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For over 40 years research has attempted to investi-

gate what variables positively or negatively affected 

marital adjustment. A new nontraditional model of 

marriage has emerged as an alternative to the traditional, 

role-defined, institutional model utilized exclusively in 

the past. Recently, investigators have begun to describe 

this new nontraditional model of marriage to include how 

its flexibility and role interchangeability have affected 

various aspects of the relationship in contrast to the 

traditional model. 

The present study was an attempt to further investi-

gate what factors contributed to whether married individuals 

defined their relationship as traditional or nontraditional. 

The project, moreover, explored what variables affected 

marital adjustment levels. The variables whose effects were 

assessed regarding whether married individuals defined their 

relationship as traditional or nontraditional included self-

actualization and presence or absence of children. The 

factors examined thought to affect marital adjustment levels 

were self-actualization, subjective definition of the 



relationship as traditional or nontraditional, and presence 

or absence of children. 

Sixty married couples participated in the study. Ten 

of these 60 couples were excluded due to their disagreement 

on the definition of their marriage as traditional or non-

traditional. Those who agreed were found to be significantly 

different on two of the three dependent variables from those 

who disagreed with each other. 

Results revealed that presence of children significantly 

lowered marital adjustment. This variable was also associ-

ated with a couple defining the relationship as traditional 

rather than nontraditional. Furthermore, results revealed 

that married individuals who were nontraditional and had a 

low level of self-actualization had significantly higher 

marital adjustment from those who were traditional and had 

a low level of self-actualization. 

An exploratory analysis determined that husbands and 

wives differed significantly on marital adjustment when 

children were present. The implications of these findings 

for further research were discussed. 
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RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-ACTUALIZATION AND MARITAL 

MODELS TO MARITAL ADJUSTMENT 

According to 1980 figures from the United States 

Bureau of Vital Statistics, the decade of the 70s has seen 

several significant trends in marital relationships. The 

duration and number of marriages have declined while the 

divorce rate has simultaneously risen. Furthermore, the 

increase in the divorce rate has accelerated: between 

1960 and 1970 the divorce rate rose only 1.3%, whereas the 

rate almost doubled (2.3%) between 1970 and 1980. The 

effects of these trends are still being considered. One 

area of research that has emerged in response to these 

trends is a search for factors contributing to marital 

adjustment. During the 60s and even more during the 70s, 

research concentrated on the statistical effects of 

demographic, personality, and social variables on marital 

adjustment (Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Orden & Bradburn, 1968; 

Spanier & Lewis, 1980). The number of possible variables 

multiplied endlessly as some researchers began to seek 

heretofore unexplored factors (Cole, Cole, & Dean, 1980; 

Dean, 1972; Dean & Spanier, 1974; Houseknecht, 1979; 

Spanier, 1974; Staines, Pleck, Shepard, & O'Connor, 1978). 

Sapnier and Lewis (1980) found in their review that a 



significant development in the research of the 70s was the 

implied recognition that the quality of marriage involves 

"multidimensional phenomena." 

Two such multidimensional factors considered by 

researchers are self-actualization and a nontraditional 

marital model. These factors have appeared in the marriage 

literature but have usually been viewed as detrimental to 

the positive ideal of marriage defined by traditional 

Western society (Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Laws, 1971; Travis & 

Travis, 1976). However, recently both self-actualization 

and nontraditional marriage are beginning to be regarded 

as acceptable and even necessary goals for those wishing 

to maintain a satisfactory relationship. Nontraditional 

models of marriage are emerging as alternatives to the 

traditional one ascribed to by virtually all the marriage 

literature until this decade (Cogswell, 1975; Laws, 1971; 

Pendleton, POloma, & Garland, 1980; Sussman, 1975). 

Until the decade of the 70s, a husband and wife had 

farily well-defined, interlocking roles within which they 

usually interacted and stayed no matter how unsatisfactory 

or maladjusted their marriage. A narrow range of options 

seemed open to them as they played out these roles, result-

ing in generally predictable responses from both partners 

to a wide variety of tasks and obligations, such as raising 

children, working, performing household tasks and making 

decisions. With an increased sense of freedom to pursue 



self-fulfillment plus the advent of the dual-career style 

of nontraditional marriage, there emerged a much more 

complex set of possible responses to the marriage relation-

ship as well as expanded definitions for the roles set up 

in the relationship. Despite the difficulties inherent in 

studying factors that have been viewed by some researchers 

as destructive and by others as constructive to marital 

adjustment (Laws, 1971; Travis & Travis, 1976) , it is 

important to take a look at the effect of these factors on 

marital adjustment in the context of these turbulent times 

of marriage and divorce. 

The purpose of the present is twofold. It is to look 

at how couples define their relationships (as traditional 

or nontraditional) given the variables of the presence or 

absence of children and high or low degress of self-

actualization. It is also to investigate husbands' and 

wives' marital adjustment levels in view of variables such 

as the presence or absence of children and the interactions 

of such factors as the individuals' definition of their 

relationship as traditional or nontraditional, high versus 

low levels of self-actualization, and the presence or 

absence of children. 

Marital Adjustment 

In reviewing marital adjustment studies during the 

decade of the 60s and 70s (Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Laws, 1971; 

Orden & Bradburn, 1968; Spanier & Lewis, 1980), most 



investigators concluded that not only is it difficult to 

define the term marital adjustment, but next to impossible 

to agree on what factors contribute to the adjustment or 

success of a marriage. Two researchers (Blood & Wolfe, 

1960) operationally defined marital adjustment as the 

result of the correspondence between what was actually 

occurring and what each of the partners had expected would 

occur. Others (Orden & Bradburn, 1968; Rollins & Feldman, 

1970) defined marital adjustment according to several 

factors such as the tendency to avoid or resolve conflicts, 

a feeling of satisfaction with the marriage; and with each 

other, the sharing of common interests and activities, and 

the fulfilling of the marital expectations of the husband 

and wife. More recently another researcher (Spanier, 1976) 

has viewed marital adjustment as a process of movement 

along a continuum which can be evaluated in terms of prox-

imity to good or poor adjustment. 

Attempts to measure martial adjustment were made as 

early as 1929 (Hamilton, 1929). Since then, numerous 

investigators have looked at the phenomenon. Burgess and 

Cottrell (1939) for example, made the earliest comprehen-

sive study of marital adjustment by developing and 

distributing a scale to permit the prediction of marital 

success. They found that marital adjustment included 

husband and wife agreement on major issues of importance, 

common interests, sharing of affection and confidences, 



few complaints, and the absence of loneliness. These 

factors, in turn, were associated with similarity of 

couples' backgrounds, happiness in the parental family, and 

a fairly conventional adjustment in other areas of life. 

These earliest attempts to define and measure marital 

adjustment were primarily atheoretical with few specific 

hypotheses to investigate. 

It may be seen then, that the diversity of definitions 

in the literature can be confusing when considering just 

what marital adjustment means. Recent investigators 

(Cole et al., 1980; Dean, 1966; Dean & Spanier, 1974; 

Jayroe, 1979; Lampe, 1980; Spanier, 1976) narrowed the 

number of factors thought to be associated with marital 

adjustment down to what they considered to be the most 

crucial to the relationship. Romanticism, sexuality, 

emotional maturity, role perceptions, and commitment were 

among the major variables considered. Perhaps each of 

these could be said to contribute considerably to the 

adjustment of the marriage at one time or other, including 

some variables which have been found to affect it nega-

tively, such as the presence of children (Housknecht, 1979; 

Macklin, 1980; Renee, 1970) and number of years together 

(Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Rollins & Feldman, 1970; Safilios-

Rothschild, 1981). In fact, Rollins and Feldman's (1970) 

and others' (Aldous, 1978; Burr, 1970; Gurin, Veroff, & 

Feld, 1960; Lampe, 1980; Lerner & Spanier, 1978; Terman, 



1938) findings confirm a curvilinear relationship between 

marital satisfaction and length of marriage which they 

state may be due to the period of child-raising. Yet, 

even though a large amount of research has been done on 

marital adjustment, what marital adjustment consists of 

and what contributes to it still remain a mystery. 

Further complicating the process of discovering just 

what marital adjustment means even further are the drastic 

societal changes that have occurred during the past decade 

affecting what the partners' value both for themselves and 

for their marital relationship. As Judith Bardwick (1979) 

points out, 

We are a society continuously transformed by tech-

nology and we are a people now continuously exposed to 

reversals in fundamental, traditional values. In this 

decade, shifts in basic values have profoundly altered 

what many people expect from themselves, from others 

and from life. We are all affected by the changes, or 

the appearances of change, because their visibility 

makes awareness unavoidable. (p. 158) 

In the 1950s and 1960s, when people were asked why they 

married, they were startled. "We married because everyone 

did" was likely to be their response. Their question was 

really not so much "why" but "who." Now, in 1982, people 

are more likely to say, "I never really thought I'd get 

married." One recently married woman stated, 



To me, marriage looked like a skinny, little, nega-

tive space into which I would never be able to squeeze 

myself and all my aspirations. A lot of things had 

to happen to me and the world before marriage could 

even become a possibility. The world had to change so 

that the old patterns for marriage relaxed and men and 

women didn't feel guilty if they broke them. (Thomas, 

1981, p. 109) 

With these changes and the new attitudes that are emerging 

from them, it is important to look at factors embedded in 

the present cultural climate that may affect marital 

adjustment. 

Self-Actualization 

The technological, social and economic changes during 

the 70s brought about a gradual decline in familism and 

concomitant growth of individualism. Less dependent on 

the family for survival, individuals (and particularly 

women) slowly have gained more power to determine the 

course of their own lives. Macklin (1980) points out that 

because of an increasingly affluent economy, energy once 

expended on meeting physical and security needs can now 

be devoted to personal development and the pursuit of 

pleasure. However, the idea of enhancing one's level of 

self-actualization while in a marital relationship is a 

very recent notion. Traditional values and expectations 

about what life was like within the marital framework 
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emphasized duty, discipline, hard work, and commitment to 

the relationship (Laws, 1971). Only in the last decade 

has there been a way in which feminism, the human potential 

movement, and the sexual revolution could come together 

to generate what Bardwick (1979) and other researchers 

such as Streane (1981) call a "search for egocentric 

hedonism." Now self-actualization has apparently become 

the essential criterion by which individuals measure 

whether they are getting enough out of a marriage. 

Macklin (1980) reported that marriages that do stay intact 

and are adjusted necessarily focus more on self rather 

than only on the relationship. 

Whether or not individuals subscribe to any of the 

philosophies expressed in these self-actualizing movements, 

they are apt to be influenced by the changes in values 

that these movements have generated. As recently as 1976, 

Travis and Travis evaluated self-actualization as a goal 

within a marriage enrichment program. They commented that 

many of the program's participants believed that enhancing 

one's level of self-actualization was inappropriate in a 

marriage enrichment program. These critics, according to 

Travis and Travis, thought that the goal should be the 

enrichment of the relationship, not the enrichment of the 

individuals in the relationship. Travis and Travis 

responded that the concept of two "becoming one" in the 

marriage was not part of the philosophical framework of 



the marriage enrichment program. Rather, they said, 

individuation, self-identity, and personal growth were 

crucial for growth within a marriage. 

Maslow (1962) believed that there is a basic need for, 

and drive toward, self-actualization in every individual 

even though the four types of lower order needs (physiolog-

ical, safety or security, love or belonging, and esteem) 

must be satisfied before the need for self-actualization 

can become important. Yet, since most of these lower-order 

involve human relations and can be satisfied only through 

interaction with others, one might think of relationships, 

including marriage relationships, as the vehicle which 

facilitates self-actualization (Fitts, 1970). 

Contemporary society values individual emancipation 

and fulfillment, more and more seeing the old bonds of 

marriage not as enriching, but as confining. As George 

Levinger (Levinger & Raush, 1977) quoted from the New 

Yorker (1976): 

We are coming to look upon life as a lone adventure, 

a great personal odyssey, and there is much in this 

view which is exhilarating and strengthening, but we 

seem to be carrying it to such an extreme that if each 

of us is an Odysseus, he is an Odysseus with no 

Telemachus to pursue him, with no Ithaca to long for, 

with no Penelope to return to—an Odysseus on a 
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journey that has been rendered pointless by becoming 

limitless. (PP- 21-22) 

commitment to self may have primacy over commitment to the 

marital relationship. During this past decade a trans-

formation is taking place from a marital model that 

strengthens the marital relationship to one that is per-

haps indifferent to it. If disintegration of marital 

relationships is examined, the root cause is often the 

overriding value placed on individual emancipation and 

fulfillment (Levinger & Raush, 1977). The transition that 

marriages are undergoing, with divorce statistics reaching 

higher and higher proportions each year, parallels the 

increase in individuals searching for individuation and 

self-actualization. In 1981, a woman spoke her views 

on this subject: 

I thought that marriage would restrict me, I thought 

it was something I would do when I was ready to 

retreat a bit. I imagined that it was going to 

take away from, more than give me something. 

(Margolis, 1981, p. 50) 

However, self-actualization is not necessarily 

detrimental to marital relationships. One successful seeker 

after self-actualization said, "It wasn't until I had 

reached a point that I was clear who I was that I became 

available to meet the kind of person I should be with" 

(Shay, 1981, p. 50). Sussman (1975) stated that it is 
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being increasingly recognized that self-actualization is an 

acceptable goal and focal in all philosophies undergirding 

variant marital styles. Not only do individuals have the 

right to explore their place in the relationship, but they 

can also legitimately define for themselves what this place 

is. A self-actualizing individual hopes to find in a well-

adjusted marital relationship a context acceptable to 

pursue and express his or her own personal relevance and 

identification, not just as a crutch for the confirmation 

of his or her own existence. 

Two Models of Marriage 

The idea of self-actualization as a correlate of 

marital adjustment is a recent idea. Traditionally, 

marriage precludes self-fulfillment, especially for women, 

in a number of sectors (O'Neill & O'Neill, 1972). Claron 

(1972) points out that the degree to which a woman accepts 

the restrictions of the traditional marital role is con-

sistent with her lack of self-actualization. When Claron 

explored women's rejection of the traditional female role 

in a marital relationship, one of the traits she assessed 

was the need for autonomy and self-actualization. In 

fact, one of the characteristics of the self-actualizing 

personality described by Maslow (1962) is resistance to 

cultural conformity. Resistance to conformity in the 

context of marital relationships may be expressed by 

choosing a nontraditional model of marriage. 
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The orthodox model in the marriage literature even up 

into the 70s was the traditional, instrumental, institu-

tional, or utilitarian marriage (Cogswell, 1975; Hicks & 

Piatt, 1970; Laws, 1971; Sussman, 1975). This model 

ascribed the instrumental role (or outward-directed role) 

to the husband and the expressive role (directed inward 

toward the marital relationship) to the wife. Laws (1971) 

pointed out in her review of the literature that the 

traditional model has been an ideology rather than a 

hypothesis. The instrumental role is defined by a husbands' 

occupational success, his providing material resources and 

establishing the social status of the family by performing 

tasks oriented in the business world (Baltes & Schaie, 

197 3) . The wife is responsible for the emotional quality 

of the relationship, the cohesion of the marital interac-

tion, and essentially anything that involves the expressive 

role in the relationship (Laws, 1971). As one woman stated, 

"The way I saw it, married women tended the marriage, 

leaving married men to do everything else in life" (Thomas, 

1981, p. 47). In the traditional marriage the most 

significant factors influencing marital adjustment are 

adherence to traditional role specifications, customs, and 

mores (Hicks & Piatt, 1970). It has been frequently 

assumed that traditional marriage is the best model and 

those marriages which follow it have the greatest 

likelihood of success, as defined by the happiness of the 
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partners (Hicks & Piatt, 1970). An implication of this 

model is that multiple roles cannot be played by the same 

individual (Baltes and Schaie, 1973; Blood & Wolfe, 1960), 

nor can pursuit of self-actualization play a major role in 

the individual's life. 

Women in traditional and nontraditional marriages 

have different views on marriage and self-actualization. 

The nontraditional, dual-career wife would be likely to 

say, "I always thought I would get married, but it wasn't 

my goal." The traditional wife, however, would be likely 

to say, "Marriage for me had priority. Thes best thing was 

to get married and then to think about a professional life 

later perhaps" (Holstrom, 1972, p. 13). Macke, Bornstedt, 

and Berstein (1979) studied the "ambiguous impact" tradi-

tional marriage had on women. They said that since marital 

roles are important sources of identity for women, being 

successfully married should increase their feelings of self-

worth. However, they found that the specific role 

arrangements in traditional marriages reduced the woman's 

feelings of personal competence, since the traditional 

homemaker has no direct access to many important societal 

rewards. As one woman stated, "I'm learning that having 

a relationship for the sake of having one only discredits 

and compromises my own integrity and self-image" (Mills, 

1981, p. 8). 
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While the traditional model of marriage has guided 

most research in the past and has unquestionably been 

accepted by most investigators (Baltes & Schaie, 1973), 

in the past decade a new, nontraditional model of marriage 

has emerged. Hof and Miller (1980) say that a shift has 

occurred in society regarding how individuals view marriage, 

They suggest that the shift has been from the concept of 

marriage as a "rigid and hierarchical institution" to the 

concept of a marital relationship based on intimacy, 

equality, and flexibility. 

Holstrom (1972) believes that present family customs 

will leave the woman who chooses the nontraditional form, 

such as a professional career, in a double bind. No 

matter what alternative she chooses, he says, she loses. 

If she marries, she steps into the role of wife, which as 

presently defined as incompatible with the full pursuit 

of her own growth. If she chooses not to marry, she has 

the stigma of spinsterhood. He states that stereotypes 

require a married woman not to develop her potential to 

the fullest extent. The only way out of the impasse, 

Holstrom says, is for the woman to try to do everything. 

In view of this double bind, though, it is interesting 

to note that some women are getting out of it by not 

marrying; the marriage rate among certain groups of career 

women is often quite low. In one study, for example, half 

the career women married and half did not. Career women 
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were less oriented toward marriage whle the traditional 

women expressed considerable pleasure in feeling needed and 

depended on by the husbands (Macklin, 1980). In another 

study, the traditional women said they had a greater feel-

ing of security as women when others depended on them 

(Holstrom, 1972). Other women envision themselves as 

having the greatest self-realization and satisfaction 

through intensified dyadic relationships within a dual-

career (nontraditional) marital style (Sussman, 1975). 

Traditional and nontraditional forms of marriage are 

not dichotomous but rather on a continuum. Often the same 

individual may participate in a number of lifestyles over 

a life span or may have a relationship that includes 

characteristics that are both traditional and nontradi-

tional. The following categories may help to clarify the 

possibilities inherent with the two terms (Macklin, 1980) . 

The "Traditional" Way The "Nontraditional" Way 

Legally married Never married singlehood or 

nonmarital cohabitation 

With children Voluntary childlessness 

Two-parent Single parent 

Permanent Divorced or remarried 

Male as primary provider Androgynous married (including 

and ultimate authority O'Neill's "open marriage," 

dual-career marriage, and 

commuter marriage) 
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The "Traditional" Way The "Nontraditional" Way 

Sexually exclusive Extramarital relationships 

Heterosexual Same sex intimate relation-

ships 

Two adult households Multi-adult households 

Some indication of the increasing diversity of life-

styles can be obtained from U.S. Government statistics, 

even though they are not exhaustive. Bureau of Census 

reports (1980) indicate that, at any given point in time, 

the majority of households in the United States do not 

represent traditional nuclear families. There has been a 

slow but steady increase in the percentage of persons 

residing in single-parent or dual-career nuclear families 

as well as an increase in those living alone or in house-

holds comprised of nonrelated individuals. A growing 

number of persons maintain that the traditional marriage 

has failed and that its form and the laws which support 

it should be changed (Heer & Grossbard-Shechtman, 1981; 

Laws, 1971, Macklin, 1980; Safilios-Rothschild, 1981). 

Albrecht, Bahr, and Chadwick (1979) found that people they 

studied favored variant forms which lack the "debilitative 

constraints" of traditional marriage. Others (Ferber & 

Hober, 1979; Macke et al., 1979) do not quite go to that 

extreme, stating rather that there may be positive 

consequences in breaking with the traditional marital 

lifestyle. Whatever position is chosen on these views, 
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the fact remains that marital relationships are undergoing 

significant changes and adjustments in response to changes 

in society. 

Burgess, Locke, and Thomas (1963) labeled the non-

traditional model "companionship" marriage. Hof and Miller 

(1980) label it "intentional companionship marriage" and 

state that it is a relationship in which there is a strong 

commitment to an enduring marital dyad in which each 

person in it experiences increasing fulfillment and satis-

faction. It differs from institutional, traditional 

marriage in that it generally speaking is democratic and 

permissive, rather than authoritarian and autocratic; in 

relying for its direction on internal feeling states rather 

than external constraints; in being innovative rather than 

traditional with respect to the design of the marital 

relationahip; and in emphasizing personal fulfillment and 

self-expression rather than totally focusing on relation-

ship needs. Particularly important in this model is the 

autonomy of the individual. It takes as given the partners' 

right to be happy, acknowledging this happiness as a basis 

for evaluating the success of the relationship (Laws, 1971). 

The movement toward this more flexible, nontraditional, 

companionship type of marriage is experiencing unexpected 

growth (Macklin, 1980). De-stereotyping of gender roles 

can be accomplished by adopting a self-conscious critical 

approach that is workable for both partners and will enable 
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self-actualization within a meaningful relationship. Self-

actualization of the spouses is seen as a goal, and role 

sharing is expected in the nontraditional marriage (Hicks & 

Piatt, 1970). Carol Travis (1981), in replying to the 

question of why she decided to marry stated, 

We married because the words "husband" and "wife," 

freed of their sour connotations of roles and duties 

and assignments and possessiveness, tasted sweet. 

We married, because, as members of the human tribe, 

we were gratified to participate in this ancient 

ritual and universal institution while transforming 

that ritual and institution to suit our lives and 

our time. (p. 49) 

Role Definitions 

Advances in technology have made it possible to 

separate sexuality from procreation, facilitate family 

planning, and prolong the period after childbearing 

(Macklin, 1980). Perhaps the most important of these 

expanded possibilities in marriage, though, is the change 

that is beginning to take place from strict role differen-

tiation to role interchangeability (Scanzoni & Fox, 1978). 

In the 1930s, social theorists reported that the 

family had lost its traditional (as defined at the time) 

functions (Ferber & Humber, 1979). In the 1940s, Myral, 

according to Ferber and Huber, observed that sex role 

change was the center of a complex of problems concerning 
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the reorganization of the marriage to fit a new economic 

and ideological basis. By the 1950s, Ferber and Huber 

(1979) state, theorists outlined some new family roles. 

The theorists said that since women rarely engaged in 

economic production, the father had the breadwinning 

role and was considered "instrumental," the mother had a 

nurturant role, which was considered "expressive," and 

that these two complementary roles presumably enhanced 

marital harmony. The belief in appropriately separate 

worlds became the new "traditional view" of marriage. 

Recent events have eroded these strictly traditional, 

or complementary, roles in marriage, particularly since a 

growing proportion of women are entering the labor 

market (Ferber & Huber, 1979). 

However, Laws (1971) in her review of the marriage 

literature up to 1970, found that not one of the studies 

used the nontraditional marriage such as the dual-career 

or companionship as a theoretical model, using rather the 

institutional or traditional model. Kotlar (1965), for 

example, expected in her study to find marital adjustment 

associated with role specialization along task oriented/ 

expressive lines (the traditional differentiation). She 

found instead that among those marriages which claimed to 

have high marital adjustment, both members of the couple 

were comparatively high on expressive characteristics. 

Spanier and Lewis (1980), in their review of the marital 
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literature up to 1980, could say only that they found a 

growing awareness of the traditional biases in the portrayal 

of male and female roles. Evidently the traditional pattern 

of marriage is still seen by many people, including 

researchers, as the most efficient arrangement. 

The phenomenon of a dual-career marriage is a commonly 

occurring nontraditional lifestyle and in fact represents 

one of the most prevalent of the variant forms now avail-

able in the present day society (Aldous, 1981; Bryson & 

Bryson, 1979; Cogswell, 1975; Ferber & Huber, 1979). It 

has increased sharply during the past decade. In 1964, 

there were approximately 2,736,000 women in the United 

States, aged 25-54, employed in career-level positions 

(Rice, 1979); by 1974, this figure had risen to approxi-

mately 4,600,000, an increase of 68% in just 10 years 

(Rice, 1979). In 1974, it was estimated that 48.6% of 

these women were married, with husbands present in the 

home. This would suggest, Rice points out, that there were 

approximately 2,236,000 dual-career families in the U.S. 

in 1974, with the number increasing sharply each year. A 

majority (51%) of all married couples were dual-career 

families by 1978 (Aldous, 1981). 

With the increase in the dual-career type of non-

traditional marriage, some major changes and adjustments 

are being made by married couples. Chief among these is 

managing a tremendous amount of emotional stress and strain 
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in the marital relationship (Bryson & Bryson, 1979). An 

article by Pendleton, Poloma, & Garland (1981) focuses on 

this issue when it states that "in spite of the many bene-

fits of such marital unions, there are various strains, 

particularly for the wife who is struggling to balance the 

damands of two roles—career and family" (p. 6). 

When both marriage partners have careers, role and 

task divisions need careful rearrangement (St. John-Parsons, 

1978; Perrucci, Potter, & Rhodes, 1978). Traditional 

division of household tasks creates the problem of role 

overload for the wife, and often a resultant lowering of 

her marital adjustment. Staines and others (1978) and 

Rapoport and Rapoport (1977) have emphasized this point 

when they speak of "role accumulation" in relation to 

role division. The wife's occupational role is added to 

her other family roles, resulting in the overload. 

Yet, in a review of the literature on dual-career 

marriages, Hopkins and White (1978) conclude that present 

studies dealing with this type of lifestyle indicate that 

egalitarianism in the division of domestic responsibilities 

is at this point an unrealistic expectation. In a classic 

study, Blood and Wolfe (1960) hypothesized that certain 

household tasks are sex-typed masculine and others are 

sex-typed feminine. (This hypothesis reflects the 

instrumental/expressive polarity.) They found sexual 

specialization: men were more likely to shovel the walk 
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and perform minor repairs than women; women were more likely 

to do dishes than men. One might assume that since this 

study was done in I960, it is no longer relevant or 

reflective of current marital situations. However, in 

1980 Cristiano and Fong examined two major areas of tension 

in dual-career marriages, one of which was role division 

of household tasks. They found that couples described 

themselves as having "traditional role divisions" in regard 

to household tasks even though both spouses worked. 

Albrecht and others (1979) also found that there is evi-

dence of greater acceptance of the female participation 

in the role of provider, but preferences for the division 

of labor in housekeeping roles remained as traditional 

as ever. 

In assessing changes that have occurred in role 

preferences and behavior patterns in marital relation-

ships, Albrecht and others (1979) found that there was no 

unitary trend. Whether or not there has been a "liberali-

zation" of role definitions or a "democratization" of role 

enactment depends, they said, on the specific role or 

attitude which is being considered. They point out that 

changes in role definition do not occur uniformly in all 

roles and that some roles apparently have undergone very 

little change in either definition or enactment patterns. 

Thus part of the explanation for the relative nonparticipa-

tion of husbands in household tasks may be due to the 
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differing rate of changes in preferences. While changes in 

women's occupational behavior are increasingly preferred, 

changes in men's and women's household behaviors are 

comparatively less strongly preferred by both sexes (Bryson & 

Bryson, 1978; Perrucci et al., 1978). Holstrom (1972) 

reported that in their sample only 1/3 of the husbands of 

working wives regularly helped in a variety of tasks. 

Christiano and Fong (1980) point out that perhaps the use 

of some traditional roles, even in nontraditional marriages, 

reduces the amount of negotiation necessary and provides 

masculine or feminine identity for individuals already 

congruent with society's traditional marriage model. 

"Flexible traditional role division may be healthy for two-

career couples because it does not create additional stress 

for an already complex relationship" (Christiano & Fong, 

1980, p. 15). These findings support advice Brown (1978) 

compiled from women's magazines to allocate roles in terms 

of the socialized nature of men and women, but contradict 

Gingras-Baker's (1976) conclusion that counselors should 

help couples be aware and open to alternative roles within 

the nontraditional lifestyles. 

Simpson and England (1981) explored the effects of 

"de-differentiation" of conjugal roles in marital adjust-

ment. They proposed a term called "role homophily" which 

is the opposite of role differentiation. Basically, they 

say the conclusion of their study as different from one 
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Parsons (1954) had proposed concerning sex role differen-

tiation. The isolation and subordination of wives 

inherent in Parson's view impairs not only the companion-

ship but also the marital adjustment Simpson and England 

believe couples seek in today's society. In one of her 

early statements on sex equality, Alice Rossi (1964) 

advocated a move in this direction of role homophily: 

By sex equality I mean a socially androgynous concep-

tion of the roles of men and women, in which they are 

equal and similar in such spheres as intellectual, 

political, and occupational interests and participation, 

complementary only in those spheres dictated by 

physiological differences between the sexes . . . An 

androgynous conception of sex roles means each sex 

will cultivate some of the characteristics usually 

associated with the other in traditional sex role 

definitions. (p. 641) 

One study (Lampe, 1980) looked at how roles related 

to marital adjustment. More specifically, Lampe concluded 

marital adjustment was based partly on each partner's 

ongoing evaluations of how the spouse was fulfilling his/ 

her role. Almost invariably the roles of friend, lover, 

and companion were considered to be the most important by 

both husband and wife (as opposed to provider, protector, 

parent, decision-maker, homemaker, disciplinarian). In 

general, the wife considered her husband's role as lover to 
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be most important, whereas the husband considered his 

wife's role as friend most important. Tensions begin to 

accumulate when one spouse says, "This is as far as I can 

go in experimenting with sex roles without having it spill 

over into my sense of self-esteem" (Burke & Weir, 1976; 

Locksley, 19 80; Rapoport & Rapoport, 1977) . Lampe also 

points out that there may be a curvilinear relationship 

between stages of family development and marital satisfac-

tion which may be explained by the specific definitions 

given to role sets by husbands and wives. In this study, 

the primacy accorded the roles of friend, lover, and 

companion must take a back seat to the more traditional 

and less highly ranked roles of parent, homemaker, and 

provider with the arrival of children. Simpson and 

England (1981) agree with Lampe when they contend that 

role congruity enhances marital satisfaction and that 

marital satisfaction occurs within a U-shaped curve over 

the life cycle. Indeed, Albrecht and others (1979) 

may be right when they argue that marital roles in 

contemporary society lie somewhere between the highly 

traditional arrangements of the past and totally egalitarian 

marriages that could emerge sometime in the future. 

Perceptual Similarities/Pissimilarities 

of Role Definitions 

While role behaviors are crucial to marital satisfac-

tion, researchers are also discovering that congruity in 
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role perceptions are vital, too. There are generally two 

different kinds of congruity in the partners' mutual 

perceptions. One kind involves similarity between partners 

personal attitudes and values, such as the importance of 

having children or one's favorableness toward the women's 

liberation movement. This kind of agreement is often 

referred to as "attitude similarity" (Hill et al., 1981). 

Research done recently by Medling and McCarrey (1981) 

expands on earlier findings (Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Laws, 

1971; Levinger, 1966) which state marital satisfaction is 

related to the degree of similarity of husband/wife 

attitudes, both actual and perceived. They studied the 

influence of human values, believing that value harmony 

among spouses was a salient aspect of marital succcess. 

In fact, they found that values were only peripherally 

related to the level of marital adjustment a couple 

experienced. However, Nye (1974) reported that when the 

husband's and wife's attitudes were consistent with their 

behavior, mutual satisfaction was higher. 

The second major kind of congruity involves similari-

ties in perceptions of the relationship, such as frequency 

of intercourse or the exercise of power. This is called 

"perceptual agreement" (Hill et al., 1981). Bernard 

(19 72) assumed that gender was the major source of 

discrepant perceptions in heterosexual couples. She 

suggested that men and women react differently to 
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male-female relationships as a result of institutionalized 

sex roles. In her words, 

The differences between the marriage of husbands and 

wives are structural realities, and it is these 

structural (i.e. role) differences that constitute 

the basis for the different psychological realities." 

(p. 19) 

The discrepancy then in couples' perceptions ought to 

have reflected systematic sex differences. 

However, Hill and others (1976) found that there was 

very little disagreement in the form of systematic 

differences between men's and women's reports on what 

roles they should be performing in a marital system. 

Additionally, Holstrom (1972) points out that often the 

issue may not be who has the career, but it may be having 

two careers in one marriage which constitutes the struc-

tural difference. However, even a dual-career type of 

structural arrangement does not seem to be the critical 

issue in discrepant perceptions. It would seem that the 

salient feature in discrepant perceptions of the marriage 

is the attitude or belief the two bring into the marital 

relationship. For example, traditional sex roles seem to 

confer greater authority on men. Thus, if the man has 

a more traditional attitude than the woman, he would 

report himself to have greater dominance in the marriage 

than his wife would agree that he should have in the 
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system. So, perceptual disagreements in couples might be 

more correctly related to sex role attitudes than to 

gender. 

Traditionally, masculinity is equated with superior-

ity? feminity is equated with inferiority. Incredibly, 

this attitude is still held today not only by many men, 

but also by many women. In a recent article, Pamela 

Harrison was quoted as saying: "I'm terribly old-fashioned. 

I really think a man is more important than a woman" 

(1981, p. 13). The traditional assumption that the man's 

career is more important, and that his job should take 

precedence, goes along with this attitude of male 

supremacy. Some researchers (Poloma & Garland, 1971) 

found this attitude even among female lawyers, doctors, 

and academicians. In Stukert's study (1963) , accuracy 

of perception with respect to the spouse was thought to be 

the specialty of wives and went along with an accommoda-

tive strategy. In his study, the husband attributed great 

importance to the wife's appreciating the husband's 

achievement and stimulating his ambition, whereas the wife 

emphasized showing affection and receiving help in decision 

making. In fact, the husband's marital adjustment is 

predicted from his wife's accuracy at perceiving his 

expectations. Hurvitz' (1960) results agreed with 

Stukert's, for he found that wives conform more to husbands 

expectations than husbands do to wives'. Corsini (1956) 
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found that congruency between the husband's self-concept, 

the wife's percpetion of him, and his perception of her 

perception of him related to marital adjustment. Luckey 

(1960) further confirms these findings when he says that 

the wife's role is to discover her husband's expectations 

and then to accommodate to them. However, Simpson and 

England (1981) found that marital adjustment was enhanced 

when both spouses were employed and that marriages did not 

benefit from the superiority of the male in the socio-

economic sense. They concluded that similarity of role 

perception builds marital adjustment. Tension in the 

marriage evolves from this incongruence among attitudes, 

personal role behavior as a result of particular percep-

tions, and social role expectations and beliefs 

(Christiano & Fong, 1980). Congruence among all of the 

above appears essential for smooth adjustment in a complex 

relationship such as marriage. 

Power Structure and Decision-Making 

An important possible source of tension that 

Christiano & Fong (1980) looked at, power structure and 

decision-making, was handled by the couples in their study 

in a different manner from the role division of household 

tasks. Consistent with Blood and Hamblin (1960) , Christiano 

and Fong found that involvement of both spouses in a 

egalitarian way was a primary concern in all the decision-

making areas examined (such as spending leisure time, 
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relocation, etc.). The only significant sex difference 

was that 78% of the wives ranked "mutual choice" as the 

most important consideration in making a decision regarding 

leisure time, while only 36% of the husbands ranked it 

that way. Scanzoni and Fox (1980) reviewed a more general 

model of male-female decision-making. When reporting 

their findings concerning power in the decision-making 

realm, they stated that power was only one component of 

the larger matter of decision-making. One of their 

significant findings was that the "more modern a woman is, 

the more likely she is to participate in a symmetrical 

power relationship" (Scanzoni & Fox, 1980, p. 68). Macke 

and others (1980) note that wives who work outside the 

home do exercise more power and influence within their 

marriages than do wives who do not work outside the home. 

As the number of married females in the labor force 

continues to increase, the power relationships between 

marital partners should be significantly altered (Albrecht 

et al., 1979). In fact, the enhancing effect of role 

congruity is shown directly in other studies that demon-

strate that marital satisfaction benefits from equality of 

power (Bean, Curtis, & Massum, 1977) and flexible sex role 

differentiation (Simpson & England, 1981). 
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Self-Actualization, Nontraditionality, 

and Marital Adjustment 

Nontraditional marriages are based on the idea that 

no one has the right to limit someone else's development 

or accomplishments. Levine (1972) found that while female 

equality may bring individual fulfillment, it may also 

create extremely serious problems for maintenance of 

marital adjustment. Other studies (Burr et al., 1979; 

Sanville & Short, 1973; Wrochno, 1970) indicate that the 

long-term development of new, variant marriages usually 

includes a greater degree of adjustment and autonomy on 

the part of the wife, a greater indulgence of both 

partners' expressive functions, and a greater closeness. 

This results in an enriched sense of separate self on the 

part of both partners. 

One study by Huser and Grant (1981) studied whether 

husbands and wives of dual-career families differed from 

husbands and wives of traditional families on self-

actualizing values. They found little evidence of 

differences in these types of values, except that the 

dual-career couples tended to be more inner-directed and 

flexible. Macklin (1981) has pointed out that with the 

women's and men's movements an increasing value has been 

placed on autonomy and self-actualization. He stated 

that "there was a sense that we were on the frontier of a 



32 

more humane, person-oriented society, if only we would 

take the necessary risks to achieve it" (p. 415). 

Many marital partners have begun to question the 

value of the traditional marriage, especially when their 

own pursuit of self-actualization interfers with the 

marital goals and both partners lead complex, independent, 

as well as interdependent lives. It is not clear 

precisely how marital partners who are each claiming and 

pursuing self-actualization as their goal will define 

their marriage. While marriage and family sociologists 

seem to concur that a new type of marital lifestyle is 

emerging, vestiges of the old are still very much present 

(Pendleton et al., 1980). Facets of the new type have 

been variously described as "companionate" rather than 

institutional (Burgess et al., 1963; Hof & Miller, 1980) 

and as nontraditional rather than traditional (Hicks & 

Piatt, 1970; Laws, 1971; Sussman, 1975). This emerging 

type has also been described as androgynous (Rossi, 1964) 

and egalitarian (Lampe, 1980). While traditionalism 

allows for a clear separation of male/female role 

responsibilities along gender lines, egalitarianism calls 

for a sharing of such responsibilities by both partners. 

Even though it is clear, then, that this new type of 

marital relationship exists, a number of questions are 

raised by this apparent shift. Researchers have not 

directly addressed the issue of whether it is likely that 
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a marital relationship in which both partners adhere to the 

values of self-actualization will be defined as "tradi-

tional" or "nontraditional." It is also unclear whether 

a relationship in which the partners adhere to the values 

of self-actualization and define their relationship as 

nontraditional will have a high level of marital adjust-

ment. Another question is whether the presence or absence 

of children will affect both how a marital pair define 

their relationship and the level of marital adjustment 

they have. 

Purpose of the Present Study 

The purpose of the present study will be to address 

two questions: What variables contribute to how married 

individuals define their relationship (whether it is 

defined as "traditional" or "nontraditional") and what 

role that type of relationship plays in combination with 

other variables in the married individuals' level of 

marital adjustment? More specifically, do married 

individuals who have a high degree of self-actualization 

define their marriage as a traditional (institutional, 

orthodox, role-defined) or nontraditional (equalitarian, 

companionship, variant) one. And, do married individuals, 

who both have a high degree of self-actualization and 

perceive their relationship as being a nontraditional 

rather than a traditional one, have a high level of marital 

adjustment. Presence or absence of children will also be 
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looked at in both questions as possibly contributing to the 

outcome (i.e., how married individuals define their rela-

tionship and what level of marital adjustment they have). 

It has been found that this variable contributes signifi-

cantly to both these areas in numerous studies. 

The present study will compare married individuals 

with respect to whether, if they value and live by the 

principles of self-actualization as measured by Shostrom's 

Personal Orientation Inventory, they will define their 

marriage as a traditional or nontraditional one, as 

measured by the Scale for Dual-Career Families. The 

study will also compare married individuals with respect 

to whether, if they have a high score on the self-

actualization inventory and define their marriage as 

nontraditional, as measured by the Scale for Dual-Career 

Families, they will have a high score on marital adjustment, 

as measured by Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Scale. The 

presence or absence of children will also be considered as 

possibly significantly affecting the outcome of both of 

these issues. 

An exploratory analysis will be done on the effect 

the differences in self-actualization scores between 

husbands and wives will have on the definitions of their 

marriages as traditional or nontraditional and on their 

level of marital adjustment. 
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Research Hypotheses 

1. Married individuals with one or more children will 

define their marriage as traditional. 

2. Married individuals with a high score on self-

actualization will define their relationship as 

nontraditional. 

3. Married individuals with a low score on self-

actualization will have a high score on marital adjustment. 

4. Married individuals without children will have a 

high score on marital adjustment. 

5. Married individuals with a high score on self-

actualization and who define their marriage as nontraditional 

will have a high score on marital adjustment. 

6. Married individuals with a high score on 

self-actualiztion who define their marriage as 

nontraditional and who have no children will have a high 

score on marital adjustment. 

Method 

Subjects 

Sixty married individuals (120 subjects) were sampled 

from three different populations. Various couples were 

apprised of the current research and offered the opportunity 

to participate in the study on a voluntary basis from these 

various populations. The current sample consists of those 

married individuals who agreed to participate in the study, 

signed a consent form, and completed the requirements for 
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the study. The couples were between the ages of 22 and 40, 

married for the first time at least 2 years and no longer 

than 10 years. Nearly half of the couples had a lease 

one child. These criteria were selected due to previous 

research on these particular variables and their influence 

on marital adjustment, self-actualization, and traditional 

versus nontraditional lifestyles (see Appendix H, Table 9). 

In a face analysis of the data, it was discovered that 10 

couples did not agree on the definition of their marriage; 

one person defined their marriage as traditional while the 

other defined it as nontraditional. A t-test (two-tailed) 

was done to see if there were differences between those 

married individuals who agreed with each other on the way 

they defined their marriage (by both checking "traditional" 

or "nontraditional" on the information sheet given to all 

subjects) and those married individuals who disagreed with 

each other on the way they defined their marriage. The 

Dual-Career Scale, the Personal Orientation Inventory, and 

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale were the three dependent 

variables used in the t-test. 

As shown in Table 1, a significant difference was 

found between the married individuals who agreed with 

each other and those who did not agree on two of the three 

dependent variables (the POI and the Daydic Adjustment 

Scale). Therefore, the 50 married individuals (100 sub-

jects) who agreed on the definition of their marriage were 
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Table 1 

T-Tests between Married Individuals Who Agree on the 
~~ Definition of their Marriage as Traditional or 

Nontraditional and Those Couples Who Disagree 
With the Definition of Their Marriage on 

Three Dependent Variables 

Groups and 
Dependent 
Variables N M SD 

T 
Value df 

Prob. 
(2-Tail) 

Dual C 

Couples who 
agree 

50 83.7 16.48 

.43 26 .96 

Couples who 
disagree 

10 83.6 8.14 

POI 

Couples who 
agree 

50 170.3 25.26 

2.1 11 .05 

Couples who 
disagree 

10 145.1 34.34 

DA 

Couples who 
agree 

50 106.8 18.3 

2.85 13 .01 

Couples who 
disagree 

10 89.6 17.1 

Note. Dual C is the Dual Career Scale;, POI is the 
Personal Orientation Inventory, and DA is the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale. 

separated from the 10 married individuals (20 subjects) who 

disagreed. The 50 married individuals were used as the 
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final sample and the data was analyzed for the 50 couples 

who agreed (see Appendix D, Table 10). 

Instruments 

The following three instruments were used: (1) The 

Personal Orientation Inventory provides a comprehensive 

measure of the basic and important elements of self-

actualization. It was derived from Maslow's concept of 

self-actualizing people, that is, "fully functioning and 

live a more enriched life than the average person" 

(Shostrom, 1974, p. 6). The inventory consists of 150 

forced-choice items that focus on value and behavior 

judgements of the individual. 

The specific subscales of the POI which are of 

interest and will be utilized in this study are (a) 

inner-directedness, which refers to being independent and 

self-supportive; (b) self-actualizing values, which means 

that the individual holds and lives by values of self-

actualizing people; (c) existentiality, which measures 

one's flexibility in applying such values as those in the 

SAV to one's life; (d) self-regard, which indicates the 

ability to like one' s self because of one's strengths as a 

person; and (e) self-acceptance, which is the ability to 

like one's self in spite of one's weaknesses and 

deficiencies. A composite score of these five subscales 

will be used. 
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Test-retest reliability of .69 was obtained 

(Shostrom, 1974). Test-retest reliability has been 

reported for the Personal Orientation Inventory scales 

based on a sample of 48 undergraduate college students 

(Shostrom, 1974). Test-retest reliability coefficients for 

the five subscales were as follows: Inner-directed, .77; 

Self-actualizing value, .69; Existentiality, .82; Self-

regard, .71; and Self-acceptance, .77. 

Scale intercorrelations are based on a sample of 138 

college students (Knapp, 1965) and are reported as follows: 

Inner-directed and Self-regard, .49; Self-regard and 

Self-acceptance, .21; and Inner-directed and Self-

Acceptance , .63. 

Validity data are given by Shostrom (1974) who 

reported that the Personal Orientation Inventory 

significantly discriminated between groups who were 

judged by certified clinical psychologists to be self-

actualizing or non-self-actualizing. In another study 

(Knapp, 1965), the Personal Orientation Inventory was 

shown to be effective in differentiating between a group 

scoring high on neuroticism and a group scoring low on 

neuroticism as measured by the neuroticism scale of the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory. That study demonstrated 

the concurrent validity of the POI in measuring dimensions 

seen to be of importance in a clinical setting. 
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2. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale is a 32-item scale 

containing four subscales which measure dyadic satisfac-

tion, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus on matters having 

to do with dyadic functioning, and affectional expression. 

The scale has a theoretical range of 0 to 151. 

Content validity was evaluated by three judges and 

items were included only if the judges considered the items 

relevant measures of dyadic adjustment of contemporary 

relationships. Criterion-related validity was determined 

by administering the scale to both married and divorced 

samples and getting significantly different sample means 

for each item used. Construct validity was determined by 

conducting a correlational study between the Dyadic Adjust-

ment Scale and the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale 

yielding a correlation between these scales of .86 

among married respondents (Spanier, 1976). 

3. The Scale for the Dual-Career Family is a 31-item 

scale with six subscales. The first subscale, Marriage 

Type, measures the degree to which the couple is non-

traditional (egalitarian, variant) and utilizes the 

traditional/nontraditional typology. The second subscale, 

the Domestic Responsibility Scale, is very similar to the 

marriage type subscale in that if one scores high on this 

subscale, he/she will tend to have a traditional marriage, 

according to Pendleton, Paloma, and Garland (1980), while 

those who score lower will have an egalitarian marriage. 
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Self-image, the third subscale, measures the subject's 

positive perception of himself/herself. The Career Line 

subscale measures the married professional woman's per-

ception of her potential career involvement, and the 

husband's responses to the wife's involvement. The satis-

faction subscale ranks a person's personal satisfactions 

with the various roles a couple claims within the marital 

relationship. On this subscale, the items most likely 

to be agreed with reflect satisfaction with the lifestyle 

in general. The career salience subscale taps the degree 

to which the wife's career is important vis a vis her 

roles as wife and mother. A composite score of these six 

subscales will be used. 

The central focus of the six subscales is on the 

wives' career (in the dual-career, nontraditional 

marriage arrangement). The the husband is administered 

the six subscales, they will be in a slightly variant form 

with necessary phrase or word changes made to assess the 

husband's role and attitudes concerning his wife's roles. 

For example, "I would not work if my husband did not 

approve" will be changed to "my wife would not work if 

I did not approve." The self-image scale will be varied 

to reflect the husband's image of himself as traditional 

or nontraditional in relation to his wife working. Career 

Salience and Career Line subscales will be answered by 

the husband to ascertain his attitude toward his wife 
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having a career (with the possible discrepancies in role 

congruity, etc.). The resulting score will reflect the 

husband's model of the marriage as being traditional or 

nontraditional. 

Evidence for validity and reliability have been 

presented by the authors (see Pendleton, Poloma & Garland, 

1980, pp. 272-274). 

Design 

A 2 X 2 analysis of variance was run to determine 

whether married individuals define their marriage as 

traditional or nontraditional. The presence versus the 

absence of children and high versus low scores on self-

actualization were looked at as possibly contributing 

significantly to their definitions of the marriage. 

A 2 X 2 analysis of variance was also run on 

married individuals with and without children, high versus 

low self-actualization scores and traditional versus 

nontraditional definitions of the marriage in order to 

ascertain what relates to the marital adjustment level of 

each married individual. High-low scores on the Personal 

Orientation Inventory and the Scale for Dual-Career 

Families were determined by means of median splits. 

Main effects for children and self-actualization and 

interactions between the presence versus the absence of 

children and high versus low scores on self-actualization 



43 

were expected in defining the marriage as traditional or 

nontraditional. 

Main effects for children and self-actualization 

and interactions between the presence versus the absence 

of children, traditional versus nontraditional marital 

models and high versus low self-actualization were 

expected with respect to marital adjustment. 

Procedure 

The couples volunteering to participate and chosen on 

the basis of the stated criteria were given an envelope 

with a copy of the Personal Orientation Inventory test 

booklet, two answer sheets marked for each individual, 

two copies of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, two copies 

of the Scale for the Dual-Career Families, a short 

information sheet for demographic data, a consent form 

and a stamped return envelope. All couples who had not 

sent back their information and scale responses within 

2 weeks were contacted by telephone. 

Results 

In order to understand the scores of the married 

individuals on the various dimensions in the study, it is 

necessary to have a basis for comparison which is provided 

by the normative data. The means, standard deviations, 

and medians for the couple's scores taken together, and 

for the husbands' and wives' scores separately on the 



44 

three dependent variables (The Dual-Career Scale, the POI, 

and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale) are presented in Table 2. 

The couples' mean scores are calculated by adding the 

husbands' and wives' scores together and dividing by two. 

Table 2 

Normative Data on the Three Dependent Variables 
for Couples, Husbands, and Wives 

Variables M SD Median Range 

Dual C 

Couples 83.7 16.4 87.2 51-142 
Husbands 83.2 17.8 85.5 47-140 
Wives 84.2 16.8 88.0 52-143 

POI 

Couples 170.3 25.2 178.7 101-198 
Husbands 169.6 26.6 178.5 92-210 
Wives 171.0 30.0 181.5 94-215 

DA 

Couples 106.8 18.3 105.2 51-143 
Husbands 106.5 19.3 108.0 50-149 
Wives 107.0 19.3 104.0 52-141 

Note. Dual C is the Dual-Career Scale, POI is the 
Personal Orientation Inventory, and DA is the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale. 

In this study, traditionality-nontraditionality was 

measured in two different ways. One way was by having 

married individuals indicate their own assessment of that 

dimension and secondly by their score on the Dual-Career 
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Scale. In order to ascertain if there was a significant 

concordance between the two measures, an analysis of 

variance was done using the couples' own assessment of 

that dimensionas the independent variable. The Dual-

Career Scale was used as the dependent variable. As 

stated earlier in the study, married individuals scoring 

above the median were defined as traditional and those 

scoring below the median, nontraditional. As revealed in 

Table 3, there was a significant main effect between the 

individual's own assessment of their marriage as 

traditional-nontraditional and how they scored on the Dual-

Career Scale, in a positive direction. More specifically, 

married individuals who stated they were nontraditional 

scored below the median on the Dual-Career Scale (median, 

87.2, couples' mean, 76.8; husbands' mean, 75.9; wives' 

mean, 776.) and were significantly different from those 

who stated they were traditional and scored above the median 

on the Dual-Career Scale (couples' mean, 97.2; husbands', 

97.5, wives', 96.9). A correlation also revealed a 

significant relationship between the two measures (Appendix 

H, Table 13). 

The first hypothesis tested was that married individ-

uals with one or more children would define their marriage 

as traditional. An analysis of variance was done to 

ascertain if married individuals who have children had 

scores on the Dual-Career Scale which were significantly 
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Table 3 

Two-way Analysis of Variance with Dual-Career Scale as the 
Dependent Variable, Children and Marital Type 

as the Dependent Variables 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Couples 

Main effects 
Child 2463.1 1 2463.1 18.8* 
Martype 2568.8 1 2568.8 19.6* 

2-Way int. 159.3 1 159.3 1.2 
Residua 1 6016.4 46 130.7 
Total 13323.04 49 271.8 

Husbands 

Main effects 
Child 2980.1 1 2980.1 18.6* 
Martype 2800.4 1 2800.4 17.4* 

2-Way int. 96.8 1 96.8 .6 
Residual 7369.0 46 160.0 
Total 15676.0 49 319.9 

Wives 

Main effects 
Child 1995.3 1 1995.3 12.1* 
Martype 2347.1 1 2347.1 14.2* 

2-Way int. 237.3 1 237.3 1.4 
Residual 7581.4 46 164.8 
Total 13982.5 49 285.3 

*£ < .01 

different from those who had no children. As presented in 

Table 3 and Figure 1, whether a couple had children or not 

had had a significant effect on the Dual-Career Scale 

scores for couples taken together and for husbands and 

wives separately. The Scheffe method was used for post hoc 
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Husbands: 

Dual-
Career 
Scale 

87.2 

NT 71.5 

Children No Children 

Wives: 

Dual-
Career 
Scale 

87.2 

NT 74.3 

Children No Children 

Couples: 

Dual-
Career 
Scale 

87.2 

NT 

.92.2 

• 72.9 

Children 

Figure 1 

No Children 

comparison. It indicated that those who had no children 

had significantly lower mean scores on the Dual-Career 

Scale (couples' mean, 72.9; husbands' mean, 71.5; wives' 
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mean, 74.3) than those who had children (couples' mean, 

92.2; husbands' mean, 91.6, wives' mean, 91.9). Utilizing 

the median split of the Dual-Career Scale (87.2) as the 

discriminator, married individuals who had no children 

defined (by their scores) their marriage as nontraditional. 

Thus, Hypothesis 1 was confirmed. 

Hypothesis 2 states that married individuals with a 

high self-actualization score will define their marriage 

as nontraditional. As mentioned earlier in the study, 

for purposes of this research married individuals who 

scored above the median (178.7) for couples (in juexta-

distinction to using the husbands' and wives' median 

separately) on the POI were considered to have a high 

self-actualization score and those who scored below the 

median for couples were considered as having a low self-

actualization score. The hypothesis was tested by a 

one-way analysis of variance utilizing scores on the POI 

divided at the median (178.7) as the independent variable. 

The scores obtained on the Dual-Career Scale were used 

as the dependent variable. 

As presented in Table 4, the results on the analysis 

of variance indicate that whether married individuals score 

high or low on the POI does not significantly influence 

responses on the Dual-Career Scale. Therefore, the 

hypothesis was disconfirmed. 
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Table 4 

One-way Analysis of Variance for Couples, Husbands, and 
Wives With the Dual-Career Scale as the Dependent 

Variable and the POI Scores Split at the 
Median (178.7) as the Independent 

Variable 

Source of Sum of Mean F 
Variation Squares df Squares Ratio 

Couples 

Between 6.0 1 6.0 .022 

Within 13316.9 48 277.4 

Total 13323.03 49 

Husbands 

Between 113.5 1 113.5 .350 

Within 15562.4 48 324.2 

Total 15676.0 49 324.2 

Wives 

Between 22.0 1 22.0 .07 

Within 13960.4 48 290.8 

Total 13982.5 49 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested by a two-way analysis 

of variance and the results are revealed in Table 5. 

Hypothesis 3 states that married individuals who have a low 

score on the POI will have a high score on marital adjust-

ment. Consulting the data in Table 5, it is clear that 

there are no significant differences between those who 
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Table 5 

Two-way Analysis of Variance for Couples, Husbands, and 
Wives' with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale as the Depend-

ent Variable—The Presence Versus the Absence of 
Children and the POI Scores Split at the Median 

(178.7) Are the Independent Variables 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares F 

Couples 

Main effects 
Children 1913.1 1 1913.1 6.1* 
POI split 71.2 1 71.2 .23 

2-Way int. 5.47 1 5.47 .01 
Residual 14254.85 46 309.88 
Total 16419.94 49 335.10 

Husbands 

Main effects 
Children 2851.7 1 2851.7 8.6** 
POI split 49.7 1 49.7 .15 

2-Way int. 31.1 1 31.1 .09 
Residual 15233.03 46 331.1 
Total 18386.43 49 375.2 

Wives 

Main Effects 
Children 1508.4 1 1508.4 4.3* 
POI split 361.8 1 361.8 1.0 

2-Way int. 569.1 1 569.1 1.6 
Residual 16045.02 46 348.8 
Total 18269.62 49 372.8 

*£ < .05 

**£ < .01 

scored above the median for couples on the POI (high scorers 

for purposes of this study) and those who scored below the 
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median on the POI (low scorers for purposes of this study) 

on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Thus, the hypothesis was 

not confirmed. 

Hypothesis 4 states married individuals without 

children will have a high score on the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale. As predicted, Table 5 and Figure 2 reveal whether 

a couple has children or not does significantly affect the 

way they score on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. More 

specifically, the Scheffe procedure indicates that for 

married individuals (couples taken together and husbands 

and wives separately) one or more children in a marriage 

significantly lowers the mean scores on the Dyadic Adjust-

ment Scale (couples with children mean, 101; husbands with 

children mean, 99.5; wives with children mean, 102.5; 

childless couple's mean, 114; childless husbands' mean, 

115.3; childless wives' mean, 112.8). Therefore, the 

hypothesis that married individuals without children will 

have a high score on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale is 

confirmed when compared to scores of those individuals with 

children. 

Hypothesis 5 states married individuals with a high 

score on the POI who defined their marriage as nontradi-

tional will have a high score on the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale. The hypothesis was tested by a two-way analysis of 

variance. Results were obtained for couples taken together 

and for husbands and wives separately. One independent 
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Husbands: 

Dyadic 
Adjustment 
Scale 

High 

Low 
99.5 

Children 

115.3 

No Children 

Wives: 

Dyadic 
Adjustment 
Scale 

Couples; 

Dyadic 
Adjustment 
Scale 

High 

Low 

High 

Low 

102.5 

Children 

101.1 

Children 

Figure 2 

112.8 

No Children 

114.5 

No Children 

variable was a median split of the POI between high and low 

scorers. The second independent variable was the married 

individual's own assessment of their marriage as traditional 

or nontraditional. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale was the 

dependent variable. Consulting Table 6 and Figure 3, the 
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Table 6 

Two-way Analysis of Variance for Couples, Husbands, and 
Wives with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale as the Dependent 
Variable—The Definition of the Marriage as Traditional or 
Nontraditional and the POI Scores Split at the Median 

(178.7) are the Independent Variables 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares 

Couples 

Main effects 
Martype 
POI split 

2-Way int. 
Residual 
Total 

2740.5 
79.9 

1282.3 
12150.64 
16419.9 

1 
1 
1 
46 
49 

2740.5 
79.9 

1282.3 
264.14 
335.10 

10.37** 
.30 

4.80* 

Husbands 

Main effects 
Martype 
POI split 

2-Way int. 
Residual 
Total 

2152.3 
1.0 

927.2 
15036.31 
18386.43 

1 
1 
1 
46 
49 

2152.3 
1.0 

927.2 
326.87 
375.23 

6.58** 
.003 

2.80 

Wives 

Main Effects 
Martype 
POI split 

2-Way int. 
Residual 
Total 

3419.9 
130.5 
9.8 

14692.75 
18269.62 

1 
1 
1 
46 
49 

3419.9 
130.5 
9.8 

319.4 
372.84 

10.7** 
.40 
.03 

*p < .05 

**p < .01 

results indicate there waw a significant interaction between 

the two independent variables on the Dyadic Adjustment scale 
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Couples: 

High 

Dyadic 
Adjustment 
Scale 

Low 

114.8 

110.1 

89.2 

106.1 

Low High 

Personal Orientation Scale 

Figure 3 

but only when looking at the couples' scores together, not 

the husbands' and wives' scores considered separately. 

Whether a couple scores high or low on the POI (using the 

median as the discriminator) and whether they define their 

marriage as traditional or nontraditional significantly 

affects the way they score on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. 

The Scheffe procedure was utilized for post hoc comparison. 

It revealed that the couples who defined their relationship 

as nontraditional and scored below the median on the POI 

had the highest marital adjustment scores (couples' mean, 

114.8). Furthermore, the couples who defined their 

marriage as traditional and scored below the median on the 

POI had the lowest marital adjustment scores (couples' mean, 

89.2). Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was not confirmed. 
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Hypothesis 6 states married individuals with no 

children with a high score on the POI who define their 

marriage as nontraditional will have a high score on the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale. A three-way analysis of variance 

was done to test this hypothesis. There were three 

independent variables: the presence or absence of chil-

dren; high versus low scorers on the POI (split at the 

couples' median, 178.7); and traditionality verus 

nontraditionality (self-assessed by the married individ-

uals) . The dependent variable was the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale. As presented in Table 7, the three-way interaction 

between the independent variables and the Dyadic Adjust-

ment Scale scores for couples, husbands, or wives did not 

reveal significant results. 

Finally, an exploratory analysis was done with a 

two-way analysis of variance on the three dependent 

variables (The Dual-Career Scale, the Personal Orientation 

Inventory, and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale) using dis-

crepancy scores between the husbands and wives rather 

than their mean scores. It was done to see if the 

difference between the individuals in the couple on any 

of the dependent measures reached a significant level. 

The two-way analysis of variance, presented in Table 8, 

shows that the only dependent variable which has a 

significant main effect is the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

when mean discrepancy scores between husbands and wives 
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Table 7 

Three-way Analysis of Variance for Couples, Husbands, and 
Wives with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale as the Dependent 
Variable—The Independent Variables are the Presence 
or Absence of Children; the POI Scores Split at the 
Median (178.7); and the Definition of the Marriage 

as Traditional or Nontraditional 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares 

Couples 

Main effects 
Martype 1740.9 1 1740.9 6.9** 
POI split 24.1 1 24.1 .09 
Children 913.6 1 913.6 3.6 

2-Way int. 1972.3 3 657.4 2.6* 
3-Way int. 48.6 1 48.6 .19 
Residual 10498.4 42 249.96 
Total 16419.94 49 335.10 

Husbands 

Main effects 
Martype 1147.8 1 1147.8 3.8* 
POI split 18.0 1 18.0 .06 
Children 1847.1 1 1847.1 6.1** 

2-Way int. 1393.7 3 464.5 1.5 
3-Way int. 93.1 1 93.1 .31 
Residual 12629.48 42 300.70 
Total 18386.43 49 375.23 

Wives 

Main effects 
Martype 2401.8 1 2401.8 7.6** 
POI split 241.0 1 241.0 .76 
Children 490.3 1 490.4 1.5 

2-Way int. 583.3 3 194.4 .61 
3-Way int. 393.9 1 393.9 1.2 
Residual 13234.94 42 315.11 
Total 18569.62 49 372.84 

*p < .05 

**£ < .01 
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Table 8 

Two-way Analysis of Variance on the Three Dependent 
Variables Using Discrepancy Scores between the 
Husbands and Wives—The Presence or Absence of 
Children and the Definition of the Marriage 
as Traditional or Nontraditional are the 

Independent Variables 

Source of Sum of Mean 
Variation Squares df Squares F 

Dual C 

Main effects 
Martype 19.9 1 19.9 .15 
Children 98.4 1 98.4 .77 

2-Way Int. 30.94 1 30.94 2.24 
Residual 5835.24 46 126.8 
Total 6024.78 49 122.9 

POI 

Main effects 
Martype 1607.7 1 1607.7 2.50 
Children 1098.8 1 1098.8 1.70 

2-Way Int. 1502.1 1 1502.1 2.30 
Residual 29313.67 46 637.2 
Total 32919.91 49 671.8 

DA 

Main effects 
Martype 252.2 1 252.2 1.80 
Children 542.5 1 542.5 3.80* 

2-Way Int. 563.7 1 563.7 3.20 
Residual 6437.40 46 139.9 
Total 7632.28 49 155.7 

Note. Dual C is the Dual-Career Scale, POI is the 
Personal Orientation Inventory, and DA is the Dyadic Adjust-
ment Scale. 

< .05 
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are used rather than the mean scores. In this analysis, 

the presence of one or more children in the marriage is 

shown to have an effect on the scores of the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale when using the difference scores between 

the couples. More specifically, when children are present 

in the marriage, the mean discrepancy scores of the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale are significantly different than when 

there are no children in the marriage (mean discrepancy 

score for childless couples, -2.5; couples with children, 

-3.0). This result of the exploratory analysis is con-

sistent with the other hypotheses which test the effect 

of children on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. 

Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to address two 

questions: What variables (the presence or absence of 

children; high or low levels of self-actualization) con-

tribute to married individuals' defining their relationship 

as traditional or nontraditional? Does the definition of 

the relationship as traditional or nontraditional in 

combination with the individual1s high or low level of 

self-actualization and the presence or absence of children 

contribute to the married individual's level of marital 

adjustment? 

A preliminary analysis suggested that married 

individuals who agreed on how they defined their relation-

ship (saying it was either traditional or nontraditional) 
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had scores on the Personal Orientation Inventory and the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale which were significantly different 

from the couples who disagreed on how they defined their 

relationship (one person in the pair defining it as 

traditional and the other nontraditional). More specific-

ally, the couples who agreed on the definition of their 

relationship as traditional (institutional, with role 

division and specialization along certain tasks) or non-

traditional (egalitarian, with de-differentiation of 

conjugal roles) had significantly higher scores on the POI 

and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale than those who disagreed 

with the definition of their relationship. 

A possible explanation for the significant differences 

between the couples who agreed and those who disagreed on 

the definition of their relationship may be that congruence 

in expectations concerned with role perceptions and 

performance are related to marital adjustment and self-

actualization. Therefore, relationships in which both 

partners expect to have defined, interlocking or inter-

dependent roles will have more compliance to that 

expectation and resulting higher marital adjustment and 

self-actualizing levels than will couples who have only 

one partner agreeing to a particular definition of the 

marriage. Tension, constriction, and dissatisfaction with 

the marriage may be evoked from incongruent attitudes and 

behavior. This incongruence results from differentially 
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perceived expectations of what role the partner in the 

marriage should be fulfilling. In other research to date, 

it was found that agreement in role perceptions was vital 

to marital satisfaction (Hill et al., 1981). Several 

researchers (Hicks & Piatt, 1970; Laws, 1971; Levinger, 

1966; Medling & McCarrey, 1981) have further stated that 

the degree of similarity of husband/wife attitudes, both 

actual and perceived, was related to marital satisfaction. 

In addition, Christiano & Fong (1980) reported that 

consistency of the attitudes plus the role behavior which 

is a result of particular perceptions and social role 

expectations all seem essential for smooth adjustment in 

such a complex relationship as marriage. These studies 

seem to indicate that marital satisfaction is at least 

in part a result of agreement in perceptions of the 

marriage. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that married individuals with 

one or more children would define their marriage as 

traditional. Results indicated that married individuals 

with children had scores on the Dual-Career Scale which 

were significantly higher (above the median) than the 

scores of married individuals without children. More 

specifically, the married individuals who had one or more 

children did define their marriage as traditional, whereas 

those without children defined it as nontraditional. 

Thus, childless couples tend to be less role-defined and 
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institutionalized in the way they see their marriage than 

those with children. Words such as "egalitarian" or 

"companionship" would likely describe the kind of 

relationship they perceive their marriage to be. Other 

research has found that the impact of children on a 

marriage may serve as a constraint, thus pushing a couple 

into a more traditional framework in which to view their 

relationship (Ahammer, 1973). Jayroe (1979) stated that 

the institutional (traditional) marriage is in part 

dependent on the ability to accept traditional role 

obligations, customs, norms, and values when necessary. 

The present study indicates that adherence to these 

conventional (traditional) obligations and norms will more 

likely take place when the couple has children and thus 

more role-defined tasks to consider than when the couple 

is childless. Lampe (1980) in fact measured what roles 

couples ranked as highest in a marriage. He found that 

the primacy of the roles of friend, lover, and companion 

necessarily took a back seat to more traditional, perhaps 

less flexible, and less highly ranked roles of parent, 

homemaker, and provider with the arrival of children. 

The findings also imply that the phenomenon of a 

dual-career marriage, a now commonly occurring non-

traditional lifestyle, may more easily be accomplished 

if there are no children in the relationship. When both 

partners in a marriage have careers, role and task 
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divisions need careful rearrangement. More flexibility is 

necessary in terms of role interchangeability than may be 

possible in a marriage which has one or more children. 

Previous research has reported that the demands of sharing 

in chores, conversations, and other activities become more 

complex and difficult with the addition of a child 

(Pikunas, 1976). The present research suggests that 

childless couples adhere to the view of role flexibility 

and interchangeability as evidenced in their responses on 

the Dual-Career Scale in the direction of nontraditionality. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that married individuals with 

a high self-actualization score would define their marriage 

as nontraditional. Results indicated that there were no 

differences between those who scored high (above the 

median) and those who scored low (below the median) on the 

POI regarding the Dual-Career Scale. A combination of 

factors may have produced the lack of significance between 

married individuals* high and low scores on the POI with 

the Dual-Career Scale. First of all, the instrument pur-

porting to measure self-actualization (the POI) may in 

fact be incapable of measuring self-actualization as the 

married individuals in this study perceive it even though 

several researchers consider it to be the best single 

estimate of self-actualization (Knapp, 1965; McClain, 1970; 

Travis & Travis, 1976). In the past, research studies have 

been conducted with the POI to assess the effectiveness of 
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different types of personal growth groups (Banman & 

Capelli, 1972; Culbert, Clark, & Bobele, 1968; Seeman, 

Nidich, & Banta, 1972), but there is a paucity of informa-

tion dealing with individuals in marital relationships. 

The values of each individual in the couple may not be 

able to be measured effectively by the Personal Orientation 

Inventory. The basic philosophy of life that is lived out 

in a marriage is determined by what individuals in that 

marriage tend to emphasize as their prime motivator of 

behavior, such as survival, social, or intrinsic values 

(Maslow, 1968). Thus a major difficulty of the present 

methodology may be that the instrument used to evaluate 

self-actualization is not capable of measuring directly 

the values that are relevant for individuals in a marital 

relationship. Future research should be aimed at develop-

ing more direct methods of measuring self-actualization 

in order to examine similar hypotheses more precisely. 

A second factor which could have contributed to the 

lack of significance between self-actualization and the 

Dual-Career Scale is the nature of the two variables, 

self-actualization and traditionality-nontraditionality. 

Self-actualization is characteristic of the individual 

within the couple, whereas traditionality-nontraditionality 

is concerned with the couple as they are as a couple. 

Perhaps attempting to combine these two dissimilar concepts 

when they may not covary with each other affected the 
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present findings. A rationale for this explanation may 

come from several studies which described the difficulty 

many married individuals have in seeing both individuality 

and togetherness in their relationships at the same time 

(Gurman & Kniskern, 1981; Steiner, 1981; Wexler & Steidl, 

1978) . 

Still another possible explanation for a lack of 

significance between self-actualization and traditionality-

nontraditionality may be that not too long ago, traditional 

values and expectations about what life would be like 

within the marital framework emphasized duty, discipline, 

hard work and commitment only to the relationship, not to 

oneself. As Baltes and Schaie (1973) suggest, the 

traditional model of marriage has guided most research and 

has unquestionably been accepted by most investigators. 

Perhaps the present finding implies married individuals 

are still struggling to find but have not yet found a way 

to continue a commitment to the marriage and yet to pursue 

their own actualization. It seems that one result of the 

desire to enhance one's level of self-actualization has 

been that significant numbers of women are working for the 

same reasons as their professional husbands are—for a 

sense of achievement, recognition, status, and power. Yet, 

this pursuit implies making large changes at home—so much 

so that some are not certain that the nontraditional (dual-

career) family can survive the cultural battle that must 



65 

take place at every level to achieve this phenomenon 

(Emmons, 1982). While marriage and family sociologists 

seem to concur that this new type of marital lifestyle is 

emerging (Pendleton et al., 1980) vestiges of the old 

(traditional) relationship may still be very much 

present. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that married individuals who 

have a low score on the POI will have a high score on 

marital adjustment. Results indicated that there were no 

differences between individuals with high and low levels 

of self-actualization regarding marital adjustment. There-

fore, whether the partners pursue the values of 

self-actualization will not be a major contributor to 

their marital adjustment level. Travis and Travis (1976) 

did not measure whether self-actualization was significantly 

related to marital adjustment. They did, however, find 

that subjects who had completed marital enrichment programs 

experienced some increase on the POI and that a group of 

married couples which had not undergone the treatment did 

not experience an increase in self-actualization. The 

primary explanation for a lack of association between the 

level of self-actualization and marital adjustment has been 

mentioned earlier. The instrument may not be capable of 

measuring self-actualization in the way the married 

individuals perceive it. Another possible explanation for 

the lack of significance of self-actualization on marital 
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adjustment may be that a couple can sense the spoken and 

unspoken rules (boundaries, constraints, homeostasis) of 

their relationship and to what extent they can push these 

rules and still have a satisfactory marriage. The 

pursuit of self-actualization then would proceed along the 

lines of the rules (boundaries) and not exceed what the 

individuals in the relationship could manage psychologic-

ally. If this attempt to keep a homeostasis or balance 

were indeed true, the level of self-actualization would 

not have a significant effect on marital adjustment for 

the level would be within the rules set up by the couple 

early in the marriage. Paul Dell, in a recent article 

(1982) , referred to homeostasis as one of the major 

balancing mechanisms within the family. Other marriage 

and family researchers (Campbell, 1981; Hoffman, 1975; 

Jackson, 1957; Minuchin, 1974) have described the mechanism 

as one which maintains the status quo such that variability 

within the family must be kept constant. Self-actualization 

may, then, interfere with the ability within the system to 

maintain this equilibrium. If one partner, for example, 

ceases to play the role of wife in the way she has been 

for a number of years, there is a likelihood that the upset 

in the balance will lower the marital adjustment level. 

Jackson (1957) posited, too, that the family had rules 

which were considered to be an important mechanism regula-

ting what would (or could) happen in a family. Hoffman 
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(1975) described this balancing force in the marriage as a 

change-resistant mechanism. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that married individuals with-

out children would have a high score on the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale. Results indicated that married individ-

uals without children had scores on the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale which were significantly different from the married 

individuals who had children. More specifically, as 

predicted, the absence of children was associated with 

raising of the marital adjustment. The results of 

this investigation does not indicate any significant 

deviation from earlier research relating to how children 

affect marital adjusmtnet. Earlier studies had found that 

marital adjustment decreased as the number of children 

increased and that childless couples reported higher 

marital satisfaction that those with children (Lampe, 1980? 

Laws, 1970). Renee (1970) and others, (Hicks & Piatt, 

1970; Simpson & England, 1981) found that people raising 

children were more likely to be dissatisfied with their 

marriage than people who never had children or whose 

children had left home. One explanation for the current 

research may be that lack of flexibility in a relationship 

(as discussed earlier regarding Hypothesis 1) can cri-

tically influence the variable of perceived marital 

satisfaction. Another explanation may be that couples, 

once children are present, experience a loss of intimacy 
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in the relationship corresponding to the amount of time 

taken up with new responsibilities and demands. Kaluger 

and Kaluger (1974) pointed out that once the child is born, 

family life necessarily revolves around the newborn child 

for some time. During this period, they stated, parents 

have to adjust to new damands placed on their time and 

energy. Pikunas (197 6) stated that the probability of 

conflict and divorce may double when a couple has children, 

especially early into the marriage, for the welfare of 

the child involves extensive sacrifices of personal free-

dom. Researchers (Carter & McGoldrick, 1980) have also 

pointed out that the level of responsibility required in 

having a child becomes a great burden to them. While 

couples have the period of courtship to prepare for 

marriage, there is virtually no direct preparatory 

experience for having a baby. 

One other explanation for the lower marital adjustment 

level of couples with children may be that there is no 

space in the relationship for them. Space for parenting 

is very difficult for comtemporary couples to make 

(Carter & McGoldrick, 1980). Presently women are approach-

ing 50% of the labor force (Emmons, 19 82) and there has 

been no comparable shift of men into the domestic sphere 

to take up the responsibility of childrearing. Thus, 

bringing the roles of father and mother to a marriage may 
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add enough tension and pressure to the relationship to 

lower the marital adjustment level. It is also noted that 

having/not having children may simply reflect the working 

status of the wife. In that wives without children may 

experience more control over their lives, and perceive 

themselves as making an active contribution to the relation-

ship, might enhance marital satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that married individuals with 

a high score on the POI who defined their marriage as 

nontraditional will have a high score on the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale. Findings did not indicate any signifi-

cant interaction between traditionality-nontraditionality 

and scores attained on the POI specifically regarding the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Thus, married individuals who 

define their relationship as traditional or nontraditional 

regardless of their scores on the POI do not differ 

significantly on their level of marital adjustment. How-

ever, there was a significant interaction between these 

two variables for the couples' scores taken together. 

Specifically, couples who defined their relationship as 

nontraditional and had a low level of self-actualization 

had the highest marital adjustment scores whereas those 

who defined the relationship as traditional and had a low 

level of self-actualization had the lowest marital 

adjustment scores. One possible explanation for this 

particular configuration may be that couples who define 
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their marriage as nontraditional have a relationship which 

is flexible and egalitarian. Within such a relationship 

system, even if self-actualization is at a low level, the 

couple has the freedom to fulfill many of their desires 

and set up many avenues for growth. A dual-career and 

interchangeable role situation are two possibilities they 

may pursue. These pursuits and the flexibility involved 

may contribute to their high level of marital adjustment. 

However, a couple who defines their marriage as traditional 

may percieve a narrow range of options. As a result the 

feel restricted, constrained, and role-defined (especially 

with a low level of self-actualization), to such an extent 

that they have an unsatisfactory marital adjustment. Thus, 

even though the hypothesis was not confirmed as predicted, 

present research may be suggesting important differences 

about couples' marital adjustment. The differences may be 

that couples with a low degree of self-actualization but a 

nontraditional (flexible, egalitarian) marriage may be 

able to maintain a high marital adjustment level due to the 

type of relationship they have whereas those who have a 

low degree of self-actualization and define their relation-

ship as traditional (role-defined, institutional) may 

already feel such a narrow range of options that their 

marital adjustment level is low. Other researchers 

(Hof & Miller, 1980) seem to confirm this possibility when 

they state that in a nontraditional relationship there is 
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a strong commitment to an enduring marital dyad in which 

each partner in it experiences increasing fulfillment and 

satisfaction. This type of relationship, they reported, 

is only possible in an intentional companionship (non-

traditional) marriage. It differs, they point out, from 

the institutional (traditional) marriage in being democra-

tic and permissive, rather than authoritarian and 

autocratic; in relying for its power on internal feeling 

states rather than external constraints; in being 

innovative rather than traditional with respect to the 

design of the marital relationship and in emphasizing 

personal fulfillment and self-expression rather than 

total focus on relationship needs. 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that married individuals with 

no children with a high score on the POI who define their 

relationship as nontraditional will have a high score on 

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Findings did not support a 

three-way interactions. Thus, whether a couple had chil-

dren, a high or low score on the POI and defined their 

marriage as nontraditional or traditional in combination 

did not significantly influence the level of marital 

adjustment leve. Although the findings did not support 

a three-way interaction, they did reveal significant 

results for a two-way interaction. Therefore, individuals 

who had no children and defined the relationship as non-

traditional had significantly higher scores on the 
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale from those who had one or more 

children and defined the relationship as traditional. Thus 

it appears that both of the factors (an egalitarian frame-

work for their marriage and no children) are associated 

with a high level of marital adjustment. Since the three-

way interaction is identical to the two-way interaction 

with the exception that it includes the scores of the POI, 

then the weak link in the insignificant interactional 

arrangement must in fact be the POI. Furthermore, as 

mentioned above, the relevant weakness of the POI as 

an instrument to measure self-actualization would seem 

to substantiate this assertion. 

The exploratory analysis using discrepancy scores 

revelaed that the presence of children significantly 

affected the scores of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. More 

specifically, couples with children had significantly 

different mean discrepancy scores from those without 

children. The direction that the discrepancy scores took 

when children were present in the marriage was a very 

interesting result of the analysis. When children were 

present, husbands' scores were lower than the wives. There 

are several possible explanations for this discrepancy. 

Perhaps the husband, for example, becomes much less 

satisfied in the marriage due to the addition of a third 

member to the dyad. Since the wife is generally seen by 

society as more involved and invested (especially in the 
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early months) in the process of childbearing and care, 

perhaps she is less aware of the consequences the child and 

her involvement with the child are having on the marriage. 

The husband may become dissatisfied with the time the child 

takes from the relationship he had with his wife and the 

resulting transitions, often abrupt, he must necessarily 

go through as the roles change for both of them. It 

also seems more difficult for the wife to admit to feelings 

of dissatisfaction. She may have accepted society's 

description of mother and child caretaker and is thus 

tied into those roles psychologically. She might think 

she would be seen as an unfit mother if she were to admit 

to dissatisfaction and not be fully responsive to the 

new dimensions of the marriage. Often, maybe even 

secretly, she does not want just help from her husband, 

she wants to shed some of the responsibilities and have 

them shouldered by the husband. Marital satisfaction is 

looked at by some investigators (Blood & Woofe, 1960; 

Lampe, 1980) as being the result of attaining or exceeding 

that which was desired or expected. Thus, this shift 

in the relationship as a result of a child may be perceived 

by the husband as a threat to his culturally defined dom-

inance . In one study (Stukert, 1963), husbands attributed 

great importance ot the wive1s appreciating the husband1s 

achievements and career ambitions. The husband's marital 

adjustment in fact in the study done at that time was 
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predicted from the accuracy of the wife's perceiving her 

husband's expectations. In the present research it may 

be that when the changes occur in the relationship due 

to the arrival of a child, pressure occurs for role-

related behavior and the husband may be in a particularly 

vulnerable position. As has been mentioned earlier, role 

stereotypes appear to be strongest in the area of child-

bearing (Dowling, 1981; Emmons, 1982). Also, similarity 

of role perceptions does build marital adjustment. Thus, 

the discrepancy scores may indicate that the role per-

ceptions in this area are very far apart and the result 

is lowered marital adjustment. 

The finding that married individuals with children define 

their relationship as traditional could reflect character-

istics particular to this sample. More specifically, the 

particular wives in the study with one or more children 

perhaps do not work. Therefore, a traditional model of 

marriage could be structurally created as much by the 

wife's not having a job as by the presence of the children. 

On the other hand, the finding may cast doubt on the 

prediction of some sociologists that the nontraditional 

family could be a great agent of change (Emmons, 1982). 

The need for husband and wife, father and mother to merge 

roles, each taking over in the other's absence was supposed 

to break down sex role stereotyping. Without such 
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accommodation, the nontraditional marriages with children 

(especially the dual-career family) may not be a lasting 

possibility. 

This study also suggests a need for consideration of 

the emancipation of men as well as women. Many men may 

find that a reordering of priorities may mean putting 

family first and work second, particularly when there are 

young children. Changing social and personal expectations 

often cause marital conflict. However, it may be that the 

present findings could be useful as an anchor point for a 

comparison of other couples' struggles in similar situa-

tions . 

Furthermore, these measurements and findings could 

be utilized for clinical assessment and intervention with 

couples. For example, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale could be 

given at the beginning and end of a couple's therapy 

process. The differences in the scores at the two points 

could reflect specific areas in which change had occurred 

in the marriage. The Dual-Career Scale could also be 

administered to ascertain differences between a couple on 

how each perceives their marriage and to intervene based on 

the data provided by the scale and the research findings. 

This procedure would seem especially useful for a dual-

career family with one or more children. 

Several limitations are to be noted. The lack of 

significance with the POI on the way couples defined the 
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marriage or on marital adjustment may reflect a relation-

ship in which only one member is free to pursue 

self-actualization. The other member must necessarily 

work to maintain various aspects of the relationship 

itself. 

Moreover, the present investigation may have pro-

duced a more accurate reflection on self-actualization 

had the scores of the POI been split in a different way, 

perhaps into three (utilizing extreme groups) rather than 

two units. This would seem to be important in light of 

the absence of effects found for level of self-actualization 

(Hypotheses 2, 3, 5, and 6). 

There are several important areas pertinent for 

future research that can be divided into empirical and 

conceptual concerns. On an empirical basis, it appears 

obvious that more research is needed regarding the measures 

utilized in this study. In addition to what was stated 

earlier about the validity of the instrument used in 

measuring self-actualization, future research should 

include experimental investigation for a precise definition 

of the term. More specifically, other measures of self-

actualization need to be developed in order to better 

understand the role and nature of this factor, and the 

part it plays, if any, in marital adjustment as well as 

the definition of the marital relationship as traditional 

or nontraditional. Since the Dual-Career Scale is a new 
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instrument, other validity studies need to be done on it. 

Also, other test measures need to be developed to measure 

not only attitudes and values of the institutional versus 

companionship marriages, but specific behaviors observed 

in the relationship. Even though attitudes and values are 

important areas to measure, specific behaviors of the 

individuals in the relationship should be observed on the 

same subjects to see if the test measures and observed 

behaviors are consistent with each other. Future 

research might also include further validity studies on 

the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Medling and McCarrey (1981) 

concluded in their recent research on this scale that 

utilizing the combined scores is a more viable means of 

assessing the partner's perceptions of the adjustment 

of the relationship than the use of one of the spouse's 

scores. Future research could include combining the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale with other types of marital 

assessment to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the 

marital adjustment level. 

On all three of the dependent variables (The Dual-

Career Scale, the POI, and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale), 

subjects reported how they perceived themselves. A future 

study on these measures might include how one individual 

in the couple perceives the other. For example, a hus-

band's results would state how he perceives himself and 

how his wife perceives him on the measures. These findings 
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would give the researcher additional information on the 

marital relationship. Large discrepancies might show that 

some subjects may be rating themselves with some bias toward 

social or spouse desirability. At this point, none of the 

measures account for this possibility effectively. 

Another alternative might be to have an objective 

person follow the couple unobtrusively for a specific 

period of time in order to rate them on several measures. 

This is not to say the "objective" rater would be totally 

unbiased, but rather that this would generate interesting 

additional data not available through the couples them-

selves. In either case (bias of ratings from social or 

spouse desirability or misperception of self) interesing 

research could include ratings of other sources such as 

the observer. A comparison could then be executed, 

utilizing all of these ratings. 

An especially exciting area for a future study might 

involve descriptive research. A study could be done, 

possibly through observational techniques and case studies, 

on individual and couple changes in roles, attitudes, 

behavior, and self-reported definitions of the relationship 

over a period of time. 

The past 10 years have included a dramatic change in 

the trend in marital relationships with a movement toward 

a more flexible, nontraditional, companionship marriage 

experiencing unprecendented growth (Mackliny 1980). 
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Moreover, the latest Bureau of Census (1980) reports that 

at any given moment in time, the majority of households 

in the United States do not represent traditional nuclear 

families. Empirical data on how people deal with these 

cultural changes over a discrete period of time could be 

invaluable information. It is a virtually untapped area. 

There are many questions of interest conceptually 

that would warrant future research. One area would 

include traditional and nontraditional families in 

general. Testing which aspects of the relationship 

specifically are still being labeled traditional and which 

are not would be important to ascertain. In an entirely 

different vein, Calarusso and Nemiroff (1981) and other 

investigators (Haley, 1976; Madones, 1981) have proposed 

that the representation of the concept of husband in early 

marriage, then father dealing with adolescent children later 

on undergoes evolution as the experiences of these two 

change. Therefore a question might be: Is a developmental 

view of marital relationships evolving and being created 

by couples from the various life choices to which they are 

exposed? Another conceptual inquiry might be related to 

the structure of the marital relationship itself, which 

could change and shift over time. One researcher 

(Campbell, 1981) has listed the stages in the development 

of the marital relationship, which many studies suggest 

(Lampe, 1980; Simpson & England, 1981), as being romantic, 
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power struggle, stability, commitment, and cocreation. Are 

these the relevant stages or structures? Furthermore, how 

do individuals in relationships move in and out of the 

relevant stages, and what motivates or maintains the shift 

from one stage to the next one? It would also seem 

important to consider if types of marriages make structural 

differences. For instance, do traditional and nontradi-

tional couples experience the stages in a different way or 

evolve into different stages altogether. 

Structural considerations would also be relevant 

questions juxtaposed against a family framework. Lampe 

(1980) suggests there may be a curvilinear relationship 

between stages of family development and marital satis-

faction which may be explained by the specific definitions 

given to role sets by husbands and wives. Another family 

consideration might be the developmental issues involved 

in the four common structural transitions that Bridges 

(1981) speaks of leaving home, starting a family, having 

an empty nest, and retiring. Are these the relevant family 

transitions? More research is needed to determine the 

answer to that question. 

Other conceptual concerns would include the cohort 

variations in marital satisfaction. What are these varia-

tions due to and how do the couples respond to their 

unique as well as common experiences? 
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Finally, future research should address what the new 

forms of marriage and family are and can be. To date the 

emphasis has perhaps been on those forms which are a 

rebellion against the constraints of the idealized nuclear 

family. Now, however, the variable forms which are at a 

very early stage in their natural history of development 

are continually emerging (Cogswell, 1975). They offer 

great opporunities for both women and men. It seems 

important, though, for any future research to empahsize 

that alternative possibilities should be concerned with 

flexibility rather than inflexibility, the present rather 

than the past or the future, and mutability rather than 

immutabi1ity. 
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Appendix A 

Instructions for Each Individual 

of the Couple 

Please answer each of the following questionnaires: 

1. The Personal Information Sheet 

2. Consent form 

3. The Women's Scale (women only)—please put answer in 

front of each numbered item 

4. The Men's Scale (men only)—please put answer in front 

of each numbered item 

5. Dyadic Adjustment Scale—answer as directed 

6. The personal Orientation Inventory—take the answer 

sheet (the back page) and mark in either the "A" 

column for true or mostly true or "B" for false or 

mostly false 
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Appendix B 

Personal Information Sheet 

Age 

Number of years with present partner 

Number of children 

Profession 

Which of the following two words would best describe your 
marital lifestyle? 

Traditional (orthodox, institutional, role-defined) 

Nontraditional (egalitarian, companionship, variant) 
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Appendix C 

Subject's Consent Form 

I, agree to com-

plete three questionnaires as a part of a research study 

on Marital Adjustment, Self-actualization and a nontra-

ditional marital model. 

I understand that my responses to these Scales will be 

used for no purposes not clearly stated herein. 

I understand that every precaution will be taken to 

maintain my anonymity and that my responses to these three 

Scales will be used only for research purposes. All 

information is, of course, confidential. 

I have been offered the opportunity for further 

discussion or clarification of this procedure by the 

investigator. 

I understand and voluntarily agree to all of the above 

conditions, realizing that they are not harmful to me. 

Lucy Caswell 
Investigator 

Signature 
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Appendix D 

Scale for the Dual-Career Family 

(Women's Scale) 

Answer the following questions with one of the following: 
SA (strongly agree); A (agree); FA (frequently agree); 
D (disagree); SD (strongly disagree) 

1. If a child were ill and needed to remain home from 
school, I would be (have been) more likely to stay 
home with him/her than my husband. 

2. Given the structure of our society, it is important 
that the woman assume primary responsibility for 
child care. 

3. I consider my husband to be the main breadwinner in 
the family. 

4. My income is as vital to the well-being of our family 
as is my husband's. 

5. I would not work if my husband did not approve. 

6. I would not attend a professional convention if it 
inconvenienced my husband. 

7. Although my husband may assist me, the responsibility 
for homemaking tasks is primarily mine. 

8. If a wife and mother feels she is not meeting her 
domestic responsibilities due to her career involve-
ment, she should cut back her career demands. 

9. I bend over backwards not to have to make demands on 
my husband that his colleagues (with nonemployed wives) 
do not have to meet. 

10. I would be a less fulfilled person without my experience 
of family life. 

11. If I had it to do over again, I would not have had any 
children. 

12. If I had it to do over again, I would not have trained 
for my particular profession. 
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13. My career has made me a better wife than I otherwise 
would have been. 

14. Married professional women have the best of two worlds: 
professional employment combined with a full family 
life. 

15. My career has made me a better mother than I otherwise 
would have been. 

16. I spend (spent) as much or more actual time with my 
children as my nonworking neighbors who are active in 
community affairs. 

17. I view my work more as a job that I enjoy than as a 
career. 

18. I have cut back on my career involvement in order not 
to threaten my marriage. 

19. My career has made me a better mother than I otherwise 
would have been. 

20. I am as career-oriented as my male colleagues. 

21. I would recommend that any young woman contemplating 
a career complete her professional training before 
marriage. 

22. In case of conflicting demands, a professional woman's 
primary responsibilities are to her husband (and 
children if she has them). 

23. It is possible for a husband and wife to work in 
separate cities to maximize career possibilities and 
have a successful marriage at the same time. 

24. If I were to receive an exceptional job offer in 
another city (one that I wanted to accept), I would 
not expect my husband to accompany me unless he were 
sure of a suitable position for himself. 

25. A married woman's career history should be considered 
in the light of the two sets of demands she faces as 
wife and as a professional. 

26. Most single career women have greater opportunities to 
succeed in a profession than do married career women. 
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27. A married woman's career goals tend to be more modest 
than those of her male colleagues. 

28. I have cut back on my career involvement in order to 
meet the needs of my family. 

29. My career has suffered due to the responsibilities I 
have (had) as a wife (and mother). 

30. It is impossible in our present society to combine a 
career, in the fullest sense of the term (uninter-
rupted, full-time work with a high degree of commit-
ment and desire for success) with the demands of a 
family. 

31. I consider myself a working woman (have professional 
employment) rather than a career woman (to whom 
advancement and exceptional achievement in a pro-
fession is important). 
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Appendix E 

Scale for the Dual-Career Family 

(Men's Scale) 

Answer the following questions with one of the following: 
SA (strongly agree); A (agree); FA (frequently agree); 
D (disagree); SD (strongly disagree). 

1. If a child were ill and needed to remain home from 
school, my wife would be (has been) more likely to 
stay home with him/her than I. 

2. Given the structure of our society, it is important 
that the woman assume primary responsibility for 
child care. 

3. I consider myself to be the main breadwinner in the 
family. 

4. My wife's income is as vital to the well-being of the 
family as is mine. 

5. My wife would not work if I did not approve. 

6. My wife would not attend a professional convention if 
it inconvenienced me. 

7. Although I may assist her, the responsibility for home-
making tasks is primarily hers. 

8. If a wife and mother feels she is not meeting her 
domestic responsibilities due to her career involve-
ment, she should cut back her career demands. 

9. My wife bends over backwards not to have to make 
demands on me that my colleagues (with nonemployed 
wives) do not have to meet. 

10. I would be a less fulfilled person without my expe-
rience of family life. 

11. If I had it to do over again, I would not have had 
any children. 

12. If I had it to do over again, I would not have trained 
for my particular profession. 
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13. My wife's career has made her a better wife than she 
would have otherwise been. 

14. Married professional women have the best of two 
worlds: professional employment combined with a full 
family life. 

15. My wife's career has made her a better mother than 
she otherwise would have been. 

16. My wife spends (spent) as much time or more actual 
time with my children as my nonworking neighbors' 
wives who are active in community affairs. 

17. My wife views her work more as a job that she enjoys 
than as a career. 

18. I believe my wife has cut back on her career involve-
ment in order not to threaten the marriage. 

19. My wife's career has made her a better mother than she 
otherwise would have been. 

20. My wife is as career-oriented as her male colleagues. 

21. I would recommend that any woman contemplating a 
career complete her professional training before 
marriage. 

22. In case of conflicting demands, a professional 
woman's primary responsibilities are to her husband 
and children. 

23. It is possible for a husband and wife to work in 
separate cities to maximize career possibilities and 
have a successful marriage at the same time. 

24. If my wife were to receive an exceptional job offer 
in another city (one that she wanted to accept) she 
would not expect me to accompany her unless I were 
sure of a suitable position for myself. 

25. A married woman's career history should be considered 
in light of the two sets of demands she faces as a 
wife and as a professional. 

26. Most single career women have greater opportunities 
to succeed in a profession than do married career 
women. 
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27. A married woman's career goals tend to be more modest 
than those of her male colleagues. 

28. My wife has cut back on her career involvement in 
order to meet the needs of the family. 

29. My wife's career has suffered due to the responsi-
bilities she has (had) as a mother. 

30. It is impossible for a woman in our present society 
to combine a career, in the fullest sense of the 
term (uninterrupted, full-time work with a high 
degree of commitment and desire for success) with the 
demands of a family. 

31. I see my wife as a working woman (have professional 
employment ) rather than a career woman (to whom 
advancement and exceptional achievement in a pro-
fession is important). 
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Appendix F 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
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Appendix G 

Personal Orientation Inventory 

1. a. I am bound by the principle of fairness. 

b. I am not absolutely bound by the principle of fair-
ness . 

2. a. When a friend does me a favor, I feel that I must 
return it. 

b. When a friend does me a favor, I do not feel that 
I must return it. 

3. a. I feel I must always tell the truth. 

b. I do not always tell the truth. 

4. a. No matter how hard I try, my feelings are often 
hurt. 

b. If I manage the situation right, I can avoid being 
hurt. 

5. a. I feel that I must strive for perfection in every-
thing that I undertake. 

b. I do not feel that I must strive for perfection in 
everything that I undertake. 

6. a. I often make my decisions spontaneously, 

b. I seldom make my decisions spontaneously. 

7. a. I am afraid to be myself. 

b. I am not afraid to be myself. 

8. a. I feel obligated when a stranger does me a favor. 

b. I do not feel obligated when a stranger does me a 
favor. 

9. a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to 
do what I want of them. 

b. I do not feel that I have a right to expect others 
to do what I want of them. 
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10. a. I live by values which are in agreement with 
others. 

b. I live by values which are primarily based on 
my own feelings. 

11. a. I am concerned with self-improvement at all times. 

b. I am not concerned with self-improvement at all 
times. 

12. a. I feel guilty when I am selfish. 

b. I don't feel guilty when I am selfish. 

13. a. I have no objection to getting angry. 

b. Anger is something I try to avoid. 

14. a. For me, anything is possible if I believe in 
myself. 

b. I have a lot of natural limitations even though I 
believe in myself. 

15. a. I put others' interests before my own. 

b. I do not put others' interests before my own. 

16. a. I sometimes feel emabrrassed by compliments, 

b. I am not embarrassed by compliments. 

17. a. I believe it is important to accept others as they 
are. 

b. I believe it is important to understand why others 
are as they are. 

18. a. I can put off until tomorrow what I ought to do 
today. 

b. I don't put off until tomorrow what I ought to 
do today. 

19. a. I can give without requiring the other person 
to appreciate what I give. 

b. I have a right to expect the other person to 
appreciate what I give. 
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20. a. My moral values are dictated by society, 

b. My moral values are self-determined. 

21. a. I do what others expect of me. 

b. I feel free to not do what others expect of me. 

22. a. I accept my weaknesses. 

b. I don't accept my weaknesses. 

23. a. In order to grow emotionally, it is necessary to 
know why I act as I do. 

b. In order to grow emotionally, it is not necessary 
to know why I act as I do. 

24. a. Sometimes I am cross when I am not feeling well, 

b. I am hardly ever cross. 

25. a. It is necessary that others approve of what I do. 

b. It is not always necessary that others approve 
of what I do. 

26. a. I am afraid of making mistakes. 

b. I am not afraid of making mistakes. 

27. a. I trust the decisions I make spontaneously. 

b. I do not trust the decisions I make spontaneously. 

28. a. My feelings of self-worth depend on how much I 
accomplish. 

b. My feelings of self-worth do not depend on how 
much I accomplish. 

29. a. I fear failure. 

b. I don't fear failure. 

30. a. My moral values are determined, for the most part, 
by the thoughts, feelings and decisions of others. 

b. My moral values are not determined, for the most 
part, by the thoughts, feelings and decisions of 
others. 
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31. a. It is possible to live life in terms of what I 
want to do. 

b. It is not possible to live life in terms of what 
I want to do. 

32. a. I can cope with the ups and downs of life. 

b. I cannot cope with the ups and downs of life. 

33. a. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with 
others. 

b. I do not believe in saying what I feel in dealing 
with others. 

34. a. Children should realize that they do not have 
the same rights and privileges as adults. 

b. It is not important to make an issue of rights 
and privileges. 

35. a. I can "stick my neck out" in my relations with 
others. 

b. I avoid "sticking my neck out" in my relations 
with others. 

36. a. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is opposed 
to interest in others. 

b. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is not 
opposed to interest in others. 

37. a. I find that I have rejected many of the moral 
values I was taught. 

b. I have not rejected any of the moral values I 
was taught. 

38. a. I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes and 
values. 

b. I do not live in terms of my wants, likes, dis-
likes and values. 

39. a. I trust my ability to size up a situation. 

b. I do not trust my ability to size up a situation. 
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40. a. I believe I have an innate capacity to cope with 
life. 

b. I do not believe I have an innate capacity to 
cope with life. 

41. a. I must justify my actions in the pursuit of my 
own interests. 

b. I need not justify my actions in the pursuit of 
my own interests. 

42. a. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate. 

b. I am not bothered by fears of being inadequate. 

43. a. I believe that man is essentially good and can be 
trusted. 

b. I believe that man is essentially evil and cannot 
be trusted. 

44. a. I live by the rules and standards of society. 

b. I do not always need to live by the rules and 
standards of society. 

45. a. I am bound by my duties and obligations to others, 

b. I am not bound by my duties and obligations to 
others. 

46. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feelings. 

b. Reasons are not needed to justify my feelings. 

47. a. There are times when just being silent is the 
best way I can express my feelings. 

b. I find it difficult to express my feelings by 
just being silent. 

48. a. I often feel it necessary to defend my past 
actions. 

b. I do not feel it necessary to defend my past 
actions. 
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49. a. I like everyone I know. 

b. I do not like everyone I know. 

50. a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem. 

b. Criticism does not threaten my self-esteem. 

51. a. I believe that knowledge of what is right makes 
people act right. 

b. I do not believe that knowledge of what is right 
necessarily makes people act right. 

52. a. I am afraid to be angry at those I love, 

b. I feel free to be angry at those I love. 

53. a. My basic responsibility is to be aware of my own 
needs. 

b. My basic responsibility is to be aware of others1 

needs. 

54. a. Impressing others is most important, 

b. Expressing myself is most important. 

55. a. To feel right, I need always to please others. 

b. I can feel right without always having to please 
others. 

56. a. I will risk a friendship in order to say or do 
what I believe is right. 

b. I will not risk a friendship just to say or do 
what is right. 

57. a. I feel bound to keep the promises I make. 

b. I do not always feel bound to keep the promises 
I make. 

58. a. I must avoid sorrow at all costs. 

b. It is not necessary for me to avoid sorrow. 
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59. a. I strive always to predict what will happen in the 
future. 

b. I do not feel it necessary always to predict what 
will happen in the future. 

60. a. It is important that others accept my point of 
view. 

b. It is not necessary for others to accept my point 
of view. 

61. a. I only feel free to express warm feelings to my 
friends. 

b. I feel free to express both warm and hostile 
feelings to my friends. 

62. a. There are many times when it is more important to 
express feelings than to carefully evaluate the 
situation. 

b. There are very few times when it is more important 
to express feelings than to carefully evaluate the 
situation. 

63. a. I welcome criticism as an opportunity for 
growth. 

b. I do not welcome criticism as an opportunity for 
growth. 

64. a. Appearances are all-important. 

b. Appearances are not terribly important. 

65. a. I hardly ever gossip. 

b. I gossip a little at times. 

66. a. I feel free to reveal my weaknesses among friends. 

b. I do not feel free to reveal my weaknesses among 
friends. 

67. a. I should always assume responsibility for other 
people's feelings. 

b. I need not always assume responsibility for other 
people's feelings. 



Appendix G—Continued 104 

68. a. I feel free to be myself and bear the consequences, 

b. I do not feel free to be myself and bear the 
consequences. 

69. a. I already know all I need to know about my 
feelings. 

b. As life goes on, I continue to know more and more 
about my feelings. 

70. a. I hesitate to show my weaknesses among strangers. 

b. I do not hesitate to show my weaknesses among 
strangers. 

71. a. I will continue to grow only by setting my sights 

on a high-level, socially approved goal. 

b. I will continue to grow best by being myself. 

72. a. I accept inconsistencies within myself. 

b. I cannot accept inconsistencies within myself. 

73. a. Man is naturally cooperative. 

b. Man is naturally antagonistic. 

74. a. I don't mind laughing at a dirty joke. 

b. I hardly ever laugh at a dirty joke. 

75. a. Happiness is a by-product in human relationships, 

b. Happiness is an end in human relationships. 

76. a. I only feel free to show friendly feelings to 
strangers. 

b. I feel free to show both friendly and unfriendly 
feelings to strangers. 

77. a. I try to be sincere but I sometimes fail. 

b. I try to be sincere and I am sincere. 

78. a. Self-interest is natural. 

b. Self-interest is unnatural. 
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79. a. A neutral party can measure a happy relationship by 
observation. 

b. A neutral party cannot measure a happy relation-
ship by observation. 

80. a. For me, work and play are the same. 

b. For me, work and play are opposites. 

81. a. Two people will get along best if each concentrates 
on pleasing the other. 

b. Two people can get along best if each person feels 
free to express himself. 

82. a. I have feelings of resentment about things that 
are past. 

b. I do not have feelings of resentment about things 
that are past. 

83. a. I like only masculine men and feminine women. 

b. I like men and women who show masculinity as well 
as feminity. 

84. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment whenever 
I can. 

b. I do not actively attempt to avoid embarrassment. 

85. a. I blame my parents for a lot of my troubles, 

b. I do not blame my parents for my troubles. 

86. a. I feel that a person should be silly only at the 

right time and place. 

b. I can be silly when I feel like it. 

87. a. People should always repent their wrongdoings, 

b. People need not always repent their wrongdoings. 

88. a. I worry about the future. 

b. I do not worry about the future. 
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89. a. Kindness and ruthlessness must be opposites. 

b. Kindness and ruthlessness need not be opposites. 

90. a. I prefer to save good things for future use. 

b. I prefer to use good things now. 

91. a. People should always control their anger, 

b. People should express honestly-felt anger. 

92. a. The truly spiritual man is sometimes sensual, 

b. The truly spiritual man is never sensual. 

93. a. I am able to express my feelings even when they 
sometimes result in undesirable consequences. 

b. I am unable to express my feelings if they are 
likely to result in undesirable consequences. 

94. a. I am often ashamed of some of the emotions that 

I feel bubbling up within me. 

b. I do not feel ashamed of my emotions. 

95. a. I have had mysterious or ecstatic experiences. 

b. I have never had mysterious or ecstatic exper-
iences . 

96. a. I am orthodoxly religious. 

b. I am not orthodoxly religious. 

97. a. I am completely free of guilt. 

b. I am not free of guilt. 

98. a. I have a problem in fusing sex and love, 

b. I have no problem in fusing sex and love. 

99. a. I enjoy detachment and privacy. 

b. I do not enjoy detachment and privacy. 
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100. a. I feel dedicated to my work. 

b. I do not feel dedicated to my work. 

101. a. I can express affection regardless of whether it 
is returned. 

b. I cannot express affection unless I am sure it 
will be returned. 

102. a. Living for the future is as important as living 

for the moment. 

b. Only living for the moment is important. 

103. a. It is better to be yourself. 

b. It is better to be popular. 

104. a. Wishing and imagining can be bad. 

b. Wishing and imagining are always good. 

105. a. I spend more time preparing to live. 

b. I spend more time actually living. 

106. a. I am loved because I give love. 

b. I am loved because I am lovable. 

107. a. When I really love myself, everybody will love 
me. 

b. When I really love myself, there will still be 
those who won't love me. 

108. a. I can let other people control me. 

b. I can let other people control me if I am sure 
they will not continue to control me. 

109. a. As they are, people sometimes annoy me. 

b. As they are, people do not annoy me. 

110. a. Living for the future gives my life its primary 
meaning. 

b. Only when living for the future ties into living 
for the present does my life have meaning. 
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111. a. I follow diligently the motto, "Don't waste your 
time." 

b. I do not feel bound by the motto, "Don't waste 
your time." 

112. a. What I have been in the past dictates the kind of 
person I will be. 

b. What I have been in the past does not necessarily 
dictate the kind of person I will be. 

113. a. It is important to me how I live in the here and 
now. 

b. It is of little importance to me how I live in 
the here and now. 

114. a. I have had an experience where life seemed just 
perfect. 

b. I have never had an experience where life seemed 
just perfect. 

115. a. Evil is the result of frustration in trying to 
be good. 

b. Evil is an intrinsic part of human nature which 
fights good. 

116. a. A person can completely change his essential 

nature. 

b. A person can never change his essential nature. 

117. a. I am afraid to be tender. 

b. I am not afraid to be tender. 

118. a. I am assertive and affirming. 

b. I am not assertive and affirming. 

119. a. Women should be trusting and yielding. 

b. Women should not be trusting and yielding. 

120. a. I see myself as others see me. 

b. I do not see myself as others see me. 



Appendix G—Continued 109 

121. a. It is a good idea to think about your greatest 
potential. 

b. A person who thinks about his greatest potential 
gets conceited. 

122. a. Men should be assertive and affirming. 

b. Men should not be assertive and affirming. 

123. a. I am able to risk being myself. 

b. I am not able to risk being myself. 

124. a. I feel the need to be doing something significant 
all of the time. 

b. I do not feel the need to be doing something 
significant all of the time. 

125. a. I suffer from memories. 

b. I do not suffer from memories. 

126. a. Men and women must be both yielding and assertive. 

b. Men and women must not be both yielding and 
assertive. 

127. a. I like to participate actively in intense dis-
cussions . 

b. I do not like to participate actively in intense 
discussions. 

128. a. I am self-sufficient. 

b. I am not self-sufficient. 

129. a. I like to withdraw from others for extended 
periods of time. 

b. I do not like to withdraw from others for 
extended periods of time. 

130. a. I always play fair. 

b. Sometimes I cheat a little. 
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131. a. Sometimes I feel so angry I want to destroy 
or hurt others. 

b. I never feel so angry that I want to destroy or 
hurt others. 

132. a. I feel certain and secure in my relationships 
with others. 

b. I feel uncertain and insecure in my relationships 
with others. 

133. a. I like to withdraw temporarily from others. 

b. I do not like to withdraw temporarily from others, 

134. a. I can accept my mistakes. 

b. I cannot accept my mistakes. 

135. a. I find some people who are stupid and uninter-
esting. 

b. I never find any people who are stupid and 
uninteresting. 

136. a. I regret my past. 

b. I do not regret my past. 

137. a. Being myself is helpful to others. 

b. Just being myself is not helpful to others. 

138. a. I have had moments of intense happiness when 
I felt like I was experiencing a kind of ecstasy 
or bliss. 

b. I have not had moments of intense happiness when 
I felt like I was experiencing a kind of bliss. 

139. a. People have an instinct for evil. 

b. People do not have an instinct for evil. 

140. a. For me, the future usually seems hopeful. 

b. For me, the future often seems hopeless. 
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141. a. People are both good and evil. 

b. People are not both good and evil. 

142. a. My past is a stepping stone for the future, 

b. My past is a handicap to my future. 

143. a. "Killing time" is a problem for me. 

b. "Killing time" is not a problem for me. 

144. a. For me, past present and future is in meaningful 
continuity. 

b. For me, the present is an island, unrelated to 
the past and future. 

145. a. My hope for the future depends on having friends. 

b. My hope for the future does not depend on having 
friends. 

146. a. I can like people without having to approve of 
them. 

b. I cannot like people unless I also approve of 
them. 

147. a. People are basically good. 

b. People are not basically good. 

148. a. Honesty is always the best policy. 

b. There are times when honesty is not the best 
policy. 

149. a. I can feel comfortable with less than a perfect 
performance. 

b. I feel uncomfortable with anything less than a 
perfect performance. 

150. a. I can overcome any obstacles as long as I believe 
in myself. 

b. I cannot overcome every obstacle even if I 
believe in myself. 
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Appendix H 

Tables 9 Through 13 

Table 9 

Demographic Variables with 60 Married Individuals 

Variables Range M SD No. % 

Age 

Husbands 
Wives 

24-39 
22-38 

33.0 
31.3 

3.70 
4.23 

Years 
Married 

2-10 5.6 2.90 

Children 

Yes 
No 

35 58.3 
25 41.7 

Table 10 

Demographic Variables on those Married Individuals who 
Agree on the Definition of their Marriage as Tradi-

tional or Nontraditional (n = 50) 

Variables Range M SD No. 

Age 

Husbands 
Wives 

24-39 
22-38 

33.0 
31.1 

3.9 
4.4 

Years 
Married 

2-10 5.7 3.0 

Children 

Yes 
No 

28 56 
22 44 
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Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Six Hypotheses 
and the Exploratory Analysis (Utilizing 

Discrepancy Scores) 

Hypothesis (Dependent Variable) Mean SD 

#1 (Dual-Career Scale) 

Husbands: 
No children 
Children 

Wives: 
No children 
Children 

Couples: 
No children 
Children 

#2 (Dual-Career Scale) 

Husbands: 
Low POI 
High POI 

Wives; 
Low POI 
High POI 

Couples; 
Low POI 
High POI 

#3 and #4 (Dyadic Adjustment Scale) 

Husbands: 
No children 
Children 

Low POI 
High POI 

71.5 
92.5 

74.3 
91.9 

72.9 
92.2 

84.9 
81.8 

85.0 
83.0 

83.4 
84.1 

115.3 
99.5 

104.0 
108.6 

-9 
7, 

-7 
5 
4 

, 8 

-8.2 
6.5 

17.1 
18.6 

18.9 
15.5 

15.2 
17.9 

-6.7 
8.6 

- 1 , 
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Hypothesis (Dependent Variable) Mean SD 

Wives; 
No children 
Children 

Low POI 
High POI 

Couples: 
No children 
Children 

Low POI 
High POI 

#5 (Dyadic Adjustment Scale) 

Husbands: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

Wives: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

Couples: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

#6 (Dyadic Adjustment Scale) 

Husbands: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

112.8 
102.5 

109.1 
105.6 

114.0 
101.0 

104.5 
109.0 

96.8 
111.5 

104.0 
108.6 

95.5 
113.0 

109.1 
106.6 

96.1 
112.2 

104.5 
109.0 

96.8 
111. 5 

104.0 
108.6 

-4.9 
6.3 

3.2 
•2.3 

-5.5 
7.0 

-1.2 
1.2 

-9.7 
5.0 

.17 
-.15 

-11.5 
5.9 

1.9 
-1.38 

-10.4 
5.3 

-1.2 
1.2 

-7.3 
3.8 

.7 
-.5 
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Hypothesis (Dependent Variable) 

No children 
Children 

Mean 

115.3 
99.5 

SD 

7.2 
-5.6 

Wives; 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

No children 
Children 

95.5 
113.0 

109.1 
105.6 

112.8 
102.5 

•10.1 
5.2 

2.6 
-1.9 

3.7 
-2.9 

Couples: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

Low POI 
High POI 

No children 
Children 

Exploratory Analysis 
Scores) 

Dual-Career Scale; 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

No children 
Children 

(Discrepancy 

96.0 
112.2 

104.5 
109.0 

114.0 
101.0 

.59 
•1.73 

•2.82 
.54 

-8.6 
4.4 

-.7 
.7 

5.0 
-4.0 

.92 
-.48 

-1.66 
1.3 

POI: 
Traditional 
Nontraditional 

No children 
Children 

-7.6 
1.8 

-4.9 
1.3 

•8.2 
4.2 

-8.2 
4.3 



Appendix H—Continued 116 

Hypothesis (Dependent Variable) Mean SD 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale: 
Traditional -1.2 3.2 
Nontraditional 1.5 -1.6 

No children 2.5 3.8 
Children -3.0 -3.0 

Table 12 

Pearson Product Moment Correlations between the Dependent 
Variables (the Dual-Career Scale, POI, and Dyadic Ajust-
ment Scale) and Independent Variables (Children, 

Years Married, and Age) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Dual-Career 
Scale 

|_i
 

• O
 

o
 

POI -.12 1.00 

Average Age 
of Couples 

37*** -.11 

o
 

o
 • 

1—I 

Dydadic 
Adjustment 
Scale 

i • to
 

o
 

.09 -.26** 1.00 

Years 
Married 

.24** .16 #43*** -.15 1.00 

Children* -.58*** .21 -.64*** .35*** -.46*** 1 

*Point Bi-serial Correlation Used, 
**£ < .05 

***£ < .01 
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Table 13 

Point Bi-serial Correlation Between the Dual-Career Scale 
and the Subjective Definition of the Relationship as 

Traditional or Nontraditional 

Definition of the Relationship 

Husbands: 

Dual 
Career -.58* 
Scale 

Wives: 

Dual 
Career -.55* 
Scale 

Couples; 

Dual 
Career -.56* 
Scale 

*£ < .01 
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