in the 

parallel group still reported significantly greater scores on 

the intergenerational individuation subscale, intimacy 

subscale, personal authority subscale, family of origin 

scale, and the power scale, and lower scores on the 

triangulation subscale, intimidation subscale, and 

intolerance of ambiguity subscale than individuals in the 
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complementary/symmetrical group, as was found for Hypotheses 

Ila and lib. 
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Table 1 

Standardized Item Alphas for All Scale: 

Scale 

Intimacy (25 items) 

Individuation (8 items) 

Triangulation (11 items) 

Intimidation (2 9 items) 

Personal Authority (18 items) 

Family of Origin Scale (40 items) 

Autonomy (20 items) 

Intimacy (20 items) 

Intolerance of Ambiguity (16 items) 

Power Scale (14 items) 

Standardized Item Alphas 

.99 

.79 

.93 

.97 

.94 

.99 

.97 

.98 

.70 

.73 
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Table 2 

Effects of Marital Interaction Style (Complementary vs. 
Symmetrical) on Each of the PAFS-Q Subscales, the Family of 
Origin Scale, the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, and the 
Power Scale. 

Intimacy M 

Indiv. 

Triang. 

SR 

H 
2D. 

H 

StiOs. 

Comp. 
(11=85) 

61.92 

31.70 

20.05 
7.19 

18.44 

Si^BBi*: 
(11=98) 

68.67 

33.88 

22.33 
8.77 

21.19 

F Value 

£(1,182)= 1.92,ns 

£(1,182)= 3.63,n3 

£(1,182)= 3.41,ns 

SD. 9.40 10.64 

Intimid. M 72.09 77.86 £(1,182)= 1.43,ns 

2D. 31.88 33.16 

PerAuth. M 28.14 30.52 E(l,182)= 1.74,ns 

SD 11.48 12.74 

Fam/Orig.H 78.74 93.65 £(1,182)= 4.92* 

2D 40.55 49.11 

Intol/Amb.M 64.94 61.78 £(1,182)= 2.64,ns 

2D 14.51 11.86 

Power M 50.99 50.08 E(l,182)= .54,ns 

2R 8.99 7.67 

Note: Higher mean scores indicate higher levels of 
^rgeneLtional intimacy in^^^^f/,--'.^^ri^r^ice of 
authority, family of ^^^^^^.^^^^^/^ower levels of 
ambiguity, and power equality, ana 
triangulation, and intimidation. 
*I2<.05 ns=p is nonsignificant 
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Table 3 

E f f e c t s of Mari ta l Interan^-•!«r^ o4- -. 
Complementary/Symmetrical^on pf Ĵ ^% ^^^^^^^^^ vs . 
the Family of OrT^in Sca^i t h f ? . ° f ^^^ ^""^^'^ Subsca les , 
s c a l e , and the Power Sca l e ' Intolerance of Ambiguity 

Stylft -

Paral]ftl comn/symrn 
(11=252) (n=183) 

Intimacy M 106.13 65.54 

2D 13.19 32.97 

Indiv. n 31.45 21.27 
2D 4.17 8.13 

F Valiif. 

E(l,434)=290.54*** 

E(l,434)=313.31*** 

Triang. M 27.07 19.9 Ed, 434)=314.10*** 

2D 11.35 10.15 

Intimid. M 112.75 75.18 Ed, 434)=260.50*** 

2D 14.83 32.61 

PerAuth. M 45.87 29.42 Ed, 434)-45.99*** 

2D 7.07 12.20 

Fam/Orig.M 147.95 86.73 Ed, 434) =326.77*** 

2D 24.11 45.83 

Intol/Amb.M 57.36 63.25 Ed, 434)=28.63*** 

2D 9.77 13.21 

Power M 54.95 50.50 £(1,434)=37.95*** 

2D 6.75 8.30 

Note! Higher mean scores indicate higher levels of 
intergenerational intimacy, individuation, personal authority, 
family of origin scale scores, intolerance of ambiguity, and 
power equality, and lower levels of triangulation, and 
intimidation. 
*C<.001 
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Table 4 

E f f e c t s of Gender on Each of the PAPQ n O K 
Family of Orig in Sca le +?ĥ  T !̂  i ^"^ Subsca les , the 
and the Power Sca le ' ^ ^ t o l e r a n c e of Ambiguity S c a l e , 

Intimacy M 

Indiv. 

Triang. 

2D 

H 
2D 

H 

Genrt*»T-

Malfi 
(n-167) 

80.65 

33.93 

25.43 
8.65 

21.27 

FemalA 

(n=269) 

94.33 

27.73 

28.28 
7.28 

25.85 

F Value 

Ed,435)= 21.08*** 

Ed,435)= 13.59*** 

£(1,435)= 17.18*** 

212 1 0 . 5 8 11 .60 

I n t i m i d . M 8 9 . 7 1 101 .52 £ ( 1 , 4 3 5 ) = 16 .22*** 

2D 3 4 . 7 1 2 6 . 2 4 

PerAuth. M 3 5 . 3 7 41 .22 £ ( 1 , 4 3 5 ) = 2 3 . 5 5 * * * 

211 1 3 . 4 4 11 .42 

Fam/Orig.M 1 1 2 . 0 7 128 .76 E d , 4 3 5 ) - 13 .86*** 

2D 5 0 . 3 0 42 .27 

Intol /Amb.M 6 0 . 8 0 5 9 . 1 5 £ ( 1 , 4 3 5 ) = 2 . 0 6 , n s 

2D 1 3 . 8 5 10 .09 

Power M 5 2 . 9 0 5 3 . 2 1 £ ( 1 , 4 3 5 ) = . 1 6 , n s 

2D 7 . 9 5 7 .64 

Note: Higher mean scores indicate higher levels of 
intergenerational intimacy, individuation, personal 
authority, family of origin scale scores, intolerance of 
ambiguity, and power equality, and lower levels of 
triangulation, and intimidation. 

*SL<.001 ns=ii is nonsignificant 
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Table 5 

Effects of Gender and Marital Interaction Style for Each of 
the PAFS-Q Subscales, the Family of Origin Scale, the 
Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, and the Power Scale 

Sourre Effect F Value 

Gender Style 

Hals. Female Par. 

SD 33.93 27.73 

Individ- H 25.43 28.28 
uation 

2D 8.65 7.28 

Triang- H 21.27 25.85 
ulation 

2D 10.58 11.60 

In t imid- M 89.71 101.52 
a t ion 

211 34.71 26.24 

Personal H 35.37 41.22 

Authority 
2D 13.44 11.42 

13.19 

31.45 

4.17 

27.07 

11.35 

112.75 

14.83 

45.87 

l . S l 

C/S 

(n=167) (11=269) (11=252) (ii=183) 
Intimacy H 80.65 94.33 106.13 65.54 

32.97 

21.27 

8.13 

19.9 

10.15 

75.18 

32.61 

29.42 

12.20 

Style 
Gender 
Inter
action 

Style 
Gender 
Inter
action 

Style 
Gender 

Style 
Gender 
Inter
action 

Style 
Gender 
Inter
action 

£(1,434) = 
£(1,434)' 
£(1,434) 

£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 

£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 

£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 

=320.48* 
= 17.90* 
= 20.78* 

=296.35* 
9.04* 

= 22.52* 

41.94* 
12.96* 

=271.63* 
' 12.21* 
- 33.24* 

£(1,434)' 
£(1,434) 
£(1,434) 

•314.95* 
= 20.30* 
= 10.74* 

Note- Higher mean scores indicate nigner levels of 
I^;generational intimacy, individuation, and personal 

authority. 
*£<.001 
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Table 5 

Continued 

SourrA 

Gender Style 

Male Fema 1 e Par. C/S 

(11=167) (11=269) (11=252) (ii=183) 

Effect F Value 

Family H 112.07 128.76 147.95 
of Origin 
Scale 2D 50.30 42.27 24.11 

Intel- M 60.80 59.15 57.36 
erance of 
Ambiguity SG 13.85 10.09 9.77 

Power H 52.90 53.21 54.95 
Scale 

2D 7.95 7.64 6.75 

86.73 

45.83 

Style 
Gender 
Inter
action 

£(1,434)=331.08* 
£(1,434)= 9.32* 
£(1,434)= 16.46* 

63.25 Style £(1,434)= 28.78* 

13.21 Inter- £(1,434)= 14.08* 
action 

50.50 Style £(1,434)= 37.62* 

8.30 

Note: Higher mean scores indicate higher 
family of origin scale scores, intolerance of 
ambiguity scores, and power equality scores, and lower 
triangulation, and intimidation scores. 
*£<.001 
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Table 6 

Ce l l Means (Gender x Marital In terac t ion Sty le ) for Each of 
the PAFS-Q S u b s c a l e s , the Family of Origin Sca le , the 
I n t o l e r a n c e of Ambiguity Sca le , and Power S c a l e . 

Intimacy H 

M-C/S 

(n=8i) 

5 3 . 8 4 

F-C/S 
(11=102) 

7 4 . 8 2 

M=E 
(11=86) 

105 .90 

F-P 
(11=166) 

106 .26 

I n d i v . H 1 8 . 5 3 2 3 . 4 4 3 1 . 9 3 31 .20 

T r i a n g . M 1 6 . 8 3 2 2 . 3 6 2 5 . 4 5 27 .90 

I n t i m i d . H 6 2 . 6 2 85 .16 115.22 111 .48 

P e r A u t h . M 2 5 . 2 3 32 .74 44 .92 46 .37 

F a m / O r i g . M 7 2 . 4 7 98 .05 149.37 147 .46 

I n t o l / A m b . M 6 6 . 4 1 60 .74 55 .52 5 8 . 2 1 

P o w e r n 5 0 . 3 7 5 0 . 6 1 55 .29 54 .78 

N^^t^ M-C/S=male-complementary/symmetrical 
F-c/S=female-complementary/symmetricai 
M-P=male-parallel 
F -P=female -para l l e l 

96 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The present study tested four groups of hypotheses. The 

first group of hypotheses formally tested assumptions 

implicit in Williamson's (1981) intergenerational theory. 

The second group of hypotheses examined group differences 

with regard to marital power interaction styles on 

intergenerational variables, cognitive flexibility 

(intolerance of ambiguity), and perceptions of power 

equality. The third hypothesis investigated the relationship 

between the two intergenerational measures. The fourth 

hypothesis investigated whether or not there are group 

differences between high and low scores on the 

intergenerational variables with regard to cognitive 

flexibility. Finally, exploratory analyses were conducted to 

determine the impact of gender and other demographic 

variables on all outcome variables (PAFS-Q subscales. Family 

of Origin Scale, Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale, Power 

Scale) . 

Overall, the results indicated support for Hypotheses 

la-Id, Hypotheses Ila and lib. Hypothesis III, and Hypothesis 

IV; the only hypothesis not supported was Hypothesis le. 

Specifically, with regard to Hypotheses la-Id, as predicted 

the intergenerational individuation scores were positively 

correlated with intergenerational intimacy scores and 

personal authority scores, and negatively correlated with 
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intergenerational intimidation scores and triangulation 

scores. There was no support for Hypothesis le, thus 

indicating no age differences on the PAFS-Q subscales as was 

predicted in this study and based on Williamson's (1981, 

1991) assertions. Williamson (1991) stated that he believes 

only people in the fourth decade of life and older are able 

to attain individuation and personal authority with their 

parents. 

In terms of Hypothesis Ila, individuals with parallel 

marital interaction styles reported more intergenerational 

individuation, intimacy, and personal authority, and less 

intergenerational intimidation and triangulation than 

individuals with complementary or symmetrical marital 

interaction styles, as predicted. In addition, in terms of 

Hypothesis lib, individuals with parallel marital interaction 

styles reported greater scores on the Family of Origin Scale 

and Power Scale, and lower scores on the Intolerance of 

Ambiguity Scale than individuals with complementary or 

symmetrical marital interaction styles, consistent with 

prediction. 

With regard to Hypothesis III, scores on the Family of 

Origin Scale were positively correlated with scores on the 

intimacy, individuation, and personal authority subscales, 

and negatively correlated with the scores on the intimidation 

and triangulation subscales, as predicted. Finally, in terms 

of Hypothesis IV, individuals with high scores on the 
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intergenerational individuation subscale, the intimacy 

subscale, the personal authority subscale, the intimidation 

subscale (reflecting low intimidation) , and the triangulation 

subscale (reflecting low triangulation) reported less 

intolerance of ambiguity than individuals with low scores on 

the individuation subscale, the intimacy subscale, the 

personal authority subscale, the intimidation subscale and 

the triangulation subscale. 

With regard to the exploratory two-way ANOVAS (marital 

interaction style and high/low PAFS-Q scores) conducted after 

the one-way ANOVAS for Hypothesis IV, in nearly every 

analysis that was calculated, the results were different 

depending whether an individual had a complementary/ 

symmetrical style or a parallel style. For individuals with 

parallel styles, there were generally no significant 

differences between individuals with high and low PAFS-Q 

scores on intolerance of ambiguity. Generally, there were 

only significant differences between individuals with high 

and low PAFS-Q scores for the complementary/symmetrical 

group. 

On the whole, the findings revealed a connection between 

intergenerational power dynamics and marital power dynamics. 

This chapter is now presented in two main sections: (1) 

... 4. ^ «̂o-!/̂ r̂  -iesc-nps- and (2) conceptual issues and measurement and design issues, an^ \^i f 

directions for future research. 
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Measurement and Design Issues 

in discussing the results of this study, it is helpful 

to examine the issues concerning the instruments used and the 

overall design. 

Personal Authority in fh^ Fflmily 
System Ouestionnaire /Pap,<̂ -n) 

The PAFS-Q Subscales did not appear to pose any apparent 

problems of measurement. Cronbach's alpha showed each scale 

to have very good reliability estimates (i.e, intimacy .99, 

individuation .79, triangulation .93, intimidation .97, 

personal authority .94). All individual items also had high 

alphas. 

Family of Origin Scale 

The Family of Origin Scale did not appear to pose any 

apparent problems of measurement. Cronbach's alpha showed an 

overall reliability of the scale to be .99, and autonomy and 

intimacy subscale alpha's of .97 and .98, respectively. All 

items also had high individual alphas. 

Intolerance of Ambignitv Scale 

Overall, the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale did not 

appear to pose any apparent problems of measurement. 

Cronbach's alpha showed an overall reliability of the scale 

to be .70 on the sample utilized in this study. All 

individual items had comparable alphas. 
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Relationship fitylcf, Tnyf^ntrry 

The Relationship styles Inventory appears to be a 

straightforward way of assessing whether a person has a 

parallel marital interaction style, a complementary marital 

interaction style, or a symmetrical marital interaction 

style. Based on the communication literature on interaction 

styles, the items on the Relationship Styles Inventory were 

quite relevant and did not present apparent problems of 

measurement. 

Power 5?ca1e 

Overall, the Power Scale did not appear to pose any 

apparent problems of measurement. Cronbach's alpha showed an 

overall reliability of the scale to be .73 on the sample 

utilized in this study. All individual items had comparable 

alphas. 

Summary 

On the whole, the measurement of the variables used in 

this study was good. Although the sample was one of 

convenience as opposed to a nationally stratified sample, 

external validity appears to be good in that subjects 

reported a wide range on all demographic variables. In 

addition, the sample in the present study was of desirable 

size. Every married Texas Tech employee that was listed in 

the phone directory and was home when called was asked to 
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participate in this study. The phone calls made in advance 

of the project were extremely effective, as was the ease in 

mailing questionnaires back to investigator through campus 

mail. The follow-up letter also seemed to increase the 

response rate. There were no problems with small sample 

sizes in any of the cells in the analyses. However, the 

sample was not large enough to do an adequate factor analysis 

on all of the PAFS-Q subscales together. Instead, factor 

analyses were conducted on each of the PAFS-Q subscales 

separately, which has never been done. 

Conceptual Issues and Directions 
for Future Research 

Gender Differenof^s 

Exploratory analyses were conducted to determine the 

impact of gender on PAFS-Q subscale scores and other outcome 

variables (Family of Origin Scale, Intolerance of T̂ mbiguity 

Scale, and Power Scale) . The concept of individuation 

reflects both separation and connectedness, while fusion 

reflects too much connectedness and is seen as unhealthy. 

Since women have historically been the primary caregivers and 

attachment figures to children, feminists imply that women 

may have scores on the PAFS-Q subscales that reflect fusion 

and other dysfunctional patterns. The results, however, 

revealed the opposite. Overall, females reported more 

intergenerational intimacy, individuation, personal 

authority, and intergenerational autonomy and intimacy (as 
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measured by the Family of Origin Scale), and less 

triangulation and intimidation than men. There were no 

significant gender differences with regard to intolerance of 

ambiguity and marital power equality. 

When marital interaction style and gender were looked at 

together in the two-way ANOVAS, women again reported higher 

scores than men on all of the outcome variables except 

intolerance of ambiguity. However, gender was only a 

significant factor for those in the complementary/symmetrical 

group. It was not a significant factor among those in the 

parallel group. With regard to the intolerance of ambiguity 

scale, again gender was only a significant source of 

difference for the complementary/symmetrical group, with men 

reporting more intolerance of ambiguity than women, thus 

reflecting women to have more cognitive flexibility than men. 

For parallel styles, there were no significant gender 

differences on intolerance of ambiguity. 

These findings are interesting in the sense that the 

Relationship Styles Inventory is a much more "micro-level" 

power measure in that it contains aspects of communication 

which are central to women's concerns. On the other hand, 

most power measures, such as the Power Scale utilized in the 

present study, examine "macro-level" issues (i.e., resources 

outside of the family) that do not capture some of women's 

power. in order to examine this difference among measures, 

^ ««^ rror-** ronducted to investigate whether or exploratory analyses were conaucuc^ 
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not there were significant gender differences on the Power 

Scale. No significant gender differences were found on the 

Power Scale. 

On the whole, based on this study's results and feminist 

critiques on marital power studies (i.e., Kranichfeld, 1987), 

future researchers need to include connectedness and 

relational skills (i.e., communication) as part of their 

power analyses in order to measure some of women's power. 

Women's power exists at the micro-level, while most power 

researchers focus on power at the macro-level (i.e., 

resources outside the family). 

Demographic Variables 

The demographic variables that had the most influences 

on the outcome variables included race, parents divorced, 

mother contact, father contact, first marriage, and therapy. 

In all of the analyses, the results were generally different 

for those in the complementary/symmetrical group, and those 

in the parallel group. With regard to race, finances, father 

deceased, most of the analyses on first marriage, and some of 

the analyses on mother contact, father contact, and therapy, 

there were no significant differences between people on these 

variables with regard to the outcome variables (PAFS-Q 

subscales. Family of Origin Scale, Intolerance of Ambiguity 

Scale, and Power Scale) for those in the parallel group. On 

the other hand, there were significant differences between 

104 



people on these demographic variables with regard to the 

outcome variables for those in the complementary/symmetrical 

group. It appears as if the individuals who have healthy, 

varied styles of interaction/communication with their spouse 

are not influenced by their respective ethnic group, whether 

or not they receive finances from their parent(s), whether or 

not their father is deceased, whether or not they have much 

contact with their mother and father, whether or not they are 

in their first marriage, and whether or not they ever 

attended therapy. These people may have learned healthy 

styles of communication earlier on in their development than 

individuals with complementary or symmetrical styles. In 

contrast, all of these demographic variables appear to 

influence those that do not have healthy, varied styles of 

interaction/communication with their spouse. Their scores on 

the outcome variables seemed to increase when these 

demographic variables were added to the analyses (two-way 

ANOVAS). 

Overall, with regard to race, whites reported higher 

scores on all of the outcome variables (intergenerational 

intimacy, individuation, personal authority, intimidation, 

triangulation. Family of Origin Scale, and Power Scale) 

except intolerance of ambiguity, in which blacks reported the 

least cognitive complexity among the different ethnic groups. 

When marital interaction style, however, was included in the 

1 •« •i-v.o parallel qroup reported the most analyses, blacks m the paraiiei ^J.^ t^ 
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intergenerational intimacy, and whites in the complementary/ 

symmetrical group reported the most intergenerational 

intimacy. Further, Native Americans in the 

complementary/symmetrical group reported the least cognitive 

complexity among the ethnic groups. These results may 

reflect the social struggles that minorities experience and 

the necessity for them to form close bonds with each other 

and become educated in their history. Their attitudes may 

appear to be rigid and intolerant of change (ambiguity) on 

the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale since this instrument 

mainly reflects issues for white Americans. 

The parents divorced variable only influenced 

triangulation and power equality in that individuals with 

divorced parents had lower levels of triangulation and high 

power equality scores than individuals without divorced 

parents. The finding regarding triangulation seems somewhat 

clear in that individuals with divorced parents may have had 

more experience dealing with their parents as separate 

individuals than those whose parents are not divorced. With 

regard to power equality, the results may have been due to 

the fact that individuals with divorced parents may have a 

desire to "look" like a team in their marriage. 

The results regarding the mother contact variable and 

father contact variable were extremely interesting. For most 

of the analyses, the group who had the most contact with 

their parents and the group who had the least contact with 
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parents reported the highest scores on the outcome variables. 

Generally, there were not any significant differences between 

these two groups. Likewise, for most of the analyses, there 

were no significant differences between the two middle groups 

of mother/father contact (those between the most and least 

contact) . Based on these findings, the most surprising 

result was that individuals who do not have much contact with 

their mother and with their father score as high on the 

"healthy, functional" outcome variables as those that do have 

a great deal of mother/father contact. This mainly reflects 

a high degree of differentiation with others and an ability 

to maintain balanced boundaries with others. Perhaps some 

people have less contact with their parents in order to 

establish their boundaries. Regardless, moderate amounts of 

contact with parents were not as associated with high scores 

on the outcome variables. In future research, it would be 

interesting to examine the types of boundaries individuals 

use with parents according to the amount of contact they have 

with them. Exploratory descriptive information on boundary 

strategies may be particularly helpful, as would examining 

for gender differences in the types of strategies used by 

individuals and gender of parent they are used with. 

With regard to the first marriage variable, the results 

were also surprising. They revealed that people who are not 

in their first marriage but in a secondary marriage reported 

more personal authority and less triangulation and 
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intimidation than those in their first marriage. Perhaps 

individuals in a secondary marriage have dealt with their 

parents regarding serious topics such as divorce and 

remarriage, and have learned to view their parents as 

separate people (triangulation) and learned to relate to them 

in an autonomous way without having a severe dependency on 

them (intimidation and personal authority). However, these 

people may not be able to stop feeling responsible for others 

(individuation) and there may not have been mutual respect 

and self-disclosure in their relationships with their parents 

(intimacy), which would explain the low individuation and 

intimacy scores. 

The aspect of marriage appears to be the important 

indicator in these findings as opposed to duration of marital 

relationship. Relationship duration did not significantly 

influence the outcome variables in this study. Based on 

this, it would be interesting to look at individuals who are 

in first marriage with those who have had multiple marriages, 

and compare the PAFS-Q scores of individuals in first 

marriages with those in second marriages, those in third 

marriages, those in fourth marriages, and those in their 

fifth or subsequent marriage. Also, it would be interesting 

to examine individuation differences between those divorced 

after first marriage, those divorced after second marriage, 

those divorced after third marriage, those divorced fourth 

marriage, and those divorced after fifth or subsequent 
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marriage. It would be interesting to examine the ways in 

which each of these groups differ in setting or not setting 

boundaries with their parents and/or spouses. 

Finally, the therapy variable only influenced 

triangulation. These results make sense in that a major goal 

of therapy is to increase one's autonomy level and one's 

ability to change, and help one to become more open-minded. 

What is baffling, however, is why the therapy variable did 

not influence the other intergenerational variables. More 

therapy outcome research is needed to examine influences of 

therapy (particularly intergenerational therapy) on 

individuals' abilities to become more 

differentiated/individuated and establish appropriate 

boundaries with others. Researchers also need to examine the 

differences among these aspects according to types of therapy 

approaches. 

Another idea that would be interesting to study would 

include a longitudinal design in which children's styles of 

interaction/communication with their friends and parents were 

coded early on in their development in terms of power 

asymmetry/symmetry (predictable responses and varied 

responses), and also measure their level of cognitive 

complexity, and follow them over the years. It would be 

fascinating to examine the changes that take place or do not 

take place with regard to their interaction/communication 

style and cognitive complexity, and the contributing 
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influences along the way before the individuals become 

married. 

It would also be interesting to note each parent's 

interaction/communication power style with their child along 

the way in the child's development. If the parent 

continually approached situations in a symmetrical or 

complementary manner (reflecting more power asymmetry) as 

opposed to a parallel manner, then it might be reasonable to 

predict that the child would grow up having a high need for 

power or to be afraid of power, as suggested by Winter's 

(1973) research. These children then might consequently 

adopt a symmetrical or complementary style in relating to 

others. Therefore, it might be important to measure 

dominance by parent (s) and need for power within child before 

the onset of marriage. 

Also, it would appear very important to measure all of 

these aspects across difference ethnic groups. Based on the 

results of this study, it might be suggested that black 

parents and white parents with parallel styles raise their 

children differently to the extent that black children have 

more intimacy with their parents than white children. 

The findings that were most contrary to what one would 

expect involved the mother deceased variable and the father 

deceased variable. Since the PAFS-Q subscales were prefaced 

by asking about current relationships with parents (or if 

parents are deceased, remembered or imagined relationships) 
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and the Family of Origin Scale was prefaced by asking 

specifically about relationships one could remember from 

childhood years, one might expect a difference of these two 

scales between those whose parents are deceased and those 

whose parents are not deceased. The results revealed that 

the mother deceased variable had no significant influence on 

either scale (or any other outcome variables), while the 

father deceased variable influenced only intimidation (of the 

five PAFS-Q subscales) and the Family of Origin Scale such 

that individuals who lost their fathers reported lower levels 

of intimidation, and higher scores on the Family of Origin 

Scale than individuals who have not lost their father. These 

findings for the father deceased variable might have resulted 

from the fact that the intimidation variable largely relies 

on current adulthood interactions with parents as opposed to 

interactions based on childhood memories, and the Family of 

Origin relies mainly on interactions based on childhood 

interactions versus adulthood interactions. 

Additional Areas of Focus 

In general, more measurement research is needed on the 

PAFS-Q subscales and the Family of Origin Scale, and the 

differences between the two. In addition, as mentioned 

previously, power measures need to include more "macro-level-

issues such as connectedness and relational skills that are 

more central to women's concerns. This would allow 
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researchers to tap some of women's power. Overall, a 

strength in this study was the inclusion of two 

intergenerational measures and two power measures. The 

inclusion of these measures helped to obtain clarity with 

regard to the results. The major drawback of this study's 

design is its cross-sectional, correlational nature which 

makes it impossible to examine intergenerational causal 

links. Longitudinal data is critical for examining these 

process regarding individuation. The other drawback to this 

study is its retrospective nature with regard to the 

intergenerational variables. Due to typical covert 

loyalties, particularly after parents have been deceased, 

subjects' intergenerational scores may be somewhat inflated 

in this study. In the future, it would be useful to conduct 

interviews with subjects on questions that would reflect the 

degree of loyalties they have with their parents (both 

realistic and unrealistic). Clinically, individuals seem to 

hold unrealistic images of their parents after their parents 

die. It would be very interesting to investigate this, as 

well as gender differences that might be associated with the 

types of images held for mother and for father (examining 

daughter/son as target and then mother image/father image as 

target) . 

On the whole, this study found significant associations 

between intergenerational dynamics and marital power 

dynamics. It empirically validated most of the general 
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assertions from intergenerational theory, particularly with 

regard to the concept of individuation. It also examined the 

internal validity of the PAFS-Q subscales and examined power 

in a way that incorporated more "micro-level" communication 

issues that are more central to women's concerns as opposed 

to solely utilizing traditional "macro-level" power measures. 

The main strength that lies in this research is the 

intergenerational investigation into marital power via family 

therapy intergenerational theory. No research has 

investigated marital power in such a way. This seems to be 

very important since individuals all have beginnings or roots 

that they bring into relationships. As noted by Williamson 

(1981), " Relationships and families are "stuck" when the 

intergenerational (and therefore consequently the same 

generational) power dynamics are "stuck" (p. 450) . 
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Corrales, R.G. (1975) . Power and satisfaction in early 
marriage. In R.E. Cromwell and D.H. Olson (Eds.), 
Power in families, (pp. 197-2I6). New York: Wiley. 

Cromwell, R.E., & Olson, D.H. (1975). Multidisciplinary 
perspectives of power. In R.E. Cromwell & D.H. Olson 
(Eds.), Power in familif̂ s (pp. 151-181). New York: 
Halsted Press. 

de Gruy, F.V., Dickinson, P., Dickinson, L., Mullins, H.C., 
Baker, W., & Blackmon, D. (1989). The family of patients 
with somatization disorder. Family Medicine, 21, 438-442. 

de Shazer, S. (1988). A requiem for power. Contemporary 
Family Therapy, lH, 69-76. 

Deissler, K.G. (1988) . Do we need the power metaphor to 
construct our interpersonal reality? Contemporary Family 
lilfiJZaEy. Ifif 114-142. 

Falbo, T. (1977) . Relationships between sex, sex role, and 
social influence. Psychology of Women Quarterly. 2, 62-
72. 

Fleming, W.M., & Anderson, S.A. (1986). Individuation from 
the family of origin and personal adjustment in late 
adolescence. Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 12, 
311-315. 

Frame, J.L. (1976). Family of origin as a therapeutic 
resource for adults in marital and family therapy: You 
can and should go home again. Family Process, 11, 193-2 
210. 

French, J.R.P., & Raven, B. (1959). The bases of social 
power. In D. Cartwright (Ed.), .Studies m social power 
(pp. 150-167). Ann Harbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Gottman, j.M. (1979). Haritai interaction; E^^perimental 
investigations. New York: Academic Press. 

116 



Gray-Little, B. (1982) Mar.-54-,i 
among blkck coupleL: Journal ^/M'^^.^"^ ^^^^^ processes 
M , 633-646. Journal of Marnaae r̂nri the Family^ 

Harper, J M , Scoresby, A.L., & Boyce, W.D (1977) The 

in^eracti^rcla^sef'^'r^"'"^' sUme'tkca'l Lnd parallel 
199-209! ^"^ ^^""^^^ ^^^^"- Family Pron.L. JL£, 

Harvey, D.M., & Bray, J.H. (1991). An evaluation of an 

procffrnfr^"^^^ "̂̂ ^̂ ^̂  ̂ ^ personal development: Family 
Tonrna? of ^''^^^''n^ °5 psychological and health distress. 
Journal of Family Psvchoiorry^ ^^ 42-69. 

Harvey, D.M., Curry, C.J., & Bray, J.H. (1991) 
Individuation/intimacy in intergenerational relationships 
and health: Patterns across two generations. Journal of 
Family Psychology, ^, 204-236. 

Herbst, P.G. (1952). The measurement of family 
relationships. Human Relations, ̂ , 3-35. 

Herbst, P.G. (1954). Conceptual framework for studying the 
family. In O.A. Oeser & S.B. Hammond (Eds.), Social 
structure and personality in a r,ii-y. New York: 
Macmillan. 

Hill, R. (1965) . Decision making and the family life cycle. 
In Gordon F. Streib (Ed.), Social structure anH thP 
family. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall 

Hill, R. (1971) . Modern systems theory and the family: A 
confrontation. Social Science Information, Id, 7-26. 

Hovstadt, A.J., Anderson, W.T., Piercy, F.P., Cochran, S.W., 
& Fine, M. (1985). A family-of-origin scale. Journal of 
Marital and Family Therapy. H , 287-297. 

Huston, T. (1983) . Power. In H.H. Kelley, E. Berscheid, A. 
Christensen, J. Harvey, T. Huston, G. Levinger, E. 
McClintock, A. Peplau, & D. Peterson (Eds.), QIQS^ 
relationships (pp. 169-219). San Francisco: Freeman. 

Kenkel, W.F. (1963). Observational studies of husband-wife 
interaction in family decision-making. In Marvin B. 
Sussman (Ed.), .SQnrrebooK in marriage and the family 
(second edition). Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

Kranichfeld, M.L. (1987). Rethinking family power. Journal 
of Family Issues. 2., 42-56. 

117 



"•^'relel'rch' VlV^l, /"PPlementary methods in family research. Fam-ily Prn^^T, 2 , 357-366. 

'''''Mount;i; V-T^ r . Se« and gpnder- An ............. 
Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. 

Mack, D.(1978). The power relationship in black families 
and white families. In R. Staples (Ed.), The black 
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Relationship Questionnaire 
Age years 
Please mark only one answer: 
Gender: male female 
Race: white 

black 
mexican american 
asian 
native-american. 
other_ 

Are you currently married? yes no 
If so, length of current marriage? years months 

If so, is this your first marriage? yes no 
How many children do you have? . 
Have you graduated from high school? yes no 

If so, how many years of school have you completed after high 
school? years 
How much is your household net income? 0-10,000 

10,001-20,000 
20,001-30,000 
30,001-40,000 
40,001 and up 

Is the person that you regard as your mother deceased? yes no 
Is the person that you regard as your father deceased? yes no 
Are the persons that you regard as your mother and father divorced? yes 
no 
Are you currently receiving any financial support from a parent(s)? yes 
no 
How much contact do you have with your mother? (either by phone, letter, or In 
person) 

atleast once a month 
atleast once every six months 
atleast once a year 
less than once a year_ 

How much contact do you have with your father? (either by phone, letter, or in person) 
atleast once a month 
atleast once every six months 
atleast once a year 
less than once a year_ 

Have you ever been to therapy/counseling for any problem? yes 
no 

The following questions ask about your current relationships with your parents. 
Please select the answers which best reflect your current relationships with these 
people. There are no right or wrong answers. .. u * 
If one or both of your parents are deceased, then answer the questions about your 
deceased parent(s) in terms of how you remember or imagined your relationship(s) to 

Please answer all questions as best you can. Give answer that best 
applies to you. 
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nML3."̂ «'nri T « t k L ^ ^ ^ l^fh^?K°??.3 ^"^"*y ^"d satisfaction scales to rate the 
quesS^n ^^*'^*^' '^ '°" ^'*^ *̂ ® *°"°^'"9 relationships. Put rating in blank beside each 

Quality 

1 2 3 4 5— 
excellent good fair poor very poor 

Quality of your relationship with: 1. Your mother_ 
2. Your father 

Satisfaction 

1 2 3 4 ~5~ 
very satisfied neutral dissatisfied very poor 
satisfied 

Satisfaction with your relationship with: 3. Your mother 
4. Your father 

How satisfied are you with the frequency of contact (letter, phone, in person) which 
you have with: 
5. Your mother 6. Your father 

Use the foilowing scale to answer questions 7 and 8: 

1 2 3 4 5 
totally very moderately a little not at all 
responsible responsible responsible 

7. When one of your parents is having a distressing problem at work, to what extent do 
you feel personally responsible to provide a solution to the problem? 

8. When your parents are having a significant problem In their marriage, to what 
extent do you feel personally responsible to provide a solution to their 
problem? 

Use the foliowing scale to answer questions 9 to 12: 

1 2 3 4 5 
much less less same more much more 

How does your job success and satisfaction compare to your parents' job success and 
satisfaction? 
9. Your mother's financial success 
10. Your mother's emotional satisfaction^ _ 
11. Your father's financial success. 
12. Your father's emotional satisfaction 

124 



Use the following scale to answer questions 13 to 16: 

1 2 3 4 5 
all the most of half the occasionally never 
time the time time 

13. How often do you think of yourself as your mother's "little boy/girl"?̂  
14. How often do you think of yourself as your father's "little boy/girl"? 
is! How reluctant are you to do anything that would elicit an intense emotional response 
from your parents, such as anger, hurt, shock, or embarassment? 
16. How often do you seek parental approval (for example, how you should handle a 
personal problem or make an important decision, etc.)? 

Use the following scale to answer questions 17 to 26: 

1 2 3 4 5 
extremely very moderately a little not at all 
important important important Important important 

17. How necessary is it to you to meet your mother's expectations conceming your 

18°'Ho;rn''e'^rslSV is it to you to meet your father's expectations conceming your 
work? 

19. How necessary is it to you to meet your mother's expectations conceming your 

^O^'HOW n k e l i ^ ^ l ^ t to you to meet your father's expectations conceming your 
marriage? 

21. How necessary is it to you to meet your mother's expectations concerning your 

L'''H"Ji"n«=eisT^-irirto you to meet your father's expectations concerning your 

parenting? 

23. How necessary Is It to you to meet your mother's expectations concerning your 

i r HOW "neceslifTiiT^yo" '» •-««' V""' '^«"''» ^""^ ' ' ""^ ' ° " ' ' " ' " ' ' " ' 
appearance? -

* «,««• wniir mother's expectations concerning your 
25. How necessary is it to you to meet your motner s exp« 
life style? ^ Cher's expectations concerning your life 
26. How necessary is it to you to meei your loi 
style? 
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Use the following scale to answer questions 27 to 36: 

1 2 3 ^4 5 
all the most of half the occasionally never 
time the time time 

27. How often do you feel you must modify your behavtor to meet your mother's 
expectations concerning your 
work? 
28. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your father's 
expectations concerning your 
work? 

29. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your mother's 
expectations concerning your 
marriage? 
30. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your father's 
expectations concerning your 
marriage? 

31. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your mother's 
expectations concerning your 
parenting? 
32. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your father's 
expectations concerning your 
parenting? 

33. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your mother's 
expectations concerning your 
appearance? 
34. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your father's 
expectations concerning your 
appearance? 

35. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your mother's 
expectations concerning your 
lifestyle? 
36. How often do you feel you must modify your behavior to meet your father s 
expectations concerning your 
lifestyle? 
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Use the following situation and scale to answer questions 37-46: 
You myite only one of your parems and not the other parent to dinner alone with 

you even though the 
other parent Is Interested and available. 

1 2 3 4 5 
extremely very moderately a little not at all 

How willing would you be to do this? 
37. Mother Invited 38. Father invited 

How comfortable would you be doing this? 
39. Mother Invited 40. Father invited 

How unfair would it be to do this to the uninvited parent? 
41. Mother not invited 42. Father not invited 

How comfortable would you be dining and having intimate conversation with the 
invited parent? 

43. Mother invited 44. Father invited 
How guilty would you feel if you did not invite the other parent? 

45. Mother not invited 46. Father not invited 

Use the following scale to answer questions 47 to 72: 
_ _ _ _ _ 

strongly agree neutral disagree strongly 
agree disagree 

I share my true feelings with my parent about the significant events in my life. 

47. Mother 48. Father 

My parent and I are important people in each other's lives. 

49. Mother 50. Father 
I get together with my parent from time to time for conversation and recreation. 

51. Mother 52. Father 
I take my parent's thoughts and feelings seriously, but do not always agree of behave in 

the same way. 
53. Mother 54. Father 

I openly show tenderness toward my parent-

55. Mother 56. Father 

I am fair In my relationship with my parent-

57. Mother 58. Father 

I can trust my parent with things we share. 

59. Mother 60. Father 

My parent and I have mutual respect for each other. 
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61. Mother ^o c«*i. 
—• 62. Father I am fond of my oarepf 

63. Mother 64. Father 
65. My parents do things that embarrass me. 

66 My present day problems would be fewer or less severe if my parents had acted or 
behaved differently. 

67. My parents frequently try to change some aspect of my personality. 

68. I sometimes wonder how much my parents really love me. 

69. I am usually able to disagree with my parents without losing my 
temper. 

70. I often get so emotional with my parents that I cannot think 
straight. 

71. I usually help my parents understand me by telling them how I think, feel, and 
believe. 

72. My parents say one thing to me and really mean another. 

Use the following scale to answer questions 73 to 82: 

1 2 3 4 5 
very comfortable neutral uncomfortable very 
comfortable uncomfortable 

73. How comfortable are you having sexual relations in the privacy of your own 
bedroom when your parents are in your home? 

74. How comfortable are you talking to your mother and father about their private and 
personal stories of growing up in their families of origin and extended family (i.e., 
talking about perceptions, thoughts, and feelings about their relationships with their ' 
fathers, mothers, siblings, aunts, uncles, etc.)? 

Key: 1 (Very comfortable) 2(Comfortable) 3(Neutral) 
4(Uncomfortable) 5(Very Uncomfortable) 

75. How comfortable are you talking to your mother and father about family secrets 

both real and imagined, and about skeletons in the family closet? 

76. How comfortable are you talking to your father and mother about specific mistakes 

or wrong decisions which he/she made in the past and would like to do differently 

(e.g., marriage, marriage partner, occupation, etc.)? 

77. How comfortable are you talking to your opposite-sex parent about the fact that 

that parent Is not longer #1 love in your life? 
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78. How comfortable are you talking to your same-sex parent to declare openly the 

ways In which you are different from that parent In your beliefs, values, attitudes, and 

behavior? 

79. How comfortable are you talking directly to your father and mother as peers and 

equals In order to say goodbye to them as "daddy and mommy" and goodbye to yourself as a 

dependent "little boy/girl"? 

80. How comfortable are you talking face to face with your father and mother to make 

explicit with them that you are not responsible for his/her survival or happiness in 

life, and that you are not working to meet goals and achievements in life which have t>een 

passed on from them (or prior generations) to you? 

81. How comfortable are you talking to your mother and father about his/her 

sexuality and sexual experience? 

82. How comfortable are you talking to your father and mother about his/her 

approaching death, as to when, where, how, and with what attitude and feelings each 

of them anticipates this Inevitability? 

Please indicate in questions 83 to 91 whether you h9Ye or havg POt 

discussed certain topics with your parents. Mark a 1 If you have not 

discussed the topic, or a 2 if you |iayfi_dlscussed the topic. 

1=have not discussed 2=have discussed 

79. Topic in question 74. 82. Topic in question 77 

80. Topic in question 75 83. Topic in question 78 

81. Topic in question 76 84. Topic in question 79 

85. Topic in question 80_ 

86. Topic in question 81_ 

87. Topic in question 82_ 
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The family of origin is the family with which you spent most or all of 
your childhood years. In reading the following statements, apply them to 
your family of origin, as you remember it. Please answer all questions. 

Use the following scale to answer questions 1 to 20a. Write in 
appropriate numbers in blanks after each question. 

1 2 1 4 5 
strongly disagree neutral agree strongly 
disagree agree 

la. In my family, It was normal to show both positive and negative feelings. 

2a. The atmosphere In my family usually was unpleasant. 

3a. In my family, we encouraged one another to develop new friendships. 

4a. Differences of opinion in my family were discouraged. 

5a. People In my family often made excuses for their mistakes. 

6a. My parents encouraged family members to listen to one another.. 

7a. Conflicts in my family never got resolved. 

8a. My family taught me that people were basically good. 

9a. I found it difficult to understand what other family members said and how they 

felt. 
10a. We talked at)Out our sadness when a relative or family friend 

died. 
11a. My parents openly admitted it when they were wrong.. 

12a. In my family, I expressed just about any feeling I had. 

Key: 1 (strongly disagree) 2(disagree) 3(neutral) 4(agree) 

5(strongly agree) 
13a. Resolving conflicts in my family was a very stressful 

experience. 
14a. My family was receptive to the different ways various family members viewed 

life. 
15a. My parents encouraged me to express my views openly.. 

16a. I often had to guess at what other family members thought or how they 

felt. . _.. 
17a. My attitudes and my feelings frequently were ignored or criticized in my 

family. 
18a. My family members rarely expressed responsibility for their 

actions. 
19a. in my family. I felt free to express my own opinions._ 
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20a. We never talked about our grief when a relative or family friend 

died. 

21a. Sometimes In my family. I did not have to say anything, but felt 

understood. 

22a. The atmosphere In my family was cold and negative. 

23a. The members of my family were not very receptive to one another's 

views. 

24a. I found It easy to understand what other family members said and how they 

felt. 

25a. If a family friend moved away, we never discussed our feelings of 

sadness. 

26a. In my family, I learned to be suspicious of others. 

27a. In my family, I felt that I could talk things out and settle 

conflicts. 

28a. I found it difficult to express my own opinions in my family. 

29a. Mealtimes in my home usually were friendly and pleasant. 

30a. In my family, no one cared about the feelings of other family 

members. 

31a. We usually were able to work out conflicts in my family. 

32a. In my family, certain feelings were not allowed to be 

expressed. 

33a. My family believed that people usually took advantage of you. 

34a. I found It easy in my family to express what I thought and how I 

felt. 
35a. My family members usually were sensitive to one another's 

feelings. 
36a. When someone important to us moved away, our family discussed our feelings of 

loss. 
37a. My parents discouraged us from expressing views different from 

theirs. 

38a. In my family, people took responsibility for what they did. 

39a. My family had an unwritten rule: Don't express your 

feelings. 
40a. I remember my family as being warm and supportive._ 
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Instrwctions for questions ^^m: Below are some statements that describe 

whlrh on?of ^ f S , ^ ? t t T ^̂ ^ l̂ "^ '̂̂  ^^^^ °̂ ^̂ -̂ R^^d «^^h °"« carefully and deckJe 
r^rHo * h ! onl fif ??®T®J^^ ^® *̂ ^®^"^®s y°"^ relationship with your spouse. 
PJInnoi^ J ^ h T ' *•''* ^ . ? ^"^ * ° ' y°"- Although the same statements may 
reappear, each time it is with two different statements. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Choose the answer you think best describes the way you and your spouse act 
toward each other ordinarily-not how you would like to be or think it should be. 
Respond with your first Impression. 

1 b. a. When we try to make decisions, we are so opposite that much of the time one 
of us decides more things than the other. 

b. We don't often cany out our decisions and each of us tries to get the other to 
follow through. 

c. When we have differences, we usually consider both opinions and come to a 
mutual agreement. 

2b. a When we try to change, we know how the other will think or act even when 
tx>th of us are different. 

b. When we try to change, we often are not sure how the other will 
think or act. 

c. When we try to change, we know what each will do because only one seems to 
make a big effort to change while the other remains the same. 

3b. a Personal feelings and ideas can often be talked about and shared 
by each of us. 

b. Neither one of us share many personal feelings or thoughts 
with the other. 

c. One of us Is t)etter able to discuss personal feelings or thoughts than the 
other. 

4b. a We are quite good at making decisions and sometimes one decides what we 
will do and sometimes the other deckies. 

b. We have a hard time making a decision together because each feels his/her 
point of view is better than the other person's. 

c. When we try to make decisions, we are so opposite that much of the time one 
of us decides more things than the other. 

5b. a One of us believes he/she has more authority than the other, using It 
sometimes harshly, sometimes kindly. 

b. When we solve problems, we often compete, each of us trying to be 
more right than the other. 

c. Both of us readily accept the blame for things that go wrong between us. 

6b. a We have an understanding of each other that comes by both trying to listen 
carefully and understand. 

b. When we have a discussion, we both talk but neither seems to listen to the 

c. When we have a discussion, one of us talks much more while the other seems 

to listen. 
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^"^ * H^'J^^.r """1*"® *® * * y *® *=' '°*3«^ each other, both try but changes do noi lasi very long. 
b. When we Improve the way we act toward each other, usually just one of us 

makes a change that lasts. 
c. When we Improve the way we act toward each other, changes we both make 

seem to last a long time. 

8b. a When we solve problems, we often compete with each of us trying to be right 
more than the other. 

b. We share control by talking things out until both agree and 
understand. 

c. One person usually receives more of the blame for things that go wrong 
between us. 

9b. a One of us Is better able to discuss personal feelings or thoughts than 
the other. 

b. When we have a discussion, we both talk but neither seems to listen to the 
other. 

c. Both of us often talk about new and different ideas. 

10b. a When we have differences, one person's opinion is more often accepted 
as the right one. 

b. We have a hard time making a decision together because each feels his/her 
point of view is better than the other person's. 

c. We carry out decisions most of the time and each of us shares the 
responsibility. 

l i b . a One person usually receives more of the blame for things that go wrong 
between us. 

b. When something goes wrong between us, each feels that the other is at 
fault. 

c. Both of us readily accept the blame for things that go wrong between us. 

12b. a Both of us try to control the other but neither seems to get his or 
her way. 

b. When we solve problems, we generally talk until we can settle them by 
making a compromise. 

c. One person usually receives more of the blame for things that go wrong 
between us. 

13b. a When we try to change, we know what each will do because only one seems to 
make a big effort to change while the other remains the same. 

b. When we improve the way we act toward each other, both try but changes 
do not last very long. 

c. When Improvement is needed each tries to change and help the other to 
change. 
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14b. a When we have differences, we usually consider both opinions and 
come to a mutual agreement. 

b. We have a hard time making a decision together because each feels his/her 
point of view Is better than the other person's. 

c. We usually carry out decisions but we are so opposite it is best for one of 
us to be more responsible to see we each do our part. 

15b. a We do not talk together much, but when we do It is usually one person who 
seems to bring up the new kJeas we talk about. 

b. Neither one of us share many personal feelings or thoughts with the 
other. 

c. We have an understanding of each other that comes by both trying to listen 
carefully and understand. 

16b. a When Improvement is needed, each expects the other to 
change. 

b. When we Improve the way we act toward each other, changes seem to last a 
long time. 

c. When we try to change, we know what each will do t>ecause only one seems to 
make a big effort to change wile the other remains the same. 

17b. a When improvement is needed, each tries to change and help the other to 
change as well. 

b. When improvement is needed, usually just one of us gets told that he/she 
needs to improve. 

c. When Improvement is needed, each expects the other to change. 

18b. a We cany out decisions most of the time and each of us shares the 
responsibility. 

b. We do not often cany out our decisions and each of us tries to get the 
other to follow through. 

c. We usually carry out decisions, but we are so opposite it Is best for one of us 
to be more responsible to see we each do our part. 

19b. a When we solve problems, we often compete with each of us trying to be 
right more than the other. 

b. When we solve problems, we generally talk until we can settle 
them by making a compromise. 

c. We are so opposite that when we solve problems we think one person will be 
right and the other proven wrong. 

20b. a One of us is better able to discuss personal feelings or thoughts than 
the other. . .,„ 

b. Both of us try but we seldom fully discuss new and different 
ideas 

c. We have an understanding of each other that comes by both trying to 
listen carefully and understand. 
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21b. a Both of us try to control the other but neither seems to get his or 
her way. 

b. We are so opposite that when we solve problems, we think one person will be 
right and the other proven wrong. 

c. Both of us readily accept the blame for things that go wrong between us. 

22b. a When we try to change, we know how the other will think or act even though 
lx>th of us are different. 

b. When Improvement Is needed, usually just one gets told that he/she 
needs to change. 

c. When we Improve the way we act toward each other, both try but changes 
do not last very long. 

23b. a When we have differences each person tries hard to explain that his/her 
opinion is correct. 

b. We usually carry out decisions but we are so opposite, it Is best for one of us 
to be more responsible to see we each do our part. 

c. We are quite good at making decisions and sometimes one decides what we 
will do and sometimes the other deckles. 

24b. a When we have a discussion, one of us talks much more while the other seems 
to listen. 

b. Neither one of us shares many personal feelings or thoughts with 
the other. 

c. Both of us often talk about new and different ideas. 

25b. a When we have differences, each person tries hard to explain that 
his/her opinion Is correct. 

b. When we have differences, one person's opinion is more often accepted 
as the right one. 

c. When we have differences, we usually consider both opinions and 
come to a mutual agreement. 

26b. a We share control by talking things out until both agree and 
understand. 

b. Both of us try to control the other but neither seems to get 
his/her way. 

c. One of us believes he/she has more authority than the 
other, using it sometimes harshly, sometimes kindly. 

27b. a When we have a discussion, we both talk but neither seems to listen 

b. Pels^nal feelings and ideas can often be talked about and shared with 
each of us 

c We do not talk together very much but when we do, it is usually one person 
who seems to bring up the new ideas we talk about. 
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28b. a We are so opposite that when we solve problems, we think one person will 
be right and the other proven wrong. 

b. When something goes wrong between us, each feels the other is 
at fault. 

c. We share control by talking things out until both agree and understand. 

29b. a When Improvement Is needed, usually just one of us gets 
told that he/she needs to change. 

b. When we try to change, we often are not sure how the other will 
think or act. 

c. When we improve the way we act toward each other, changes we 
both make seem to last a long time. 

30b. a When improvement is needed, each tries to change and help the other to 
change as well. 

b. When we try to change, we often are not sure how the other will 
think or act. 

c. When we improve the way we act toward each other, usually just 
one of us makes a change that lasts. 

31b. a Personal feelings and ideas can often be talked at)out and shared by 
each of us. 

b. When we have a discussion, one of us talks much more while the 
other seems to listen. 

c. Both of us try, but we seldom fully discuss new and different ideas. 

32b. a We are quite good at making decisions and sometimes one decides what we 
will do and sometimes the other deckJes. 

b. We do not often carry out our decisions and each of us tries to 
get the other to follow through. 

c. When we have differences, one person's opinion is more often accepted as the 
right one. 

33b. a One of us believes he/she has more authority than the other, using it 
sometimes harshly, sometimes kindly. 

b. When we solve problems, we generally talk until we can 
settle them by making a compromise. 

c. When something goes wrong between us, each feels the other is at fault. 

34b. a When we improve the way we act toward each other, usually just one of us 
makes a change that lasts. u u • 

b. When improvement is needed, each expects the other to 

c. Whence try to change, we know how the other will think or act even though 
both of us are different. 

35b. a Both of us often talk about new and different 
ideas 

b. Both of us try, but we seldom fully discuss new and different 

c W?do not talk together very much but when we do. it is usually one person 
who seems to bring up the new ideas we talk about. 
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36b. a When we try to make decisions, we are so opposite that much of the time one 
of us decides more things than the other, 

b. When we have differences, each person tries hard to explain that his/her 
opinion Is correct. 

0. We carry out decisions most of the time and each of us shares the 
responsibility. 

Use the following scale to answer questions 1-16c. Put rating in blank 
after each question. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly moderately slightly neutral slightly moderately strongly 
disagree disagree disagree agree agree agree 

1 c. Teachers or supervisors who hand out vague assignments give a chance for one to 
show initiative and originality. 

2c. An expert who does not come up with a definite answer probably does not know too 
much. 

3c. I would like to live in a foreign country for awhile. 

4c. There Is really no such thing as a problem that cannot be solved. 

5c. People who fit their lives to a schedule probably miss most of the joy of 
living. 

6c. A good job is one where what is to be done and how it is to be done are always 
clear. 

7c. Often the most interesting and stimulating people are those who do not mind being 
different and original. 

Key 1 (strongly disagree) 2(moderateIy disagree) 3(slightly disagree) 
' 4(neutral) 

5(slightly agree) 6(moderately agree) 7(strongly 
agree) 

8c. In the long run, it is possible to get more done by tackling small, simple 
problems rather than large and complicated ones. . 

9c. Many of our most important decisions are based upon insufficient 
information. 

10c. What we are used to is always preferable to what is unfamiliar. 

11 c. It is more fun to tackle a complicated problem than to solve a simple 

one. . 
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12c. A person who leads an even, regular life In which few surprises or unexpected 
happenings arise, really has a tot to be grateful for. 

13c. People who Insist upon a yes or no answer just do not know how complicated 
things really are. 

14c. I like parties where I know most of the people more than ones where all or most 
of the people are complete strangers. 

15c. A good teacher Is one who makes you wonder atx)ut your way of looking at 
things. 

16c. The sooner we all acquire similar values and ideals the better. 
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In every family, somebody has to decide such things as where the family 
will live and so on. Many couples talk things over first, but the final 
decision typically has to be made by the husband or the wife. Use the 
following scale to answer questions 1-14d. Put your rating in the blank 
beside each question. 

1 
hust)and 
always 

2 
husband 
more than 
wife 

3 4 5 
hust)andand wife more wife 
wife exactly more than always 
the same husband 

Id. Who makes the final decision about what people you will invite to the house or go out 
with? 

2d. Who makes the final decision about how to decorate or furnish the 

house? 

3d. Who makes the final decision about which TV or radio program to tune in 

to? 

4d. Who makes the final deciston about what the family will have for 

dinner?. 

5d. Who makes the final decision about what clothes you will buy? 

6d. Who makes the final deciston about what type of clothes your spouse will 

buy? • -

7d. Who makes the final deciston about what car to get? 

8d. Who makes the final decision about whether or not to buy life 

insurance?. 

9d. Who makes the final decision about what house or apartment to 

take ? 

lOd. Who makes the final decision about what job you take? 

l i d . Who makes the final deciston about whether your wife (or you if female) should go 

to work or quit work? . 
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12d. Who makes the final decision about how much money the family can afford to spend 

per week on food? 

13d. Who makes the final decision about what doctor to have when someone is 

sick? 

14d. Who makes the final decision about where to go on vacation?, 
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