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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Geographic mobility has increased during the 20th 

cent~ry and is one source of stress on today's families. 

Each year one out of five Americans changes place of 

residence (Fischer & Stueve, 1976). The traumas of a 

mobile society are demanding attention in increasing 

p r oportion . Burgess and Cottrell (1939), Bruhn (1962), 

Gi bb (19 68), Parks (1971), and Rurnbaut (1977) proposed 

t ha t ra d ical changes in man's environment result in a 

=e e l i ng of separation , disorganization, depression,· 

incre ased suic ~de attempts, and mar i tal and family strain. 

Th e i mportance of the relationship between geographic 

reloca tion and marital ad j ustment was recognized as early 

a s 1 93 9. Burgess and Cottrell (1939) regarded mobility 

a s t he c h ief factor in the explanation of 

famil y d isorganization; . The chief 

di s organ iz i ng ef f ect of mobility is that 

it i~d ivi dua l i zes the person by detachi ng 

him f r om h i s f ami l y and other personal 

assoc i a t ions. (p . 4 35 ) 

l 
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These researchers reported a significant relationship 

between marital adjustment and couples who have been 

living in the same residence less than 2 years. In their 

study the absence of mobility was one of the significant 

variables which was positively associated with maritaL 

adjustment. 

In later studies, mobility was again identified as 

a possible influence on marital adjustment. In 1956 

Hirning and Hirning listed mobility as one of the causes 

f or a couple's inability to adjust to marriage. More 

recently McKain (1973) concluded from his study of mobility 

anc mari tal adjustme~t that "Cne of the ~ore pronounced 

environmental situaticnal stresses enco~tered by modern 

familie s i s geographic mobi lity'' (p. 205). 

Studie s on stress and farrily crises have also 

evidenced interest in the influence of mobility. Mobility 

ha s been c i ted by Rahe and Holmes (1967) as a producer o= 

stress . Geographic relocation also res ults in other stress

r roducing events listed on their Social Readjustment Rating 

Sc&le . Lindmann (19 78) referred to moving as a crisis and 

suggestec that it prec ipi t a tes the need for counseling 

ser -ices because the de~ands of the ''mobi l ization responses 

Lare] ~ct available in the ordinary r esponse repertory and 

- I 
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requires a reorganization both of the social system and the 

intra-psychic organization" (p. 261). 

Developmental adjustment in marriage and propensity 

to move has stimulated interest among other researchers 

(Johnson, 1973; McAllisteY, 1973; Rollins & Feldman, 1970; 

Terman, 1938). The concept of family life cycle stages 

(Duvall, 1971) offers a schema for studying the develop

mental stages of a family as an influe~ce in the husband/ 

wife marital adjustment and in their decision to move. 

Geographic mobility and marital adjustment have been 

researched in relation to the family life cycle, but a 

review o f the literature indicated that these three 

va riables h a Je not been correlated on the same population. 

Re search wh ich compares husband and wife populations along 

~he parameter o f mobility is limited. Most information 

currently available is the result of studies which focused 

only on wive s or children as the barometers by which the 

effec t s of mobi l ity were gauged. 

Marriage and family therapists are called upon to 

u~ders tand the impact of significant change upon persons . 

a s individuals and in relationship s. Since geographic 

relocation precipitates ~umerou s and far-reaching changes 

in the gene ral daily routine , disrupts the familiar pattern 

o ~ social interactions, and al t ers the couple's 
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environment, its effect on the adjus"bllent of the primary 

family relationship must be more clearly understood. 

Problem 

Increasing mobility of families may influence marital 

ad j ustment and be influenced by family life cycle. Studies 

o f these factors as they relate to both husba~d and wife 

hav e not been reported in ~he literature. Empirical data 

in this area are needed for marriage and family therapists. 

Purpose 

The ~ajor purpose of this cross-sectional, descrip

ti TJe, correlational study investigated the relationship 

between geo graphic relocation, marital adjustment, and 

:: a ;:nily 1 ife cy-·le. This study of 14 5 mobile couples 

measur e d t he individual marital adjustment of husband-wife 

~air s and identifie d any relationship of adjustment to 

famil y li f e cyc le and to mobility. 

Hypothes~-~ 

Th i s stud y was desig ned to explore the following 

hypo t . e s e s: 

l . Ih.:sband s 1 and '·l i v es 1 average marita l adjustment 

sco~es are signifi c an t ly d if fe re~t as measured by the 

Dyadic Ad justment Scal e score s. 
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2. Husbands' adjustments to marriage as measured by 

their Dyadic Adjustme~t Scale scores are significa~tly 

related to their wives' scores. 

3. There is a significant relationship between the 

frequency of geographic relocation and the marital adjust

ment of ~he husband. 

4. There is a significant relationship between the 

=requency of geographic relocation and the marital 

adjus tment of the wife. 

5. There is a significant relationship between the 

leLgth of residence in the same comnunity (Plano) and the 

marital adjustment of the husband. 

6. There is a significant relationship between the 

length of residence in the same corr®unity (Plano) and the 

marital adjustment of the wife. 

7. There is a significant relationship between a 

husband 's level of adjustment to marriage and stage in the 

family life cyc le . 

8 . There i s a significant relat i onship between a 

wife's level of adjustment to marriage and stage in the 

fa~ily life cycle. 
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Delimitations 

This study was limited to 145 randomly selected 

married couples living in Plano, Texas, during the month 

of June, 1980. The husband-wife pairs identified as the 

subjects were parents but may or may not have had children 

in the horne. 

The focus of this study was on the event of a family's 

geographically relocating from one community to another, 

the ma~ital adjustment of husband and wife pairs, 

geographic relocation as it relates to the husband's! 

wife 's stage in the family life cycle, and the husband's! 

wife's marital adjustment as it relates to his/her stage 

in the fanily life cycle. 

Limitations 

The limitations of the study were: 

l. The degree of generalizability was limited since 

all respondents were selected from one highly mobile, 

s"t.at:isticall_ , honogeneous, economically abo~Je-average 

communi t y . 

2 . On l y subjects who had experienced geographic 

r e location par ticipated in the research. 

3 . The collection of data depended on the volunteer 

respon se o£ the subjects. 
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4. Data collection was based on the respondent's 

self-report. 

5. · The procedures for data analysis implied that 

only the existing differences or relationships between 

the variables were observed while making. no suggestion 

of cause and effect. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms were defined for use in this 

study . 

1 . Geographic mobility--the process of changing one's 

p lace of residence from one co~~unity to another. 

2. Marital adjustment--a husband's or wife's level 

of ad j ustment t o marriage as measured by Spanier's (1976) 

Dya d ic Adjustment Scale. 

3. Fami ly life cycle--the stage of the family life 

c y c le i s determined in this study by the age of the 

olde s t c hild p r e sent in the home. Duvall's (1971) 

d e v elopmental s tages include: 

Sta ge I --beginnin g f a mi lies (married 0-5 years 

~ithout childr en) . 

Stage II--chi l dbea ring families (birth to 2 years 

l l months ) . 

Stage ~II-- familie s wi t h presc h oo l children (3 years 

to 5 years ll mo n ths ) . 
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Stage IV--families with school-age children (6 years 

to 12 years 11 months) . 

Stage V--families with teenagers (13 years to 

12 years). 

Stage VI--families as launching centers (first child 

to last child's leaving horne). 

Stage VII--families in the middle years (empty 

nest to retirement) . 

Stage VIII--aging families (retirement to death of 

first spouse). 

4. Families--the husband, wife, and children and/or 

stepchildren currently living in the same residence. 

Summary 

Mobility, as a phenomenon of the 1980s, leads to a 

concern of its possible impact on marital adjustment of 

h usbands and wives at different stages of the family life 

cycle . Larriage and family therapists are in need of 

empirical data which give insight into the impact of 

mobility but few studies are reported in the literature. 

Tha t lite~ature is presented in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER 2 

RE'"liEW OF LITERA'rURE 

Geographic mobility, marital adjustment, and family 

life cycle have been researched separately, but not in 

relationship to one another. This literature review has 

three sections: geographic mobility, marital adjustment 

and mobility, and family life cycle in relationship to 

the other two variables. 

Geographic Mobility 

Geographic mobility has been researched as a variable 

which has influence on many different issues: the ext.ended 

~amily ties (Hammel & Yarbrough, 1973; Litwak, 1969; 

Ma s~ers, 1954; Mindel, 1968; Sorensen, 1975), dual occupa

tion family relations (Duncan & Perrucci, 1976), the 

sense of alienation and social loss (Humphrey, 1977; Hunt 

& Butler, 1972), the death rate of relocated older persons 

(Gray & Kasteler, 1969; Rowland, 1977), fertility (Berent, 

!952 ; Powers & Thacker, 1975), social networks (Cobb, 1976; 

Daniels , !977; Dean & Lin, 197/), a~d the academic 

performance and delinquent behavior of adolescents (Collins 

& Coulter, 1976 ; Hartung, 1975). Of greatest concern to 

the fcmily researcher on mobility may be the 

9 
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disproportionate use of mother-wife subjects and the 

paucity of studies involving husband-wife pairs. The 

alternative samples and foci of mobility studies related 

to martial adjustment are reflected in Table 1. These 

studies have all been developed in the last decade. 

General Effects of Mobility on Families 

Butler, McAllister, and Kaiser (1973) surveyed 

almost 1,500 households in 43 metropolitan areas across 

the country. Studying both males and females, Butler 

et al. determined that geographic relocation had little 

real effect on social interaction. Their data suggested 

that females, whether movers or stayers, are less likely 

than males ~o belong to and participate in social organi

zatio~s. The most significant finding reported by these 

re s earcher s is that "recent residential mobility experi

ences af=ect the mental health of females more than that 

of r.1al e s" ( p . · 2 2 6 ) . 

Hu3band - wife pair s as a population for mobility 

Yesaarch have only recently begun to gain attention. 

_1ichelson , Belgue , and Stewart (1973) chose 761 families 

as subjects crom a sample o£ people with greater than 

ave~age c hoice e c onomically within the housing market. 

Ea ch family was within the childbearing years. The 

hu sband , wife , and one c hild between ages 10 and 17 were 
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U.S. Naiiona l Hea lth 
Survey 

Wyler's Seriousness of 
Illness Rating Scale 

Scanzoni Scale 
Held At titude Sc.otle 

Demoqraphic data 
Lodahl & Ke jner's Sc~le 
Daba & Jamal Scale 
Pittsburgh Scales of 

Social Extroversion
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Cl e mens Needs - Wan t s 
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Ques ti on na ire , Miller 
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Rollins & Feldman 
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Adjustment Scale 
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Loc ke-Wallac e Marital 

Ad j us tment Scale 
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studies 

280 couples 

116 intact 
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211 males and 
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787 intact 
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approach to migration. 
Propensity to move and 
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and life cycle 
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interviewed separately in the areas of the respondents' 

reasons for moving, reasons for selecting their new 

environment, and anticipated compromises and changes. 

The data show that wives and husbands generally agree 

on reasons for choices which are related to the physical 

c haracteristics of the dwelling itself, but otherwise 

have somewhat different criteria for selection. This 

suggests that 

adaptat i on to the new environment and 

the changes which follow the move will 

not be identical for husbands and wives, 

and that each will be subject to differ-

ent sources of stress. (Michelson et al., 

1973, p. 95) 

Ro s kie s, Iida-Mirande, and Strobel (1975) recognized 

the importance o f studying geographic mobility as it impacts 

men and women as comparati ve groups. They _studied ~en 

and women 's adjustment to geographic_ relocation from the 

~ife events approa c h developed by Rahe and Holmes (1967) 

w~i ch proposed that 

it is not necessarily the negative or 

~ndesirable impact of life e vents that 

lead s to path~logy , but simply the amoun~ 

o f c hang e involved . Since immigration is 
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a process characterized by multiple 

change (p. 2 35) 

the correlation between life change events and fhysical 

illness was studied in 30 3 aduJ. t Portuguese im.rnigrants to 

Montreal. The i~rnigrants were administered the Social 

Readjustment Rating Scale (Rahe & Holmes) and the U.S. 

Na tional Health Survey. As a population the impact of 

immigration on health did not support the belief that 

immigrants constitute a high-risk group for illness, but 

they do constitute a high-change group. When studied 

separately, immigrant women were more sickness prone than 

men , and 

[m]ore importantly, these women, unlike 

the men, react to change per se as a 

significant stressor . [Surprisingly] 

there were two categories of men who showed 

exactly the opposite relationship to the 

one Expected. In the age group 35-45 

(N=42 ) , there was a significant negative 

correlation between life change and 

illness, and for the small group of men 

in the highest educational category (N=9), 

the negative correla~ion was even 

stronaer. (p . 234) 
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A check of the records assured Roskies et al. that these 

twc correlations were not produced by the same subjects. 

It seems that for certain people, or under certain 

circumstances, a lot of change is associated with health, 

not with illness. 

Held (1976) focused on the executive wife in a study 

of 37 corporate husband-wife pairs affected by corporate 

policies regarding transfer and mobility. She reported 

a significant husband-wife difference in the role expec

tction for the wife with the husbands expressing greater 

traditionalism. Held's comparison of husband-wife 

attitudes indicated that the wives in her study tended 

to want their own career. Wives tended to see themselves 

as more influential in making the decision to move and 

l n facilitating the family's transfer adjustment than did 

the husbands. The wives reported that moving was a 

greater source of personal hardship than perceived by the 

husbands . Held concluded that each time the corporate 

family moved from the community and its support system 

it faced increased strain. 

Pinder (1977) was concerned about post-transfer 

satisfaction of mobile husbands and wives. 11 his study 

of ,96 employees of three large Canadian c0mpanies, the 

wo st significant p=edictor of post-trans fer satisfaction 
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and adjustment for both the em9loyee and his/her spouse 

was the i r preference for the new location of residence. 

Wife's Ad justment a nd Perceptions 

Mc Al lister, Butler, and Kaiser (1973) and Jones 

(197 3 ) all stud ied the wife's adjustment to mobility . 

. 1c Allis t er et al. analyzed the same data reported by 

Butl e r et al. (1 97 3 ) by lifting a sample of 500 women 

from that l arge r populat i on and raised the questions 

whethe r or not residential mobility was disruptive of the 

wives' s ocial r ela tions, and if so, what were the patterns 

of thi s d isrup t i o n . Focusing on the social relationship 

cf neighboring , the same 500 women were interviewed in 1966 

and 1969 . Th i s corr elational study between involuntary 

move rs , voluntary mov ers, invo l untary stayers, and 

voluntary stayer s s uggested t hat fewer i nvoluntary movers 

belongec to no organi zation , t hat f ewer belonged to multiple 

organizations , tha t invo lunt a r y movers t ended to see them

selves di ffe r ent from their ne i g hbors in voting patterns, 

viewed their neighbor~ood a s ~ore mobile t h an the other 

s -bj ects interv iewed , revealed thems e l ves to be adversely 

affec ted by residential moves , and more f req uently reported 

symptoms indicative of potential menta l di sorde rs. 

''Evidently , the continued level of socia l i nteraction b y 
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residentially mobile females does not overcome all of the 

disruptive aspects of moving" (p. 226). Movers tend to 

de:nonstrate a hyperactivity in community involvement 

immediately following a move. This hyperactivity appears 

to be a form of adjustment to mobility and frequently 

.tapers off with time. 

The study by Jones (1973) identified some positive 

aspect s of geographic mobility generated for the mobile 

family. She studied family mobility within the general 

perspective of socialization. Two hundred and fifty-six 

wife/mothers responded to questionnaires reporting 

perception s o£ changes in their behaviors, attitudes, 

emotionality , and information levels as a result o f 

experiences with geographic mobility. The subjects 

ind icated 

that the moving process need not impede 

the formation of intimate close friend-

ships . . that [only 12 percent of] 

their children have had difficulty 

because of the neces sity tc change 

schools . . that they have grown in 

their ability to cope with stress . 

t~ey have become more flexible and 

adctptable , they have broader ranging 
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interests, they have developed skills 

in meeting people and making friends, 

and they are more understanding of and 

accepting of other people, cultures, 

and customs. (p. 214) 

The subjects also reported a time relationship to changes 

in their behavior, feelings of loneliness and depression, 

and crying with the greatest frequency being the two 

weeks before and after the move. The age factor seems to 

be significant for some variables. Women between the 

ages of 20-29 years seemed to be the most frequently lonely 

while women between the ages of 40-49 years were the most 

depressed and cried most frequently. Finally a signifi

cant correlation was reported between the wife/mother 

attitude toward the new community and interpersonal 

contacts experienced with the neighbors. 

Though McKain (1973) chose wives-mothers as his 

subjects , the focus of his study was the marit2l and family 

relationship . He studied 30 wives/mothers whose husbands 

were ~ilitarJ personnel . Focusing on the relationships 

of alienation to the incidence of marital and family 

p roblems in general and associated in time with moving, 

~e administered the Srole Anomie Scale, the Mooney Problem 

Checklist , Far er and Blackman 's Index of Marital Role 
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Tension, The Pederson Attitude Scale, the Clemens Marital 

Problem Checklist, and portions of the Clemens Needs-

Wants Inventory and Midtown Manhattan questionnaire. 

Alienation and current children's problems were signifi

cantly correlated r~gardless of the recency of the move . 

However . alienated wives-mothers 

and their husbands who have just 

experienced a move perceive more 

personal and marital problems to be 

currently occurring than do those 

families who have had some time to 

settle back into the routine of every

day life. (McKain, 1973, p. 208) 

The subject and her husband experienced the move itself as 

being filled with negative consequences for themselves, 

thei r marriage, and their family; and a year or more later 

looked back on the move as even more troublesome than it 

seemed at the time. 

Marital Adjustment and Mobility 

The study of marital adjustment is clouded by 

confusion created by unclear terminology and nonspecific 

parame ters. Lively (1969) suggested that the often used 

and frequently interchanged phrases "marital happiness," 
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"marital success," and "marital adjustment" are inadequate 

as currently understood for the study of "marital inter

action." He has, however, offered nothing more scientific 

nor less confusing. Many researchers (Allen, 1977; 

Burgess & Wallin, 1953; Crou~e, 1968; Luckey, 1966; Luckey 

& Paris, 1966; Spanier, Lewis~ & Cole, 1975) indis

criminately use marital adjustment and marital satisfaction 

in an interchangeable manner. 

In a discussion of the development of predictive 

measures for "marital adjustment" Burgess, a pioneer in 

marital and family studies, discussed "engagement adjust

ment" which is a criterion for "marital success" (Burgess 

& Wallin, 1953, p. 406). Rollins and Feldman (1970) inter

chang ed the concept of marital adjustment and marital 

s uc cess (p. 20 ) . Despite the confusion found in the use 

of t hese subjective terms and criticism of their use by 

such writers as Lively (1969), their occurrence in 

re search continues to demand attention. 

Of t h e dependent variables mentioned, marital adjust

men t s eems to be one of the most frequently studied and 

i s a f oc us of ~h is Yesearch. Two approaches to the study 

of ma r ital a d justment appear in the literature: (a) a 

?reces s o r (b ) a state to be achieved (Cutler & Dyer, 1965; 

Spanier, 197 6) . Cutler and Dy~r (1965) addressed marital 
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adjustment as a process and defined it as "the process 

used in successfully reducing disturbance in a relation

ship" (p. 196). Spanier (1976) suggested that marital 

adjustment as a process should be studied over a period 

of time through a longitudinal design. He further 

suggested that marital adjustment can be viewed as a state 

which can be defined in two distinct ways. "First, the 

assessment of adjustment may assume that there exists 

a continuum of adjustment in which a 'snapshot' of the 

continuum is taken at one point in time" (p. 16). While 

recognizing adjustment as a process, this definition 

focu ses "only at specific points on the continuum" (p. 16). 

The second interpretation of adjustment as a state implies 

a static nature, an unchanging condition. 

The early studies in the field of marital adjustment 

were f or predictive purposes (Hamilton, 1929). Hamilton 

was the first to give a numerical score to marital success. 

This early work provided the foundation of Terman's (1938) 

research with 792 couples which resulted in an extensive 

analysis of psychological factors which might predict 

marital happiness . Burgess and Cottrell (1939) studied 

526 individuals in the development of an instrument to 

o redict s ccess or failure in marriage. Locke (1951) 
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attempted to predict adjustment in marriage by comparing 

a divorced population with a happily-married population. 

By 1958 a clear distinction had been made between 

predicting marital adjustment and measuring adjustment 

in marriage (Locke & Williamson, 1958). Locke and 

Williamson concluded from their factorial analytical study 

of marital adjustment that no one factor could appro

priately measure marital adjustment but that 

Marital adjustment is an adaptation 

between husband and wife to the point 

where there is companionship, agreement 

on basic values, affectional intimacy, 

accommodation, euphoria, and certain 

other identified factors. (p. 569) 

Recent research in marital adjustment has focused on 

correlations between marital adjustment and the factors of 

values (Martin, 1974), companionship and alientation 

(Dean, 1968 ; Hawkins, 1968; Jordan, 1976; Nickels, 1977), 

dual occupation families (Holmstrom, 1970, 1972), role 

perceptions (Drudge , 1968; Hawkins & Johnsen, 1969; 

Kotlar , 1965; Luckey, 1961; Taylor, 1967), patterns of 

dominance and affection (Fineberg & Lowman, 1975; Luckey 

1964) , communication (Clements, 1967; Elliott, 1974; 

Ho rwitz, 1977; Sorito, 1977; Wil liams, 1977), behaviors 
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(Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974), personality char

acteristics (Burgess & Wallin, 1953), romanticism (Spanier, 

1972), and depression (Weiss & Aved, 1978). 

In listing mobility as one of the causes for a 

couple's inability to adjust to marriage, Hirning and 

Hirning (1956) recognized that geographic relocation may 

stimulate change which is taken in stride and welcomed, 

for many participants in the mobility process the changes 

p roduce frustration which weakens the marital adjustment. 

Mobility may affect the marital relationship negatively 

because the couple 

may not be able to relinquish 

completely the old controls [of their 

previous community] nor yet be able to set 

up new ones more in harmony with a 

changed pattern of living. Second, 

new ideas and concepts about life may 

affect marriage adjustment, especially 

if such ideas are not acceptable to both 

mate s. Third, a new environment may 

accentuate personality differences between 

mate s. Characteristics heretofore 

unnoticed may become evident. Lack of 

flexibility and adaptability may become 



24 

apparent. Fourth, new friendships may 

create a breach between mates . 

the closeness between mates may become 

lessened. (p. 350) 

Family Life Cycle 

Geographic Mobility 

The relation between migration and the family life 

c y cle has received some attention in research and is of 

particular importance to this study. 

Mc Allister, et al. (1973) observed the relationship 

of mob i lity and the family life cycle by noting that more 

fami lies wi th no children or with preschool children 

( Stag e II) mo v ed more frequently than families with 

s c hool-ag e children. A similar conclusion was made by 

John s on (1973 ) i n a study of 20, intact, child-present 

famili es who h ad recently relocated in Nashv ille, 

Tennessee , f rom p re v ious homes several hundred miles away. 

Hi s sample popula t i o n demonstrated that the decision to 

move wa s bas ed primar ily on career considerations but the 

deci s ion seeme d e a si e r to make if the f amily had only very 

~oung children . The e motional attachments a nd hesitanc y 

to move of the older ch i ldren seemed to pose problems for 

their parents th r oughout the relocation. 
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Miller (1976) focused attention on this issue by 

measuring the husband and wife attitudes toward moving 

as a function of the life cycle of the nuclear family, 

orientations of nuclear family members toward their 

extended families, and economic aspirations. The 280 

couples surveyed supported Miller's hypothesis that 

husbands and wives in the later life cycle stages, with 

higher extended family orientation, and lower economic 

a s pirations tend to migrate less often than husbands and 

wives in the earlier life cycle stages with lower extended 

family orientation and higher economic aspirations. 

Though the overall pattern was the same, husbands and 

wive s differed in the order of their significance. The 

variab le most highly correlated with husbands' propensity 

to migrate was the family life cycle with extended family 

o~ientati on exercising the least influence. Wives' 

propensity to migrate was correlated most highly with 

their economic aspirations while the life cycle stages 

seemed to be the least significant. 

1arital Adjustment 
l 

The correlation of marital adjustment with the family 

life cycle has provided important information for under

standing the adjustment proces s of the marital 
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relationship. Rollins and Feldman (1970) reviewed 12 

studies on the correlation of marital adjustment and the 

f amily life cycle. The 12 studies were consistent in 

reporting "a decline in marital satisfaction over the 

first ten years of marriage" (p. 21) and that the 

d isenchantment seems to occur first for husbands. The 

pattern of this reported disenchantment is not consistent. 

Onl y five of the 12 studies covered the whole life cycle 

of t h e f a mil y (Bernard, 1934; Blood & Wolfe, 1960; 

Bo ssard & Boll, 1955; Gurin, 1960; Terman, 1938). Blood 

a nd Wol f e (1960) found a continual decline in marital 

satis f action throughout the family life cycle. Bossard 

a nd Bo l l (1955 ) found no further decline after the 

"schoola ge" stage for wives and no decline at all for 

hu sband s. The three other studies found a curvilinear 

t rend wi th decreasing marital satisfaction during the 

ea r ly stages, a leveling off, and an increase during the 

la ter s t a ge s. Th e l o~ point in Terman's (1938) study was 

at approx i mately the "p reschool" stage while in Bernard's 

(1934 ) s t udy it was closer to the "launching" stage. In 

the s tudy by Gur in (1960 ) the low point was closer to the 

e mpty ne s t stage , j ust be f ore retirement. These results 

are ve~y confus ing and pe r hap s misleadi ng since wives only 

we re relied upon to p rovide the d ata f or most of the 

studies . 
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Burr (1970) added some specific information to the 

body of literature reported on the relationship of marital 

satisfaction and the life cycle. He studied 146 intact 

couples from a middle-class sample by correlating marital 

satisfaction, the life cycle, and the specific aspects of 

the way finances are handled, social activities, perfor

mance of household tasks, companionship, sexual 

interaction, and relationships with the children. Burr 

(1970) also reported that although most measured changes 

appear to be gradual, an "abrupt overall change seems to 

be from the pre-school stage to the school stage when there 

is a discernible drop for both the husbands and wives in 

satisfaction in most areas" (p. 33) and that the school

age stage of the family may be the most difficult and the 

one characterized by the least degree of marital satis

faction . 

In their own research, Rollins and Feldman (1970) 

ioer.tified a consistent pattern over the family life cycle 

for both husbands and wives on two indices of marital 

satisfaction. 

[B]oth [spouses] reported a substantial 

decline from the beginning of marriage 

to the "preschool" stage and then a 

leveling off over the remainder of the 
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stages in the frequency of positive 

companionship experience . [and] 

both [spouses] rate[d] highly the child

bearing and early childbearing phases and 

are at a low point when launching the 

children from the home. (p. 26) 

According to Rollins and Feldman, the husband and wife 

follow different patterns of marital satisfaction during 

the family life cycle when measured according 

to the subjective affective state of each 

individual with reference to their 

marriage . . . . The wives have a 

s~bstantial decrease in general marital 

satisfaction and a high level of negative 

feelings from marital interaction during 

the childbearing and childrearing phases 

until the children are getting ready to 

leave home. (p. 27) 

Husbands showed little change during these phases though 

t~ey demonstrate "an apparent temporary setback just 

before . (ret i rement ] " (p. 27). 

that "marital satisfaction for wives 

These results suggest 

[focuses] on the 

contingent role of parenthood while for husbands the 

contingent occupational role seems more relevant'' (p. 27). 
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The plotting of this pattern of marital disenchantment 

followed by an increased level of marital adjustment 

has been described as a curvilinear relationship. 

A curvilinear relationship was identified by Lee 

(1979) in hi~ study of marital communication and marital 

adjustment over the life cycle. Marital adjustment was 

strongest in Stage I (beginning families) but declined to 

it s lowest point in Stage III (families with preschool 

children) . Stages VII and VIII (empty nest and retirement) 

show dramatic increases with Stage VIII achieving a level 

of marita l adjustment almost as high as State I. Using 

Duvall 's eight-stage schema of family life cycle and 

measuring marital adjustment by the Locke and Wallace 

Marital Adjustment Scale and marital communication by the 

Bienvenu Marital Communication Inventory, Lee (1979) 

also concluded that husbands' and wives' marital adjustment 

was positively related as was husb~nds' and wives' marital 

communication. 

The notion that a curvilinear relationship exists 

between marital adjustment and the family life cycle is 

challenged by Spar.ier, Lewis, and Cole (1975). In a three

state , cross-sectional study 787 couples were given 

se eral self - administered questionnaires and received 

perscnal contact before and after the data gathering. The 



30 

questionnaires elicited information about family life 

c ycle, social background and demographic characteristics, 

questions about the respondents' current marriage, and 

the Locke-Wallace Short Marital Adjustment Scaleft In 

the analysis of the crqss-sectional data, Spanier and 

his associates found only "partial support for the . . 

c u :r- v ilinearity 1
' (p. 274). 

Hudson and Murphy (1980) challenged the appropriate

ness o f u sing the family life cycle as a variable by which 

mar i tal a d j u stment can be understood. After examining 

the statistical procedures used in several studies which 

attemp t e d to establish a relationship between marital 

adjustment as a f unction of family life cycle, these 

re sea rc he rs determined that inappropriate analytical 

metho d s had not adequately guarded against Type I errors 

(the po ss i bili ty of rejecting a true null hypothesis). 

Hud s on and Mur phy concluded that the lack of an appro

priate s t a t i s t ic a l procedure has prevented the demonstration 

of the fami l y lif e c ycle model as a viable theoretical 

framework for investiga t i ng and understanding patterns 

of change in marital a djustment. 
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Surr~ary 

Although research on mobility has increased in the 

last decade, the literature does not reveal studies 

explori~g relationships between mobility, marital 

adjustment, and family life cycle. The need for empirical 

data in this area led to this study of mobile families. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Th i s cross-sectional study of mobile families 

e xplored the relationship between mobilit~~ marital 

adj ustment, and family life cycle. The participating 

couples prov ided self-reports to be analyzed for this 

de s cript ive study. 

Design 

The ce s ign o f the cross-sectional study was 

descript ive and correlational. No attempt was made to 

determine c a usat i on; only existing relationships were 

analyzed . 

The da t a were der i ved from two instruments of self

repo r t . Leng t h of residence, family life cycle stage, 

and frequen c y o f move were identified from Mobility 

Ability Perc eption (~eimer, 1980). Marital adjustment 

\as measu.r-ed by the Dya dic Ad justment Scale (Spanier, 

1976) . The mobile coup les were randomly selected from 

the . telephone directo r y ; a sample o f 1 45 husband-wife 

pairs v·as o b t a i ned. 

32 
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Hypotheses 

For the purpose of analysis, the research hypotheses 

were stated in the null: 

Hypothesis 1--There is no significant difference 

between a husband's adjustment to marriage and a wife's 

adjustment to marriage as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale. 

Hypothesis 2--There is no significant relationship 

between a husband's adjustment to marriage and a wife's 

adjustment to marriage. 

Hypothesis 3--There is no significant relationship 

between the frequency of geographic relocation and the 

marital adjustment of the husband. 

Hypothesis 4--There is no significant relationship 

betwe en the frequency of geographic relocation and the 

marital adjustment of the wife. 

Hypothesis 5--There is no significant relationship 

between the leng th of residence in the same co~~unity 

(P lano ) a nd the marital adjustment of the husband. 

Hypothesis 6--There is no significant relationship 

between the leng th of residence in the same community 

(Plano ) and the marital adjustment of the wife. 

Hypo the sis 7--There is no significant relationship 

be tween a hu s b and 's level of adjustment to marriage and 

s tage i n the family li f e c ycle. 
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Hypothesis 8--There is no significant relationship 

between a wife's level of adjustment to marriage and stage 

in the family life cycle. 

Respondents 

Respondents for this study were 145 husband-wife pairs 

who we re residents of Plano, Texas, Collin County, between 

June 2 0 , 19 8 0, and July 10, 1980. Plano residents were 

cho sen for th i s study because of the relatively mobile 

nature of the community. During the past 10 years, the 

Plano communi t y has been one of the most rapidly growing 

cities in t he State of Texas. 

The Nor t~ Cen t ral Texas Council of Governments reported 

on May 30 , 1 980 , t hat between 1970 and 1980, Plano's 

populati o n h a d i n creased 383.7 %, from 17,872 to 74,900 

(Maxo n , 1 980) . A Plano citizen survey, conducted by Groves 

and As soc iates , Inc., and released in January 1979, 

revealed that be t we e n 1 97 6 and 1978 the Plano community 

experienced a 100 % increa se in the sale of single-family 

dwellings, that 74% o f t h e houses have been built since 

1970 . In terms of leng t h o f residence this study revea l ed 

that 23 % of the population ha ve been residents f or only 1 

year or less , 59 % f o r 4 yea rs or less, 82 % for less than 10 

y ears , only l4 t from 10 to 19 years, o nly 4% hav e been 

r e sidents for 20 years or more , a nd tha t t he a v e r a g e l ength 



35 

of residence in the community is 2-1/2 years. Thouah 

highly mobile, the Plano population is apparently quite 

homogeneous. The heads of households are young, char

acterized by a median age of 35 with only 4% of the 

household heads being over 60 years of age. Plano is a 

family town as evidenced by the fact that 62% of the house

holds have school-age children and 28% have preschool 

children. The North Central Texas Council of Governments' 

projection of a population of 230,000 by the year 2000 

suggests that geographic mobility will continue to be a 

significant influence in the Plano community. From this 

highly mobile, statistically-homogeneous community, the 

respondents for this study were selected. 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were used in the collection of data 

for this study. One instrument reported relevant demo

graphic data, the other measured marital adjustment. 

~abil ity Ability Perception (MAP) 

This demographic data form is composed of 30 questions 

based o n issues identified in relevant literature as being 

pertinent to the husband's or wife's experience of 

geographic mobility and judged by a panel of experts as 
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being appropriate for gathering the desired information 

(see Appendixes A & B). 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) was 

developed on the premise that marital adjustment is a 

process of movement along a continuum rather than an 

~nchanging state, which would meaningfully evaluate the 

relationship at a given point in time. This evaluation 

mea sured proximity to good or poor adjustment. 

The procedure s used in the development of the scale 

were extensions of and improvement on those used by other 

re searchers in the field such as Locke (1951), Locke and 

Karlsson (1952) , Locke and Williamson (1958), and Locke 

and Wa llace (1 959). This 32-item scale is self

admi~i stered and attempts to measure both the subject's 

adjustmen t to the marital relationship as a functioning 

g roup . The scale has a theoretical range of 0 to 151 (low 

to high ad justmen t ) with a mean of 114.8 and a standard 

deviation of 17 . 8 for married respondents. 

\-her. the Dyadic Adjustment Scale was correlated with 

the Locke- Wa llace Marital Adjustment Scale, a correlation 

of . 86 among married res pondents and a .88 among divorced 

respondent s r e sul ted (Spanier, 1976). Spanier reported a 

total scale reliability of .96, which was measured by 
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Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha. The data give strong 

support to its being a reliable and valid device for 

assessing marital adjustment (see Appendix C). 

Procedures 

The following procedures were carried out for this 

investigation. 

1. The prospectus for this research study was 

submitted to the Human Subjects Committee of Texas Woman's 

Un iversity f or approval. 

-
2. The respondents for this study were randomly chosen 

from the Plano section of the Greater Dallas Telephone 

Directory , April 1980. Three phone numbers were randomly 

selected from e ach odd-numbered page. Two numbers were 

ra.ndorrlly selected from each even-numbered page except the 

last part i al page from which only one number was chosen. 

This process yielded 205 telephone numbers. In order to 

insure rando~~ess and the inclusion of new phone services 

connected since the printing of the current directory and 

unlisted numbers, the last digit of each phone number 

selected was increased by one. If this combination yielded 

a non- working number , a commercial number, or a number 

belonging to any residence not occupied by a husband-wife 

couple , the last digit wa s again increased by one. This 

p rocess was followed repeatedly until a confirmation to 
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participate was received. Phone calls were made during 

a variety of times of the day and evening hours on 

we ekdays and weekends. 

When the initial telephone contact was made, the 

purpose of this research study was explained (see Appendix 

D for verbatim record) . The husband and wife respondents 

were asked their willingness to participate and their 

permission to mail them Research Packets. The potential 

respondents were informed that when they had completed 

their participation in the research proje~t, they would 

be mailed a check for $2.00. Contacts with Plano residents 

were made in this manner until permission to mail the 

Research Pa c ket had been received from 230 husband-wife 

couples . 

3 . The Research Packet contained a consent form 

(see Appendix E) ; two 5 x 7 envelopes, each containing 

detailed instructions (see Appendix F); one copy of 

Mob ility Ability Perception (see Appendix A or B); and 

one copy of the Dyadic Ad justment Scale (see Appendix C). 

One 5 x 7 envelope and its contents were color-coded yellow 

and labeled "Wife Forms." The other one was color-coded 

g reen and labeled "Husband Forms." Also included in the 

Re search Packet was a self-addressed, stamped 8 x 11 
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envelope in which the designated forms were to be returned 

to the researcher. 

4. Couples who had not returned their Packet by a 

specified date were contacted by phone and arrangements 

we~e offered for picking it up from the respondent's 

home. 

5. This procedure was followed until 145 packets 

had been returned. 

Data Analysis 

Once the instruments had been collected, each subject 

was identified by the following parameters: 

1. A computed marital adjustment score. 

2. Frequency of move since marriage. 

3. Length of residence in the community. 

4. Family life cycle stage. 

The statistical analysis for testing Hypothesis 1 

was the latched Pairs for Dependent Sample !-test. The 

p urpose of this analytical procedure was to determine if 

there wa s a significant difference between husbands' and 

ives ' level of marita l adjusL~ent. 

Hypothe ses 2 through 6 were analyzed by the Pearson 

product - moment correlation. The purpose of tpis analytical 

o rocedure was to determine if there was a significant 
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relationship between husband's and wife's level of marital 

adjustment, between the husband's marital adjustment and 

the frequency of move and length of residency, and 

between the wife's level of marital adjustment and the 

frequency of move and the length of residence. 

The data used in testing Hypotheses 7 and 8 were 

plotted on a scatter diagram to determine if a linear 

relationship existed. In order to support the indications 

revealed by the scatter diagram, an analysis of variance 

was computed. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the demographic characteristics 

of the 145 husband-wife pairs who were the respondents in· 

this study and the statistical findings of the data . 

analyses of the stated hypotheses. The eight ~ypotheses 

focused on geographic relocation, marital adjustment, 

and family life cycle. 

Characteristics of the Husband-Wife Pairs 

The sample population for this study was 145 randomly 

chosen husband-wife couples living in Plano, Texas, between 

June 20 and July 10, 1980. Approximately 550 phone numbers 

were called before receiving participation commitments 

f rom 230 couples. Research packets were mailed to each 

of these co uples. One hundred and fifty-four packets were 

returned , yielding a 67 % return rate. Nine packets were 

incompl ete, lea ving 145 useable response packets, a 63% 

return rate. 

The demographic data describing the 290 husband and 

wife respondents are presented in Tables 2 through 4. The 

a erage wife respondent was 35.7 years old. The age range 

41 
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Table 2 

Age and Education of the Respondents 

Characteristics 

Age 

Wives 

Hilsbands 

Education 

Wives 

Hu sbands 

X (Years) 

35.7 

37.4 

14. 7 

15.3 

Range (Years) 

20-63 

22-66 

11-18 

9-22 

for the wives was 20 years to 63 years with the largest 

pe rcentage of wife respondents falling in the 31-35 age 

group . The mean age of husband respondents was 37.4. A 

range of 22 years to 66 years was evidenced with the 

largest percentage of the husband respondents falling in the 

36 - 40 age group. 

The t ypical wife respondent had completed 14.7 years 

of education. The educational background of the 145 

responding wive s was characterized by a range of 11-18 

yea rs of formal schooling. Husbands in the sample had a 

mean educational level of 15.3 years. The range of years 

of husbands' education was 9-22. 

Table 3 presents the employment status of the 

respondents . Full-time homemakers comprised 57.24 % of the 
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wife respondents. Full-time employment was indicated by 

28.97 % of this population, while 13.79% were part-time 

employed . Pro f essionally, the husband respondents were 

primari ly executive professional (37.24 %), managerial 

(28 .2 8% ), o r sales related (15.17%). Only 2% of this 

sampl e populat i on was unemployed or retired. The remainder 

of the sample were either self-employed (5.52%) or 

involve d in s k illed or technical jobs (8.28 %). The 

predominan t p ro f essional commitments of full-time employed 

wive s were secretary/bookkeeper (32.4 %), teach~rs (23.5%), 

manage men t (17 .6 %), skilled (11.7 %), and sales (5.9%). 

Table 3 

Empl o yment Status of Respondents 

Subjec t s 

Wive s 

Full-time homema ker 

Part- time employe d 

Full - time employed 

Husband s 

Employed 

Retired 

Unemployed 

Number 

83 

20 

42 

142 

2 

1 

Percent 

57.24 

13.79 

28.97 

97.99 

1.38 

0. 69 
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The average couple had been married to their current 

partner 13.2 years, which was yielded from a range of 

6 months to 43 years. More than 88% (88.28%) of the 

wives and 89 % (89.66%) of the husbands were in their first 

marriage. More wives (11.03%) than husbands (8.97%) 

were in their second marriage. Only one wife respondent 

(0 .69 %) and two husband respondents were in their third 

marriage. The husband-wife pairs typically had 2.4 

children and step-children. No couple had more than five 

children/step-children. Seventeen couples were child

free . The typical couple had been married 13.2 years, 

were in their first marriage, and had 2.4 children/ 

step-children. 

The geographic relocation patterns of these 145 

husband -wife pairs are presented in Table 4. The average 

residence of the responding couples was 4.5 years for 

wive s and 4.3 years for husbands. The median length of 

residence was 3 years with the largest number of respon

den ts ha ing lived in the identified corrmunity between 1 

and 2 years. Only one of this sample was a native of 

Plano . 

The typical wife respondent had moved 596.5 miles 

to establish her residency in Plano . Husbands moved an 

a erage of 638.6 miles . The discrepancy in the wife's and 
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Table 4 

Geographic Relocation Patterns 

Characteristic 

Length of residency in Plano 

Frequency of moves since 
marriage, one every 

Distance of most recent 
transfer 

Wives Husbands 

4.5 years 4.3· years 

5.1 years 4.9 years 

596.5 miles 638.6 miles 

husband's length of residency and distance of move is due 

to marriage after moving into the Plano community. A move 

every 5.1 y ears for wives and 4.5 years for husbands is 

characteristic o f the responding couples. This discrepancy 

is explained by moves made during previous marriages. 

Wive s and husbands do not agree on the family's next 

antic ipated move . More husbands (51.72%) than wives 

(4 5.54 %) do not expect to move again. This same pattern 

is evident when asked if they know the approximate date of 

their next move (husbands 15.87 %, wives 13. 79 %) (see 

Table 5) . 

Additional demographic data are found in Appendix G, 

Table 15. 
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Table 5 

Anticipation of Next Move 

Wives Husbands 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Never 66 45.52 75 51.72 

Unknown 59 40.69 47 32.40 

Determined 20 13.79 23 15.87 

Statistical Tools 

Marital adjustment for husbands and wives was measured 

by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. The analysis used for 

te sting Hypo thesis 1 was the Matched Pairs for Dependent 

Sample .!:_-test. 

Frequency of move and length of residency were 

determined from respondent information on the demographic 

data fo r m, Mobi lity Ability Perception. Hypotheses 2 

through 6 were tested by the Pearson product moment corre-

lation . 

Data for marital adjustment and family life cycle for 

Hypotheses 7 and 8 were plot~ed on a scatter diagram. 

Family life cycle was determined by the age of the oldest 

child in the family. The absence of a linear relationship 

between the variable s made further statistical analysis 

unnecessary . 
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Findings 

An alpha level of .05 was set for the rejection or 

failure to reject each of the eight hypotheses and the 

statistical findings are recorded for each hypotheses. 

Appendix H presents the raw data used in th~ testing of 

the hypotheses. 

Hypo thesis 1 

There is no significant difference between a 

hu sband 's adjustment to marriage and a wife's adjustment 

to marriage as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. 

Table 6 presents the data pertinent to this hypothesis. 

The test for significant difference between a husband's 

adj ustment to marriage and a wife's adjustment to marriage 

yie lded a !_ ratio of -1. 19. This result did not yield a 

significant difference at the alpha level of .05. The 

data s upported t he null hypothesis. 

Va riable 

Husband 

Wif e 

Table 6 

Dependent Sample t-test for Husbands' 
and Wives' Marital Adjustment 

Number SD 

145 110.7172 13.997 

t 

-1.19 
145 111.9517 14.359 

0.235 
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Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant relationship between a 

husband 's adjustment to marriage and a wife's adjustment 

to marriage . 

The relationship between a husband's adjustment ±o 

marriage and a wife's adjustment to marriage was measured 

b~ the Pearson product moment correlation. A correlation 

coefficient of 0.6129 was computed. This relationship 

was significant at the .001 alpha level (see Table 7). 

Hypothesis 2 was , therefore, rejected. 

Table 7 

Correlation of Husbands' and Wives' 
Marital Adjustment 

Number r 

Husbands' martial adjustment 145 
-t • 6129 

Wives ' marital adjustment 145 

Hypo thesis 3 

<.001 

There is no significant relationship between the 

frequency of geographic relocation and the marital adjust-

ment of the husband . 

The Pearson product moment correlatio~ was used to 

mea sure the relationship between the frequency of geographic 
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relocation and the husband's marital adjustment. The 

computed correlation coefficient of .0364 yielded a 

significance of .332 (see Table 8). A significant 

relationship between the stated variables is not present; 

therefore, Hypothesis 3 failed to be rejected. 

Va riable 

Husband 

Wif e 

Hypothesis 4 

Table 8 

Correlation of Marital Adjustment 
and Frequency of Move 

Number r 

145 0.0364 

145 0.0727 

There is no significant relationship between the 

.332 

.192 

frequency of geographic relocation and the marital adjust-

ment of the wife. 

The relationship between the frequency of geographic 

relocation and the marital adjustment of the wife was 

measu red by the Pearson product moment correlation. A 

computed correlation coefficient of .0727 yielded a 

significance of .192 (see Table 8). This significance 

is beyond the alpha l evel of .05, and the null hypothesis 

was not rejected. 
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Hypothesis 5 

There is no significant relationship between the 

length of residence in the same community (Plano) and 

the marital adjustment of the husband. 

The Pearson product moment correlation yielded a 

coefficient correlation of .1094 between the length of 

residence in the same community (Plano) and the husband's 

acjustrnent to marriage. With a .05 alpha level the stated 

correlation was not significant (see Table 9). There was 

not a significant relationship between the length of 

residence in the same community and the marital adjust-

ment of the husband in the tested population. The data 

supported the null hypothesis. 

Variable 

Husband 

Wife 

Hy pothesis 6 

Table 9 

Correlation of Marital Adjustment 
and Length of Residence 

Number r 

145 0.1094 

145 0.0107 

.095 

.449 

There is no significant relationship between the length 

o f residence in the same community (Plano) and the marital 

adj ustment of the wife. 
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The Pearson product moment correlation was used to 

measure the relationship between the length of residence 

i n the same co~~unity (Plano) and the marital adjustment of 

the wife. The y ielde d correlation coefficient for these 

two var i a ble s was .0107, which produced a significance of 

. 44 9. With the al pha level set at .05, the yielded 

signi f icanc e f ailed to reject the null hypothesis (see 

Table 9 ) . 

Hypo t hesis 7 

There i s no significant relationship between a 

husband 's l eve l o f a djustment to marriage and stage in the 

farn~ly life c y cle. 

The mari t al adj ustme nt scores for husbands were 

grouped according t o f amily life cycle stages. A mean 

score wa s c ompute d f or e a ch stage. This mean score was 

plotted on a s c a tter diagram (F igure 1) to determine the 

pre s ence or ab s ence o f a linear relationship between the 

two variables , marita l ad j ustment of husbands and family 

life cycle . No linear re l ationsh ip was evident on the 

scattergrarn . To ve r ify t h e ab sence of a significant 

relationship between a hu sband 's level o f mar ital adjust

men t a~d stage in the f ami ly li f e c ycle , a one-way analysis 

of variance was computed . Re s ul ts o f the a n a lysis was an 
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F-ratio of 1.027, which yielded an F-probability of 

0.4154 (see Table 10). This probability was not signifi-

cant at the .05 level, and failed to reject the hypothesis. 
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0 :J 

·n 
'"d 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Family Life Cycle 

Wiv es ...... Husbands---

~igure 1--Husbands' and Wives' Marital Adjustment 
Scores and Family Life Cycle Stages 

Source 
of 

ar i able 

Between 
g roups 

Within 
groups 

Total 

Table 10 

Analy s i s of Va riance of Husbands' Marital 
Adjustment and Family Life Cycle 

Sum of Mean 
d£ Squares Squares F-ratio F-probability 

7 1406.0243 200.8606 1.027 0.4154 

137 26805 .380 8 195.6597 

144 28211 .4050 
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Hypothesis 8 

There is no significant relationship between a 

wife's level of adjustment to marriage and stage in the 

£amily life cycle. 

The wives' marital adjustment scores were grouped 

according to family life cycle stages. The computed mean 

score for each stage was plotted on a scatter diagram 

(Figure 1). The scatter diagram indicated that a linear 

relationship between the wife's marital adjustment score 

and her stage in the family life cycle did not exist for 

this population . An analysis of variance was computed to 

verify the apparent absences of a linear relationship 

between these two variables . This analysis resulted in 

an F- ratio of 0.588, which yielded an F-probability of 

0 . 7862 . This probability was not significant at the 

. 05 level (see Table 11). These data did not support the 

rejection of Hypothesis 8. 

A linear relationship did not exist between either 

the husband 's or the wife 's marital adjustment score 

and their stage in the family life cycle. The scatter 

diagram revealed that for this population, the general 

relationship between these two variables was supported by 

o ther research cited in chapter 2 though no significant 

correlation was evidenced . 



Source 
of 

Variable 

Between 
groups 

Within 
groups 

Total 
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Table 11 

Analysis of Variance of Wives' Marital 
Adjustment and Family Life Cycle 

Sum of Mean 
df Squares Squares F-ratio F-probability 

8 992.7489 124.0936 0.588 0.7862 

136 28685.9174 210.9259 

144 29678.6660 

Summary 

This chapter presented the findings of the statistical 

t rea t ment of the collected data. This examination 

revealed t hat there was no significant difference between 

t h e a verage marital adjustment scores of husbands and 

avera ge marital adjustment scores of wives when measured 

b} the uyadic Adjustment Scale. However, a correlational 

ana l y s i s o f the marital adjustment scores for husband-

wif e pairs found a positive relationship at the .001 

leve l of si gnificance. 

The re was no significant relationship between marital 

adje s tmen t and frequency of move or length of residence 

i n the same community for either husbands or wives. 
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Geographic mobility, as experienced by this population of 

hu sband-wi f e pairs, seemed to have little relationship 

to mar ita l adjustment. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

Conclusions 

The purpo s e of th i s descriptive and correlational 

s t udy was to examine the pattern of adjustment to marriage 

by husbands and wives who currently reside in a highly 

~ob ile community . The central themes which were analyzed 

were the marita l ad j ustment of husbands and wives, 

£requency of mov i ng f r om o ne community to another, length 

of residence in the s ame communi ty, and the family life 

c ycle stage of the r espondents. 

One huncred f or ty- f i ve husba nd and wife pairs who 

c urrently reside in Plano, Texas, voluntari l y participated 

i~ this study . Appr oxima t ely 42 % of the couples invited to 

~a ~~icipate were wil ling . The 145 couples who participated 

were typical l y 35 - 37 years old, had been married 13.24 

ye a~s , and had 2 . 39 c h ildren . Almost 90 % of all respon-

de~ts we=e in thei~ fi rst marriage. The average couple 

had mo ed approximate l y f i ve t imes and liv ed in their 

p~esent community 4 .5 years. 

Couple s were ma i led r esearch packe ts wh ich contained 

t he consent fo r m, instr uct i o ns, a s e t of que stionnaires 

56 
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for each spouse (Dyadic Adjustment Scale and Mobility 

Ability Perception) and a self-addressed, stamped 

envelope. Each responding couple received $2.00 for 

co~pleting the questionnaires by a specific date. The 

Dyadi c Adjustment Scale assessed the ,marital adjustment 

oi the husbands and the wives. The Mobility Ability 

Perception provided information pertinent to the couple's 

f requency of move, length of residency, and family life 

cycle stage. 

Summary of Findings 

Eight hypotheses were developed for this study. 

The hypotheses , the statistical procedure applied, and 

the r~sults are presented in Table 12. The results of the 

d ata analysis f rom the sample population suggested that 

there was no significant difference between the average 

marital adjustment of husbands and wives, but that a 

significant correlation did exist between the marital 

adjustment scores of husband-wife pairs. If the adjustment 

score of one spouse was high, both were high. If the 

adjustment score of one spouse was low, both were low. 

Prerious research reports contradicted results on 

the other ra riables examined in this study. For the 

r espondents of this study , there was not a significant 
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Table 12 

Summary of Hypotheses, Procedures, and Results 

Sypothesis 

1 . No s ignifi cant difference 
between husband's and wife's 
marital adjustment. 

2. No sig~ificant ~elationship 
between husba~d's and wife's 
marital adjus~ent. 

~ - o significant re l ationship 
bet:ween frequency of move 
and husband's marital 
ad ju stment. 

4. No sign i ficant relationship 
between frequency of move 
and ~ ife 's marital adjust
ment. 

5. No significant relat i onship 
bet~een length of residence 
anc husband's marital 
ac j ust.-nent. 

6 . t O significant relationship 
between length of residence 
ar.d wife's marital adjust
ment. 

7. No si gn~ ficant relationship 
between husband 's mar i t ·al 
adjustment and family life 
cycle stage. 

8 . No sign i ~icant relat i onship 
bet~een wife 's marital 
adju stment and family life 
cycle stage. 

Statistical 
Procedure 

Matched Pairs for 
Dependent Sample 
t-test 

Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation 

Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation 

Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation 

Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation 

Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation 

Scattergram ANOVA 

Scattergram ANOVA 

Results 

Supported 

Rejected 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 
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relationship between the marital adjustment of husbands 

or wives with length of residence, frequency of move, 

o r family life cycle. 

The results of this study call for a re-examination 

of the mobility my th. Literature suggests that in the , 

l a st 40 years (Burgess & Cottrell, 1939) mobility has 

been identified as a significant contribution to family 

di sorganiza tion. More recently it has been called a 

cri sis (L i nde mann , 1979) and a stressful event (Rahe & 

Helme s, 1967 ) . The majority of the husband and wife 

part icipants in this study identified their most recent 

move as an opportunity and an experience to which they 

looked f orward (see Table 13). 

Generalization of the data presented in this study 

was hampered by the unavailability of like information 

descriptive o f the Plano community. Published demographic 

characteri stic s (Grove & Associates, Inc., 1979) are 

representative o f the city's total population which 

includes single parents, unmarried adults, and families 

with children at home or in college. The focus of this 

study wa s on ma rried coup les only and families with 

children and step-children o f all ages who may or may not 

li e at home . A brie f description of the typical adult 

heads of hou sehold in Plano i s p rovided in Appendix I. 



Table 13 

Attitudes Toward Moving: Before and After 

Wives Husbands Total 
Variable Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Pre-move attitude toward 
moving to Pl a no 

Did want to 102 70 107 74 209 72 

Did not want to 43 30 38 26 81 28 

Current attitud e 
m 

A mistake 4 3 1 1 5 1 0 

Okay 45 31 57 40 104 36 

An opportunity 96 66 85 59 181 63 

Effects on developing 
and maintaining 
personal relation-
ships 

An interruption 19 13 20 13 39 13 

Little dif fe rence 52 36 72 50 124 43 

An advantage 74 51 53 37 127 44 

N = 290 (145 wives, 145 husbands) 
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Implications 

The implications of this study may be positive in 

nature. Perhaps families where the primary relationship 

is at least average in adjustment are less likely to 

experience the relocation event as deleterious to the 

family strength. Identifying mobility as a symptom may 

be the recognition of trouble within the family system. 

Such identification should not be ignored. Therapists 

and educators can respond to the identified symptom as an 

opportunity fo~ ~raining the family in adjustment skills, 

skill s that may generalize to other areas where families 

experience stress. 

T~is study may also suggest that the issue for appro

priate marital adjustment is to cultivate the capacity 

fo r change rather than emphasizing specific change

produc ing events. Ma rriage and family therapists, in 

their role as agents of change, can be facilitative to 

this process if it is understood as the central issue. 

Reco~~endations 

In view of the findings of the present investigation, 

the following recommendations for future research are 

p~ese~ted . 

1 . A comparative study of populations who had 

experienced geographic relocation within the immediate 
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past 6 weeks, 3 months, 1 year, and 2 years would add 

insight into the relationship of marital adjustment and 

geographic relocation. Selecting the sample population 

on a specified move-interval basis could help identify 

any fluctuations in marital adjustment which might occur 

as a function of geographic relocation. 

2. A longitudinal study of a highly mobile popu

lation could provide pertinent information about the 

relationship between marital adjustment and geographic 

mobi lity. A research des~gn of this type would allow 

the identi£ication of measurable changes in the marital 

adjustment of the same population at times in the 

relationship when the focus of energy is on the experience 

of geographic relocation. 

3 . The event of geographic mobility is characterized 

by numerous demand s for change, i.e., new home/community/ 

work environments , the absence of old friends and 

p resence of new ones, getting established in new community 

services and church, and change s in established routines. 

Studies correlating marital adjustment and propensity 

fo r change could be helpful in understanding this basic 

characteristic of on - going relationships in the context 

o -=: mar riage . 
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4. Studies including variables relating to children 

of the family and their adjustments o~ resistance to the 

family move would add important dimensions to concerns 

about change and family adjustment. Additional infor

mation is needed in understanding the relationship between 

the husband-wife adjustment process and the adjustment 

patterns of children in the same horne. 

5. Further research in marital adjustment seems 

to be needed using other variables indicative of high 

level change. Such change experie~ces frequently 

e ncountered by married couples are listed by Rahe and 

Holmes on the Social Readjustment Rating Scale. 
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MOBILITY ABILITY PERCEPTION 

Wife Form 

Thank you for your assistance in this study. Please 
complete each question and do not share your answers with 
yo~r wife. Insert your completed form with the signature 
letter in your envelope and return it with your husband's. 
If your packet is received by July 3, 1980, you will be 
mail ed a check for $2.00 by return mail. 

1. Approximate date you moved to Plano ---------------------
2. Approximate distance of your move to Plano 

-------------
3. Projected date of your next transfer 

--------------~~--

4 . Have you changed places of residence since moving to 
Plano? ---------------------------------------------------------

5. How long have you lived in your current residence? 

6 . How many times have you changed communities since you 
first married? -----------------------------------------------

7 . Number of times married -------------------------------------
8 . Number of years married to this partner ----------------

9 . Your children and step-children: 

Child 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Age Sex Living at Home 
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10. Your job title 
How many years with current employer? 
Full- or part--time? ---------

11 . Years of education completed -----------------------------
12 . Your age 

---------------------------------------------------

PLEASE CIRCLE THE MOST APPROPRIATE ANSWER: 

13 . 

4 . 

My move 

myself 
my wife 

I rno ed 

finances 
health 

to Plano 

my 
my 

to Plano 

was initiated by: 

employer other 
wife's employer 

because o+· .L.. • 

proximity to family 
"a new start" 

career development other --------------------------------
15 . At first I did/did not want to move to Plano. 

16 . ow I feel it was/is a mistake/okay/an opportunity. 

17 . I like my house less than/about the same as/more than 
my pre~iou s horne. 

18. I rent/own/intend to buy a house in the near future. 

19 . I feel worse/about the same as/better in most areas of 
my life now than before moving to Plano. 

20 . My horne life is worse than/about the same as/better 
than it was during the year prior to our move to 
Plano . 

21 . I believe the move to Plano has had these effects on 
my marriage : (circle one of each) 

more/less time together 
less/more conflict 
less/more sexual interaction 
more/less mutual understanding 
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22. Currently I am less involved/involved to a similar 
extent/more involved in activities outside my home 
than I was prlor to moving. 

23. I have found my relocation experience(s) to be 
an interruption/make little difference/an advantage 
in developing and malntaining personal relationships. 

PLEASE CHECK THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE: 

24. Who in your family seems to be experiencing/have 
experienced the greatest difficulty adjusting to 
this move? 

self child, age when moved 
------_____ spouse l 4 

-----2 5 
3 6 

25. Period when YOU had the greatest difficulty adjusting 
to this move: 

Day l - 3 months 
------3 months - 6 months 

6 months - 1 year 
------1 year - 2 years 

-0-t~h-e-r- ---------------------------------·----------------------

26 . Have you or any member of your family received any 
professional assistance in the mobility adjustment 
process? Yes No 
When : prior to the move after the move 

27 . What help did you use: 

Real Estate Company 
------Moving Company 
------Therapist 
------Mobility adjustment class/workshop 

Public School 
------Other ________________________________________________ __ 
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28. What problems of relocation have been stressful 
to you? 

leaving my horne ---
---re-establishing a home 

being separated from family ---
being separated from friends ---
being separated from children ---
finding new friends ---leaving former job ---finding new job ---

---establishing myself in the community 
finding new horne services ---leaving my church ---finding new church ---helping children adjust 

---giving up positions of leadership ---

29. Would you like to move from Plano soon? 

Yes No ---

30 . Would you be willing to participate in additional 
research at a later date? 

Yes No ---
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MOBILITY ABILITY PERCEPTION 

Husband Form 

Thank you for your assistance in this study. Please 
complete each question and do not share your answers with 
your wife. Insert your completed form with the signature 
letter in your envelope and return it with your wife's. 
If your packet is received by July 3, 1980, you will be 
mailed a check for $2.00 by return mail. 

l. Approximate date you moved to Plano ---------------------
2. Approximate distance of your move to Plano ------------
3. Projected date of your next transfer -------------------
4. Have you changed places of residence since moving to 

Plano? ------------------------------------------------------
5. How long have you lived in your current residence? 

6. How many times have you changed communities since you 
first married? ---------------------------------------------

7. Number of times married ------------------------------------
8. Number of years married to this partner ______________ __ 

9. Your children and step-children: 

Child 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 

10 

Age Sex Living at Home 
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10. Your job title 
How many years~w~i~t~fi~=c~u~r~r~e~n~t~e~m~p~1,o~y~e-r~?~-----------------

Full- or part-time? 
--------------------------------------

11. Years of education completed 
-----------------------------

12. Your age 
----------------------------------------------------

PLEASE CIRCLE THE .t-10ST APPROPRIATE ANSWER: 

13. My move to Plano was initiated by: 

myself 
my wife 

my employer 
my wife's employer 

14. I moved to Plano because of: 

other 

finances 
health 

proximity to family 
"a new start" 

career development other 

15. At first I did/did not want to move to Plano. 

16. Now I feel it was/is a mistake/okay/an opportunity. 

17. I like my house less than/about the same as/more than 
my p revious home. 

18. I rent/ own/intend to buy a house in the near future. 

19. I f eel worse/ about the same as/better in most areas of 
my li f e now than before moving to Plano. 

20. My home life is worse t han/about the same as/better 
t ha n it was during the year prlor to our move to 
Plano. 

21. I believe the move to Plano has had these effects on 
my ma r=iage: (circle one cf each) 

more/less time together 
less/ more conflict 
less/more sexual interaction 
more/less mutual understanding 
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22. Currently I am less involved/involved to a similar 
extent/more involved 1n act1v1ties outs~de my home 
than I was prlor to moving. 

23. I have found my relocation experience(s) to be 
an interruption/make little difference/an advantage 
in developing and maintaining personal relationships. 

PLEASE CHECK THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE: 

24. Who in your family seems to be experiencing/have 
experienced the greatest difficulty adjusting to 
this move? 

self child, age when moved ---___ spouse 1 4 
-----2 5 

3 6 

25. Period when YOU had the greatest difficulty adjusting 
to this move: 

Day 1 - 3 months 
---3 months - ·· 6 months 

6 months - 1 year -----1 year - 2 years 
-o-:-t-:-h_e_r 

26. Have you or any member of your family received any 
professional assistance in the mobility adjustment 
process? Yes No 
When: pr1or to the move after the move 

27. What help did you use: 

Real Estate Company ---Moving Company ---. Therapist 
----Mobility adjustment class/workshop 

Public School 
----Other ________________________________________________ __ 
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28. What problems of relocation have been stressful 
to you? 

---leaving my horne 
re-establishing a horne ---. being separated from family ---. being separated from friends ---. being separated from children ---

---finding new friends 

---leaving former job 
finding new job ---

---establishing myself in the co~~unity 
finding new home services ---leaving my church ---finding new church ---helping children adjust ---giving up positions of leadership ---

29. Would you like to move from Plano soon? 

Yes No --- ---
30. Would you be willing to participate in additional 

research at a later date? 

Yes No --- ---



APPENDIX C 



75 

DYADIC ~~JUSTMENT SCALE 

Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below 
tne a pproximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your 
partner for eac h item on the following list. 

1 . Handling !a~ily finances 

2 . Matters of re~reation 

3 . Religious matters 

4 . Demonstra~ions of af!ection 

5. Friends 

6. Sex relations 

Co~ventior.ality (correct or proper 
behavior 

8. Philosophy of life 

9. Ways o f dealing with parer.ts or in-law£ 

_o . Aims , qoals, and th i ngs b~lieved 
irtportant 

12 . 

13 . 

H. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18 . 

Amo~,t of time spen~ together 

Maki~g major decisions 

Household tasks 

Le isure time i~terests and activities 

Career t:.ecisio:1s 

How often do you discuss or have you 
considered divorce, separation, or 
terrnL•ati.ng your r el ationship? 

now often do you or your rr.ate leave the 
ho u se after a fight? 

In aeneral, now often do you think that 
thi~qs between you and your partner 
are going well? 

Ill 
>.QJ 
ttl 0 
3:1.4 
~ 0'"· 
.:co::: 

r 

I 

l 

Q) 

.c 
~ 

GJ 
,....; E 
M ._; 
0:::4-l 

' ;-.., 
~ 
~ 

~ (!) 
0 Q) 

4-JIJ) .,.; )...; 
Ill >. Q) ;r. 0' 
0 ttl (I) r.:l II: 
E ~ 1-4 u Ul 

M....; t1> u-..; 
..:..::c: 00 

' I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Q) .;.J 
..... e g o·..; 
~ c 

~ Q) (!) c 
(~ lJ \..j.;.J ttl 
o .c o .... ..:: z..,; 

--~ 0~ 

>, 
~ 
~(I) (!) (I) 
c c.J (!) Ill 
Q) 1.4 ~.J Ill ,.. Ill 1-4 
:::10' lll>.O' >.t:1> 
trttl 0 ttl rtl tel ttl 
C) Ill e :~: Ill 3 Ill 
1-4·..; M.-1· ... ..-~ ..... 
"-0 .:t.:CO c:c 

I 

' I 

I 

+--r---

I 
j 

>, 
,....; 
,....; >, 

I ttl ~ 
,.. 

re c Q) (!) 
u 0 1-4 > 
(.)·..; ra Q) 

Olll c:: z 



76 

19. Do you confide in your mate? 

20. Do you ever regret that you married 
(or lived together)? 

21. How often do you and your partner qu~rrel? 

22. How often do you and your mat£: '' get on 
each other's nerves?" 

23. Do you kiss your mate? 

24. Do you and your mate engage in outside 
interests together? 
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25. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas 

26. Laugh together 

27 . Cal~-Y discuss something 

2e . Work together on a project 

I 

I 

These are some thinqs about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. 
Indicate if e ither item below caused differences cf opinions or were problems 
in your re l ationship during the past few weeks. (Check yes or no.) 

29. Yes No Being too tired for sex. 

30. Yes No Not showing love. 
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31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness 
in your relationship. The middle point, "happy," represents the degree 
of happiness of most relationships. Please circle the dot which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things consider~d, of your 
relationship. 

Extremely 
Unhappy Unhappy 

A Little 
Happy 

Happy Very 
Happy 

Extremely 
Happy 

Perfect 

32. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the 
future of your relationship? 

I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to 
almost any length to see that it does. 

I want very much for my relationship to su=ceed, and will do all I 
can to see that it does. 

I want very much to= my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair 
share to see that it does. 

It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but ! can't do much 
more than I am doing now to help it succeed. 

It woul d be nice if it succeeded, but I refuse to do any more than 
I am do ing now to keep the relationship go~ng. 

My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more than I can do 
to keep the relationship going. 
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INITIAL PHONE CONTACT INFORMATION 

FOR POTENTIAL RESPONDENTS 

I am calling to invite you to participate in a study 

being done in the Plano community about moving and family 

relations. This study is a research project sponsored 

by Texas Woman's University in Denton. It is a disser-

tation project which is supervised by five professors at 

the Uni versj_ ty. Two hundred married couples are being 

invited to participate. 

If you and your husband/wife are willing to take part 

in this research project, you will be asked to fill out 

two questionnaires which I will mail you this weekend. It 

will take about 45 minutes for you to complete both forms. 

If you return the completed forms by July 3, I will mail 

you $2.00 as an expression of my appreciation. Enclosed 

in the packet will be a consent form for each of you to 

sign. This form must be returned with the packet. When 

your packet is received, the consent form is separated 

from the que stionnaires and when the project is completed, 

it will be destroyed. Your name is not attached to your 

questionnaire forms in any way and all data are analyzed 

anonymousl~r. 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 

Ds:NTON. TX1A8 .,... 

FN':ILIES ON THE MOVE 

Thank you for your ~articipation in this research study of 
"Families on the Move.". Plano is uniquel y suited for this study and 
each husband and wife is critical to the success of the study. 

As part of a doctoral study at Texas Woman's University, this 
study is expected to assist others in serving families. Mr. Glenn Weimer 
is the Director of the Center for Marriage and Family Therapy in Plano 
and is completing his dissertation at the Texas Woman's University. 

Ycu will need to complete the enclosed form without consulting with 
your partner, and yo u will need to sign you r name below. This sheet 
( ~ ith your signature ) is a necessary research procedure at the University. 

Hov.·ever, it v.·ill be removed immediately from your envelope so that all 
informa tion p rovide d :is computed anonymousl y for research purposes. I 
a . al~o re qui red to tell you that no medical service or compensation is 
provided by the Un iversity as a result of in j ury from participation. Of 
cou rse. th is research onl y involves comp leting a questionnaire but this 
statement co ers all t ypes of University research. 

If bo-h your forms (both husband and wife) are returned prior to 
you ~ill be sent by return mail a check for $2.00. 

'~"")'?O;O~Ur--rA-? ....... E__...I...,.~.,.,i?""'o'"R .... T,...A..-•. T TO THIS STUDY. Please complete your form today and drop 
it in the mail. If you have any questions, please call me at 422-2008. 

Sincerely yours, 

Glenn D. We1mer, Doctoral Cand1date 

Vera Ia v lor Gershner, Ph.D. 
Professor, Educational Foundations 

I ~~ volunteering to participate in this study of families and 
effects of moving and am submitting my questionnaire. The only benefits 
t':' me a re my own satisfaction f or contributing to needed kno\\:ledge about 
f amil ies and the two dollar check we will receive upon completion, 

Sl gr.at'.Jre Street Adcress Pnone 
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PROCEDURES FOR WIVES 

1. Two information forms are placed in your envelope: 

Mobility Ability Perception 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

2. Please fill out both forms in privacy and do not share 

your responses with your husband. This procedure is 

extremely important. 

3 . If at all possible, answer every question on the forms. 

There is no "right " or "wrong" answer. Your first 

response to a question will probably be your most 

desired response. 

4 . If possible , please complete both forms at the same 

"sitting. 11 

5 . When you have completed the forms, place both of them 

back in this envelope and seal the envelope. Then the 

sealed envelopes for both you and your husband 

should be returned in the large envelope. 

Thank you for your participation in this study. You and 

your husband will receive a check fo~ $2.00 if your forms 

ar e received by July 3, 1980. 

please call me at 422-2008. 

If you have any questions, 

Glenn D. Weimer 



84 

PROCEDURES FOR HUSBANDS 

l. Two information forms are placed in your envelope: 

Mobility Ability Perception 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

2 . Please fill out both forms in privacy and do not share 

your responses with your wife. This procedure is 

extremely important. 

3 . If at all possible, answer every question on the 

forms. There is no "right:' or "wrong" answer. Ycur 

fi rst response to a question will probably be your 

mo st desired response. 

4 . If possible, please complete both forms at the same 

"sitting." 

5. When you have completed the forms, place both of them 

back in this envelope and seal the envelope. Then the 

sealed envelopes for both you and your wife should be 

returned in the large envelope. 

Thar.k you for your participation in this study. You and 

your wife will receive a check for $2.00 if your forms are 

received by July 3, 1980. If you have any questions, 

please call me at 422-2008. 

Glenn D. Weimer 



APPENDIX G 



86 

Table 14 

Demog raph i c Data for 145 Couple Respondents 

Wives Husbands 
Informa tion Number Percent Number Percent 

Age 
- -20 - 25 13 8.97 7 4.83 

26 - 30 23 15.86 20 13.79 
31- 35 45 31.03 38 26.20 
36 - 40 41 28.28 43 29.66 
41 - 45 7 4.83 15 10.34 
46 -5 0 2 1.38 5 3.45 
51 - 55 6 4.14 6 4.14 
56 -60 4 2.76 4 2.76 
61 - 6 5 4 2.76 5 3.45 
66 - 70 0 0.0 1 0.68 
ot reported 

Average 35.7 37.4 

Educ ation 
Below high s c hool l 0.68 2 1.38 
High schoo l 27 18.62 23 15.86 
Some c o l l e ge 53 36.55 31 21.38 
College graduate 44 30.34 52 35.86 
aster 's l e v e l 20 13.79 35 24.16 

Doctoral l e vel 0 0.0 2 1.38 
Ave rage 14.73 15.34 

Employment 
Hu s band s 

Profess ion a l 54 37.24 
Managemen t 41 28.28 
Sales 22 15.17 
Skilled 12 8.28 
Self- emplo yed 8 5.52 
Te c hni c a l 5 3.44 
Re t i red 2 1.38 
Unemploy e d 1 0.69 
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Table 14--Continued 

Information 

Wives 
Full-time homemaker 
Part-time employed , 

Teacher 
Skilled 
Secretary/Bookkeeper 
Sales 
Management 
Registered Nurse 

Total 

Full -time employed 
Secretary/Bookkeeper 
Teacher 
Management 
Skilled 
Sales 
Designer 
Librarian 

Total 

Times Married 

1 
2 
3 

Wives 
Nurr.ber Percent 

83 

8 
4 
3 
3 
1 
1 

20 

14 
9 
9 
4 
3 
2 
1 

42 

135 
9 
1 

57.24 

42.11 
21.05 
15.79 
15.79 

5.26 
5.26 

13.79 

32.35 
23.53 
17.64 
ll.76 

5.89 
5.89 
2.94 

28.97 

93.10 
6.31 
0.69 

Husbands 
Number Percent 

131 
13 

1 

90.34 
8.96 
0.69 

Information Number Percent 

Years Married to This Partner 
0-5 32 22.06 
6-10 29 20.00 
11-15 43 29.65 
16 -20 19 13.10 
21-25 6 4.13 
26-30 6 4.13 
31-35 5 3.44 
36 -40 3 2.06 
41-45 2 l.37 
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Table 14--Continued 

Information Number Percent 

Number of Children/Stepchildren 
0 18 12.41 
1 22 15.17 
2 58 40.00 
3 26 17.93 
4 14 9.65 
5 7 4~82 

Length of Residency in Plano (years) 
Les s than 1 1 0.68 
1 9 6.20 
2 30 20.68 
3 24 16.55 
4 18 12.41 
5 17 11.72 
4 17 11.72 
6 7 4.82 
7 9 6.20 
8 12 8.27 
9 3 2.06 
11 4 7.58 
13 1 0.68 
14 2 1.38 
15 1 0.68 
16 2 1.38 
17 2 1.38 
28 

, 0.68 ..1.. 

Frequency of Move s 
(moves slnce marrlage) 

0 8 5.5 
l 24 16.55 
2 20 13 .79 
3 25 17.24 
4 20 13.79 
5 10 6.89 
6 8 5.55 
7 5 3.44 
8 8 5.55 
9 1 0.68 
10 3 2.06 
11 1 0.68 
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Table 14--Continued 

Information 

Frequency of Moves (Continued) 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
24 
30 
60 

Distance of Most Recent Transfer 

0-250 
251-500 
501-750 
751-1000 

1001-1250 
1251-1500 
1501-1750 
1751-2000 
2001-2250 
Ove r 3000 

Anticipation of Next Transfer 

Never 
Unknown 
Specified date projected 

Number 

0 
1 
1 
2 
2 
0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
1 
1 

62 
19 

9 
16 
17 
13 

3 
3 
1 
2 

67 
57 
21 

Percent 

0.0 
0.68 
0.68 
1.37 
1.37 
0.0 
0.68 
0.0 
1.37 
0.68 
0.68 
0.68 

42.75 
13.10 

6.20 
11.03 
11.72 

8.96 
2.06 
2.06 
0.68 
1.37 

46.20 
39.31 
14.48 
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Table 15 

Raw Data for Wives 

.., 4) 4) 4) 

c >. .... (I) ""' 
.., .... +J .... 

-~ c:: >. "-'4> -~ c >o .... 4) -~ 
(I) u 0 u ..:l Ill u 0 u ..:l Ill u 0 u ..:l 

+J e c: Q) c: .., e c: Q) c: +J e c: QJ c:: u U+J QJ > ..c Q) >o u t)+J QJ :> ..c: QJ >o u U+J C!J :> ..C:Q! >o 
(I) -~Ill (I) = 0 +J'O ~(I) QJ -~Ill (I) ::l 0 +J'O ~(I) QJ -~ Ill (I) :I 0 +J'O ~ 4) .,...., '0 ::l -~ O':E 01 ·~ -~ ~ .,...., '0:1~ C'Z 01~ -~~ .,.., '0:::1,.....( O':E 01·~ .,..;~ 

.0 IC.,..-.,IC C!J c: 11) e u .0 IC"'"'IC (I) c: Ill E u .0 11)·,.-,ftl (I) c: trl e u 
:J >.'C u ~..~ .... Q) (I) ~ >o :I >.'0 u 1.1"-' (I) Q) ttl>< :I >.'0 u ~..~ .... QJ QJ ltl>o 
Vl O~Vl t... 0 ..:lC:: L..U Vl O.C::Vl c.. 0 ..:lC:: t...U Vl O~Vl t...O ..:la: t...U 

1 124 5 6 5 49 116 11 4 6 97 105 0 2 1 
2 124 2 5 3 50 121 1 1 4 98 91 6 1 3 
3 76 7 0.5 6 51 113 2 1 5 99 99 5 2 4 
4 93 7 1 6 52 89 4 2 3 100 102 7 3 5 
5 90 2 4 2 53 106 10 1 10 101 111 6 3 3 
6 111 3 2 4 54 117 4 2 4 102 125 4 7 5 
7 122 16 3 5 55 95 35 3 6 103 128 5 6 7 
8 102 3 3 3 56 125 4 1 4 104 87 4 6 5 
9 127 60 6 5 57 124 2 2 6 105 112 1 4 4 

10 115 1 5 4 58 117 0 4 5 106 131 7 1 4 
11 122 2 3 4 59 148 1 1 3 107 118 5 16 4 
12 93 0 28 7 60 100 1 2 3 108 119 7 7 5 
13 133 10 1 4 61 94 1 8 6 109 112 5 4 3 
14 122 3 2 2 62 108 1 1 1 110 100 2 1 4 
15 99 1 2 1 63 96 11 3 5 111 98 5 2 4 
16 107 3 3 1 64 92 5 0.25 2 112 119 4 5 4 
17 128 4 1 5 65 99 7 4 4 113 85 3 3 4 
18 122 3 2 3 66 115 1 1 2 114 98 3 7 5 
19 118 8 7 7 67 115 2 4 1 115 102 6 2 4 
20 115 3 6 6 68 111 2 9 5 116 119 1 14 5 
21 112 6 1 5 6, 116 4 4 6 117 131 3 4 4 

22 134 2 11 5 70 133 31 1 7 118 100 3 1 2 
23 94 6 15 6 71 131 1 1 2 119 116 1 2 1 
24 114 5 7 5 72 106 9 1 5 120 123 1 0.25 1 
25 119 3 7 4 73 112 1 6 'J 121 110 3 9 4 
26 111 5 2 4 74 131 3 2 6 122 101 4 2 3 
27 124 2 0.25 2 75 110 1 7 3 123 111 7 2 5 
28 113 20 16 8 76 120 2 1 1 124 107 1 4 4 
29 110 10 1 6 77 124 3 1 4 125 118 2 4 4 
30 124 1 1 1 78 95 2 1 5 126 56 3 3 4 
31 135 7 1 5 79 106 7 7 6 127 112 2 2 2 
32 107 3 4 4 80 127 4 17 8 128 94 1 2 5 
33 108 3 3 5 81 81 0 3 4 129 98 4 1 5 
34 126 15 1 4 82 121 5 4 4 130 118 4 1 4 

35 124 4 8 4 83 109 5 4 4 131 114 10 5 5 
36 124 14 8 6 84 118 3 7 4 132 104 2 5 4 

37 125 1 4 3 85 125 3 0.5 l. 133 93 5 1 6 
38 1 1 1 2 1 86 122 0 0.75 1 134 126 2 7 3 
39 111 13 14 7 87 96 4 6 4 135 91 5 2 5 
40 140 2 4 1 88 122 3 7 4 136 117 1 0.5 1 
4l 105 8 1 3 89 119 11 4 137 119 3 6 4 
42 lOS 4 6 4 90 112 1 2 4 138 130 8 4 5 
43 99 20 0.75 7 91 125 5 17 7 139 125 0 1 1 
44 95 4 1 3 92 87 3 5 4 140 120 7 2 4 

45 105 1 2 1 93 132 2 1 3 141 105 4 3 4 

<6 113 3 1 4 94 110 1 2 1 142 108 7 3 5 
47 141 16 8 5 95 110 2 0.5 6 143 135 6 14 7 

48 111 8 5 7 96 110 2 6 4 144 118 3 4 3 

I 
145 78 8 0.25 7 
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Table 16 

Raw Data for Husbands 

~ 
Cl Cl Q) 

"-- ~ "-- ~ "--
c: >, "-- Cl ..... c: >, ...... Q) ..... c: >. "--C) ...... 
Q) u 0 () ~ Cl u 0 !) ...:l Q) tl 0 (.) ~ 

~ E c: Cl .r:;~ 
~ E c: Cl c: ~ E l: IV c: 

u ()~ tJ > >. u t>~ Q) > .S:::Q) >. u tl~ Q) :> .s::: Q) >. 
Q) -<UlC! :;l 0 ~"0 riC! Q) . .... Ul Q) :;l 0 ~'"0 ~ Q) Q) .... IJ'lCl) :l 0 ~'0 ~Cl 

.,..... "0;::1..-j O"::E 0'·.-t •.-1,...-i ·!""""' 'C:lrl O'::E 0'·.-t ..... ~ .,..., 't);:l.....; O'::E 0'·.-t ..... ~ 

.0 ro ·nltl Cl c: Ul E u .0 10 "1""\ltl C1J c: Ill E u .0 ro·r-. ro Cl C ID eu 
:I :>-.'0 u 1-1"-1 aJ aJ tO>. :l :>-.'0 u ~.~ .... (l) (IJ ttl >. :l ;..."0 u ,. .... Cl Q) 10>. 
Vl Ot<Vl ""'0 ...:l!X w..u Vl O"'l:Vl ""0 ...:l!X w..u Vl O"'l:Vl ""0 ...:l:::: w..u 

1 123 5 6 5 49 108 11 4 6 97 1'-... , 0 3 1 
2 122 0 5 3 50 113 1 1 4 98 106 6 1 3 
3 112 6 0.5 6 51 118 3 1 5 99 99 5 2 4 
4 132 8 1 € 52 97 3 2 3 100 112 10 2 5 
5 106 2 4 2 53 110 10 1 4 101 102 9 3 3 
6 99 4 2 4 54 108 3 25 3 1C2 118 4 7 5 
7 123 16 3 5 55 112 24 3 6 103 120 2 6 7 
8 105 3 3 3 56 108 5 1 4 104 91 4 6 5 
9 118 60 6 5 57 107 4 2 6 105 129 2 3 4 

10 109 2 5 4 58 125 2 7 5 106 112 7 1 4 
11 125 2 2 4 59 132 1 1 . 3 107 126 5 16 4 
12 96 3 28 7 60 92 1 3 3 108 120 3 7 5 

13 133 8 2 4 61 J.l9 2 8 6 109 111 5 4 3 
14 122 3 2 2 62 89 1 1 1 110 87 3 1 4 
15 103 1 3 1 63 100 10 4 5 111 122 4 2 4 
16 106 3 0.75 1 64 -94 4 0.25 2 112 116 4 5 4 

17 103 4 1 5 65 105 5 4 4 113 92 4 3 4 
18 116 2 2 3 66 114 1 2 2 114 118 3 7 4 
19 115 8 7 7 67 118 2 4 1 115 110 5 2 4 

20 121 3 6 6 68 108 5 9 5 116 119 1 l4 5 
21 124 6 1 5 69 100 2 4 6 117 115 4 4 4 
22 136 2 11 5 70 118 30 1 7 118 103 3 1 2 
23 100 6 15 6 71 106 1 1 2 119 123 1 2 1 
24 110 3 7 5 72 112 7 1 5 120 124 2 0 . 25 1 
25 129 2 7 4 73 134 1 6 3 121 125 1 9 4 

26 10 4 3 4 74 134 3 2 6 122 67 8 2 5 
27 124 2 0.25 2 75 115 l 7 3 123 108 6 2 5 

28 11e 20 16 8 76 126 1 1 1 124 124 1 4 4 

29 117 18 2 6 77 110 4 1 4 125 112 3 4 4 

30 114 1 1 1 78 103 2 1 5 126 86 3 3 4 

31 112 4 1 5 79 106 7 7 6 127 97 3 2 2 

32 68 4 4 4 80 116 4 17 8 128 104 1 2 5 

33 109 3 2 5 81 75 6 3 4 129 91 4 1 5 

34 103 14 1 4 82 120 0 4 4 130 103 3 1 4 

35 113 4 8 4 83 110 5 4 4 131 121 1 4 5 

36 119 7 9 6 84 103 3 7 4 132 92 3 5 4 

37 104 2 4 3 85 117 3 0.25 1 133 114 6 2 6 

38 115 0 3 1 86 117 0 9 1 134 124 2 6 3 

39 103 13 14 7 87 79 4 6 4 135 109 4 2 5 

40 141 1 4 1 88 114 2 7 4 136 123 1 0.5 1 

41 119 a 1 5 89 115 5 11 4 137 104 3 6 4 

42 100 4 7 4 90 97 1 2 4 138 138 5 1 5 

43 108 20 1 7 91 112 8 17 7 139 117 o· 1 1 

44 84 4 1 3 92 83 3 5 4 140 104 4 2 4 

45 87 c 3 1 93 124 2 1 3 141 99 3 3 4 

46 115 3 1 4 94 114 1 2 1 142 104 6 3 5 

47 141 16 8 5 95 100 3 0.5 6 143 145 9 14 7 

48 103 8 5 7 96 114 2 6 4 144 112 2 4 3 
145 75 8 0.25 7 
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Table 17 

General Characteristics of Plano Residents 

~ability Patterns: 

Average residency 

Resident 1 year or less 

4 years or less 

10 years or less 

Family Characteristics: 

1edian age of heads of households 

Ave~age per sons per household 

Fa~ilies with school-age children 

Families with pre-school children 

Households with retired adult residents 

Dwell ings: 

Eomeow:ners 

Live in single-family detached home 

2.5 years 

23% 

59% 

82% 

35 years 

2.6 

62% 

28 % 

6 % 

88% 

94% 

Note : N = 750 heads of households age 18 and over. 

Plano Citizen Survey, Grove & Associates, Inc. 
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