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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to examine longitudinally the 

relationship between two gender-role orientation variables 

(gender-role attitude and gender-role identity) and marital quality. 

This researeh was a replication of reeent research which has found 

that the more egalitarian the husband is with respect to the wife, the 

higher the marital quality of each spouse and other researeh which has 

found that femininity is positively associated with the level of 

marital quality of each spouse. In addition to same-time analyses, 

these relationships were examined longitudinally. The theoretieal 

model used was Soeial Exehange Theory. The focus of this theory on 

the roles which marital partners develop as they join in a 

relationship with one another made it espeeially applieable to this 

study. 

Findings of the study were based on a sample of 35 couples who had 

been married an average of a little over a year and a half, most of 

whom did not have children. Length of marriage and presence or 

absence of children were identified as covariates in the preliminary 

analyses. 

Partial eorrelations were used to test the hypotheses. At time 

one, the relationship between femininity of the wife and level of 

marital quality of the husband was positive and significant, 

eonfirming the first hypothesis. AH other hypotheses were not 

confirmed. 



Additional analyses were undertaken to identify a discriminant 

procedure whieh could classify spouses as to whether they were more 

satisfied or less satisfied as to their marital quality. Eight 

variables (maseulinity, femininity, spouse masculinity. spouse 

femininity, total income, length of marriage, and the score on the 

Marital Roles Attitude Scale) and presenee of children were able to 

correetly classify couples about 7096 of the time. Implieations of 

this procedure are diseussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of the present study was to examine longitudinally the 

relationship between two aspects of gender-role orientation 

(gender-role attitude and gender-role identity) and marital quality. 

Recent research has indicated that gender-role identity is assoeiated 

with the level of marital quality reported by spouses (Antill, 1983; 

Martin, 1985). Gender-role attitude also has been found to be 

associated with marital quality (Bowen & Orthner, 1983; Li íc Caldwell, 

1987). No research was located whieh investigated the longitudinal 

relationships between these variables using the measures proposed. 

Research involving gender-role attitude has indieated that 

individuals ean be differentiated on the basis of the type of 

gender-role attitude they possess: traditional or egalitarian 

(Peplau, 1983). It also has been found that the more egalitarian the 

husband is with respect to his wife, the higher the level of marital 

quality (Bowen, 1987; Bowen & Orthner, 1983; Li & Caldwell, 1987). 

Gender-role identity has been a strong researeh thrust sinee 

the early seventies (Bem, 1974, 1976, 1977; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

What it means to be a male or a female in our eulture has interested 

researchers for many decades. However, new developments have ehanged 

the approach to the investigation of gender roles. Earlier work 

assumed that masculinity and femininity could best be coneeptualized 

in terms of a single, bipolar dimension, with masculinity at one pole 
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2 
and femininity at the other (Constantinople, 1973). More reeent work 

has assumed that masculinity and femininity are two independent 

dimensions. According to this perspective, individuals develop both 

feminine and masculine traits (Bem, 1974, 1976, 1977; Spenee åc 

Helmreich, 1980). Bem suggested that for optimal funetioning across 

situations, individuals are best prepared to deal with behavioral 

challenges if they possess high levels of gender-role identity 

qualities whieh have traditionally been seen as being masculine and 

qualities traditionally seen as being feminine. She has used the term 

"psyehologieal androgyny" from the Greek words for male ("andros") and 

female ("gyne") to deseribe this type of gender-role identity. Bem 

(1977) has hypothesized that androgyny "allows men and women to be 

both independent and tender, both assertive and yielding, both 

maseuline and feminine. In other words, psychologieal androgyny 

expands the range of behaviors available to everyone" (p. 319). 

The assumptions as to the benefits of androgyny for both men and 

women have been aeeepted as being almost axiomatic. However, recently 

androgyny has been criticized because of inconsistent research 

findings (Heilbrun & Mulqueen, 1987). While some studies do find 

advantages for androgynes ( e .g . , Bem 1974, 1977), it has been 

suggested that the advantages of androgyny are attributable to high 

masculinity (Bassoff & Glass, 1982; Heilbrun & Mulqueen, 1987). Other 

research has also found a significant positive eorrelation between 

femininity and marital quality in sustained relationships (Antill, 

1983; Ickes, 1985) as opposed to any significant relationship between 

androgyny and marital quality. With respect to gender-role identity, 
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high femininity has been established as a better predictor of hisher 

levels of marital quaUty in committed relationships than masculinity 

or androgyny (Antill, 1983; Ickes, 1985; ^^artin, 1985). Such findings 

have raised questions as to the benefits reflected in the 

conceptualization of androgyny for marital partners. 

The longitudinal relationship between these two gender-role 

variables and marital quality wiU be described from the vantage point 

of Social Exchange Theory (SET). This theory attempts to explain the 

emergence, persistenee, and demise of ongoing, soeial relationships 

(Friedman, 1987). The focus of the theory is the exchange, the 

product of the interaetion between exchange partners, in this case, 

the spouses in a marital relationship (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). The 

exehanges between the spouses and the resultant outcomes have an 

indireet, but signifieant effect on the level of satisfaetion 

experienced by the partners, i . e . , their pereeived level of marital 

quality (Spanier åc Lewis, 1980). 

The patterns of interaction in a marriaee are a product of both 

the individual histories of the two spouses and their cooperative 

attempts at negotiation. The agreements that are reaehed are called 

"norms" (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). In the proeess of developing these 

norms, a particular type of interaetional style will be evidenced. As 

these norms are grouped together, roles are ereated for the marital 

partners (Blau, 1964; Peplau, 1983). These roles are the agreements 

as to the individual eontributions that each spouse is expected to 

make to the marriage. One very important type of role that is 

negotiated between spouses is their gender role. 



SET holds that in their relationships, persons wiU attempt to 

maximize their rewards and minimize their costs in order to aehieve 

the best possible outcome (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). If they are 

suceessful in aequiring a satisfaetory outcome, they wiU tend to be 

pleased with the relationship; if not, they will tend to be 

displeased. The desire for profitable outcomes in a relationship has 

been found to include preferenees concernine gender roles (Scanzoni <5c 

Fox, 1980). Exchanges involving issues related to gender roles are an 

important aspect of the marital relationship, as reflected in marital 

quaUty seores (AntiU, 1983; Murstein & WilUams, 1983). 

The amount of longitudinal research which has been conducted with 

respect to marital quality has been Umited. Without longitudinal 

investigation of relationship issues, some questions remain 

unanswered. Studies eonducted at one point in time ean only provide a 

"snapshot" view of a population (Monette, SulUvan, ån DeJong, 1986). 

While sueh studies are helpful and eost-effeetive, they leave 

unanswered questions that ean be studied through longitudinal 

researeh. Cross-seetional studies often provide more information than 

one-wave studies by allowing for the comparison of a sample of persons 

who differ with respeet to a particular variable or variables at a 

single point in time (Papalia & Olds, 1978). A cross-sectional study 

has been called a "sliee of life" (Bloom, 1986:49). However, one of 

the main disadvantages of the eross-seetional method is that it does 

not allow for observation of individual differences, sueh as 

measurement of a particular individual's ehange in marital quaUty 

seores over time (Monette et a l . , 1986). 



This researeh was eondueted longitudinally in an attempt to 

provide additional information about the relationship between two 

gender-role orientation variables (gender-role identity and 

gender-role attitude) and marital quality. According to Bailey 

(1982), the best way to study change in ongoing relationships is 

through a longitudinal design. Using a longitudinal panel design, 

the couples in this study were interviewed in three waves. The goal 

was to identify trends or patterns of change that would provide 

more eomplete information coneerning the relationship between 

gender-role orientation and marital quality than single interview or 

cross-sectional analyses have allowed. 

The tenets of SET make possible the explanation of the dynamies of 

close relationships over time. SET postulates that there is an 

accumulation of positive or negative sentiment over time as a result 

of the exchange history (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Blau, 1964; Brehm, 

1985). If the persons in a relationship have an aeeeptable outeome 

from their interaction, the relationship will grow. However, if the 

costs are too high or the rewards are too few, resulting in a lower 

outeome, the relationship will terminate or at least eease to grow 

(Lewis åc Spanier, 1979). Because interaetion over time is so 

influential in the proeess of determining one's satisfaction with the 

relationship, it is important to consider the marital relationship 

over time in order to describe more precisely how interaetion affects 

marital quality. Spanier and Lewis (1980) indieated that this 

longitudinal issue is a needed focus for research. Few studies have 

investigated the relationship between gender-role identity or 
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gender-role attitude, and marital quality. Even fewer have examined 

this assoeiation over time. Cooper, Chassin, Braver, Zeiss, and 

Khavari (1986) have indicated that this is an area where research 

would provide needed data. 

In summary. using SET as the theoretical base, this research 

analyzed the longitudinal association between gender-role identity and 

gender-role attitude, and marital quality. In order to preserve the 

pieture of each couple's interaetional patterns, the couple was the 

unit of analysis in the tests of the hypotheses. It was predicted 

that the more egalitarian in gender-role attitude the husband was 

relative to the wife, the higher the marital quality of both spouses. 

With respect to gender-role identity, it was predicted that the level 

of femininity of one's partner would be positively related to one's 

assessment of his/her level of marital quality. By assessing the 

relationship over time, it was hoped that the association between 

these two gender-role variables and marital quaUty eould be explored. 

On the basis of the tenets of social exchange theory it was predicted 

that interaetion with respect to gender roles which is rewarding would 

be assoeiated with higher marital quality seores at later measurement 

intervals. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Definition of Terms 

The Uterature on gender roles and the literature involving 

marital quality have suffered from a lack of uniformity in the 

employment of terms. In order to avoid confusion in the current 

research, the terms to be used wiU be defined as follows: 

1. Gender role—gender-related patterns of traits, attitudes, 

preferenees, and behavior which are learned through the 

process of interaction and education (Cook, 1985). 

2. Gender-role orientation—a more inelusive term than 

gender-role identity or gender-role attitude. It designates a 

person's tendency to think in ways that are consistent with or 

inconsistent with traditional ideas about gender roles. It is 

the more general term. Both gender-role identity and 

gender-role attitude are a part of one's gender-role 

orientation. 

3. Gender-role identity—the extent to which men and women see 

themselves as possessing "masculine" and "feminine" 

charaeteristics. (Gender-role identity ean be measured using 

seales such as the Bem Sex-Role Inventory.) 

4. Gender-role attitude—beliefs about the social roles of men 

and women. There are differenees between persons as to their 

views of the soeial roles of men and women. This concept 

focuses on the perception of rights, privileges, and 
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expeetations of men and women with respect to their 

gender roles. (Gender attitudes can be measured using seales 

such as the Marital Roles Attitude Seale.) 

5. MaseuUnity—those stereotyped characteristics which have 

traditionally been associated with men, e .g . , "aggressive," 

"independent," "unemotional" (Cook, 1985). 

6. Femininity—those stereotyped eharaeteristies which have 

traditionally been associated with women, e .g . , "emotional," 

"sensitive," "expressive" (Cook, 1985). 

7. Egalitarian—an attitude whieh precludes responding to another 

simply on the basis of biologieal sex (Beere, King, Beere, åc 

King, 1984). 

8. Marital quality—a person's subjeetive evaluation of his/her 

marital relationship. It is a reflection of the happiness, 

adjustment, satisfaetion, and eohesiveness perceived to be 

present in the marriage. 

Introduction 

The particular point of interest of this research was the 

relationship over time between two gender-role variables, gender-role 

attitude and gender-role identity, and marital quality. Based on the 

tenets of SET, it was predieted that satisfying exchanges growing out 

of these two gender-role variables would result in a buildup of 

positive sentiment evident at same-time measurement as well as higher 

levels of marital quality at the later measurement times. 

Social Exchange Theory has been widely used to coneeptualize the 

variables involved in elose relationships. The value of this 



theoretical approach has been demonstrated in its use in scores of 

studies over the last three deeades. For instance, research has 

indicated that reward level is a significant eontributor to 

eontentment in relationships (Hatfield, Walster, åc Traupmann, 1978; 

Hansen, 1987). Studies by MargoUn (1978) and Jaeobson, Waldron, and 

Moore (1980) indieated that the pereeived level of rewards and costs 

in a relationship affected how couples feel about their relationship. 

Since the pioneering work of Thibaut and Kelley (1959), SET has been 

viewed as a parsimonious and testable model for studying the processes 

which contribute to differing levels of marital quality in dyads. 

SET postulates that as relationships eontinue there is an 

accumulation of positive and negative sentiment in connection with the 

relationship. Whether the outcome is positive or negative wiU be 

dependent upon the acceptability to each spouse of the exehange 

history in the relationship (Thibaut Sc Kelley, 1959). A marriage will 

grow and develop, or dissolve and deteriorate as a result of the 

exehange process (Huston & Burgess, 1979). 

Marital quality is the product of perceived outeomes in a 

marriage. The level of satisfaction with a marital relationship can 

be influeneed by a number of factors. Two variables that have been 

shown to be predictive of marital quality are gender-role identity 

(AntiU, 1983; Murstein ôc WilUams, 1983; Voelz, 1985) and gender-role 

attitude (Li & Caldwell, 1987). 

This review included a delineation of SET, a deseription of 

gender-role issues, a diseussion of theoretical construets which have 

led the research related to gender-role identity and gender-role 
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attitude, and issues related to marital quality. A rationale was 

built whieh foeused on the relationship between gender-role 

identity and gender-role attitude, and marital quality. The chapter 

concluded with a presentation of the hypotheses for the study. 

Social Exchange Theory 

The central theme of Soeial Exchange Theory (SET) is that people 

join together and stay in a relationship with one another insofar as 

they believe and later experienee that it is to their mutual interest 

and benefit to do so (Berscheid 6c Peplau, 1983; Huston Sc Burgess, 

1979). SET posits that persons invest in the best (most profitable) 

relationship they ean get (Brehm, 1985). This theoretical aporoach 

holds that individuals seek to make choices that will minimize their 

costs and/or maximize their rewards (Nye &: McLaughUn, 1982). In 

seeking rewards, persons will accept some eosts. Furthermore, in 

avoiding costs it may be necessary to forgo some rewards. However, 

the guiding principle is that people will make choices that they feel 

will give them the best possible outcome (Nye, 1979; Nye &c McLaughlin, 

1982). 

The premise behind this general theme is that through interaction 

relationships grow and develop as individuals learn to balance their 

social interactions so as to meet personal needs. The assumption made 

is that participants in interaction with others ehoose between 

alternative assoeiates and/or eourses of action based upon their 

assessment of the best outcome available. Antieipated outcomes are 

ranked in order of preference, and the best available alternative is 

selected (Blau, 1964). This does not mean that people always receive 
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the benefits they anticipate, sinee the proeess of determining costs 

and rewards is often faulty; nor does it mean that individuals never 

do anything for whieh they do not expect to profit. It eould also be 

that individuals would learn to engage in some damaging behaviors, 

sueh as not depending upon others even when doing so would enhance 

their well-being (Burda 5c Vaux, 1987; Grigsby & Weatherley, 1983; 

Huston & Burgess, 1979; O'Neil, 1981), or depending upon others to an 

exeessive degree (Russianoff, 1981). Despite these factors whieh 

compUeate the process of assessing the exehange asoeets of a 

relationship, the premise of seeking the best possible outcome is at 

the foundation of SET. 

Elements of Soeial Exchange Theory 

Several writers have described concepts related to what is 

eommonly called "soeial exehange theory." Roloff (1981) stated that 

there have been five differing social exchange perspectives: Homans' 

Operant Psyehology Approach, Blau's Eeonomie Approaeh, Foa and Foa's 

Resource Theory, Walster, Berscheid, and Walster's Equity Theory. and 

Thibaut and Kelley's Theory of Interdependence. Nye (1979) has 

indicated that the most versatile concepts of SET have been set forth 

by Thibaut and Kelley. For this reason, the following review wiU be 

eouched in terms which originated with their seminal work (Thibaut 5c 

Kelley, 1959). 

Rewards 

Rewards are defined by Thibaut and Kelley as "the pleasures, 

satisfaetions, and gratifieations the person enjoys" (1959:12). 
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Rewards are the good things in life (Brehm, 1985). Exchange theory 

holds that our attraction to persons, as well as theirs to us, is 

predicated upon the assumption that the association will be rewarding. 

The proeess of giving and receiving rewards is quite intrieate and 

complicated, so much so that an outside observer might be unable to 

see how a relationship is actually rewarding to a particular person. 

CompUeating the picture further is the fact that it is often not the 

actions involved in interaetion, per se, but being involved in an 

activity together that is the souree of satisfaetion. In other words, 

a partieular interaetion may not be especially noteworthy, but may 

stiU be described by a person as exceedingly gratifyins because it is 

shared in an important relationship (Blau, 1964). However, it is 

assumed that if a person remains in a relationship, being in that 

relationship has an acceptable outeome as to rewards and costs (Brehm, , 

1985), or that no alternative exists that one wishes to exercise 

(Levinger, 1976). 

Research involving reward levels in relationships has noted the 

conneetion between reward level and satisfaction with the 

relationship. Martin (1985) found that reward level was the major 

variable affecting assessments of levels of marital quality in 

marriage. Recent studies have shown that reward level is superior to 

equity and equality in predicting relationship satisfaetion (Cate, 

Lloyd, Henton, 6c Larson, 1982; Miehaels, Edwards, & Acoek, 1984). 

Reward level has also been found to successfuUy discriminate 

between stable and unstable relationships (Cate, Lloyd, ôc Henton, 

1985). These authors found that when reward level was high, the 
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premarital couples in their study were apt to be still dating at the 

follow-up interviews 3 and 7 months later. It was less likely that 

highly rewarding relationships would break up over the time of the 

study. Cate, Lloyd, and Long (1988) investigated 90 subjects with 

respect to their premarital relationships. They found that pereeived 

relationship rewards ( i . e . , love, status, information, money. goods, 

service, and sexuality) were a better predietor of relationship 

satisfaction both at time one and time two (3 months later) than 

equity. 

While rewards have been classified in various ways ( e . g . , Lott íc 

Lott, 1974; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976), three major categories seem to 

be most important (Brehm, 1985): 

1. Intrinsic eharacteristics of the other person whieh we find 

rewarding ( e . g . , their beauty, sense of humor, intelligence) 

2. Direetly rewarding behavior toward us from the other person 

( e . g . , attention, consolation, sexual relations) 

3. Aecess to desired external resourees made possible by the 

other person ( e . g . , prestige, money, social network). 

Several issues serve to make the concept of rewards quite 

eomplieated. For instance, not all good things are equally good. 

Often a ehoice must be made between competing rewards. In addition, 

an exehange may take place upon the basis of an anticipated reward 

(Levinger åc Huesmann, 1980). While no reward may be noticed at the 

time of the exehange, the promise of future rewards may have to be 

included in the outcome analysis. Further, values, soeial 

commitments, and preferences may alter or restriet alternatives so 
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that the evaluation of the best possible outeome is an individual 

construet (Blau, 1964). 

Costs 

Costs are defined as "any factors that operate to inhibit or deter 

the performance of a sequenee of behavior. The greater the deterrenee 

to performing a given ac t . . . t he greater the cost of the act" (Thibaut 

& Kelley, 1959:12). Soeial exehange holds that eosts lessen profits 

and are to be avoided whenever possible in order to assure the best 

available outeome. Costs are not absolute obstaeles in a relationship 

sinee all relationships involve costs; in every relationship that 

lasts, each partner must endure some eosts. The issue is not whether 

persons in a relationship will have to pay a price, but how mueh of a 

price must be paid (Brehm, 1985). 

Costs ean be divided into two elasses. The first is punishments, 

i . e . , things the person disUkes. Activities that are distasteful, 

positions that bring trouble or distrust, or activities that incur 

malevolent responses from others are to be avoided as costly (Nye, 

1979). The seeond category of eosts is rewards foregone. When one 

spends money, time, or energy in one area, those eommodities cannot be 

spent anywhere else. The eosts of an interaction cannot be caleulated 

simply in terms of what it costs an individual. To this more obvious 

cost must be added the value of the resources which were expended to 

achieve an outcome, and which are now no longer available for use in 

other interactions (Homans, 1961). 
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Comparison Level 

In order to insure that they are getting the best outcome, human 

beings make comparisons. The overall outcome of a relationship is 

evaluated in terms of profit when both rewards and costs are 

eonsidered: outeome (profit) = rewards - eosts. However, a profitable 

outeome in a relationship is not necessarily the same as satisfaction 

with the relationship. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) propose that in 

order to understand how satisfied persons are in a relationship, one 

must take into aeeount their expectations as well as their 

experiences. This subjeetive standard of what one "deserves" in a 

relationship is labeled by these authors as the eomparison level (CL). 

The CL is the standard against which the members in a relationship 

evaluate the "attractiveness" of the relationship by assessing the 

rewards and costs involved and eomparing that with what they feel they 

are entitled to have: satisfaction = outcome - CL. If the outcome is 

above the CL, then he or she will be more likely to be satisfied; if 

the outcome is below the CL, the relationship would be seen as 

relatively unsatisfying (Thibaut 6c Kelley, 1959; Brehm, 1985). 

Since the CL is a subjeetive standard, it is possible for two 

persons with the same rewards to experience differing reactions due to 

their having differing eomparison levels. In the same way, it is 

possible for a husband to be satisfied with his marriage while his 

wife is very dissatisfied. For instanee, WiIIs, Weiss, and Patterson 

(1974) found that husbands and wives use different eriteria for 

judging the quality of eouple interaction. In their study wives 

tended to emphasize affectional dimensions ( e . g . , aeceptance, 
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affection, and approval), while husbands emphasized the instrumental 

dimension ( e . g . , cooked meals and household repairs). In this 

respeet, social exehange theory is congruent with the observation of 

Bernard (1972) that there are "his" and "hers" marriages in every 

marriage. She stated, "there is by now a very eonsiderable body of 

well-authenticated researeh to show that there really are two 

marriages in every marital union, and that they do not always 

coineide" (Bernard, 1972:4). It is clear from an examination of these 

coneepts that spouses' levels of satisfaction in their marriages are 

determined personally and subjectively by considering their own 

outcomes weighed against their own comparison level. 

In some ways a person's CL is his/her very own: the person 

develops it , revises it, values it. On the other hand, each person's 

CL is a compilation of the information, behaviors, and experiences to 

whieh he/she has been exposed (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Ekeh (1974) 

stated that the rules that govern exehanges exist prior to and are 

brought into a relationship. Each individual's CL is the result of 

personal past experience as well as obsevations of the experience of 

others (Albrecht <5c Kunz, 1980). 

Comparison Level for Alternatives 

Persons ean also think of alternative relationships as a general 

eomparative rule of thumb against whieh to evaluate their eurrent one. 

This "comparison level for alternatives" (CLA) is the lowest level of 

outcomes a person will aceept in light of available alternatives 

(Thibaut <îc Kelley, 1959). It is the level of outcome they perceive 

they would receive in some other alternative relationship (Brehm, 
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1985). When the level of the outcomes in the relationship falls below 

the CLA, the person may ehoose to leave the relationship. In the same 

way that CL differs among individuals, so, too, wiU the CLA differ, 

with some thinking that a viable alternative exists for them outside 

their relationship, while others see no such option (Brehm, 1985). 

The alternative perceived may inelude another woman or man, but not 

necessarily so. It may be that the more rewarding state that is 

sought involves Uving alone (Levinger, 1976). 

CLA will be weighted by available rewards and costs sueh as the 

pereeived availability of another partner, religious and/or moral 

prohibitions, potential loss of social support, or the prospeet of 

being alone (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959; Levinger, 1976; Lewis <5c Spanier, 

1979). This decision is also influenced by the favorable reward-cost 

outcomes members can regularly attain by virtue of their own ability 

sinee these ean be carried jm relationship to relationship (Thibaut 

<5c Kelley, 1959). 

Morgan and Walker's (1983) study highUghted the impaet of CLA on 

marital relationships. They found that a traditional view of the role 

of women was more prominent among those (N=1522 women from a national 

sample) who were older, less educated, had lower incomes, and had 

lower feelings of personal competenee than was noted among those who 

were younger and more supportive of gender-role egalitarianism. 

Explaining the findings from an exehange viewpoint, these authors 

noted the differing propensities of women to experienee attitude 

change dependent upon what they perceived they stood to gain or lose. 

Women with few options will tend to hold onto a traditional marital 
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pattern, while those who see themselves as having options will be more 

willing to risk ehange. 

Both CL and CLA are subjective constructs. It makes little 

difference what "really" exists; what matters is the individual's 

belief about the outcomes in the present and potential outcomes in 

another relationship (Brehm, 1985). Individual comparison levels 

develop on the basis of one's own experience and the perceptions of 

the experiences of others. If the individual feels that the 

relationship is better than the CL, then the individual is likely to 

feel relatively satisfied with the relationship (Albrecht <5c Kunz, 

1980). In addition, comparison levels are influenced not only by 

one's observations of the relationships of others, but also by 

examining whether or not a relationship has turned out to be what was 

expected when it was entered into (Albreeht <5c Kunz, 1980). 

The Exchange History 

A basic theme of SET is that through the proeess of interaction, 

rewards and costs are aceumulated. The theory postulates that there 

will be a buildup of either positive or negative sentiment as a result 

of the exchange history (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). 

"Relationships.. .grow, develop, deteriorate, and dissolve as a 

consequence of an unfolding social-exchange process" (Huston <5c 

Burgess, 1979:4). 

As partners attempt to maximize their outcomes, one important 

aspeet of their ongoing exchange is the degree to which their aetions 

are eompatible. If the reactions of the two persons in the 

relationship are compatible, then these reactions are said to be 
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faeilitative. FaeiUtative responses are usually perceived to be 

rewarding. If the responses are incompatible, "interference" is said 

to exist. The confliet involved in interference is usually perceived 

as a cost and such costs will be present to the degree that two sets 

of behaviors are incompatible (Thibaut ôc Kelley. 1959). 

Several studies have eonfirmed the association between 

relationship satisfaction and the reward/cost history of those in the 

relationship. Hatfield, Walster, and Traupmann (1978) interviewed 537 

"casual" and "steady" dating college students. Those students who 

were most satisfied with their outcomes tended to engage in a wider 

variety of and more frequent sexual behavior, and tended to say that 

they engaged in intereourse beeause both wanted to do so than those 

who were dissatisfied with their outcomes. Hatfield et al . (1978) 

also found that those who were most pleased with their outeomes also 

were more apt to still be dating at time two (3^ months la ter) . In 

another study, Traupmann, Hatfield, and Wexler (1983) found that 

feelings of eloseness and love following sexual relations were 

positively related to the reward/cost ratio perceived to exist in the 

relationship. 

Among married students, Hansen (1987) found that reward levels 

were signifieantly related to marital quality for both men and women. 

He stated, "this single variable explains approximately 29% of the 

variance in adjustment for males and nearly 43% of the variance for 

females" (1987:550). Studies by MargoUn (1978) and Jacobson, 

Waldron, and Moore (1980) have eoncluded that the reward/cost history 

affeets the way persons in relationships feel about those 
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relationships: the higher the level of reward perceived to be 

present, the higher the expressed level of satisfaction with the 

relationship. 

These studies seem to support the premise of SET that there is an 

aceumulation of positive or negative feelings about a relationship as 

a result of the exehanges shared in the relationship. Relationships 

move to deeper levels of intimacy when the history of exchanges is 

mutually beneficial. On the other hand, relationships would move to 

levels of lesser intimaey when the reward/cost outcome deelines to the 

point that one or both partners experienee a poor outeome (Huston <5c 

Burgess, 1979; WiIIis ôc Frieze, 1980). 

AntiII (1983) found that self-reported marital quaUty for both 

husbands and wives was related to the spouse's level of femininity. 

Spouses that were eomplementary (that is, traditionally sex-typed 

aecording to a gender-role identity scale, the BSRI) were found to be 

significantly less satisfied with their marriages than couples in 

which both spouses were high in femininity. SET could be used to 

interpret this outcome by noting that both husbands and wives 

evidently value the expressiveness and nurturanee implied by the 

femininity component of the BSRI. 

Focus on Couple Interaction 

A fundamental precept of SET is that partners have a reciprocal 

affect upon one another. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) were especially 

interested in how people in relationships adjust their behavior in 

response to the behavior of the other(s) in the relationship. They 

have termed this interaction effect "interdependence." Levinger and 
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Rands have defined eloseness in marriage as "the extent of the 

partners' interdependenee" (1985:328). Kelley and Thibaut have gone 

to great lengths to explain their concept of interdependence. In 

fact, an entire volume has been dedicated to the explanation of 

interdependence, especially the use of an interdependence matrix as a 

tool for describing dyadic interaction (Kelley <5c Thibaut, 1978). 

Interdependence emphasizes the influence persons have on one 

another in the process of interaetion (Kelley, 1979). Kelley's (1979) 

researeh has indicated that the evaluation of an interaction is based 

upon the person's summation of the consequences of behavior for self 

and the partner. Speeifically, a spouse's stated preference was 

affected by the expressed preference of the partner. For example, 

when the partner had no preference between two movies, going together 

to one's preferred movie yielded the greatest satisfaction. However, 

if the partner expressed a preference, the person's preferences were 

modified in evaluating the situation so that the partner's preference 

was taken into account. Kelley interprets this as a reflection of the 

interdependence of the partners and their desires to reward and be 

rewarded by one another, a process he refers to as "transformation" 

(1979:69). 

The concept of interdependence of exchange partners is at the 

heart of Thibaut and Kelley's (1959) view of SET. The social 

interaetions involved in a marital relationship are in a eonstant 

state of adjustment, imbalance, and subsequent adjustment. There is a 

tendency toward reciproeity as well as a desire for equilibrium. 

Forees that seek to restore balance of interaetion in one area may 
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imbalanee the relationship in another, creating the need for further 

adjustments (Blau, 1964). In fact, one prerequisite for the existence 

of a dyad is a mutual dependence on the rewards of the other's 

behavior. 

Patterson and Reid (1970) noted that partners tend to become more 

similar over time because they reinforce the behavior of the other 

that is similar to their own. Interdependence would imply that if 

eouples are to remain satisfied with their relationships, then they 

must give attention to the patterns of interaetion between themselves. 

Within marriages, husbands' and wives' gender-role attitudes have been 

found to be positively correlated (with r's around .40) , but wives 

tend to be more egalitarian than their spouses (Spenee &c Helmreich, 

1972). As a history of interaetion is developed, agreements are made 

between members of a dyad about the appropriate responses to the 

partner's moves. With some indication from their past experience as 

to what the best outeome would be for both, each takes steps to remain 

within their area of agreement. These behavioral agreements between 

the partners are called "norms" (Thibaut åc Kelley, 1959). What is 

often referred to as compromise in a relationship relates to the 

establishment of these norms (Friedman, 1987). 

Mirowsky and Ross' (1987) study points up the interdependence of 

married eouples. Using a probability sample of 680 married couples, 

the authors tested the hypothesis that husbands tended to believe in 

innate gender roles more than wives (that is, roles inherent in a 

person). That men are born with more drive to be ambitious and 

suecessful than women, and that by nature women are happiest when 
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making a home and earing for children are two examples these 

researchers give of beliefs in innate gender roles. They found that 

husbands do believe in innãte gender roles more than their wives. 

However, they also noted that the more one spouse believes in innate 

gender roles, the more the other tends to do so. They wrote, "the 

mutual influence of the husband's and wife's beliefs reduces their 

disagreement on innate sex roles by 30.8% compared to the disagreement 

expected in a similar pair not married to each other" (1987:527). 

Exchange processes, then, foster a particular interactional 

pattern in relationships. In individual dyads these patterns wiU be 

organized for the overall benefit of the members. In fact the 

reeiprocal interaction in most intimate relations results from some 

imbalance of contributions and is often made possible by one partner's 

willingness to defer to the wishes of the other (Blau, 1964). 

Since disagreeing about the contributions and rewards each spouse 

makes to the relationship ean be assoeiated with conflict and 

misunderstanding, and since these are usually seen as costs, couples 

who agree on their respective contributions to the relationship should 

have a higher level of satisfaction than those who do not agree. And 

over time, there should be evidence of a buildup of (a) positive 

sentiment when there is agreement, and (b) negative sentiment if there 

is disagreement about gender roles. This buildup should be reflected 

in the level of marital quality indicated by the spouses. 

The focus of SET on the couple as the unit of analysis is a 

benefit to longitudinal researeh. A longitudinal panel design 

allowed for observation of actual couple changes over time (Cozby, 
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1985). This design allows the researcher to investigate questions 

about the variables related to marital quality and to assess how they 

are related (Isaae ác Micháel, 1971). By studying the same couples at 

three different points in time, a oanel design provided information 

about change over time (Monette et al . ,1986). The tenets of SET 

provided a vehicle for explanation of the longitudinal outcomes. 

Conneetions Between the Trait, Attitudinal, 
and Behavioral Levels 

SET is a theory of interdependence based on the behavioral level. 

However, it assumes a eonnection between an individual's traits, 

attitudes, and behavior. Kelley (1979) and Kelley and Thibaut (1978) 

have stressed the eonneetion between these three levels in their 

description of the transformation process which oecurs before a person 

aets. Based on their preferences and the norms established in the 

relationship, eaeh spouse transforms the expectations they hold and 

their perceived view of their partner's expectations. The result of 

the transformation process it the "effeetive matrix." It is this 

transformation whieh provides the aetual basis for aetions taken in 

the relationship. 

Mueh of the researeh involving SET has employed statements about 

potential actions and/or subjective assessment of outcome levels 

without measuring actual behavior. For example, much of Kelley's 

(1979) researeh is done at the cognitive level, asking subjects how 

they perceive their behavior would change in response to differing 

expressed expectations of their partners. Further, the myriad of 

studies involving equity ( e . g . , Hatfield et a l . , 1978) generaUy have 
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not measured behavior, but have asked for a subjective evaluation of 

the perceived behavior present in the relationship. 

This connection between traits, attitudes, and behavior is basic 

to SET. While there may not be a direet connection between them, they 

are assumed to be intrinsieally conneeted. FoIIowing this rationale, 

this study did not measure actual behaviors between the marital 

couples who were interviewed. Consistent with the premises of SET, 

information gathered concerning the gender-role attitudes and 

gender-role identities of spouses were the basis for inferenees made 

eoncerning their relationship at the behavioral level. 

Criticisms of Soeial Exehange Theory 

This study wiU be conducted from a soeial exehange perspeetive. 

Even though this theory has been widely used to deseribe marriages 

(Thibaut åc Kelley, 1959; Spanier Í5C Lewis, 1980; Nye <5c McLaughUn, 

1982) several criticisms have been raised with respect to its ability 

to explain close relationships. It will not be the purpose of this 

research to offer a critieal review of SET. That task has been 

aecomplished by others (Roloff, 1981; Heath, 1976; Chadwick-Jones, 

1976). However, it is important to deal with two critieisms of SET as 

they relate to this study. 

The two most promiment eriticisms relate to SET's apparent defieit 

with respect to altruism, and the eoneern with developing an "exehange 

orientation." As to the first criticism, it is argued that the "tit 

for ta t ," profit-seeking mentality of the model leaves no plaee for 

"love" and benevolence (Rubin, 1973; Brehm, 1985). The concept that 

persons wiU value relationships that are rewarding while disUking 
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those that are less rewarding or which are costly may appear to be 

obvious. However, objections have been raised pertaining to what is 

alleged to be an overemphasis on the "economics" of the theory. Many 

of the objections have been based on religious principles; others have 

their foundation in questions about the emotional aspeet of 

relationships (Nye, 1979). The criticism states that this theory 

pictures people in relationships as being selfish rather than selfless 

(Brehm, 1985; Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1986). It is considered egocentric to 

be continually profit-seeking in a relationship that is supposed to be 

selfless and altruistie. Since the foeus of SET is perceived to be 

self rather than other and sinee love is pereeived as unconditional 

acceptance of other (Murstein, Cerreto, & MacDonald, 1977), it is held 

that SET eannot refleet the true nature of loving relationships. 

Proponents of the theory have argued that altruistie behavior is 

inherent in their approaeh. They hold that altruistie behavior is 

predietably rewarded both by approval from other individuals and 

society at large (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1986). Likewise, not to help when 

help eould be given exacts costs in terms of social disapproval and/or 

internal feelings of guilt (Nye, 1979). Blau held that altruism 

pervades soeial life. He wrote, "people are anxious to benefit one 

another and to reeiprocate for benefits they receive" (1964:17). 

Kelley (1979), Kelley and Thibaut (1985), and Thibaut and Kelley 

(1959) have indicated how those in close relationships are responsive 

to one another's preferences when making choices. 

The major problem in dealing with the eonceptualization of 

religious, moral and/or emotional behavior is not that the choices 
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differ in kind, but that there are difficulties in the process of 

evaluation. The Umitations seen here are not Umitations of the 

theory, but Umitations of coneeptuaUzation and measurement (Nye, 

1979). To say it another way, the problem is not that altruistic 

behavior is absent in the social exchange conceptualization, but that 

it is diffieult to define ways in whieh altruistic behavior can be 

measured and eategorized. Proponents of SET argue that the theory is 

not contrary to the coneept of altruism. 

The seeond objection that has been raised coneerning exchange 

theory involves the development of an "exchange orientation" (Brehm, 

1985). A person who wants and expeets strict reciproeity in a 

relationship is said to have an exchange orientation. In contrast, a 

person who endorses the idea of unconditional acceptance and 

forgiveness of shortcomings is said to have a nonexchange orientation 

(Murstein, Cerreto, <5c MacDonald, 1977). 

Murstein et al. (1977) found for both husbands and wives that 

having an exchange orientation was associated with lower levels of 

marital quality although the statistical relationship was stronger 

for husbands. These authors concluded that marital relationships are 

harmed by an exchange orientation. An exchange orientation was also 

reported to be assoeiated with lower levels of satisfaction in 

cohabiting couples, although the statistical relationship with these 

couples was stronger for females than for males (Milardo <5c Murstein, 

1979). Schwartz (1967) found that strict bookkeeping which focuses on 

assessing the equity of exehanges can have an undesirable effect on a 

relationship, resulting in lower levels of marital quality. These 
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studies support the eoncept that persons report a higher level of 

satisfaetion with their relationships in the absenee of an exchange 

orientation. 

At first glance it migtht appear that exchange partners gain the 

most advantageous position by having the other make the largest 

investment necessary to continue a relationship. In this way, rewards 

would inerease while keeping costs to a minimum, resulting in a high 

level of profit. However, it beeomes clear that such a one-sided view 

of the relationship would quickly cause the relationship to eease. 

There must be rewards for both or the one living with a poor outcome 

will begin looking for an alternative relationship. If an actor 

values a relationship, give and take must beeome a balaneed exehange 

for both aetor and other (Blau, 1964). Therefore, it is essential 

that eouples be pleased to some extent with the outcomes from the 

roles they have negotiated with one another. 

Finally, the notion of aeting selfishly to benefit one's self does 

not argue against the possibility of acting so as also to benefit 

one's partner. In fact, rewarding one's partner can be a way of 

assuring the relationship will continue, providing the opportunity for 

rewards to continue to be experienced (Blau, 1964). Brehm encourages 

"coordinated selfishness," selfishness that benefits both partners 

(1985:169). Kelley (1979) has theorized that there is a process by 

which couples decide upon a eourse of aetion whieh results in the 

maximum joint outcome, a process he labels as "max joint 

transformation." 

Evidence exists to indicate that people, even those in long-term 

relationships, give attention to the level of their exchange rate 



29 
(Hatfield, Traupmann, Sprecher, Utne, <5c Hay, 1985). However, research 

also indicates that an exehange orientation is eorrelated with lower 

levels of marital quaUty (Murstein et a l . , 1977). How are we to 

reconcile these two research findings? From the studies available in 

the Uterature, it seems reasonable to conclude that attention to 

equity issues wiU be most intense at the "edges" of a relationship, 

i . e . , the beginning of a relationship or times of dramatie shift. As 

the relationship begins, there is a pointed focus on exchanges within 

the relationship, with those with higher levels of outeome continuing, 

and those with lower levels of outcome being discontinued (Rubin, 

1973; Huston <5c Burgess, 1979; Murstein et a l . , 1977). Other "edges" 

could occur which would affect the balance in the exehange aeeount. 

These could be times of personal or couple crisis, ineluding iUness, 

catastrophe, loss, life eyele changes, or the appearance of an 

alternative relationship. At these times the balance in the aeeount 

becomes of increased importanee and "tit for tat" becomes more 

prominent. At other times in the course of the relationship, such an 

orientation is not present. The presence of an exehange orientation 

eould be a response to a erisis which has focused attention on the 

balance in the exehange aecount. Therefore, the exchange orientation 

may not be the cause of any problem, but evidenee that a problem 

exists in the exehange relationship. 

Huston and Burgess (1979) have postulated that persons in 

relationships may not monitor their degree of profit as closely when 

their rewards are high as they do when reward levels fall. Just as a 

person with a checking aeeount may not be as aware of the balanee in 
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that account when he/she is sure the amount of money in the aecount is 

high, so those in relationships may not figure their balance when 

rewards are high. However, when the amount of money in the aceount is 

low, close attention is often paid to the balance to be certain that 

it stays "in the blaek." 

This eritique of SET has addressed some eriticisms of the theory. 

While aeknowledging that SET has Umitations, this review has also 

indicated that it is a useful tool which can eonceptuaUze factors 

involved in marital interaction. It also provides a parsimonious 

description of the faetors which contribute to perceived levels of 

marital quality. 

Gender Roles In Marriage 

FoIIowing Peplau (1983), this researeh will use "role" in a 

descriptive manner, referring to consistent patterns of individual 

activity within a relationship. These patterns involve behavior, 

cognition, and affeet. Peplau wrote, "The causal conditions affecting 

roles include personal expectations, shared dyadie goals, cultural 

norms, and other individual, relational, or environmental factors that 

create, maintain, and change role patterns" (1983:222). 

Roles are more than what a person does, although they inelude 

this. They are part of a social construetion based upon eognition, 

e . g . , the interpretation of behavior, and the affeet that preceeds or 

follows an action (Peplau, 1983). Cook (1985) refers to gender roles 

as "constellations of personality traits, attitudes, preferences, and 

behaviors" that a person learns through the various aspects of the 

sex-typing proeess. This is the proeess whereby a person acquires and 



eomes to value the partieular characteristies considered appropriate 

for his or her gender in that particular culture (Cook, 1985). 

A role is formed when one or more norms are joined together. 

These norms are behavioral rules that are accepted to some degree by 

both members of a dyad (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). Norms are the 

product of interaction between the partners. As exehanges occur in 

the relationship, "unoffieial" agreements are made as to the 

appropriate responses to the partner's moves. Norms are not 

necessarily the only way to deal with relationship issues, nor 

necessarily the way some objective standard would call best, but 

presumably they reflect an agreement which is sufficiently reinforcing 

for both partners (Brehm, 1985). 

"Gender is one of the most basie social eategories around which 

roles are organized," wrote Peplau. "In American soeiety, girlfriends 

and boyfriends, wives and husbands, and fathers and mothers behave in 

somewhat different and characteristic ways" (1983:221). Gender-role 

orientation influences not only attitudes and behaviors of a person, 

it also affects how one perceives and interprets the responses of 

one's partner. 

Interconnections Between Elements of 
Gender-Role Orientation 

Gender-orientation involves three elements (Atkinson <5c Huston, 

1984). The first is gender-role attitude, one's attitude about the 

soeial roles of women and men. There are differences from person to 

person as to what they beUeve men and women ought to do and what 

privileges they ought to have as a result of their roles. Gender-role 

31 
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attitude foeuses on the rights, privileges, and expeetations of men 

and women as to gender roles. A second aspect is one's gender-role 

identity, i . e . , the extent to whieh men and women see themselves as 

possessing stereotypic "mascuUne" and "feminine" characteristics. 

The BSRI focuses on this aspect of gender-role orientation by 

assessing the "extent to which the eulture's definitions of desirable 

female and male attributes are reflected in an individual's 

self-deseription" (Bem, 1979:1048). The third aspect, behavior, 

foeuses on the skills individuals believe they have that pertain to 

tasks that need to be done, espeeially as it relates to the division 

of labor in the household. 

Bem (1974) assumed there is a connection between gender-role 

identity and behavior. She noted that gender-role identity qualities 

of a person either prepares them or leaves them unprepared for 

behavioral challenges aeross situations. In addition, her early 

studies measured behavior ( i . e . , interaction with a kitten, 

interaction with a human infant, laughing at cartoons) as an 

indieation of the presence or absence of behavioral flexibility 

associated with androgyny (Bem, 1975; Bem, Martyna, <5c Watson, 1976). 

Kagan (1964) suggested that in order to maintain consonanee 

between behavior and attitudes, most persons would be motivated to 

keep their behavior eonsistent with their gender-role identity. Cook 

(1985) indicated that there should be a close connection between these 

differing elements of gender-role orientation, so that by assessing a 

person's gender-role identity, one could also have some indication of 

their corresponding gender-role behavior. Spenee and Helmreich (1978) 
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disagree with this position, saying that the psychological dimensions 

of gender role are only weakly related to behavior. 

Orlofsky, Cohen, and Ramsden (1985) examined these two 

perspectives concerning the interrelatedness of these gender-role 

phenomena. Using their Sex-Role Behavior Scale (a 240-item inventory, 

consisting of male-and female-valued interests and behaviors), the PAQ 

(a gender-role identity scale) and the AWS (a gender-role attitude 

seale), the authors interviewed 200 college undergraduates. They 

found that there was a moderate correspondence between gender-role 

traits and behavior, so that individuals with less traditional 

gender-role identity and attitude were also less traditional in their 

role behaviors than those with a sex-typed trait organization. 

However, they point out that this relationship was stronger across 

some behavior areas than others, and that gender was still a stronger 

indieator of behavior than gender-role traits. 

While there may be a close assoeiation between these 

predispositions and attitudes and behavior, they are not identieal. 

Role attitudes are the person's beliefs in the desirability or 

legitimaey of pereeived role expeetations (Spence <5c Helmreich, 1980). 

Behavior may reflect an actor's predispositions; however, behavior may 

also be counter to predispositions if an aetor is coneerned about the 

rewards or costs involved in exhibiting a particular action. For 

example, Lerner (1985) suggested that many women may not express their 

anger for fear of being described as "bitchy" women. Even though 

their anger is legitimate, the eonsequenees for expressing it may be 

so punitive as to preelude expression. In short, an observer may be 
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able to anticipate with some degree of aeeuracy the behavior of a 

person based on a knowledge of their gender-role identity and 

gender-role attitude, but this wiU not be a eompletely predietable 

relationship. 

In summary, gender roles are made up of behavior, cognition, and 

affect. Gender roles are acquired through the sex-typing proeess, a 

process that is a result of the eulture in which a person is reared. 

Gender-role orientation involves three elements (attitude, identity, 

and behavior). which are elosely, but not direetly related. 

Interaction with respect to these roles wiU affect the way the 

outcome of interaction in a relationship is evaluated. 

Tenacity of Gender Roles 

Scanzoni (1979) suggested that males and females receive a certain 

level of costs and rewards from the enaetment of traditional roles. 

He theorized that if one of the partners believes that a higher level 

of rewards or a lower level of eosts could result from a less 

traditional orientation, the person wiU attempt to convince the other 

that it is in the other's best interest to allow the aetor (most often 

the woman) freedom to exereise a less sex-typed orientation. Sinee it 

is difficult to let go of eurrently perceived rewards with the hope of 

receiving promised rewards, it would appear that changes would be slow 

in coming. Specifically, many men would probably find it diffieult to 

accept the proposal that moving toward a more egalitarian relationship 

would lead to higher profits for themselves. 

Changes in behavior have in fact been minimal. Recent studies 

indicate that household tasks are still highly specialized along 
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traditional sex role norms: women take major responsibility for 

washing dishes, cooking and child care, while men service the car, mow 

the lawn and move heavy furniture (Atkinson Sc Huston, 1984; Miller <5c 

Howard, 1982). Despite the fact that almost 70% of wives in their 

study were working outside the home, HiIIer and PhiIUber (1986) found 

the traditional division of labor and the dominant role of the male as 

head of the household were very much in evidenee. 

Krausz (1986) found that the allocation of tasks between married 

couples still oecurs along lines of specialization and that these are 

in accordanee with traditional sex-role norms. The greatest effeet on 

the allocation of tasks was pragmatic: the amount of time the wife was 

employed outside the home, i . e . , the greater the number of hours of 

employment for the wife, the more the husband performed traditionally 

female tasks. Krausz (1986) concluded that while nontraditional 

sex-role attitudes have become more prevalent, role performance has 

lagged behind. She suggests that difficulty in translating attitude 

into action may be the result of limited individual resources, laek of 

familial support, non-supportive marital relationships, lack of peer 

group support, and/or soeietal discouragement or diserimination. 

A Typology of Gender-Role Attitude in Marriage 

In an effort to capture the diversity of possible relationship 

patterns, while at the same time allowing the researcher to view a 

partieular relationship, a typology of marital roles has been 

suggested by Peplau (1983). She distinguished three patterns of 

gender-related marital roles, building upon the work of Pleek (1976). 

These she calls traditional, modern, and egalitarian gender roles. 
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In the marriage with traditional gender roles, the husband is more 

dominant than the wife, and there is a eonsiderable degree of role 

specialization along gender lines. It is expected that the husband 

should have greater authority than the wife, ineluding responsibiUty 

for making major deeisions. Partners in a traditional marriage hold 

to speeialized roles, with the husband as the main breadwinner and the 

wife not working outside the home for pay. Emotional expressiveness 

tends to be limited; traditional men may not beUeve they should even 

diselose feelings. 

Male dominance is muted and role speeialization is less pervasive 

in the marriage with modern gender roles. Modern couples tend to 

share decision making, and wives may have considerable influence in 

some areas. However, men still tend to take the lead. Because roles 

are less specialized, the husband is able and willing to help with 

home tasks, but the major responsibility for housekeeping and 

ehildcare still lies with the wife. The wife typieally works outside 

the home for pay before the ehildren are born and after they enter 

school. If a conflict arises concerning their jobs, though, the man's 

career will eome first. Modern marriage roles emphasize togetherness 

and eompanionship, with men seeking emotional support rather than 

deference from their wives (Peplau, 1983). In summary, the modern 

pattern departs in many ways from the traditional pattern, but role 

specialization is still clearly evident. 

The marriage with egalitarian gender roles rejects altogether the 

assumptions of the traditional marriage: male dominance and role 

specialization by gender. Partners share equally in housekeeping, 
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caring for the children, and responsibility for financial support. An 

effort is made to overeome traditional values related to expression of 

emotions in the relationship. Peplau (1983) notes that this type of 

marriage might best be thought of as an ideal that some couples are 

striving for, rather than a commonly reeognized pattern. 

Peplau (1983) has suggested that the speeifie pattern of marriage 

a eouple adopts may be less important than the amount of agreement or 

disagreement the partners experience about the pattern. The deeade 

review by Hicks and Platt (1970) lends support to the concept of the 

importance of couple patterns which are eorrelated with higher levels 

of marital quality. In their review these authors noted several 

studies from the decade of the 60's which foeused on marital roles and 

their relationship with marital quality. Luckey (1960) found that 

congruence of the husband's self-eoncept with that held of him by his 

wife with respeet to roles was related to marital quality. The author 

eoneluded from the study of 81 couples that when husband and wife 

agree that the husband is performing his role as he wants to and as 

the wif e wants him to, both are more satisf ied than when this is not 

the case. Stuekert (1963) found that there is a signifieant 

correlation between role expectations and marital quality. For 

husbands, similarity between their own role coneepts and expeetations 

and those of their wives was the most important single factor with 

respeet to marital quality. For wives, marital quality was most 

highly eorrelated with the extent to which their pereeption of their 

husband's expeetations correlated with the husband's aetual 

expectations. 
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Bowen and Orthner (1983) examined the relationship between 

congruence of gender roles and marital quality, taking into aceount 

the direetion of ineongruenee within the couples. They found that 

eouples with a traditional husband and modern wife had signifieantly 

lower marital quality seores than couples where both were traditional 

or both modern. Couples with a modern husband and traditional wife, 

however, did not differ significantly from couples in which both were 

traditional or both were modern. They concluded that although couples 

with a modern husband and traditional wife have incongruent sex role 

attitudes, the nature of the difference was not very distressing to 

either partner. They suggested that more egalitarian husbands were 

open to their wives' pursuing independent interests. However, the 

husbands with more traditional views evidently found it rewarding for 

their wives to choose family needs as their priority. 

Li and Caldwell (1987) also examined the relationship between 

marital gender-role incongruenee and marital quality. Using a 

gender-role attitude scale (the Sex-Role Egalitarianism Seale, Beere 

et a l . , 1984), eaeh spouse was assessed as to his/her level of 

egalitarianism. Their major hypothesis was that the relationship 

between marital quality and gender-role congruence would be a function 

of both the magnitude of the ineongruenee and the direetion of the 

disagreement. They found that the more egalitarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to his wife, the higher the marital 

quality of both spouses. Henee, this study confirms the findings of 

Bowen and Orthner (1983) and the theory of Peplau (1983) that some 

kinds of disagreement in gender-role attitude have a greater impaot on 

the level of marital quality than do others. 
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These findings can be explained from the vantage point of SET. 

Husbands who are more egaUtarian find rewards in a greater range of 

behavior from their wives. They can be pleased with the outcomes from 

interaction with a modern or traditional wife. However, less 

egaUtarian husbands find modern behavior from their wives less 

rewarding than traditional behavior. Therefore, their outcome levels 

fall in response to modern behavior from their wives. Wives outeome 

levels are also affeeted by the level of egaUtarianism of their 

husbands. A traditional wife is evidently pleased with the role she 

plays in response to either a traditional or modern spouse. However, 

a modern wife would tend to have more confUet with a traditional 

husband over role content. Her desire for a more egalitarian role 

definition sets up the possibility of confliet over roles and lowered 

outeome levels. To use Thibaut and Kelley's (1959) term, interferenee 

in the marriage with the traditional husband and modern wife will 

inerease the costs of eertain behavior and decrease the reward value 

of other behavior to the point that outcomes for both are lower. 

Models used in Gender-Role Identity Researeh 

There have been two sets of eharaeteristies whieh have been 

stereotypically assoeiated with males and females in our eulture. 

MaseuUne characteristics have been described as involving assertive 

behavior, objectivity, rationality, self-eonfidence and physieal 

strength. These traits have been conceptualized as instrumental, 

i . e . , the eoordination of individual needs with the world outside 

(Cook, 1985; Parsons <5c Bales, 1953). Bakan (1966) denoted these 

eharaeteristies as an agency modaUty, i . e . , coneerned with the 
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maintenance of the organism as an individual. Feminine 

charaeteristics ineluded emotionaUty, sensitivity, awareness of the 

feeUngs of others, sympathy, helpfulness and warmth. These feminine 

traits were described by Parsons and Bales (1953) as expressive, and 

by Bakan (1966) as a communion modality. In the research on gender 

roles, a blending of the instrumental and agentic eommonly 

charaeterizes the eore of masculine traits; likewise, a melding of 

expressive and communal charaeteristics compose femininity (Cook, 

1985). 

Research which has been conducted with respect to gender-role 

identity and psychologieal well-being has been guided by one of four 

models: the eongruency model, the androgyny model, the mascuUnity 

model, and the femininity model. Each of these will be discussed. 

Congrueney Model 

The first, and the most long-standing view of the relationship 

between masculinity and femininity, held that masculinity and 

femininity were opposite poles of a single dimension. A person was 

deseribed as having either a maseuline or feminine gender-role 

orientation since these orientations were seen as mutually exelusive 

and ineompatible (Constantinople, 1973; Whitley, 1984). These 

assumptions led to the belief that weU-being was nurtured only when 

one's gender-role orientation was congruent with one's biological sex. 

This model has been reformulated in view of the demonstrated fact that 

gender-role identity is in faet multidimensional (Bem, 1974, 1977; 

Spenee & Helmreieh, 1978). Even under this adjusted model, 

psychologieal weU-being is seen as a function of a gender by 
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gender-role interaction, with weU-being resulting from hi?h 

mascuUnity and low femininity in men and high femininity and low 

masculinity in women (Lubinski, Tellegen, <5c Butcher, 1981). 

As an example of this model, Chevron, Quinlan, and Blatt (1978) 

found that persons who rated themselves high on psychological 

depression also rated themselves low on sex-typed traits and high on 

eross-sex-typed traits. However, using meta-analysis, a statistieal 

technique that eombines the results of independent studies through 

inferential statistics, Whitley (1983) found no support for the 

congruence hypothesis. That is, no significant relationship was found 

between self-esteem and gender-role identity eonceptualized in this 

way. 

This single dimension view has been rejected by most eurrent 

researchers. In fact, Kaplan and Bean (1976) have argued that it was 

the linear model of gender roles, i . e . , the coneeptualization of 

masculinity and femininity as opposite poles of a single dimension, 

that led researchers to look for and find gender differences, while 

any similarities were dismissed, relabeled, or overlooked. Deaux 

(1984) suggested that "approaching sex as a subjeet variable.. . may not 

be the most produetive route for understanding gender" (1984:108). 

Benderly (1987) argued that when research is guided by the attempt to 

find sex differences, sex differences wiU be found. Current research 

investigating gender roles is most often led by the premise that while 

there are differenees in the sexes, there are many shared qualities 

and characteristics between males and females (Cook, 1985). 
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Androgyny Model 

The second model used in gender-role identity research is the 

androgyny model. This model posits that well-being is maximized when 

one's gender role identity contains a high degree of both maseulinity 

and femininity regardless of one's gender (Bem, 1974, 1979; Spenee (5c 

Helmreich, 1978; Cook, 1985). Bem's (1974) original work suggested 

that androgynous persons be defined as those who had equal levels of 

masculine and feminine traits. However, Spence, Helmreieh, and Stapp 

(1975) argued that this method of categorization would neeessitate 

labeling as androgynous those who were low on both masculine and 

feminine traits. They suggested that only those who were high in both 

masculine and feminine traits be acknowledged as androgynous, and that 

those low in both belong to another eategory, i . e . , undifferentiated, 

a view which Bem later accepted (1977). This construction led to four 

possibiUties for gender-role identity: a high degree of maseulinity 

and femininty (an androgynous identity), a high degree of maseuUnity 

and a low degree of femininity (a masculine identity), a high degree 

of femininity and a low degree of masculininity (a feminine identity) 

and a low degree of both (an undifferentiated identity). 

An assumption is made in gender-role researeh direeted by the 

androgyny model that the various aspeets of mascuUnity and femininity 

should be about equal in desirability for both sexes. To say the same 

thing from a social exehange perspeetive, having maseuline or feminine 

traits should hold out an equal opportunity for a rewarding outcome 

(Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). Researeh using the androgyny model led to 

questioning of this assumption concerning equal desirability. For 
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instanee, Whitley's (1983) review indicated that it was mascuUnity 

that earried the most weight for both sexes when gender-role 

orientation was correlated with level of self-esteem. 

Some writers have coneeptuaUzed androgyny as a balance of 

maseuline and feminine components. When eompared with those who did 

not have a balance of these traits, individuals who possessed equal 

amounts of masculinity and femininity were expected to be better 

prepared for a wider range of possible ehoices and more adaptive due 

to their having a wider range of behaviors available to them (Bem, 

1974). This was the original view of Bem, although she later adopted 

the additive conceptualization of Spence et al. (1975). As an example 

of this approaeh, Bem's (1975) early researeh provided support for the 

greater flexibility of androgynous persons. She found that 

androgynous persons of both genders displayed more eross-sexed 

behaviors in experimental settings than did the nonandrogynous. 

Masculine independence when under pressure to conform was analyzed 

through the subjects' response as to how funny they perceived a series 

of eartoons to be. Feminine playfulness was indicated by the 

willingness to interact with a playful kitten. 

Most studies have pictured androgyny as the addition of masculine 

and feminine traits (Spence, Helmreich, <5c Stapp, 1974; Whitley, 1983). 

This additive approaeh indieates that androgynous persons are 

healthier as each of the dimensions of masculinity and femininity 

inereases. Sex-typed persons are pictured as being similar to 

androgynous persons, but less well adapted. Undifferentiated persons 

are said to be the least weU adapted of aU these groups. 
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For example, Coleman and Ganong (1985) indieated that an 

androgynous gender-role identity was more eondueive to experiencing 

and expressing love than either a mascuUne or feminine gender-role 

identity. Using the BSRI with a sample of 236 college students in 

love relationships, the authors found that androgynous persons 

expressed their love verbally more than maseuUne and 

undifferentiated, were more tolerant of their loved one's faults than 

feminine persons, and were more Ukely to express their feelings than 

feminine, maseuline, or undifferentiated persons. 

Recently it has been proposed that androgyny is an interactive 

eonstruct, implying that androgyny would be expected to have an effect 

over and above that provided by the simple addition of the maseulinity 

and femininity traits possessed by the individual (Lubinski et a l . , 

1981). This synergistie model (Farr, 1984) of androgyny places 

emphasis on the adaptiveness of the androgynous individual due to the 

unique effect that is produeed by his/her having high levels of both 

maseuline and feminine traits in eombination. A person's masculinity 

influenees the expression of feminine traits, and the individual's 

femininity influenees the expression of masculine traits. 

Lubinski et al. (1981) argue that if there is not an aspeet of 

being androgynous that must be aecounted for outside the simple 

addition of one's masculinity and femininity, then androgyny is 

conceptually redundant. They postulate that there is inherent in the 

coneept of androgyny some "surplus meaning" with respect to 

mascuUnity and femininity (1981:724). Using Bem's revised seoring 

method, the researchers muItipUed the masculinity and femininity 
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scores, and added this term to the standard "masculinity" plus 

"femininity" formula. However, their (1981) study involving 176 

eollege students did not support this theoretical reformulation as 

none of their analyses reached signifieance levels. A seeond study 

(Lubinski, Tellegen, <5c Buteher, 1983) also failed to find support for 

their theory. Even in the faee of these nonsignificant results, 

Lubinski et al. (1983) continue to see the interaetive model as the 

most helpful in coneeptuaUzing androgyny, due to their beUef that a 

"fully functioning" person not only will possess high levels of 

maseuUnity and femininity, but will also have integrated them 

(1983:437). 

Whitley (1983) investigated the interactive effects of maseuUnity 

and femininity in a group of eight studies involving self-esteem. 

While he did find the interaction between masculinity and femininity 

to be significantly related to self-esteem, this effect only accounted 

for about 1% of the variance in self-esteem in these studies. He 

concluded that the interaetion effeet appeared to be of "little 

praetical significance" (1983:771). 

The androgyny model has proposed that one's psychological 

weU-being will be maximized when one has an androgynous gender-role 

identity. It suggests that such an orientation should "define a more 

human standard of mental health" (Bem, 1974:162). It is supposed that 

because an androgynous person will have a greater repertoire of 

behaviors upon which to caU when responses are needed, such persons 

wiU have a higher level of weU-being. One area where this thesis 

eoncerning well-being has been tested has been relationship 
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satisfaction. A laboratory study condueted by Ickes and Barnes (1978) 

provided evidence that interaetions assoeiated with various couplings 

with respeet to gender-role identity eould be a possible eontributor 

to incompatibiUty in male/female relationships. Analysis of their 

data indieated that the most traditional pairing (a mascuUne man and 

a feminine woman, as measured by the BSRI) had interactions that were 

significantly less involving and rewarding than those in which one or 

both of the partners were androgynous. Subjeets in the traditional 

pairings (sex-typed male with sex-typed female) spoke, gestured, and 

smiled toward each other less than subjeets in the other dyad 

groupings. Similar results were obtained in studies of same sex 

interaetion. Androgynous men and women talked, looked at and gestured 

toward one another signifieantly more than sex-typed dyad types 

(Ickes, Schermer, <5c Steeno, 1979). Ickes (1985) concluded that 

masculinity, femininity, and androgyny do indeed constitute different 

orientations whieh influence the process of social interaetion. 

To some degree, these findings seem counterintuitive. It might 

seem that soeiety would prescribe and reinforee stereotyped gender 

roles beeause they were effective in allowing soeial interaction 

between members. In other words, it might have been assumed that men 

adopt a maseuline gender-role identity and women adopt a feminine 

gender-role identity beeause these orientations promote rewarding 

dyadic functioning. Apparently, this is not always the ease (lekes, 

1985). 

While the assumptions undergirding the development of the coneept 

of androgyny have been aceepted as axiomatie, the concept has been 
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critieized reeently on several fronts (Heilbrun <5c Mulqueen, 1987). 

First, empirieal evidence has indicated that the advantages of 

androgyny are more apparent for women than for men (Bem, 1977; 

Heilbrun, 1976; Heilbrun &c Han, 1984; Prager <5c Bailey, 1985). In 

these studies, maseuUnity emerged as the critical feature of male 

gender-role development, whether it was coupled with femininity or 

not. Such findings led Basow to conelude, "we do not know enough 

about androgynous individuals to assert that androgyny is always 

superior to sex typing" (1986:290). 

As a result of their study of the literature and the eonducting of 

their own researeh, Heilbrun and Mulqueen (1987) concluded that 

androgyny eonceptualized as high degrees of masculinity and femininity 

displayed across situations may be of little adaptive value for men. 

Other research by the same author (Heilbrun, 1984) confirms that 

androgyny "appears to offer no special advantages to the male" 

(1984:228). Early research by Heilbrun (1981, 1984) reported an 

advantage for women with respect to androgyny. He postulated that 

females may reeeive the support they need for exhibiting "male" 

behavior, while men may be laeking in support to exhibit "female" 

behavior. He concluded that research had reflected a greater 

advantage for women because men find the fuU utilization of their 

androgynous potential more problematic. However, his later research 

indieated a change in thinking, when he reported that the construct 

may have no adaptive role for women either (Heilbrun åc Mulqueen, 

1987). The androgynous women in their study reported more stress, more 

Type A personaUty characteristics, and more distress related to 

menstruation. 



It has been suggested that androgyny is not solely a positive 

attribute. Some authors have postulated that sueeess in some 

settings, e . g . , the work setting, may be more associated with 

mascuUnity than androgyny. For example, with a sample of over 100 

male and female assistant professors, Rotheram and Weiner (1983) 

investigated the interaction between gender-role identity (measured by 

the BSRI) and a variety of speeific Ufe situations (personal, work, 

home). They concluded that androgynous persons reported higher 

personal satisfaction and androgynous dual-eareer eouples reported 

higher relationship satisfaction as compared to sex-typed persons. 

However, nonandrogynous persons reported the highest work 

satisfaetion. 

Jaeob's (1982) study is a further example of researeh whieh has 

failed to support the androgyny model. He found that when his 

subjects were asked to define their ideal partner, both males and 

females tended to deseribe a eomplementary partner, that is, the males 

tended to describe a female who was somewhat more feminine and less 

masculine than her partner, and females tended to describe someone 

more masculine and less feminine. In other words, the subjeets in 

this study did not desire an androgynous spouse, but one that was 

traditionally sex-typed. He eoncludes that "psyehologieal androgyny, 

as presently def ined, does not have as mueh generaUty regarding 

individuals' Ufe-styles as has been attributed to it" (1982:1057). 

The second criticism of the androgyny model has suggested that 

there is limited eompatability between the standard measures of 

gender-role identity. Kelly, Furman, and Young (1978) eompared the 

48 
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BSRI, the PAQ (Spence, Helmreich, <5c Stapp, 1974). the ANDRO scale 

(Berzins, Welling, <5c Wetter, 1978), and the masculinity and femininity 

seales of the Adjective Cheek List (Heilbrun, 1976). Their analysis 

revealed that only 30% of subjects were found to be eategorized the 

same on these four measures of gender-role identity. They wrote, "It 

is apparent that persons elassified as androgynous, sex typed, or 

undifferentiated using one sex role scale may weU be a very different 

subsample than persons with the same designation based on another 

scale" (Berzins et al. , 1978:1575). This lack of comparabliltiy makes 

it difficult to draw meaningful conelusions when analyzing studies 

using different scales whieh measure gender-role identity. 

A third eriticism indicated that there has been discord as to the 

conceptual formulation of androgyny. Most of the early work with 

androgyny assumed an additive model. This "more is better view" is 

often attributed to Spenee et al. (1975), and is commonly carried into 

data analysis when subjeets are defined as androgynous when their 

seores are above the sample median on both a masculinity and 

femininity scale. Recently this concept has been questioned by 

researehers. Emphasis is placed on androgyny as a blend of mascuUne 

and feminine quaUties, rather than the co-existence of these traits 

side by side (Cook, 1985). 

Heilbrun and Mulqueen investigated the relationship between 

gender-role identity (measured by the ACL) and four variables related 

to maladaptive behavior in a sample of college women: stress symptoms, 

"type A" eharaeteristies, menstrual distress (premenstrual syndrome or 

dysmenorrhea), and eating disorders (anorexia nervosa or bulimia). In 
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their study the "popularly conceived verson of androgyny (as ) . . . t he 

balanced display of feminine or masculine behavior across a diverse 

array of interpersonal situations was associated with the poorest 

adaptation in three of the four analyses" (1987:202). They argued 

that the additive coneept of androgyny needs to be reconceptualized. 

Masculinity Model 

The purported relationship between androgyny and psychological 

well-being has been called into question by recent studies whieh have 

suggested that the relation is primarily a function of the presence of 

the masculinity component of androgyny and that the influenee of 

femininity on well-being is not significant (AntiU & Cunningham, 

1979; Heilbrun, 1986; Heilbrun <5c Mulqueen, 1987; Lubinski et a l . , 

1981). For example, in a series of studies which involved 1,404 

general psychology college students, Jones, Chernovetz and Hansson 

(1978) tested Bem's (1974) hypothesis that androgyny permits a greater 

range of behavioral flexibility and consequently leads to better 

adjustment. Using a wide range of variables (ineluding attitudes 

toward women's issues, presence of neuroses, loeus of eontrol, level 

of self-esteem, problems with aleohol, eonfidence in one's own 

abiUty, and sexual maturity), they found that, eontrary to Bem's 

eonceptuaUzation, flexibiUty and adjustment generally were 

associated with masculinity rather thatn femininity for both males and 

females. Responses from subjects further revealed that feminine 

persons, regardless of gender, would prefer to become more maseuline, 

were that possible. 

Murstein and WiUiams (1983) eonducted one of the first studies 

whieh foeused on gender-role identity and gender-role behavior and 
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their relationship with marital quaUty. Using a convenience sample 

of 82 eouples married for an average of 19.5 years, the authors 

administered the BSRI, the Behavior Inventory (an instrument designed 

by WiIUams to measure masculine and feminine behavior) and the DAS 

(Spanier, 1976). They reported that behavior related to gender roles 

of the husbands in their study was of primary importanee not only to 

their own level of marital quaUty, but also for that of their wives. 

On the other hand, behavior related to the gender roles of the wives 

was of importanee ehiefly for their own levels of marital quality, but 

not for their husband's. They coneluded that the amount of 

satisfaction in a marital relationship is highly dependent on men's 

attitudes and behavior. Murstein and Williams (1983) interpret their 

data as a refleetion of women's inferior status in society and wives' 

foeus on men as the ones who can fulfill their lives. 

Such findings have led to the development of a third model for 

gender-role researeh, eommonly called the masculinity model, in which 

one's psychological well-being is seen as a function of the extent to 

which one has a maseuline gender-role identity, regardless of one's 

gender. Lubinski et al. (1983) coneluded that the studies they 

reviewed "refleet a substantial degree of construct vaUdity for 

masculinity as an indieator of psyehological well-being, but Uttle or 

no support for femininity as such an indicator" (1983:429). 

Adams and Sherer's (1985) study provided support for the 

mascuUnity model. Using measures to assess psychological adjustment, 

assertiveness, and self-effieaey, they found that persons with an 

androgynous gender-role identity (as measured by the BSRI) 
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demonstrated no better psyehological adjustment than those with a 

masculine gender-role identity. These findings are in ag^reement with 

other studies on gender-role identity (Whitley, 1983; Gauthier <5c 

Kjervik, 1982). Further, Adams and Sherer (1985) reported that 

maseuUne persons appear to be better adjusted psyehologieally than 

androgynous persons. While it is true that some recent studies find 

advantages for androgynous persons ( e .g . , in expressiveness, Coleman <5c 

Ganong, 1985), the general testimony of the Uterature is that the 

eurrent eonceptualization of androgyny is not adequate for explaining 

psychological well-being. 

Explanations for masculinity's strong effect in androgyny researeh 

have taken several forms. First, it has been suggested that the 

instruments used to measure gender-role identity may have incorporated 

masculinity items whieh have a greater level of soeial desirability. 

Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) found that for their sample, the BSRI 

masculinity scale items received higher soeial desirability ratings 

than did the femininity scale items. This greater social desirability 

may be refleeted in a tendency to see masculinity scale items as 

describing self. Seeond, the eoncepts of maseuUnity may have been 

more suecessfully included in the scales when they were composed. 

Some important aspects of femininity may have been excluded from the 

femininity scale, e . g . , an active, care-taking nurturance (Cook, 

1985). Third, the problem may not lie with the seales used to measure 

gender role identity, but with other global measures of weU-being 

used in androgyny researeh. The type of self-esteem measured by most 

seU-esteem instruments may be more slanted in the direetion of 
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masculimty (Whitley, 1983). Fourth, it has been posited that a 

certain level of masculine characteristics may be neeessary before 

the potency of a particular level of feminine eharacteristics ean be 

observed (Cook, 1985). For instance, maseuUne assertive behaviors 

may be preeursors for implementing feminine expressive skiUs. 

Finally, there may be present a "masculine supremacy effeet." 

Masculinity may simply offer more advantages at present. Femininity 

may be equated with weakness. The soeial rewards of maseuUnity may 

be obvious and immediate (Cook, 1985). 

Femininity Model 

Recent researeh has further examined the effects of maseulinity 

and femininity on marital quality. Contrary to the "maseuUnity 

model" explanation for androgyny's correlation with higher levels of 

marital satisfaction, this approach postulated a fourth model to guide 

gender-role research. This model holds that marital quality is 

related to the femininity of one's partner (AntiII, 1983). Antill 

stated that males appeared to be most satisfied when they were paired 

with androgynous and feminine females (both of whieh are groups high 

in femininity) and relatively less satisfied when paired with 

maseuUne and undifferentiated females (both of which are groups low 

in femininity). The same is true of females, who also appear to be 

more satisfied when paired with androgynous or feminine partners and 

less satisfied when paired with masculine and undifferentiated 

partners. He eoncluded that androgynous partners (measured in his 

study by the use of the BSRI) were an asset in terms of satisfaction 

in that such individuals by definition are high on femininity. 



^ • 54 

Satisfaetion in the marital relationship was found to be related to 

the degree to which one's partner was perceived to be nurturant and 

supportive, i . e . , as having attributes measured by the femininity 

subscale of the BSRI. 

AntiU's conelusion is confirmed by Kurdek and Sehmitt (1986). 

Using the BSRI with a sample of four types of couples (married, 

heterosexual cohabiting, gay and lesbian) they found that feminine and 

androgynous persons reported hisher relationship quaUty than 

undifferentiated and masculine. Further, a study involving two races 

(blaek and caucasian) found that androgynous males and females had 

higher marital quality scores than sex-typed persons, and that those 

with a feminine gender-role identity had even higher scores (Tucker, 

James, <5c Turner, 1985). These authors eoneluded that their study gave 

Uttle support to assertions that androgynous gender-role identity (as 

measured by the BSRI) is in itself related to higher marital quality 

seores. 

Finding a Theoretical Resolution 

There has been confusion in the literature since there are studies 

whieh support each of these four models as well as studies that fail 

to support eaeh model (AntiU, 1983; Chevron et a l . , 1978; lekes, 

1985; Whitley, 1983). In his meta-analysis, Whitley (1983) found the 

greatest amount of support for the maseulinity model. He found no 

support for the congruenee hypothesis. While maseuUnity, femininity 

and the interaction of the two were aU positively related to 

self-esteem, he found that mascuUnity carried the most weight. 

MaseuUnity in both genders was significantly related to self-esteem, 
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accounting for 27% of the varianee in self-esteem measures. 

Femininity was also significantly related, but accounted for only 3% 

of the varianee. While hé stops short of stating that mascuUnity 

eauses higher self-esteem, Whitley does eonelude that high self-esteem 

is associated with masculine traits as measured by existing 

instruments for both sexes. 

Ickes (1985) has proposed a theoretieal resolution to the 

eonfusing findings in gender-role researeh related to pereeived level 

of satisfaetion with a relationship. He postulated that what is 

satisfying in intimate relationships sueh as marriage or eohabitation 

may not be satisfying in less intimate relationships. It is vital to 

consider the type of relationship when conducting or interpreting 

research. 

This reformulation of theory (Ickes, 1985) suggests that there are 

two different rules by which dyad members assess their level of 

satisfaction with a relationship. These two different rules 

correspond to two different types of relationships. In intimate 

relationships, the rule of proeedure seems to be, "The more my partner 

eares about me, is nurturant, emotionally supportive, and 

responsive the more satisfied I am with the relationship." In such 

relationships, quaUties measured by the femininity scale of a 

gender-role identity instrument would be valued. On the other hand, 

the rule of proeedure for nonintimate relationships seems to be, "The 

better the mateh between the level of interactional involvement in the 

relationship and my own disposition to be expressive.. .the more 

satisfied I am with the relationship" (lekes, 1985:202). In such 
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relationships, the qualities referred to as "maseuUne" would be more 

highly valued. 

His reformulation of the theory concerning the value of 

gender-role identity variables in close relationships seems to explain 

the differences in results found by Whitley (1983) with respect to 

masculinity's strong relationship with self-esteem, and the results of 

AntiII's (1983) study which noted the strong relationship between 

femininity and marital quaUty. It should follow from this 

theoretical position that women whose husbands are undifferentiated or 

masculine sex-typed (positions both low in femininity as measured by 

the BSRI) should have lower levels of marital quality (as measured by 

the MAT) than women whose partners are androgynous or feminine 

sex-typed (positions both high in femininity as measured by the BSRI). 

Likewise, husbands whose wives are undifferentiated or maseuline sex 

typed should have lower levels of marital quality than men whose 

partners are feminine sex-typed or androgynous. lekes' (1985) view 

that marriage partners seem to value the nurturant and supportive 

quaUties involved in a femininie gender-role identity will be 

utilized in this researeh. 

Marital QuaUty 

The quality of marital relationships has been variously defined as 

marital satisfaetion, marital happiness, and marital adjustment. It 

has been described as the subjective evaluation of a married couple's 

relationship over a number of dimensions (Spanier íc Lewis, 1980). 

Burr, Leigh, Day, and Constantine (1979) have defined marital quaUty 

as the "subjectively experienced reaction" to one's marriage, a 
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coneeptuaUzation which stresses the intrapersonal aspeet, in eontrast 

to a definition which stresses the congruence between the expectations 

a person has and the rewards that person aetually receives, an 

interpersonal conceptualization. 

The seale to be used in this study (the Loeke-Wallace Marital 

Adjustment Test) is built upon the eoneept of marital adjustment, 

described as the process that a husband and wife go through as they 

adapt to one another. The end result is to "avoid or resolve 

eonfUcts sufficiently so that the mates feel satisfied with the 

marriage and with each other, develop common interests and aetivities, 

and feel that the marriage is fuIfiIUng their expectations" (Locke, 

1951:45). 

Spanier (1979) has preferred to use the term "marital quality", 

seeing it as a multidimensional concept. It is pictured as a proeess 

"the outeome of which is determined by the degree of (1) troublesome 

marital differences; (2) interspousal tensions and personal anxiety; 

(3) marital adjustment; (4) dyadic cohesion; and (5) consensus on 

matters of importance to marital functioning" (Spanier, 1976:127,128). 

Because of its multidimensional aspect, "marital quaUty" wiU be used 

in this study to describe the reaction of spouses to their marital 

relationship. 

Lewis and Spanier (1979) analyzed and then redueed the Uterature 

on marital quaUty to three third-order propositions. These three 

general assessments of the Uterature on marital quaUty are stated 

with social exchange concepts. The three propositions stated: 
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(1) The greater the social and personal resources available for 

adequate marital role functioning, the higher the subsequent 
marital quality. 

(2) The greater the spouses' satisfaetion with their Ufestyle, 
the greater their marital quaUty. 

(3) The greater the rewards from søousal interaction, the greater 
the marital quaUty. (1979:275,279,282) 

AU three of these statements reflect the coneepts of soeial 

exehange theory. Resourees and rewards are described as being 

associated with higher levels of marital quaUty. In addition, the 

first and last of these three foeus on the importance of role 

interaction, that is, the more rewarding the marital interaction, the 

higher the level of marital quality. One aspect of role interaction 

is exehange whieh grows out of eaeh spouse's gender-role orientation. 

If the premise of Social Exchange Theory is that humans make 

choices whieh they perceive will give them the best possible outcome, 

then it follows that those who have what they feel they deserve will 

feel satisfied, while those who have less will feel anger. Those who 

reeeive more than they feel they deserve will feel guilt (Nye <5c 

MeLaughUn, 1982). The eoncepts of exchange theory imply that when 

the profits from marital interaetion are rewarding, there is a 

buildup of positive sentiment. When this is the case, the 

relationship is maintained and eontinues to grow. On the other hand, 

if the exehanges in the marriage result in a loss or in less profit 

than expected, the relationship wiU be slow in developing and perhaps 

will result in termination (Homans, 1961; Lewis åc Spanier, 1982). 



59 

SET in the Marital QuaUty Literature 

Much of the research with respect to marital quality has been 

conducted with or interpreted from a Soeial Exchange Theory 

perspective. Lewis and Spanier (1979) eonstructed a theory of marital 

quality guided by SET and based on hundreds of extant articles. In a 

later artiele (Lewis åc Spanier, 1982), these same authors indieated 

that their model of marital quality did not come from imposing 

SET on the existing researeh findings. Rather, this SET 

eonceptualization emerged from a eonsideration of that Uterature. 

Even though many of the studies they (Lewis & Spanier, 1982) 

reviewed did not direetly measure behavior, these studies were 

interpreted using SET, a behavior-based theory. For instanee, their 

Ust of premarital factors related to marital quality ineluded sueh 

individual or couple traits as homogamy, available resources, and 

parental models. Behavior was not directely assessed in all the 

studies they reviewed; a connection is assumed between these factors 

and behavior of the marital partners. Likewise, with respeet to 

faetors in marriage which influenee marital quality, they list 

personality. attitude, and values as contributors. Again, not all the 

studies these authors reviewed used behavioral measurement in their 

assessment of marital quality. but the studies are interpreted from a 

social exehange perspective none the less. Therefore, even though 

behavior is not directly measured in this study, SET wiU be used to 

interpret the findings based on the interconnectedness of gender-role 

attitude, identity, and behavior (Atkinson <5c Huston, 1984), the use of 

behavioral measurement as an indieator of flexibiUty assumed to be 
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involved with gender-role identity (Bem, 1974; Bem, Martyna, <5c Watson, 

1976), and the use of SET by Lewis and Spanier (1979, 1982) to 

interpret the marital quality literature. 

Marital QuaUty Verses Marital StabiUty 

Baueom and Aiken (1984) indieated that marital quaUty and marital 

stability are not identical, i . e . , maintaining a marriage should not 

be equated with marital quaUty (MQ). Many unhappy marriages 

continue. Lenthall (1977) conceptuaUzed marital quaUty as being a 

product of a person's eomparison between his/her marital expeetations 

(CL) and marital outcomes (O): MQ = 0 - CL. Marital stabiUty (MS), 

on the other hand, is a product of the comparison between one's best 

available marital alternative (CLA) and one's actual marital outcome: 

MS = O - CLA. This picture of marital stabUUty has led to the 

definition of marital stability most often used in the literature: a 

marriage is stable if it has remained intaet (Lewis <5c Spanier, 1979). 

Spanier and Lewis (1980) used this same distinetion in explaining why 

some marriages with relatively high levels of marital quality end in 

separation or divorce, while some marriages of relatively low marital 

quality remain intaet. 

Faetors Associated With Marital QuaUty 

Research has indicated that satisfaetion with the marriage is 

assoeiated with sueh factors as "good adjustment, adequate 

eommunication, a high level of marital happiness, integration, and a 

high degree of satisfaetion with the relationship" (Lewis <5c Spanier, 

1979:269). Marital quaUty has been found to be positively related to 
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education (Luekey, 1966), positively related to age at first marriage 

(Bumpass <5c Sweet, 1970). positively related to pereeptions of the 

distributions of housework and child care (Yogev <5c Brett, 1985); 

negatively related to size of sibUng groups, and a low level of 

sociaUzing (BirtchneU <5c Kennard, 1984); negatively related to 

"neuroticism" of husband or wife, and to poor "impulse eontrol" 

(Kelly & Conley, 1987); positively related to the level of problem 

solving skills, amount of time spent in shared, elective, free-time 

aetivities, and frequency of sexual intercourse (Birchler åc Webb, 

1977); and positively related to level of reUgiosity (Filsinger <5c 

Wilson, 1984), and reUgious homogamy (Heaton, 1984). Other 

correlates have included reUgiosity (Glenn, 1982; Heaton, 1984), 

socioeeonomie variables (Filsinger <5c Wilson, 1984; Jorgensen, 1979), 

and the presence of children (Abbott <5c Brody, 1985; Belsky, Lang, <5c 

Huston, 1986; Belsky, Spanier, <5c Rovine, 1983). 

Many writers have noted the influence of role expeetations and 

role performance on marital quality (see Hawkins & Johnsen, 1969; 

Spanier <5c Lewis, 1980). Marital quality seems to be related to the 

congruence between the role expeetations of one spouse and the role 

performanees of the other (Burr, 1973; Lewis åc Spanier, 1979; Mangus, 

1957). When disparity exists between spouses, the level of 

satisfaction with the relationship diminishes (Scanzoni <5c Fox, 1980). 

What individuals perceive to be "appropriate" gender-role behavior 

for themselves and their partners wiU have a great influenee upon 

their role behavior and their expectations of their spouses. The 

degree to which the behavior perceived in the relationship is 



62 
congruent with expectations wiU affect the degree to whieh the 

relationship is found to be rewarding. Crago and Tharp (1968) found 

that "disturbed couples" (couples with one or both spouses in 

treatment as psyehiatric patients) experienced more role 

dissatisfaction (role discrepancy) than noncUnieal eontrol couples 

from a university setting. Role dissatisfaetion was defined as the 

absence of satisfying role reciproeation, resulting in confliet. This 

diseord over roles was referred to as "role diserepancy." Frank, 

Anderson, and Rubinstein (1979; 1980) compared 80 nonpatient, 50 

marital therapy, and 50 sex therapy couples as to their level of role 

strain and their sexual satisfaction. Couples in the nonclinie group 

experieneed lower levels of role strain than did those in the other 

two groups. Role strain was coneeptualized as the difference between 

an individual's ideal of behavior for themselves and their spouses and 

the perception of aetual role behavior. In all three groups, higher 

levels of role strain were assoeiated with increased sexual 

dissatisfaetion. 

Recent reseach has eonfirmed the relationship between role 

performance and marital quaUty. Nye and McLaughlin (1982) tested the 

assumption of SET that those who receive good reward/cost outcomes in 

their relationship are Ukely to be more satisfied with their 

marriages than those who do not reeeive sueh outcomes. Each 

respondent (N=363, 179 males, 184 females) was asked to estimate 

his/her own competenee in eaeh of several family roles. They were 

also asked to estimate the competence of their spouse. The roles 

examined were child socialization, child care, recreation. 
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housekeeping, and a therapeutie role. The quaUty of the marital 

relationship was assessed with a single question, "If you were to 

marry again, would you marry the same person?" They found that 

husbands' competence in family roles was a predietor of marital 

quaUty for wives (r^ = .36) . To a lesser but stiU significant 

extent, wives' competence was also a predictor of marital quaUty for 

husbands {v^ = .09) . 

Other researeh has indicated that satisfied couples agree more 

about their behaviors than dissatisfied couples (Christensen, 

Sullaway, åc King, 1983). In addition, being generous in recognizing 

the partner's efforts is also associated with higher marital quaUty 

(Thompson ôc Kelley, 1981). However, not all differenees have the same 

effeet on marital quaUty. Peplau (1983) suggested that the 

particular pattern a couple adopts may be less important to their 

marital quality than the degree of consensus they reach concerning the 

oattern. Studies have confirmed this hypothesis concerning the degree 

of fit and its relationship with marital quality (Bowen & Orthner, 

1983; Li & CaldweU, 1987). As was noted above, Bowen and Orthner 

(1983) eoneluded that some differences with respeet to gender roles 

have a greater impact on marital quaUty than others. They concluded 

that although couples with a modern husband and traditional wife have 

incongruent gender-role orientations (as described by Peplau), the 

nature of their difference was not dissatisfying to either partner. 

Voelz (1985) found a pattern very similar to the one Bowen and 

Orthner (1983) discovered. In explaining the reason for this 

satisfaction with an incongruent marital pattern, Voelz (1985) offered 
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the following explanation. A modern man, because of his wiIUngness 

to negotiate behavior preferences, was comfortable with a traditional 

woman or a modern woman. Traditional women, Ukewise, were equally 

compatible with either a traditional or a modern man. When a 

traditional man was paired with a modern woman, the most striking 

differenees were noted. Traditional men felt it most important to get 

their way, yet aetually got their way less often when paired with a 

modern woman. Modern women also rated getting their own way on 

domestic tasks to be more important than traditional women or modern 

men. Unlike the modern man, the modern woman does not go along 

willingly when paired with a traditional partner. The author 

eoncludes that just beeause there is role dissensus does not 

necessarily mean that outcomes will be negatively affected. Only a 

particular type of pairing (traditional man with modern woman) leads 

to difficulty in decision-making. Because this study was done with a 

small number (n=80) of heterosexual undergraduates paired at random in 

four groups, the results may not be generalizable to the population at 

large or to marriage relationships. The groupings need to be 

repUcated with other samples. 

Another study (Li åc CaldweU, 1987) found, as did Bowen and 

Orthner (1983), that marital quality was lowest in couples in which 

the husband's attitude was traditional and the wife's was modern. 

Using a convenience sample of 67 couples from a university setting, 

churehes, and reUgious groups, Li and CaldweU noted that marital 

quaUty was higher when husbands were more egaUtarian relative to 

their wives. These authors concluded "that the direction of marital 
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sex-role incongruence is signifieantly related to the marital 

adjustment of both husbands and wives" (1987:109). 

This study examined ineongruence of gender-role attitude, but 

following Li and CladweU (1987) it was postulated that 

ineongruence would not be the most important eontributor to the level 

of marital quaUty. Rather, the direction of the incongruence must 

also be taken into aceount. Specifically, it was postulated that the 

more egaUtarian the gender-role attitude of the husband relative to 

the wife, the higher the marital quaUty of both spouses. In 

addition, it was hypothesized that the greater the egaUtarianism of 

the husband with respeet to the wife, the higher the level of marital 

quality at subsequent measurement times for both spouses. 

Antill's study (1983) mentioned above also noted the importance of 

femininity of gender-role identity for the marital quality scores of 

both husbands and wives. Satisfaetion in the marital relationship was 

found to be related to the degree to which one's partner is perceived 

to be nurturant and supportive, i . e . , as having attributes measured by 

the femininity subscale of the BSRI, Ickes (1985) has suggested that 

the degree of caring, nurturant, emotionaUy supportive behavior 

exhibited by the spouse toward the self is significantly related to 

one's level of marital quality. Based on his theoretical premises, it 

was hypothesized in this study that the level of femininity of one's 

partner was positively related to one's level of marital quality. 

Summary and Hypotheses 

The level of one's marital quaUty is the subjective outcome 

experienced in a marital relationship (Lewis Sc Spanier, 1979). It is 
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the product of figuring the rewards and costs involved in the marriage 

(Nye, ,1982). Social exehange theory holds that persons in a 

relationship negotiate for the best possible relationship, e . g . , the 

most profitable relationship (Thibaut 6c KeUey, 1959). Social 

exchange theory predicts that over time, couple exchanges result in 

feeUngs of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the relationship 

(Huston <5c Burgess, 1979). 

One important aspect of dyadic exchange is the development and 

implementation of gender-role norms (Peplau, 1983; Thibaut <5c Kelley, 

1959). This review has shown that both gender-role identity (AntiU, 

1983; Bowen <5c Orthner, 1983; Voelz, 1985) and gender-role attitudes 

(Li & Caldwell, 1987) are associated with marital quality. 

Research involving gender-role identity has indicated that the 

type of relationship being considered has a significant effect on the 

outcome of the investigation. When nonintimate relationships are 

being studied, outcomes with respect to satisfaction are higher when 

masculinity levels are high, providing support for the maseulinity 

model (Cook, 1985; Ickes, 1985; Whitley, 1983). However, when 

intimate relationships such as marriages are explored, higher levels 

of femininity are associated with higher marital quality scores 

(AntiU, 1983; Ickes, 1985). Since the subjects in this study are 

married eouples, it is predicted that there will be a positive 

association between the level of one's femininity and the partner's 

level of marital quality. 

SET posits that there is an aecumulation of positive or negative 

sentiment over time as a result of the exchange history (Blau, 1964; 
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Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). If the spouses are satisfied with the 

outcome from the gender role interaction in the marriage, the 

relationship wiU grow. However, if the costs of the gender role 

involvement are too high or the outeome is too low, the relationship 

wiU eease to grow (Lewis åc Spanier, 1979). Because the process of 

interaction over time is so influential with respect to marital 

quality, this study wiU investigate hypotheses one and two 

longitudinally. That is, gender-role identity at times one and two 

will be examined with respect to marital quality at times two and 

three in order to assess the relationship between these two variables. 

Research has indicated that the nurturant, supportive behavior 

characteristic of femininity (as measured by the BSRI) is valued by 

marital partners (AntiU, 1983; Ickes, 1985). Therefore, it is 

predicted that higher levels of femininity in the spouses' gender-role 

orientation will be rewarding and wiU result in an aceumulation 

of positive sentiment. Soeial exehange theory prediets that this 

rewarding exchange history will result in higher levels of 

satisfaction (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959) apparent when marital quality is 

measured longitudinally. 

Hypotheses Concerning Gender-Role Identity 

The current research has indieated that for married eouples, there 

should be a positive assoeiation between possession of a feminine 

gender-role identity and marital quaUty for both men and women 

(AntiU, 1983; Baueom .5c Aiken, 1983; lekes, 1985). This study tested 

the following hypotheses related to this association: 



Hypothesis 1 

Marital quaUty for husbands at time one wiU be positively 

related to the level of femininity (as measured by the BSRI) of 

their wives at time one. 

Hypothesis 2 

Marital quaUty for wives at time one wiU be positively related 

to the level of femininity (as measured by the BSRI) of their 

husbands at time one. 

Hypothesis la 

Marital quality for husbands at time two wiU be positively 

related to the level of femininity of their wives at time one. 

Hypothesis Ib 

Marital quality for husbands at time three will be positively 

related to the level of femininity of their wives at time two. 

Hypothesis lc 

Marital quality for husbands at time three wiU be positively 

related to the level of femininity of their wives at time one. 

Hypothesis 2a 

Marital quality of wives at time two wiU be positively related to 

the level of femininity of their husbands at time one. 

Hypothesis 2b 

Marital quaUty of wives at time three wiU be positively related 

to the level of femininity of their husbands at time two. 
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Hypothesis 2c 

Marital quaUty of wives at time three wiU be positively related 

to the level of femininity of their husbands at time one. 

Hypotheses Concerning Gender-Role Attitude 

This study also examined the relationship between gender-role 

attitude (as opposed to gender-role identity) and marital quaUty 

using the MRAS. Couples were investigated as to how egaUtarian or 

traditional they were relative to one another. Li and CaldweU (1987) 

found that direction as weU as magnitude of the difference in 

gender-role attitude must be taken into consideration when exploring 

the relationship between gender-role attitude and marital quality. 

Based on this review, the eurrent study tested the following 

hypotheses related to this assoeiation: 

Hypothesis 3 

The more egalitarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quality 

of the husband at time one. 

Hypothesis 4 

The more egalitarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quality 

of the wife at time one. 

Peplau (1983) suggested that the particular pattern that a couple 

adopts may be less important than their consensus about the pattern. 

Bowen and Orthner (1983) and Voelz (1985) found that some marital 

patterns, even though they were not congruent, were relatively 
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satisfying to the marital couples involved. They explained that 

modern males could be satisfied with either a modern or traditional 

female. Likewise, a traditional female could be satisfied with a 

modern or traditional male. The most significant negative 

relationship with marital quaUty was observed when a traditional male 

was paired with a modern female. It was the baekground provided by 

these two studies that encouraged Li and Caldwell (1987) to test their 

magnitude-plus-direction hypothesis. 

Social Exchange Theory holds that role interaction is an important 

aspect of a relationship (Thibaut ác Kelley, 1959; Brehm, 1985). When 

a traditional man (one who is more dominant in the marriase and who 

tends to insist on maintaining speeialized roles) is coupled with a 

modern woman (one who believes in equaUty of the marriage partners 

and does not believe in speeiaUzation by gender), the most 

cost-exacting pairing is visible. Interaction with a modern husband 

would be more satisfying to a modern wife because of his willingness 

to be open to alterations in role content. It is expeeted that the 

flexibiUty of an egalitarian husband would contribute to greater 

rewards for the spouses, resulting in higher levels of marital 

quality. 

Once again, SET posits an influence wiU be exerted by the 

interaetional patterns over time resulting in a buildup of either 

positive or negative sentiment (Thibaut <5c Kelley, 1959). The patterns 

of interdependence developed in the relationship wiU either be seen 

as costly or rewarding (Kelley, 1979). Based on these premeses of 

SET, the hypotheses were examined over time. These hypotheses were 



tested by investigating the association between gender-role 

attitude at times one and two and marital quaUty seores at times two 

and three. The specific hypotheses were: 

Hypothesis 3a 

The more egaUtarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quaUty 

of the husband at time two. 

Hypothesis 3b 

The more egaUtarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time two, the higher the marital quality 

of the husband at time three. 

Hypothesis 3c 

The more egaliarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quaUty 

of the husband at time three. 

Hypothesis 4a 

The more egaUtarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quaUty 

of the wife at time two. 

Hypothesis 4b 

The more eeaUtarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time two, the higher the marital quality 

of the wife at time three. 
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Hypothesis 4e 

The more egaUtarian in gender-role attitude the husband is 

relative to the wife at time one, the higher the marital quality 

of the wife at time three. 



CHAPTER m 

METHODS 

Introduction 

The subjeets examined in this study were 35 married couples 

who were part of a larger study investigating social network 

variables. The larger study selected at random a sample of 200 males 

and 200 females from both the graduating elasses of 1980 and 1982 at a 

large, southwestern university. A random sample of 17% was identified 

using gender and college as the criterion for selection. Thus, if a 

college graduated 40% of the total university graduates, then 40% of 

the sample would be drawn from that coUege. 

Approximately 1600 letters were mailed explaining the research 

and asking for an indication of wilUngness to participate in the 

study. The initial response to this request for volunteers resulted 

in 264 subjeets of the 422 who eventually were involved in the 

investigation (62.2% of the sample). The remaining subjeets (37.8%) 

were reeruited by telephone using the original random sample as the 

basis for eontacts. Many of those contaeted indicated that they had 

not reeeived the initial letter. Most of those eontacted by telephone 

indieated their wilUngness to participate once the purpose of the 

researeh and the legitimacy of the study were explained. The total 

number of partieipants in the larger study was 422. 

The Adult Networks and Transitions Projeet conducted three 

assessments (each involving two steps) over a two-year period. Time 

two followed time one by 11 months. Time three followed time two 
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by 9 months. At each assessment a questionnaire was first mailed 

to the subject, then a foUow-up interview was conducted in person or 

on the telephone with eaeh subject. These interviews were most often 

conducted in person if the subject Uved in the Lubboek vieinity, and 

by telephone if they lived outside the Lubbock area. The 

questionnaire contained several scales appraising the participants' 

self-eoneept, marital quaUty, social network, and gender-role 

identity and gender-role attitude. The interview operationaUzed 

network interaction and types of exchanges between the subject and 

each person in the network. Partieipants were paid $5.00 at eaeh 

assessment for their participation. 

Subjects 

The sample for this study was the 35 couples from the larger 

sample who were not only married, but married to one another. There 

were 35 couples at time one; attrition reduced the sample size to 30 

by time two, and 22 at time three. Sinee the focus of this study was 

on assessing the influence of gender-role variables on the spouses in 

individual couples, the unit of analysis will be the couple. 

At time two there were 30 couples, five couples less than at time 

one. Both spouses were missing in four of these eouples, and one 

spouse did not complete the questionnaire in the other missing 

couple. Three of the missing eouples were back at time three. (NOTE: 

the fact that three eouples were missing at time two and returned at 

time three affeeted the degrees of freedom durine the analyses. When 

computation is done between variables at time two and time three, the 

absence of these three couples reduces the df by three.) 
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At time three, there were 22 couples, 13 couples less than at time 

one. Both spouses were missing in five of the eouples. In the other 

eight eouples, one spouse was missing. Seven of the missing spouses 

were husbands. (NOTE: two of the eight spouses, one wife and one 

husband, completed the questionnaire, but did not fiU out the BSRI. 

For this reason the degrees of freedom associated with variables at 

time three will differ depending upon whether or not the analysis 

involved the BSRI.) 

The charaeteristics of the total sample of 70 are presented in 

Table 1. Charaeteristics of the 35 males and 35 females appear in 

Tables 2 and 3, respectively. The mean age of the participants in the 

study was 24.26 years. The average aee of the males was 24.80, and 

the average age of the females was 23.71. The means for husbands and 

wives differed significantly (p < .05). The sample was predominantly 

caucasian with one blaek male and one hispanic female. All the 

respondents were 1980 college graduates, members of the graduating 

class of 1982, or their spouses. Mean income for the overall sample 

was almost $25,000. The average length of marriage for the sample was 

a Uttle over a year and a half. Four of the couples had at least 

one child at time one while the other 31 did not. 

Measures 

Partieipants eompleted a questionnaire whieh included several 

self-report inventories and an extensive description of their soeial 

network. The measures selected for this study were the Bem Sex-Role 

Inventory (BSRI), whieh operationalized gender-role identity, the 

Marital Roles Attitude Scale (MRAS), which operationalized gender-role 
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attitude, and the Locke Wallaee Marital Adjustment Test (MAT). The 

dependent variable for this research was marital quaUty as measured 

by the short form of the MAT (Locke <5c Wallace, 1959). 

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) 

The Bem Sex-Role Inventory (see Appendix B) or BSRI (Bem, 1974) is 

a self-report, pen and paper measure designed to assess the deeree to 

which a person's self-pereeption is in agreement with culturally 

derived norms of desirable male and female attributes. The original 

BSRI contained 60 items: 20 maseuUne traits, 20 feminine traits, and 

20 items of neutral soeial desirability. The traits included on the 

maseuUnity and femininity scales were chosen from a list of 

approxiately 200 personality traits whieh were positive in value and 

judged as being "masculine" or "feminine" in their tone. The 20 items 

for each scale (mascuUnity and femininity) were judged by 

undergraduate men and women to be more desirable for men and women, 

respectively. Subjects indicate on a seven-point seale the extent to 

which eaeh trait eharacterizes them. 

Several studies have indicated that improvements eould be made in 

the factorial purity of the BSRI (Gaudreau, 1977; Gross, Batlis, 

Small, <5c Erdwins, 1979; Kimlicka, Wakefield, <5c Friedman, 1980; 

Pearson, 1980; Pedhazur 3c Tetenbaum, 1979; Ryan, Dolphin, Lundberg, <5c 

Myrsten, 1987). Antill and RusseU (1980) have suggested a 

short form of the BSRI which they have found to be more 

factorially pure. This form is comprised of 12 mascuUne items 

("defends own beUefs," "assertive," "strong personality," "forceful," 

"has leadership abiUties," "makes decisions easily," "dominant," 
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"willing to take a stand," "aggressive," "acts as a leader," 

"individualistic," and "ambitious") and 12 feminine items ("eheerful," 

"affectionate," "loyal," "sympathetic," "sensitive to the needs of 

others," "understanding," "compassionate," "eager to soothe hurt 

feeUngs," "warm," "tender," "loves children," and "gentle") 

interspersed with 10 social-desirabiUty items, aU of which were 

included on the long form answered by the respondents. Aeeording to 

Antin and Russell (1982), the sex-typed items ineluded in this 

shorter version have been found to more consistently define the two 

major dimensions (masculinity and femininity) than the original BSRI. 

This shorter form of the BSRI was used in this research. The 

total seore on the maseuUnity questions was divided by twelve, 

resulting in a maseulinity seore between zero and seven. The same 

proeedure was followed for the femininity score. 

The shorter form of the BSRI is correlated with the original at 

.87. For the masculinity component, alpha remains stable with the 

original seoring at .86. The most striking differenees were seen with 

regard to femininity. Dropping eight of the items, usually considered 

when scoring the BSRI, resulted in a higher level of internal 

consistency, as alpha inereased from .77 to .86 (AntiU åc RusseU, 

1980). One negative outeome of this shorter instrument was that the 

eorrelation between the maseuUnity and femininity scales increased to 

.18 which, although not high aeeording to these authors, stiU 

indicated a loss in independence between the two scales (AntlU & 

RusseU, 1980). These authors reeommend the use of this instrument in 

further research in order to evaluate its effectiveness (AntiU, 1983; 

AntiU ôc RusseU, 1980). 
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Marital Role Attitudes Scale (MRAS) 

The Marital Role Attitudes Scale (MRAS) (Weis, Slosnerick, Cate & 

SoIUe, 1986) was formed by selecting 32 items whieh measured aspects 

of family and work responsibiUties of males and females from existing 

instruments developed by Scanzoni (1975), Tomeh (1978) and Brogan and 

Kutner (1976). A factor analysis of these items indicated that 18 

items loaded strongly on one faetor. These 18 items were used to form 

the MRAS. The reUabiUty of the scale (alpha = .91) was established 

in a previous study involving a large sample of 835 eoUege students 

from three universities usine the variables of sex, love and marriage. 

The dependent variable in that study was the seore on an instrument 

(the SLM) designed to measure the association of sex, love, and 

marriage. The SLM (Weis et a l . , 1986) was designed to indicate the 

extent to which involvement in a sexual relationship was aeeeptable to 

a subjeet. Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of 

agreement or disagreement on a five-point Likert-type scale to eight 

questions ( e . g . , sexual intercourse is better—more enjoyable, intense 

and satisfying—if the sex partners are married to each other). High 

SLM scores, indicating a more conservative view of premarital sexual 

involvement, were assoeiated with a traditional gender-role attitude. 

The MRAS is an 18-item instrument designed to assess the degree of 

respondents' egalitarianism or traditionalism with regard to 

statements about the roles of males and females. (See Appendix C.) 

Using a six-point scale, participants were asked to indicate their 

strong, moderate, or slight agreement or disagreement with each item. 

The subject's score was obtained by averaging the scores across all 
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items answered. The higher the score, the more egalitarian the 

gender-role attitude; the lower the seore, the more traditional the 

gender-role attitude. 

Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) 

The eouples completed the short form of the Marital Adjustment 

Test (Locke <5c Wallaee, 1959; see Appendix D). The MAT is a 15-item 

test designed to diseriminate between distressed and nondistressed 

marital relationships by measuring the degree of agreement and 

happiness on several marital issues. Locke and Wallaee (1959) 

reported a reliability coefficient of .90, computed by the spUt-half 

technique and eorreeted by the Spearman-Brown formula. They also 

tested the means of groups identified by therapists and friends of 

couples as maladjusted and well-adjusted and reported the validity of 

the test in distinguishing between persons who are well-adjusted and 

maladjusted in their marriage. 

The possible range of seores for the MAT is 2-158. In 

distinguishing adjusted and maladjusted couples, the authors 

discovered the importanee of the seore of 100. They reported that 

only 17% of maladjusted persons scored above 100, whereas 96% of weU 

adjusted scored above 100. 
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TABLE 1 

Descriptive Statistics for the Total Sample 
at Time One (N=70) 

Variable Frequeney Mean SD̂  Range 

Age of participant 24.26 2.36 21-33 

Months married 19.71 15.74 1-66 

Race 
Caucasian 68 (97.1%) 
Black 1 (1.4%) 
Hispanic 1 (1.4%) 

Income $24,851 $13,488 $4,000-
$51,000 

Education 
Some college 15 (21.4%) 
College degree 41 (58.6%) 
Graduate work 9 (12.9%) 
Graduate degree 5 ( 7.1%) 

Religion 
Catholic 2 ( 2.9%) 
Protestant /Christ ian 62 (88.6%) 
Jewish 6 (8.6%) 

Religiosity 
Not at all 2 ( 2.9%) 
Mildly 13 (18.6%) 
Moderately 42 (60.0%) 
Strongly 13 (18.5%) 

Children 
Have children 8 (12.5%) 
No children 62 (87.5%) 
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Descripti 

Variable 

Age of participant 

Raee 
Caucasian 
Blaek 

Education 
Some eollege 
CoIIege degree 
Graduate work 
Graduate degree 

ReUgion 
Catholic 
P rotestant/Christ ian 
Other 

ReUgiosity 
Not at all 
Mildly 
Moderately 
Strongly 

TABLE 2 
ve Statisties for 1 

at Time One (n^ 

Frequeney 

34 (97.1%) 
1 ( 2.9%) 

8 (22.9%) 
16 (45.7%) 

7 (20.0%) 
4 (11.4%) 

1 ( 2.9%) 
30 (85.7%) 

4 (11.4%) 

2 ( 5.7%) 
9 (25.7%) 

19 (54.3%) 
5 (14.3%) 

íusbands 
=35) 

Mean 

24.80 

SD. 

2.41 

Range 

22-33 
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TABLE 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Wives 
at Time One (n=35) 

Variable Frequency Mean SD Range 

Age of partieipant 23.71 2.21 21-31 

Raee 
Caueasian 34 (97.1%) 
Hispanic 1 (2.9%) 

Education 
Some college 7 (20.0%) 
College degree 25 (71.4%) 
Graduate work 2 ( 5.7%) 
Graduate degree 1 ( 2.9%) 

Religion 
Catholic 1 ( 2.9%) 
Protestant/Christ ian 32 (91.4%) 
Other 2 ( 5.7%) 

Religiosity 
Not at aU 0 ( 0.0%) 
Mildly 4 (11.4%) 
Moderately 23 (65.7%) 
Strongly 8 (22.9%) 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Results of the analyses to be presented wiU be divided into three 

sections: (a) preUminary analysis, (b) main analysis, and (e) 

exploratory analysis. The preUminary analysis tested the assumptions 

of Unear analysis. In addition, eovariates were identified which 

were used in the tests of the hypotheses. The main analysis tested 

the hypotheses presented in Chapter U. Exploratory analyses 

included the investigation of issues raised in the methods section, as 

well as other points of interest indicated in the main analysis. 

PreUminary Analysis 

Several issues were addressed before the data were analyzed. The first 

was the number of cases in the study. Pedhazur (1982) suggests that the 

ideal number of cases is 20 times the number of variables, with a minimum 

requirement of 4 to 5 times more cases than independent variables in the 

study. The number of cases in this study at time one is 35 couples. While 

this number is minimally acceptable, the small number of cases with 

respect to the number of variables may be responsible for a loss of 

statistieal power. In addition, several eases were lost to attrition 

over the three waves, further reducing the number of cases by time 

three. 

Next, scattergrams for the independent and dependent variables 

were examined to determine if the assumptions of normaUty, linearity, 

and homoscedasticity were met (Pedhazur, 1982). NormaUty means that 
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the errors of prediction are independent and normally distributed at 

all levels of the dependent variable. The residual plots indicated 

that normality was present, with the bulk of the seores in the center 

and a normal distribution of residual errors around that eenter. 

The data were further examined through the use of a series of 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Goodness of Fit Tests (K-S). The K-S is a 

nonparametric test which examines the assumptions about the 

distributions of the data. NormaUty was investigated through the use 

of a two-tailed test of the hypothesis that the sample ehosen differed 

signifieantly from a normal distribution. Values of Q_ abbve the .05 

level would necessitate a rejeetion of this hypothesis. The aetual 

values for all independent and dependent variables are below this 

level. Results are summarized in Table 9, page 106. 

Testing the linearity of the data was the next step, an important 

step beeause the eorrelational model is based on the assumption of 

linearity. Linearity means that the relationships between the 

dependent and independent variables ean be described using a straight 

line. Inspection of the seattergrams revealed a Unear relationship 

between the independent variables and marital quaUty. The 

scattergrams also indieated the sample was homoseedastic, that is, 

that the variance of errors was the same at all levels of the 

independent variables. 

The dropout rate for couples in the study from time one to time 

three was a cause for concern. It was possible that the aeeuracy of 

the data at times two and three might have been affeeted by the loss 

of couples over time. To deal with these eoncerns, a series of 
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t-tests were eondueted comparing at time one those who dropped out 

with those who were present throughout the study. These t-tests 

indieated no signifeant differences between the two groups on any of 

the dependent or independent variables (MRAS: U68) = 1.51, £ = .17; 

maseuUnity: U68) = .09, £ = .93; femininity: U68) = 1.28, £ = . 2 1 ; 

MRASI: 1 (68)= -1.75, £ = .08; MAT: t_ (68) = .58, £ = .57). 

Information pertaining to the dependent and independent variables 

used in the study are presented in Tables 4 through 6. The level of 

marital quality, the dependent variable, indicates that the sample was 

undistressed, with a mean of 119.75. The difference in the means for 

husbands and wives was not significant (t_(68) = 1.29, £ = .20) . 

The scores for gender-role identity at time one ranged from 

2.67 to 6.83 for mascuUnity and 3.58 to 6.92 for femininity. The 

average masculinity score was 5.00 (5.29 for husbands and 4.73 for 

wives). The means for males and females were significantly different 

(U68) = 3.35, £ < .001). The mean femininity seore was 5.70 (5.51 

for husbands and 5.90 for wives). The means for husbands and wives 

were signifieantly different (U68) = -2.57, £ < .01). 

At time two, husbands and wives differed significantly on 

maseuUnity and femininity (^(59)= 2.20, £ < .05 and U59)= -4.17, 

£ < .001 respectively). There was not a significant differenee 

between husbands and wives on marital quaUty or gender-role attitude 

seores at time two. 

Husbands and wives differed to a significant degree at time three 

on gender-role attitude (U52)= -2.78, £ < .01), mascuUnity (^(50)= 

2.42, p < .05) , and femininity (^(50)= -3.47, £ < .01). The 
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differenee between husbands and wives on marital quality scores was 

not significant at time three. Changes in the means for the 

independent and dependent variables over time and tests of 

significance of those changes are presented in Tables 7 and 8. 

Seores on the MRAS ranged from 2.39 to 5.56, with a mean of 4.21. 

The mean for husbands was 4.05 and the mean for wives was 4.37. The 

means for husbands and wives were significantly different (U68) = 

2.07, £ < .05) . 

For husbands at time one, the maseulinity and femininity scales 

were eorrelated at a significant level (rj^2.34^31) = - .29, £ < .05) . 

while the other two measurement times were not significant (time two: 

£12.34(26) = . 0 1 , £ = .49; time three: £12.34(1^^ = -^^' £ = •'^^). 

For wives the masculinity and femininity scales were sienificantly 

correlated at time two (112.34^26) = .35, £ < .05). The eorrelations 

at times one and three were not signifieant (time one: £12.34^31) = 

.16, £ = .20; time three: ^2.34^18)= --30, £ = .10). 

Finally, eovariates were identified through the use of a 

correlation matrix which ineluded aU the variables and deseriptives 

of interest. Variables whieh reached a level of significanee (£ < .05) 

when eorrelated with marital quality scores were included as 

covariates in the data analysis. The results of this proeedure are 

shown in Tables 10 through 12. The variables which reached the level 

of signifieanee indieated for the total sample were length of marriage 

(r^(68) = - . 2 7 , £ < .01) and presence or absence of children (K68) = 

- . 2 5 , £ < .05) . For husbands, length of marriage approaehed 

sicrnifieance (r(33) = - .26 , p = .06) and presence of children was 
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signifieantly eorrelated with marital quaUty (U33) = -.27 p < .05) . 

For wives, length of marriage was significantly correlated with 

marital quaUty (U33) = - .30 , £ < .05), as weU as presenee of 

ehildren (^(33) = - . 27 , p < .05). Based on these findings, length of 

marriage and presence of ehildren were included as eovariates in the 

main analysis. 

Main Analysis 

The second stage was the main analysis. This step involved the 

actual testing of the hypotheses. AU the hypotheses were examimed 

through the use of partial correlational analyses using the SPSSX 

statistical package. The resulting seeond- and third-order 

eorrelations were the indicators of the vaUdity of the hypotheses. 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested through the examination of the 

femininity score for each person and its relationship with the marital 

quality (MAT) score of the spouse. Covariates identified in the 

preliminary analysis (length of marriage and presenee of children) 

were included in all the analyses. 

In order to test hypotheses three and four, a gender-role attitude 

incongruence score (MRASI) for each time was caleulated for each 

couple by substraeting the wife's MRAS score from that of her husband. 

When the score was positive, the husband was more egalitarian than his 

wife; when the seore was negative, the wife was more egaUtarian than 

her husband. An absolute seore was also ealculated (MRASAB) for eaeh 

time which preserved the magnitude of the difference between the MRAS 

scores of a husband and wife, but not the direetion of the differenee. 

The hypotheses were confirmed when the relationship between the MRAS 
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score and the marital quaUtv score was positive (indicating that the 

husband was more egalitarian than his wife). 

Two series of partial correlations were eondueted, one series 

involving the wife's marital quality seore and one series involving 

the husband's marital quaUty score. The level of marital quality for 

each spouse at times one, two, and three was correlated with the MRASI 

seores at times one, two, and three. The correlations between the 

variables were observed while partialing out the influence of the 

eovariates identified in the preliminary analysis (length of marriage 

and presenee of ehildren) and the magnitude only seore (MRASAB). By 

using this procedure, it was possible to examine the amount of 

variance in the marital quality scores that could be aecounted for by 

the MRASI over and above that aceounted for by the MRASAB seore alone. 

The following code wiU be used to indicate the variables in the 

partial eorrelations used in the tests of the hypotheses: 

h or w = husband's or wife's MAT score 

1 = femininity 

2 = masculinity 

3 = length of marriage 

4 = presence of children 

5 = MRASI score 

6 = MRASAB seore 

7 = determinant seore 

8 = MRAS seore . 

For instanee, the partial correlation of husbands' marital quaUty 

score with wives' femininity, partialing for length of marriage and 

presence of ehildren would be indicated by the symbol: rjii.34-
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Degrees of freedom for the partial correlations are ealculated 

aceording to the formula n-2-q, where n = the number of subjects for 

which data are available for the analysis and q = the number of 

variables used to quaUfy or partial the relationship between the 

variables in the correlation. For the tests of the hypotheses 

concerning gender-role identity, q = 2 (length of marriage and 

presence of children), For the tests of the hypotheses eoncerning 

eender-role attitude, q = 3 (length of marriage, presenee of children, 

and MRASAB seore). 

Hypotheses Concerning Gender-Role Identity 

Hypothesis 1 stated that marital quaUty for husbands at time 

one would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

wives at time one. The eorrelation was significant and the 

relationship was positive (£^1.34^31)= .31 , £ < .05). Therefore, the 

hypothesis was accepted. (When the eorrelation was examined without 

the control variables through the use of a pearson eorrelation the 

relationship remained strong and significant, £(33) = .30, £ < .05. 

The relationship between these two variables was investigated at time 

one using only those couples who remained in the study throughout all 

three measurement times. The correlation remained about the same, but 

the loss of degrees of freedom brought the value below the .05 

significance level: £111.34(15) = .36, £ = .08.) 

Hypothesis 2 stated that marital quality for wives at time one 

would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

husbands at time one. The correlation of marital quaUty with 

spouse's level of femininity was not significant and the relationship 
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was not in the predicted direetion (£.wl.34(31) = - .10 , £ =.29). The 

hypothesis was rejected. (When the eorrelation was examined without 

the eontrol variables, the relationship was again not significant, 

£(33) = - . 09 , £ =.30.) 

Hypothesis la stated that marital quaUty for husbands at time two 

would be positively related to the level of femininity of their wives 

at time one. The eorrelation between these two variables was not 

strong and not significant (£hl.34(26) = .20, £ = .15). Thus, the 

hypothesis is rejected. 

Hypothesis Ib posited that marital quality for husbands at time 

three would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

wives at time two. The eorrelation between these variables was not 

signifieant, and was in a negative direction (£hl.34(l6) = .18 

£ = .24) . The hypothesis was not supported. (As explained above, the 

degrees of freedom assoeiated with the analyses from time two to time 

three were affected by the absenee of three eouples at time two who 

returned at time three. The df here were ealeulated as: £ = 22 at 

time three, less the 3 couples, plus one male whose spouse did not 

complete the questionnaire, minus the four degrees of freedom 

associated with the partial correlation.) 

Hypothesis le stated that marital quaUty for husbands at time 

three would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

wives at time one. The correlation between these two variables was 

not in the predicted direction, and was not significant (£hl.34(19) = 

.18, £ = .22) . The hypothesis was not supported. (df = £ of 22, plus 

one male, minus the df associated with the partial correlation.) 
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Hypothesis 2a stated that marital quality of wives at time two 

would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

husbands at time one. The relationship between the dependent and 

independent variables was weak and not significant (£wl.34 (27)= - . 0 1 , 

£ = .50) . The hypothesis was rejeeted. 

Hypothesis 2b posited that the marital quaUty of wives at time 

three would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

husbands at time two. The association of the variables was not 

significant (£.wl.34^21) = - .04 , £ = .42). The hypothesis was not 

supported. However, in a supplemental analysis, there was a 

significant negative correlation between the marital quality of wives 

and the masculinity of their husbands, £w2.34 (21) = - . 45 , £ < .05. 

(df = £ of 22, plus seores available for 6 wives without spouses, 

minus the 3 couples missing at time two, minus the df associated 

with the partial correlation.) 

Hypothesis 2c stated that the marital quaUty of wives at time 

three would be positively related to the level of femininity of their 

husbands at time one. The partial correlation was not significant 

(£wl. 34(26) = - .09 , £ = .33). The hypothesis was rejected. (df = 

£ of 22, plus 8 wives without spouses at time three, minus the degrees 

of freedom associated with the partial correlation.) 

Hypotheses Concerning Gender-Role Attitude 

Hypothesis 3 posited that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the level of marital quaUty of the husband at time one. The 

association between gender-role attitude and marital quality was not 
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significant for husbands (£h5.345(30) = - . 0 1 , £ = .50). The 

hypothesis was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4 stated that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the marital quaUty of the wife at time one. This hypothesis was 

rejeeted as the relationship was not significant (£w5.346(30) = .09, 

£ = .30) . 

Hypothesis 3a stated that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the marital quality of the husband at time two. The correlation was 

not signifieant (£h5.346(25) = - .08 , £ = .35); therefore, the 

hypothesis is not supported. 

Hypothesis 3b posited that the more egalitarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time two, the higher 

the marital quality of the husband at time three. The test of the 

hypothesis indicated the correlation was not significant (£h5.346(19)= 

- . 22 , £ = .16) . The hypothesis was not supported. (df = £ of 22, 

plus 1 husband with no spouse, plus 1 husband with no BSRI at time 

three but with an MAT score, minus the 5 df associated with the 

partial eorrelation.) 

Hypothesis 3e stated that the raore egalitarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the marital quality of the husband at time three. The test of the 

hypothesis was not significant (£h5.346(19) = .19, £ = .23). The 

hypothesis was rejected. (df = £ of 22, plus 1 husband with no 

spouse seore at time three, plus 1 husband with an MAT score but no 

BRSI score, minus the 5 df associated with the partial correlation.) 
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Hypothesis 4a posited that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband is relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the marital quaUty of the wife at time two. The outcome of this 

correlation was significant, but it was not in the predicted direetion 

(lw5.346(26) = - . 3 3 , £ < .05). Therefore, the hypothesis was not 

supported. (df = £ of 30, plus one wife without a spouse's score, 

minus the 5 df assoeiated with the partial correlation.) When this 

correlation was ealeulated using only those who remained in the study 

across all measurement times (£=19) the correlation remained the same, 

but the significance of £ did not: ^^5.346(14) = - . 3 3 , £ = .10. 

Hypothesis 4b stated that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time two, the higher 

the marital quaUty of the wife at time three. The correlation of 

these variables was not signifieant (£.w5.346^20) = - .22 , £ = .16). 

Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. (df = £ of 22, plus 6 

wives who did not have spouse scores at time three, minus the 3 

eouples absent at time two who were present at time three, minus the 5 

degrees of freedom associated with the partial eorrelation.) 

Hypothesis 4c posited that the more egaUtarian in gender-role 

attitude the husband was relative to the wife at time one, the higher 

the marital quaUty of the wife at time three. The outcome of the 

test of the hypothesis was not significant (£.w5.346(25) = .01 , 

£ = .49) . Therefore, the hypothesis was rejected. (df = n of 22 at 

time three, plus 8 seores of wives who did not have spouses' scores, 

minus the 5 df associated with the partial correlation.) 
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Exploratorv Analysis 

A determinant seore was calculated for each couple based on the 

maseuUnity and femininity seores of the spouses. The determinant was 

a 2 X 2 matrix of the eouple's maseuUnity and femininity seores. 

High positive determinant scores would indicate a marriage associated 

with higher levels of femininity for wives, but not for husbands, 

while extreme negative scores indicate a marriage with higher 

femininity scores for husbands, but not for wives. The high positive 

determinant score would be assoeiated with higher levels of marital 

quality for husbands (sinee their wives would be high in femininity), 

but lower levels of marital quality for wives (since their spouses 

would be higher in maseulinity). Extreme negative seores would be 

assoeiated with higher levels of marital quality for wives (sinee 

their spouses would be higher in femininity) and lower levels of 

marital quality for husbands (since their spouses would be higher in 

masculinity). Atkinson has indieated that couple scores on the BSRI 

should not be totaled or averaged. She has written that this 

procedure causes individual attributes of couples to be masked or lost 

altogether (Atkinson, 1987). However, it might be useful to have a 

couple score whieh could be used in analyzing differing couple 

eonfigurations with respect to gender-role identity. For this reason, 

the first step in this exploratory analysis was to construet a couple 

score by means of calculating a couple determinant. This determinant 

score was used in a series of analyses to test its association with 

marital quality. 

The results of the analyses are indicated in Table 13. The 

results were not significant for men or women. For men the 
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eorrelations between the determinant and level of marital quality at 

eaeh time were: time one, rji7.34(31) = .06, £ = .37; time two, 

£h7.34(26) = - . 02 , £ = .46; time three, £h7.34(18) = .17, £ = .23. For 

women the eorrelations at each time were: time one, £.w7.34(31) = . 23, 

£ = .10; time two, £.w7.34(26) = .05, £ = .40; time three, £^7.34(18) = 

.12, £ = .30. 

Based on the results of the main analysis, several issues of 

interest were investigated in the final phase of the data analysis. 

The purpose of this step was to seek information that would make the 

interrelationships among the several variables clearer. 

Partial eorrelations were conducted using variables that were 

included in the main analysis, but which were not time lageed. This 

analysis indicated some patterns of interest. AII the relationships 

discussed are the result of partial eorrelations, controlling for 

length of marriage and presence of children. The findings are 

summarized in Tables 14 and 15. 

The reader will note in eomparing Tables 14 and 15 that the 

correlations between husbands' and wives' scores differ sUghtly. 

This differenee is due to a small amount of inconsistency of the 

husbands' and wives' scores with respect to one of the eontrol 

variables used. Husbands and wives were interviewed at differing 

points in time so that the value of the variable "length of marriaee" 

differed for spouses. At time one, 18 of the couples were interviewed 

in the same month, 10 were interviewed 1 month apart, 4 were 

interviewed 2 months apart, 2 were interviewed 4 months apart, and one 

pair of spouses was interviewed 6 months apart. At time three, 8 
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couples were interviewed in the same month, 9 were interviewed 1 month 

apart, 2 were interviewed 2 months apart, 2 were interviewed 3 months 

apart, 1 eouple was interviewed 4 months apart, 1 eouple was 

interviewed 5 months apart, and one eouple was interviewed 6 months 

apart. 

For husbands, the Marital Roles Attitude Seale score at time one 

was negatively eorrelated with their wives' femininity and maseuUnity 

at time one (£81.34(31) = - . 3 1 , £ < .05, and £82.34(31) = - .24 , 

£ = .09, respeetively). AIso for husbands, the marital quality score 

at time three approached significanee when correlated with the 

masculinity of their wives at time three (£h2.34(18) = - . 3 1 , £ = .09) . 

The correlation with their wives' femininity at time three was far 

from significant (£h2.34^18) = -03, £ = .44). 

Husbands' own masculinity at time three was significantly related 

to their wives' masculinity and femininity at time three (£22.34(18) = 

- . 5 1 , £ < . 0 1 , and £21.34(18) = .47, £ < .05, respectively). AIso, 

husbands' femininity at time three was negatively related to their 

wives' femininity at time three at near significanee levels 

(£11^34(18) = - . 3 1 , £ = .09. Finally, husbands' marital quaUty score 

at time three was related to the absolute score on the MRAS at time 

three at near signifieance levels (£h6.34^18) - - .36 , £ < .06). 

Wives' MAT seore at time one was significantly correlated with 

their own level of femininity at time one (£.wl.34(31) = .48, £ < .01) . 

Wives' femininity at time three was significantly related to their 

gender-role attitude score at time three (£18.34(18) = - .48 , £ < .05). 

This was also true of the same time correlation of these two variables 
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at time one (£i8.34^31) = - .45 , £ < .01). At time two this 

relationship neared significanee for wives (£18.34(26) = .30, 

£ = .06) . The gender-role attitude score of wives was not 

signifieantly related to mascuUnity at time one or two, but was at 

time three (£52.34(18) = .54, £ < .01). 

The exploratory analyses eontinued with discriminant analysis 

being used to discover any keys to distinguishing between more 

satisfied and less satisfied persons in marital relationships. 

Several variables were used to discriminate between those above and 

below the median value on the MAT score. Those above the median seore 

were labeled "more satisfied" and those below the median were labeled 

"less satisfied." The variables used were presence of children, 

spouse femininity and maseuUnity, one's own maseuUnity and 

femininity, length of marriage, total ineome, and the score on the 

MRAS. The results of this analysis for times one, three and one to 

three are indieated in Tables 16 through 21. 

At time one this eombination of variables was able to elassify 

eorreetly 72.86% of the total sample, 68.57% of the wives and 80.00% 

of the husbands. For wives the variables in order of their F_ values 

were femininity, presence of children, length of time married, the 

MRAS score, mascuUnity seore, the femininity of the spouse, the 

mascuUnity of the spouse, and total income. Femininity, presenee of 

children, score on the MRAS, and length of marriage were all 

significant at £ < .10. For husbands the order of the variables from 

highest to lowest was femininity of their spouse, length of marriage, 

their own femininity, masculinity of their spouse, presence of 
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children, maseuUnity, total income, and MRAS score. Length of 

marriage and femininity of the spouse were sienificant at the £ < .05 

level, and femininity was signifieant at the £ < .10 level. This 

procedure was signifieantly better than ehanee assignment to the two 

classes for the total group {X^ = 15.51, £ < .0001), for husbands 

(]^2 = 9.11^ ^ < .01), and for wives (X_2 = 5.03, £ < .05). 

The overaU suecess of the diserimination process at time three 

was similar to that at time one, but different in that prediction for 

wives occurred at a higher level than for husbands at time three. 

The variables used were able to classifly correctly 68.18% of the 

total sample, 86.36% of the wives, and 63.64% of the husbands. For 

wives, the variables in order of F̂  value were masculinity, MRAS score, 

total income, femininity, spouse mascuUnity, presence of children, 

spouse femininity, and length of marriage. MascuUnity and the MRAS 

score were significant at the £ < .10 level. For husbands the order 

of the variables was femininity, length of marriage, masculinity of 

the spouse, MRAS seore, total income, mascuUnity, femininity of the 

spouse, and presence of children. However, none of the variables 

reached a level of significanee. This diseriminant procedure was 

significantly better than chance assignment to the two elasses for the 

total group (X̂ 2 = g 45^ p < Q^ ^nd for the wives {X^ = 11.82, 

£ < .001) but not for husbands (X_2 = 1.54, £ = .21). 

The diserimination procedure was also employed in an attempt to 

predict satisfaetion or dissatisfaction with the relationship at time 

three based on variable levels at time one. The variables used were 

able to classify eorrectly 74.07% of the total sample, 76.67% of the 
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wives and 62.50% of the husbands. For wives the variable with the 

largest ¥_ value was femininity, followed by presence of ehildren, 

length of marriage, the MRAS seore, total ineome, spouse maseuUnity, 

spouse femininity, and maseuUnity. Femininity was significant at the 

£ < .10 level. For men the order from highest to lowest was presence 

of children, spouse masculinity, length of marriage, the MRAS score, 

spouse femininity, femininity, masculinity. and total ineome. No 

variables reached a level of significance for men from time one to 

time three. 

The results in all three of these procedures indicate that when 

diserimination is used in this way, the eight variables employed allow 

one to correctly elassify about 70% of the total sample. Although 

this is not an extremely high rate of suecess (Bailey, 1982), it is 

better than the 50/50 chance a simple coin toss would provide. 

Most pointed is the finding that the proeedure is better able to 

prediet class membership ("more satisfied" or "less satisfied") for 

wives than for husbands. In fact, while the proeess eould correetly 

elass 70% of the total group at time three based on time one 

variables, it could not do better than 63% with husbands while 

classifying eorrectly 74% of wives. This is a difference of eleven 

percentage points. The tests of signifieanee indieated that eompared 

to chance plaeement of individuals into satisfied or dissatisfied 

eroups at time three based on time one variables, the percentage of 

wives elassified was signifieant (£ < .01) while the percentage of 

husbands classified was not significant (£ = .15). These results seem 

to indicate that there may be differing elassification "rules" for 
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husbands and wives. That is, the same gender-role variables may not 

be able to explain marital quaUty for both husbands and wives. This 

pattern may help to explain why the hypotheses were not supported in 

the main analysis. It may be that the pieture of marital quality for 

husbands and wives differs for eaeh gender so that focusing on one 

independent variable is not adequate to prediet marital quality for 

both. 

Due to the limited number of spouses in this study, these results 

should be considered tentative. However, it does appear that this 

discriminant analysis does hold some promise and would be worthy of 

further investigation. 



TABLE 4 
Summary of Independent and Dependent Variables 

for the Total Sample at Time One (N=70) 
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Variables 

Independent Variables 

Gender-Role Orientation 
Masculinity 
Femininity 

Gender-Role Attitude 
MRAS 
MRASI 
MRASAB 

Dependent Variable 

Marital QuaUty (MAT) 

Mean 

5.00 
5.70 

4.21 
-0.32 

0.58 

119.75 

SD 

.76 

.66 

.66 

.61 

.38 

15.90 

Range 

2.67-6.83 
3.58-6.92 

2.39-5.56 
-1 .50-1 .12 

0.00-1.50 

81-153 
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TABLE 5 

Distribution of the Independent and Dependent Variables 
for Men at Time One (n=35) 

Variables Mean SD Range 

Independent Variables 

Gender-Role Identity 
MaseuUnity 5.29 
Femininity 5.50 

Gender-Role Attitude 
MRAS 4.05 
MRASI -0.32 
MRASAB 0.58 

Dependent Variable 

Marital QuaUty 117.32 14.70 86-150 

66 
67 

62 
61 
38 

3.75-6.83 
3.58-6.67 

2 .39-5.33 
-1 .50-1 .12 

0.00-1.50 
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TABLE 6 

Distribution of the Independent and Dependent Variables 
for Women at Time One (n=35) 

Variables 

Independent Variables 

Gender-Role Identity 
MaseuUnity 
Femininity 

Gender-Role Attitude 
MRAS 
MRASI 
MRASAB 

Dependent Variable 

Marital QuaUty 

Mean 

4.73 
5.90 

4.37 
-0.32 

0.58 

122.10 

SD 

.75 

.60 

.67 

.61 

.38 

16.86 

Range 

2.67-6.08 
4 .50-6.92 

2.83-5.56 
-1 .50-1 .12 

0.00-1.50 

81-153 
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TABLE 7 

Changes in Means Over Time and Tests of Signifieance 
for Men (n at Time One=35) 

Variables 

Independent Variables 

Gender-Role Identity 
MascuUnity 
Femininity 

Gender-Role Attitude 
MRAS 

Dependent Variable 

Marital QuaUty 

Time One 

5.23 
5.52 

4.00 

116.87 

Time Two 

5.20 
5.30l 

4.05 

113.73 

Time Three 

5.30 
5.392 

4.00 

112.33 

1 change from time one to time two significant, £ < . 01 
2 ehange from time one to time three significant, £ < .05 
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TABLE 8 

Changes in Means Over Time and Tests of Significance 
for Women (n at Time One=35) 

Variables 

Independent Variables 

Gender-Role Identity 
MascuUnity 
Femininity 

Gender-Role Attitude 
MRAS 

Dependent Variable 

Marital QuaUty 

Time One 

4.80 
5.93 

4.33 

122.45 

Time Two 

4.85 
5.91 

4.30 

120.68 

Time Three 

4.90 
5.93 

4.46 

121.20 



TABLE 9 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Goodness of Fit Test 

on AU Variables at Time One (N=70) 
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Variable K-S z-score two-tailed £ 

MAT 
MAS 
FEM 
MRAS 
MRASI 
MRASAB 

0.53 
0.93 
0.78 
0.43 
0.92 
1.24 

.94 

.35 

.58 

.99 

.37 

.09 
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TABLE 11 

Correlation Matrix Involving Possible Covariates 
for Husbands at Time One (n=35) 

Length of ReUgiosity Edueational Total Presence of Marital 
Marriage Level Ineome Children Quality 

1. 2. 3 . 4. 5. 6. 

1. — .01 

2. 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . — 

6. — 

19 

02 

— 

~ 

.24 

- . 4 5 * 

.18 

— 

. 4 1 * 

.12 

.21 

- .03 

__ 

- .26 

- . 18 

.10 

.17 

- . 3 1 * 

* £ < .05 



TABLE 12 
Correlation Matrix Involving Possible Covariates 

for Wives at Time One (n=35) 
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Length of ReUgiosity Educational Total Presenee of Marital 
Marriage Level Income Children Quality 

1. 2. 3 . 4. 5. 6. 

5 . 

6 . 

* £ < .05 

1. — - . 3 0 * .05 .29* .38* - . 3 0 * 

2. — — - .14 - . 3 5 * - .07 .06 

3 . — — — .23 - .13 .03 

4 . — — — — .01 .07 

, 27 * 



TABLE 13 
Correlations Between Marital QuaUty 

and Determinant Scores 
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Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

Total Sample 

Husbands 

Wives 

,19 

,06 

.23 

,01 

.02 

.05 

10 

,17 

.12 



TABLE 14 
Same Time Partial Correlations— 

Husbands' Scores with Wives' 
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Time One Time Two Time Three 

Men's Marital QuaUty 
with Wives': 

Maseulinity 
Femininity 
MRAS 

,01 
,30* 
.01 

,22 
,01 
,19 

31 
,03 
,09 

Men's MRAS with Wives': 
Maseulinity 
Femininity 
MRAS 

,24 
,31* 
_ 53*** 

,01 
.01 
.46** 

17 
13 

,19 

Men's MascuUnity 
with Wives': 

Maseulinity 
Femininity 

,07 
,31* 

,07 
.23 

51** 
,47* 

Men's Femininity 
with Wives': 

Masculinity 
Femininity 

,13 
,06 

,02 
,16 

,23 
,31 

* £ < .05 
** £ < .01 

* * * n < .001 

1 
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TABLE 15 

Same Time Partial Correlations— 
Wives' Scores with Husbands' 

Women's Marital Quality 
with Husbands': 

Masculinity 
Femininity 
MRAS 

Women's MRAS with 
Husbands': 

Maseulinity 
Femininity 
MRAS 

Women's Masculinity 
with Husbands': 

Maseulinity 
Femininity 

Women's Femininity 
with Husbands': 

Maseulinity 
Femininity 

** £ < .01 
*** £ < .001 

Time One 

.17 
- .10 
- .26 

- .20 
.21 
.51*** 

- .06 
- .13 

.26 

.16 

Time Two 

- .10 
.05 

- .13 

- .14 
.11 
.43** 

.10 

.04 

.19 

.13 

Time Three 

.03 
- .07 

.24 

- .29 
- . 0 1 

.23 

- . 57** 
- .16 

.46** 
- . 23 
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TABLE 16 

Discriminant at Time One 

Actual Group 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

More Satisfied 

Less Satisfied 

No. of Cases 

33 

37 

Predieted Group 

More 
Satisfied 

26 
(78.8%) 

12 
(32.4%) 

Membership 

Less 
Satisfied 

7 
(21.2%) 

25 
(67.6%) 

Percent of cases correctly classified: 72.86Í 

HUSBANDS 

More Satisfied 18 

Less Satisfied 17 

Percent of cases correctly 

WIVES 

More Satisfied 18 

slassified: 

14 
(77.8%) 

3 
(17.6%) 

80.00% 

13 

4 
(22.2%) 

14 
(82.4%) 

5 
(72.2%) 

Less Satisfied 17 6 
(35.3%) 

Percent of cases correetly classified: 68.57% 

(27.8%) 

11 
(64.7%) 



113 
TABLE 17 

Diseriminant at Time Three 

Actual Group No. of Cases 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

More Satisfied 21 

Less Satisfied 23 

Predicted Group 

Pereent of eases correetly classified: 

HUSBANDS 

More Satisfied 11 

Less Satisfied H 

More 
Satisfied 

13 
(61.9%) 

6 
(26.1%) 

68.18% 

7 
(63.6%) 

4 

Membership 

Less 
Satisfied 

8 
(38.1%) 

17 
(73.9%) 

4 
(36.4%) 

7 
(36.4%) (63.6%) 

Pereent of eases correetly classified: 63.64% 

WIVES 

More Satisfied H 10 
(90.9%) 

Less Satisfied 11 2 
(18.2%) 

Percent of cases eorrectly elassified: 86.36% 

(9.1%) 

(81.8%) 
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TABLE 18 

Diseriminant from Time One to Time Three 

Aetual Group 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

More Satisfied 

Less Satisfied 

No. of Cases 

27 

27 

Predicted Grouo 

More 
Satisfied 

23 
(85.2%) 

10 
(37.0%) 

Membership 

Less 
Satisfied 

4 
(14.8%) 

17 
(63.0%) 

Percent of eases eorrectly elassified: 74.07% 

HUSBANDS 

More Satisfied 13 10 3 
(76.9%) (23.1%) 

Less Satisfied 11 6 5 

(54.5%) (45.5%) 

Pereent of eases correetly classified: 62.50% 

WIVES 

More Satisfied 16 13 3 
(81.3%) (18.7%) 

Less Satisfied 14 4 10 
(28.6%) (71.4%) 

Percent of cases correetly classified: 76.67% 
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TABLE 19 

Discriminant F-Ratio at Time One 

Variable 

HUSBANDS (1 and 33 df) 

Spouse Femininity 
Spouse Maseulinity 
MRAS 
Length of Marriage 
Masculinity 
Femininity 
Total Income 
Children 

WIVES (1 and 33df) 

Spouse Femininity 
Spouse Maseulinity 
MRAS 
Length of Marriage 
Masculinity 
Femininity 
Total Ineome 
Children 

* £ <.10 
** £ <.05 

*** £ <.01 

F^-Ratio 

6.00*** 
1.96 
0.24 
5.12** 
0.23 
3.60* 
0.10 
1.24 

0.74 
0.66 
2 .81* 
2.96* 
1.75 
4.33** 
0.43 
3.67* 



TABLE 20 
Diseriminant F-Ratio at Time Three 
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HUSBANDS (1 and 20 df) 

Variable F-Ratio 

Spouse Femininity 0.58 
Spouse Masculinity 0.54 
MRAS 0."51 
Length of Marriage 0.68 
Masculinity 0.30 
Femininity 0.97 
Total Ineome 0.46 
Children 0.00 

WIVES (1 and 20 df) 

Spouse Femininity 0.45 
Spouse Masculinity 1.02 
MRAS 3.12* 
Length of Marriage 0.19 
MascuUnity 3.72* 
Femininity 1.50 
Total Income 2.20 
Children 0.86 

* £ <.10 
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TABLE 21 

Diseriminant F^-Ratio Time One 
to Time Three 

Variable F-Ratio 

HUSBANDS (1 and 22 df) 

Spouse Femininity 
Spouse Masculinity 
MRAS 
Length of Marriage 
Masculinity 
Femininity 
Total Income 
Children 

WIVES (1 and 28 df) 

Spouse Femininity 
Spouse Masculinity 
MRAS 
Length of Marriage 
MaseuUnity 
Femininity 
Total Ineome 
Children 

* £ <.10 

0. 
1. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
2. 

0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 
1 
2 

24 
37 
35 
63 
50 
17 
21 
65 

.93 

.28 

.64 

.91 

.26 

.55* 

.52 

.50 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Introduetion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine longitudinally the 

relationship between two gender-role variables (gender-role 

identity and gender-role attitude) and marital quality. Although a 

great deal of research concerning marital quality has been undertaken, 

very little has been conducted longitudinally (Lewis !c Spanier, 1980). 

This study used a longitudinal panel design (Bailey, 1982) to assess 

35 couples at three points in time over a two-year period. 

The independent variables of interest were gender-role attitude 

and gender-role identity. Researeh with respect to gender-role 

attitude has indicated that this variable is significantly related to 

marital quaUty for both husbands and wives. Specifieally. the more 

egaUtarian the husband is relative to the wife, the higher the 

marital quaUty for each spouse (Bowen ôc Orthner, 1983; Bowen, 1987; 

Li & CaldweU, 1987). With respect to gender-role identity, Ickes 

(1985) has postulated that for those in a eommitted relationship, 

level of femininity is associated with satisfaction for both partners. 

This theory was founded on reeent research findings coneerning the 

relationship between these variables (AntiU, 1983; lekes, 1985). 

The research was guided by the tenets of Soeial Exchange Theory 

(SET). SET has been widely used in research involving marital quality 

(Lewis &c Spanier, 1980; Spanier åc Lewis, 1979; Nye <5c McLaughUn, 

1982). SET emphasizes the impact behaviors arising from roles in 

118 
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marriage have on the satisfaction reported by the spouses. At the , 

most general level SET presumes that the amount of marital quality 

reported by marriage partners is dependent upon their pereeptions of 

the ratio of rewards to eosts in the marriage. 

Role preferences grow out of the norms that are neeotiated in a 

relationship with respeet to the contributions one expects self and 

spouse to make to the marriage. This study investigated the 

gender-role preferences of spouses and posited that these would be 

related to the level of marital quality reported by husbands and 

wives. 

The preliminary analysis isolated two variables to be used as 

eovariates in the tests of the hypotheses. These were length of 

marriage and presence of children. These variables have been found to 

be related to marital quaUty in previous researeh (Lewis & 

Spanier, 1979). The influence of these two variables was eontrolled 

for in the data analysis. In addition, the influenee of the absolute 

eouple score on the Marital Roles Attitude Scale (MRAS) was used as a 

eontrol in all the tests of the hypotheses involving gender-role 

attitude. 

The first hypothesis stated that marital quality of husbands at 

time one would be positively related to the femininity of their wives 

at time one. This hypothesis was confirmed. This outcome is 

congruent with AntiII's (1983) study which explored the eonneetion 

between these two variables. With a sample size of 108, he found that 

the wife's femininity was positively eorrelated (£ = .28, £ < .05) 

with her husband's level of marital quaUty. In this study the 



femininity of the wife was found to be correlated with the level of 

marital quaUty of the husband with an r_ = .31 , p < .05. The results 

of these two studies appear to be congruent in finding for men a 

moderate degree of relation between marital quality and spouse's 

femininity. 

The remainder of the hypotheses concerning gender-role identity 

were aU re.iected. This includes hypotheses la , Ib, l c , 2, 2a, 2b, 

and 2c. None of these hypotheses approaehed significance. The 

same was true of all the hypotheses coneerning gender-role attitude 

except 4a. This included hypotheses 3, 3a, 3b, 3c, 4, 4a, 4b, and 4c. 

An interesting, yet unexpected significant relationship was found 

between the egalitarian gender-role attitudes of husband and wife and 

marital quality of the wife (hypothesis 4a), but it was not in the 

predicted direetion. The negative relationship that was found could 

mean either that greater egalitarianism of the husband as compared to 

his wife (at time one) was correlated with lower marital quality for 

the wife (at time two), or that when the husband was less egalitarian 

than the wife (at time one), a correlation existed with hieher marital 

quality of the wife (at time two). Further analysis indicated that 

the mean of the wives' MRAS seore at time one was 4.37 and the mean 

for husbands' MRAS score was 4.05. In addition, partial correlations 

were performed, controlUng for wives' MRAS scores, then for the MRAS 

scores of the husbands, but the results were inconelusive 

(lLw5.348(25) = - . 32 , £ < .05, and £^^5.348^25) = - .29, £ = .07). 

However, either of these interpretations would be eontrary to the 

theory of Li and CaldweU (1987) in that there was not a positive 
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relationship between greater egaUtarianism and marital quaUty for 

wives. 

Issues Related to Lack of Signifieant Results 

Why were these hypotheses not supported when recent researeh had 

already verified the eonneetions between the variables employed (when 

same time data was analyzed)? While the time-Iagged analysis was an 

additional step in the data analysis on these variables, the same-time 

analyses were but repUcations of previous studies, performed with 

another sample. Answers to this question would seem to take two 

forms. First, there may have been some issue with respect to this 

particular study which resulted in the laek of significant results. 

Seeond, the approach of explaining marital quality based on a single 

attitudinal or identity variable may not be effective. Both of these 

directions for explanation will be explored. 

Answers to the first issue pertaining to this particular study 

will be suggested from several aspeets, ineluding the measure of 

marital quality used, the length of time eouples in the study had been 

married, the length of time between measurements, the size of the 

sample, the use of Social Exchange Theory, the seales utiUzed, and/or 

particular eharaeteristics of this sample. Any combination of these 

may have eontributed to the failure of this researeh to identify 

signifieant relationships between the variables investigated. 

First, the measure of marital quaUty used in this study (the MAT) 

may have been a contributor to the lack of significant results. The 

MAT was introduced in 1959 by Loeke and Wallace and has enjoyed 

sustained popularity for many years. It has been widely used in 
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studies of marital quaUty (Lewis &c Spanier, 1979; Spanier, 1976; 

Spanier <5c Lewis, 1980). Many of the studies reviewed in this research 

made use of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 1976). The 

DAS has been used in an increasing number of studies. These two 

instruments are quite comparable; in faet, the MAT is correlated with 

the DAS at £_ = .93 (Spanier, 1976). Spanier eonceeds that the scales 

are possibly redundant. However, it may be that the MAT does not ask 

questions that are adequately specific with respect to spousal 

satisfaetion with role exchanges. The DAS has a greater number of 

questions whieh speeifically address the level of satisfaction with a 

number of roles, including family finanees, friends, household tasks, 

making deeisions, ways of dealing with parents and in-Iaws, and 

demonstration of affeetion. The DAS also has a greater number of 

items than the MAT (32 compared to 16 for the MAT), allowing for more 

specifie responses to the additional items. Finally, a large number 

of the possible points on the MAT (35 points) are on one global 

measure of overall happiness with the relationship. The DAS has this 

same global question, but the possible number of points is but six. 

The faet that so many points are involved on this general question may 

mean that the measure itself is more general than the DAS, resulting 

in less specificity when measuring the satisfaetion with overaU 

marital exehanges. This issue has been raised by SabetelU (1988) in 

his eritique of contemporary instruments used to measure the level of 

marital quaUty. He points out that the MAT is dominated by global 

ratings of marital happiness and suggests the use of instruments which 

explore more specifie relationship issues. 
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AntiII's (1983) study involving gender-role identity employed the 

DAS, as did Li and CaldweU's (1987) investigation of gender-role 

attitude. Bowen and Orthner (1983) and Bowen (1987) used a 27-item 

seale of their own design to measure marital quaUty, The Marital 

Adjustment Scale (MAS). The MAS has five subseales: affeetional 

expression, marital leisure agreement, general marital eonsensus, 

marital satisfaetion, and communication apprehension. Because of the 

greater number and specificity of items as eompared to the MAT, it is 

possible that their scale did a more thorough job than the MAT of 

eliciting information pertaining to the satisfaetion of husbands and 

wives concerning their satisfaction with various aspects of role 

interaction. 

With respeet to the MAT in this study, the median score for men 

and women was 115 and 123, respectively. Only six of the subjects 

indicated a score in the distressed level at time one. A lack of 

variance in MAT scores would make it difficult for the statistieal 

proeedures to discriminate with respect to the dependent variable. 

Experimental error would doubtless be greater than the variance in MAT 

seores, resulting in a lack of signifieanee in the statistical tests. 

A second factor whieh may have contributed to the lack of 

signifieant results is the length of time married. This issue may 

have affected the outeomes in several ways. First, since the mean 

length of time married for the sample was less than 20 months at time 

one, a few of the eouples stiU may have been in the "honeymoon" stage 

of their marriages. Perceptions of marital quality may have been 

tainted by an inabiUty or unwiUingness to look at any particular 
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problems which may have been present in the marriaee. This shorter 

ive 
length of time married compared to the studies reviewed may not ha> 

allowed for the negotiation neeessary to construct gender-role norms 

for the eouple. Gender-role norms have their roots in the 

observations each spouse has made prior to commiting to the marriage, 

but they are adopted in interaetion between the partners (Thibaut <5c 

Kelley, 1959). The norms underlying gender roles may stiU have been 

in development in this early stage of marriage. AIso, there was not a 

wide range in the length of time married. Scores ranged from one 

month to 66 months at time one. In AntiII's (1983) investigation the 

range of length of marriage was two months to 42 years, with a mean of 

11 years. A wider range might have resulted in greater variation in 

marital quality scores and, thus, a stronger statistical test. 

Changes that oceur over the course of time in a marriage would not be 

apparent with a limited range. 

The spacing of the three waves may have restricted the strength of 

the study. Three waves over two years may have come too close 

together to allow for measurable ehange. Marital quaUty scores did 

not significantly differ for men or women between time one and time 

three (for men, U23) = 1.31, £ = .20, n .s . ; for women, U29) = 0.32, 

£ = .75, n . s . ) . However, the number of dissatisfied spouses did 

increase from six at time one to eleven at time three. Additional 

waves or a greater length of time between the waves may have resulted 

in a stronger statistical analysis sinee there would have been a 

greater range of marital quality seores. 

Sample size was eertainly a restriction in the study. While there 

ere 70 subjects at time one, the faet that all the tests of the w 
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hypotheses were conducted with the couple as the unit of analysis 

reduced the sample size to 35. Attrition reduced the number of 

eouples to 22 by time three. Signifieant results would have been more 

likely with a larger sample size. 

A fifth issue which may have restricted the outcomes of this 

researeh is the use of SET to eonceptuaUze spousal interaetion with 

respeet to gender roles. The foundational element of SET is the 

exehange. In this study no exehanges were measured. Attitude and 

identity were investigated as indieators of what behavior would be. 

Some of the literature reviewed indicated that there was a close but 

indireet connection between gender-role identity and attitude and 

behavior (Cook, 1985; Orlofsky et a l . , 1985). The early work of Bem 

assumed a eonnection between behavior and gender-role identity (1974, 

1977). An extensive body of marital quality research has been 

interpreted from the vantage point of SET, even though few of the 

studies actually measured behavior (Lewis &c Spanier, 1979, 1982). 

However, Spence and Helmreich (1978) disagreed with this position, 

holding that there is only a weak relation between psychological 

dimensions of gender role and behavior. The lack of support for the 

hypotheses may lend credence to the position of Spence and Helmreieh 

and may be cause to question the assumed eonnection between identity, 

attitude, and behavior. 

In addition, the scales used to measure gender-role identity 

and gender-role attitude may have Umited the abiUty of the research 

to pinpoint signifieant relationships. The revised scoring of the 

BSRI may have resulted in a lessening of statistical power in 
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assessing gender-role identity. The psychometrie properties of the 

new seales may have been less effeetive in classifying persons with 

respeet to their level of maseuUnity and femininity than the old 

scorine method. While this new seoring was found to be more 

factorally oure, there was an increase in the amount of correlation 

between the masculinity and femininity scales (AntiU åc RusseU, 1980; 

AntiII ác RusseU, 1982). There were some strong correlations between 

the maseuUnity and femininity seales for this particular sample 

(controIUng for length of marriage and presence of children). 

The lack of significant results may also have been an artifact of 

the scale that was chosen to measure gender-role attitude, the MRAS. 

While the vaUdity and reUabiUty of the MRAS have been demonstrated 

in another study (Weis et a l . , 1986), the other studies reviewed for 

this research which had investigated gender-role atitude used other 

instruments. Li and Caldwell (1987) used the Sex-Role EgaUtarianism 

Scale of Beere et al. (1984). Bowen and Orthner (1983) and Bowen 

(1987) used their own Gender Role Preferenee Seale. While these 

scales are similar to the MRAS in their construction and subject 

content, it could be that the statistical results of the research 

would have been different if another scale had been used. 

Finally, the lack of sienifieant findings may have resulted from 

the eharacteristics of the particular sample chosen for this study. 

For instanee, the mean scores on the mascuUnity and femininity seales 

at time one were 5.29 and 5.50, respectively, for husbands, and 4.73 

and 5.89, respectively, for wives. The mean scores for AntiU and 

Russell's (1980) investigation of the new BSRI scoring found means on 
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mascuUnity and femininity of 4.62 and 5.16, respeetively, for male 

students, and 4.44 and 5.49, respectively, for female students. These 

sample means are reported as an example of the possibUty of sample 

charaeteristics which may have affected the outcome of the research. 

As was indicated above, the lack of signifieant results may 

be a refleetion the inadequacy of attempts to explain marital quality 

on the basis of a limited number of variables, or, as in this case, 

from one variable. While several studies located in the review of the 

Uterature have in fact found a significant eorrelation between 

gender-role variables and marital quaUty, some methodological issues 

need to be noted. 

For instance, Antill's (1983) study explored the relationship 

between gender-role identity and marital quaUty. His sample of 108 

eouples yielded a signifieant relationship between femininity scores 

as measured by the BSRI and marital quaUty. However, the 

correlations he reported only accounted for 9% of the varianee in 

marital quality for husbands and 8% for wives. Similar numbers were 

found for significant relationships in this study. This weak 

relationship suggests that the significant results may be more a 

function of the larger sample size than it is of any meaningful 

relationship between the two variables. 

The same issue could be raised with respect to Li and CaldweU's 

(1987) study of gender-role attitudes and marital quality. The 

incongruenee seore they calculated was able to account for only 7% of 

the variance in wives' seores, although it did explain 21% of the 

varianee for husbands. Again, it may be that the larger sample size 
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(N =̂67 eouples) had more to do with the significant results than did 

the connection between marital quality and gender-role attitude. 

Conclusion and ImpUcations for Future Research 

It seems plausible to assert that the way couples behave toward 

one another affects the level of satisfaction they experience with 

respeet to the marital relationship. That the results of this study 

were in the main not significant does not discount this premise. It 

eould be that the particular gender-role variables used in this 

research do not significantly or directly affeet marital quality in 

any signifieant way. Some of the findings of this research have 

indicated that this is a viable conelusion. It is possible that a 

more compUcated model of factors involved in predieting marital 

quality is necessary to more fully understand how marital quality 

affects and is effected by other variables. 

Alternately, this partieular study may have had weaknesses which 

did not faciUtate significant results. The lack of significant 

results raises concerns as to the limitations of this study, including 

the sample seleeted, the sample size, the theoretieal model employed, 

and/or the measures used. However, before conclusions eould be drawn 

with respect to these relationships, the study would need to be 

repUeated with a larger sample size to rule out issues related to the 

laek of statistical power due to the relatively smaU number of 

subjeets. 

It may be that a more eomplex model would be of more utiUty in 

understanding the relationship between these variables: One such 

model would be the interaetive model described by Kay Deaux and Brenda 



Major (1987). Using a base that is social psychological, these ' ' ' 

authors coneeptualized gender as one component of ongoing interactions 

in relationships. Their theory postulated ten aspeets to interaction, 

ineluding the gender-related sehema of self, other, and perceivers, 

content of eaeh person's beUef system, and "modifying eonditions" 

sueh as soeial desirabiUty, the level of certainty about the 

expectations of other, and the specific situational eontext. 

In an attempt to understand more fully the data, exploratory 

analyses were undertaken. A discrimination process was identified 

whieh holds some promise in distinguishing between more satisfied and 

less satisfied persons in marital relationships. When individuals 

were analyzed as to their seores on eight predictor variables, they 

eould be placed in satisfied and dissatisfied groups with a success 

rate of from 68.18 to 74.07% for the total sample (68.57 to 86.36% for 

wives and 62.50 to 80.00% for husbands). The outcome of these 

diserimination tests also indicate that there are differing 

elassification guideUnes for husbands and wives. This differenee may 

imply that a one-variable theory of the association between 

gender-role and marital quality is not sufficient. 

This study employed a longitudinal panel design, with interviews 

with the same eouples at three different measurement times. 

Aecording to Bailey (1982) this design is the best way to study ehange 

in ongoing relationships, as ehanges with a partieular person or eouple 

can be mapped over time. The goal of the longitudinal design was to 

identify trends or patterns of ehange whieh would provide more 

complete information than is possible from a single interview or 
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eross-sectional analysis. The lack of significant results made 

interpretation of the longitudinal data impossible. However, the faet 

that one of the longitudinal partial correlations revealed a 

significant correlation between marital quaUty and one of the 

gender-role variables gives some eredence to the use of this panel 

design. 

As researeh eontinues with respeet to the faetors influeneing 

marital quality, a clearer pieture of the contributors to marital 

quality will result. One important type of investigation will be the 

longitudinal design. As more is known about the issues over time 

which are related to higher marital quaUty, elinicians and theorists 

will be in a position to assist in improving the quality of marital 

relationships. 
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Ô8 69 70 71 72 73 7A 75 76 77 78 79 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please describe yourself and your background by writing the nunber of the 
one choice to each Item which best describes you in the space at the left. There are no 
answers which are better than any other answers; the best answer is one which comes 
closest to describing how you are or where you've been or how you feel about things. 

EXAMPLE 

2 Your favorite dessert is 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

ice cream 
cake 
pie 
fruit 
cheese 

If your favorite dessert is cake you would write "2" in the space to the left. 

Please work quickly and accurately. Do not dwell on any 
item. If you are not sure, try to answer to the best of 

item, but please answer every 
vour ability. 

card 1 

9-10. 

11. 

Your sex 
1. Male 
2. Female 

Your age — write in 

Your race/ethnic background: 
1. Black/Negro 
2. Chicano/Mexican American 
3 . American Indian 
4 . O r i e n t a l 
5. White/Caucasian 
6. Other (specify) 

5-6. Number of brothers — write in 

7-8. Number of sisters — write in 

What order were you born? 
1. Only child 
2. First bom 
3. Middle child 
4. Last born 

With whom did you live the 
majority of the tine when you 
were growing up? 
1. Both parents 
2. Single parent 
3. Other (specify) 

12-13. What is your marital status and 
best guess about che future? 
1. S ing le 
2. Engaged 
3 . .Married 
4. Formerly married 

14. Which of the follouins best 
describes your parents' present 
aariral status? 
1. Ori:ir.::l adDDCive -arer ts 

live toeetner 
2. Separated or divorced 
3. One or both deceased 

15. How old were you uhen your 
parents marriage ended? 
1. It did not end 
2. Birth - 5 years 
3. 5 - 10 years 
4. 10-15 years 
5. 15 18 years 
6. 18-25 years 
7. Older than 25 

16. With uhom do you live now? 
1. Parent(s) 
2. Spouse 
3. Friend/Roomate(s) 
4. Relatives 
5. Alone 

17. Number of children — urite in 

18. If you could have just uhat you 
uant, hou nany children would 
you like co have? 
1. Haven't decided 
2. none 
3. one 
4. two 
5. t h r ee or riore 
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19. How old would you like to be 
when you have your first 
child — write in. 

20. How old would you like to be 
when, you have your last 
child — write in. 

2 1 . 

22. 

Presen t r e l i g i o u s a f f i l i a t i o n 
or p r e f e r e n c e : 
1. Catholic 
2. Protestant/Christian 
3. Jewish 
4. Other (specify) 

To what e x t e n t do you consider 
y o u r s e l f r e l i g i o u s ? 
1. Not at all 
2. Mildly 
3. Moderately 
4. Strongly 

27. Highest level of school 
completed: 
1. Sth grade or less 
2. llth grade or less 
3. 12th grade or less 
4. Some college or trade school 
5. College degree 
6. Graduate uork 
7. Graduate degree 
8. Post-graduate v;ork 

23. '.rnich bes t desc r ibes your 
p a r e n t s ' î i n a n c i a l s t a tu s 
vhen yoLi L'ere rouiziz u^? 
1. Not a t a l l u e l l off 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Less than uell off 
Comfortable 
Moderately uell 
Very uell off 

off 

24. Víhich best describes your 
financial status? 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Not at all uell 
Less than uell 
Comfortable 
Moderatelv uell 
Very well off 

off 
3ff 

off 

25. Iflien you were growing up, 
were you p r imar i l y a 
r e s i d e n t of: 
1. Rural coramunity or farm 
2. Small c i ty /Suburb 
3 . Large City 

26. How close do you live 
to your parents now? 
1. Live with them 
2. Within 1 mile 
3. Betueen 1-20 niles 
4. Betueen 20 100 niles 
5.. Between 100 500 miles 
6.' Over 1000 niles 
7. Cannot answer quescion 
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For tha following, incicate when you have or whfin you antu.ci.?a-ce having ths iisteíi 
experiencs. 

Oode DO NC 

ixinths 
since 

months 
sinæ 

mcr.-dis 
3ir.ce 

xr w n 

28, 

31, 

34. 

35. 

CE HH 

29, 

32, 

36 

3E 

30, 

33, 

37, 

F I L L - I N HEE^ 

Date of Marriage: 
/ / 

mo. aay year 

Date of birth of 
children: 
Qiild 1: 

/ / 
mo. day year 

Describe your present 
occupation: 

Dare of beginnip.g preser.-

/ / 

.30, 39, 40. 

.41, 42, 43, 

.44, 45, 46, 

no. day year 

Date you left hiSTe for your 
own place (e.g., aparnsent, 
military service, college): 

/ / 
mo. day year 

Date you graduated 
(or anticipate graduating) : 

/ / 
mo. day year 

Date of separatdon fron spouse: 

/ / 
ito. áav year 

For the year just s.'-.ded frcn Ja.-.uary t±j:cugh Decsn'ber, 
what was your coral income? S_ .47. 48. 49, io. S/ 

52, 5?, 54, 55. 56 What was spouse's ir.ccre? S 

http://3ir.ce
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DESCRIBE YOURSELF 

NEVER OR 
ALMOST tæVER 

TRUE 

USUALLY 
NOT 
TRUE 

SOHETIMES BL"T 
IHFREQUENTLY 

TRUE 

OCCASIONALLY 
TRUE 

OFTEN 
TRUE 

USL'.^LLY ALWAYS OR 
TRUE ALIIOST 

ALWAYS TRUE 

card 2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 . 

D. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

ílelpful 

Defentis own 
celiers 

Cheerful 

Mooáy 

Indepeníient 

Shy 

Conscientious 

Athletic 

Affectionate 

Theatrical 

Assertive 

"latterahle 

ilappy 

Strong 
personality 

Loyal 

Unpredictable 

Forcef-ji 

Feminine 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

-

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

35. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

Reliable 

Analytical 

SvmDathetic 

Jealous 

'.'.ãs leaders.':-p 
aoili-ies 

Sensitive co the 

needs of others 

Truthful 

Willing to taJce 
risks 

Understanding 

Secrecive 

.Makes decisions 

easily 

Conoassionate 

Sincere 

Self-sufficient 

Eaaer to soothe 
hurc feelings 

Conceiced 

Dominant 

Soft-sDoken 

Likable 

i'lasculine 

41. 

42. 

43. 

^c 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

55. 

D /. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

Harm 

Solemn 

willinc co cake 
= scand 

T = r.der 

Friendlv 

Aggressive 

Gullible 

Inefficienc 

AcCs as a leader 

C.hildlike 

Adaptable 

I.-.dividualiscic 

:ces not use har 
language 

'JnsvstematiC 

Corr.peciCive 

Loves c.hii-i*en 

Taccful 

.-jnbicious 

:-e.'-.cle 

Ccnvencional 

. .i..-^x:f7^:^7^. '^-~. Mímummy^iiií^vii^mm 
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APPENDIX C: MARITAL ROLES ATTITUDE SCALE (MRAS) 

For each of the following statements about che roles of a-.en and women, first decide 
whether you agree or disagree. rnen, check whether you hold that opinion strongly, 
moderately, or slightly. There are no right or correct answers. Siaply cark che 
answer which coraes closest to your general feelings about each stateaent using the 
scale below: 

6. Strong Agreeraent 
5. Moderace Agreement 
4. Slight Agreement 
3. Slight Disagreement 
2. Moderace Disagreenent 
1. Strong Disagreement 

_ 1. Women are by naCure more emotional than raen. 

_ 2. Unless it is absoluCely necessary, women who have young children should 
restrict their activities and incerescs to the home. 

_ 3. No woman's life is really complete until she oarries. 

_ 4. Komen who choose to remain childless are denying their true roles in life. 

5. It is important thac men show proper respect for women by opening doors 

for them, allowing them co go firsc. 

_ 6. Women really like being dependenC on nen. 

7. Ic is O.K. for a i.'ife to recain her raaiden name if she uants to. 

3. It is noc .- gooc iiea fcr a ii'jsbano to scay 'no7:e anc cars fcr :he cr.ilcren 
while his wiíe is empioyec fiiii-tine outside the home. 

9. A married wonan's most important task in life should be taking care of 
her husband and children. 

10. Even though a wife works outside the home, the husband should be the najor 
breadwinner and Che wife should have Che responsibilicy of running che house. 

11. Having a job herself should be as imporcanC Co a woman as encouraging her 

husband in his job. 

12. Mothers and fathers should equally be responsibile for taking care of 

young children. 

13. As a matter of principle, a raan and a woman living cogether should share 

equally in housework. 

14. Marriage is a partnership in which che wife and husband should share che 
economic responsibilicy for supporcing the family. 

15. If a couple is going soraewhere by car, ic is better for the man to do raost 

of the driving. 

16. If both husband and wife work. her career should be just as iraportant as 

his in determining where the family lives. 

17. Tne husband and che wife should have equal auchoricy in ^naking faraily 

decisions. 

18. Parents should encourage jusC as much independence in their daughters as 

in cheir sons. 

j-trtcrttgf; 
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FOR' ENGriGED OR :'!ARRIED COUPLES 

50-51 aeck t.he dot c- the scaie beiow which best descriies the dscree of >^ire=s, 
everything consiaered, or your preseni: marriaae. The nu.cdle'coint, •".TaoDv," 
represents the oegree of happiness which most Deople cet frcm'marriaae,"^ th£ 
scale graauaUy ranges on one side to those few who a ^ verv unhaDov'in marriaae, 
and on the other, to those few who e.xDerience extxs:^ jov o r feiicltr.' ir -ar-ace 

Very 
Unhappy Happy rerrscT^y 

HacDV 

State the approximate extent of agreeinent or disagreement between vou and vour 
tiate on the following itans. Please check each column. 

-AlraDSt Oco- ?re- Almost 
Always Always sionally quentiy Always Always 
Agree ^aces Disairree Disacrree Disaarse Disaaree 

I 52 Handling family finances 

53 .'totters of recreacicn 

D4 ^emDns"azicr'.s cr a:rs~i 

55 Frieníis 

56-57 Sex re la t ions 

58 Conventionality ( r igh t , 
gcxxí, or prcper conduct) 

59 Philosophy of l i f e 

60 Ways of (ãealing with in-laws 

1 

• 

î 
! i ! 1 i i 

i 1 
[ 

61-62 t-Jhen tiLsagreenents a r i s e , they usually r e su l t in : 

Husband giving in Hife giving in A;jreernant Í3%- rruruai crive í take 

63-64 Do you and your mate engage in outside in terescs together: 

All of them SOTE of them Verv few of them None of the.m 

To be "on the gc" 

To be "cr. ths co" 

65-66 in leisure time do you generaily prefer: 

67-68 Does your mate generally prefer: 

69-70 Do you ever wish you had not -arrisd? 

Frequently Occasionally Sarely N'ever 

71-72 If you had your life to live over, do you think you vvouid: 

.Marr' tiie saiæ Derson .Marrv- a diffsrent person Not rra 

To stay at honie 

To stav at hcre 

at all 

73-74 Do you oonfide in your mate: 

Alirost never Rarely In TOst things In e^'sr'.trjLr.a 
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I hereby give my consonc for ay pamcipat ion in the pro^ecc e n t i t l e d : 
"NetworJc Supports *ndl Coping Ouring Aduit Tranaitiona." I underacand thac che persons 
responsible for cais projecc are Dra. JudiCi Fischer and Donna S o l l i e . They or their v 
represencative have explainec c'iac C'.ese sciidies are part ot a project which has che 
fol lowing objeccives: to gam becser understanding of the role of friendship and fam-
l l y necvnrks in coping with nor=al cransicions in aduithood; co gain better understand-
ing of Cie e f í s c t s of transitions on the social behavior of young aduits . 

They have 1) explauieil the procedures to be followed and idenci f ied t-hose which 
are exFerirsncal; 2) described the attendant discomforts and r i s k s ; 3) descri ied the 
benef i ts co be expectsd, i f any; 4) descriied appropriata a l t e m a t i v e procedures; and 
5) agreed tc answer any questi=.-.s 1 =ay .-.ave ccncerr.ir.g the procedures, a description 
of vr.icr. are as fcl lows: "This study is ccncerr.ed with zr.e ways you deai witr. crin-
s i t i o n s you nay undergo in che ccziir.c two years. He do not bel ieve there i s a ric.^c 
or a wrong way to deai with transitic.-j and wa hope to ccae to a becter understanding 
of tne ways in WOICT peopie such as yourseif are ir.fluened by or influencs famiiy æem-
bers and friends m aajcing transit ions. We are asking you to part.ici?ate in four m -
terviews at six-inonth intervais over the course of the next tvo years. The spec i f i c 
t rans i t ions that we are interestsd ir. are job or career cransxtions, asamage and par-
ent-'iood t rans i t ions . I t may be Chac you will undergo one or nore of Chese cransicions 
or none of thes . 

Your participation in this study wi l l require approxiaately cwo to Chree hours 
of your t i=c each tine you are ir.tervi.ewed. T̂ e interviews may be at a place and ti=e 
of convenicnce to you. 

In the course of collectir.g i.-.f=r=acion and incer-.-iew nacerial fron you, you w i l l 
ba assicr.ed a code nurjer. This coce nu=oer, racher than your nama, wi l l be used co 
ident i íy your responses on the incerviews and quescionnaires. In th i s way your contr i -
butions to the scudy wiH be anonynous. So wriCc-up of this study w i l l ever use your 
naae. Resuits of t-he study wil l be based on grouped data from and che other p a r t i c i -
pants m chis scudy. Your participacion and any resuits wi l l remain confidentiai with 
tne i . ivestigacors of th i s research and their assiscants. No one outside o í th i s group 
w i l l see your individual responses and t e s t resviics. 

In a study such as Chis one there are a number of differenc ways in which the 
invescigacion could have been designed. M« couid have fewer or greacer nucber of in -
ter-/iews, íewer or greacer burbers of quescions. The c.hoices were based on our de-
c i s i o n to have as much ab i l i ty to understand C'se factors relaced co the outccmes as 
p o s s i b i e , but wichin l i n i t s . 

The benefi ts you may experience are sone sat isfact ion with part ic ipacmg in an 
iscortanc undertakmg, and you nay feel SODC confort ac discussing your cransicions 
wich a s x i l l e d incerviewer. You wi l l receive a token benefit of f ive dol lars for 
eacn i.-.ter-/iew you coaplete. The risks to you are chac you nay fee l some disconfort 
ac discussi.-.g your friends, fanily and your transit ions, part iculariy i f Cheae haye 
noc gone wcll for you. We beiieve che be.ieíits to sociecy wi l l include che increised 
underscanding we wi i l have for how people undergo ma^or l i f e cransic ions . He bel ieve 
the pocencial benefics co you and co sociecy oucweigh che risks and disconforts . | 

AlC.houcn no serious risJcs are anticipated, I understand Chac in the event of 
physicai injiiry resuit ing fron che research procedures described to x t-haC creacnenc 
i s noc r.ecessarily available ac Texas Tech University or Che Student Healch Cencer or 
any progran of i-nsurance applicabie co che inscicution and i t s personnei. Fmancial 
ccnpensacion for any sucn iny^/ must be provided chrough ny own insurance prograc. 
FU-t.-.er inforrjcion aJ3ouc chese macters nay be obcained from Dr. J. Knox Jones, Vice 
Presidenc £or .^searcn and Graduace Scudies, Celephone 742-2152, Room 118, Adruniscra-
t ion Sui lding, Texas Tech L'niversity, Lubbock, Texas 79409. 

http://ir.tervi.ewed
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I understand that I nay noc derive therapeutic treacnent from part ic ipacion in 
Chia study. lia duracion of tiae of participation covered by chis consenc f o m i s 
two yeata: however, I underscand Chac I may disconcmue chis study ac any ciae I 
choosei and ny withdrawai wii l noc a í fect my future ac chis i n s t i t u c i o n . 

Signature of Subject Dace 

Judich r ischer , ?h.O. 
Co-pri.-.ci?ai lavest igatcr 

Donna S o l l i e , Ph.D. Dace 
Co-prmci?al lavescigacor 

Dr. r ischer and Dt. So l l i e nay be reacned ac: 

De?art=ent of Eome and Fanily I.iíe 
Ccllege of Hone Iccr.cnics 
Texas Tech niversi ty 
Lurboclc. TX 79409 
(S06) 742-3000 




