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CHAPTER I 

PERCEPTIONS OF STRENGTHS OF MOBILE FAMILIES 

Families are nec'essary and are worthy of being pre

served. In spite of the new and unresolved problems brought 

about by a rapidly changing society, families and society 

still share an interdependency and are inseparable (Bane, 

1976; Beck, 1976; Keniston, 1977; Skolnick, 1981). Families 

shape society by preparing, or failing to prepare, individ

uals to assume responsible places there. Recognizing that 

present day families are experiencing tremendous stress, 

many of those who study the family and work for its better

ment are calling for the involvement of all social institu

tions to assist in countering increased family fragmentation 

(Bernard, 1972; Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Chilman, 1979; Kanter, 

1977b; Keniston, 1977; Otto, 1967; Rice, 1977; Stinnett, 

1979; Young, 1973). 

Studies of civilian and military families indicate that 

residential relocation produces negative stress among many 

families while others are able to cope and to remain intact 

and functioning (Culbert & Renshaw, 1972; Frances & Gale, 

1973; McAllister, Butler, & Kaiser, 19i3; McKain, 1973; 

Seidenberg, 1973; Sorokin, 1959; Tiger, 1974). This differ

ence is intriguing. 

1 
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In order to help mobile families move toward the goal 

a stronger, more satisfying family life that would accommo

date their residential changes,_ greater knowledge and under

standing of the strengths of mobile families are needed 

(Gaylord, 1979; Kanter, 1977b}. Family strengths have 

broadly been identified as the conditions and qualities 

which contribute to a family's capacity to deal with their 

difficulties and stress in a .positive frame (Otto, 1962, 

1975; Reeder, 1973; Stinnett, 1979). 

How do mobile families cope with mobility? What 

strengths do these families possess? In an effort to 

enhance family life and better equip families to manage · 

stress in a positive way we must have knowledge of the sup

port that mobile families employ in their own nuclear family. 

This can best be accomplished by gathering information from 

intact, functioning families who are mobile and who are most 

appropriate to serve as positive role models (Otto, 1979; 

Lewis, 1979; Stinnett, 1979; Stinnett & Sauer, 1977). 

Purpose of the Study 

The overall purpose of this study was to ascertain the 

perceptions of husbands and wives of intact families con

cerning the strengths of their family interactions, and to 

explore the relationships of these perceptions to the fam

ilies' mobility. The spedific purposes of the study were: 
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1. To modify and to further refine the instrument,

Family Str·en'gths Tnventory (Stinnett, 1977).

2. To determine the perceptions of mobile families as

measured by responses to the Family Strengths Inven

tory concerning the following:

a. What has contributed most to: (1) their mari

tal satisfaction; (2) making their relationship

with their oldest child living at home strong.

b. What would they most like to change about: (1)

their marital relationship; (2) their relation

ship with their child.

c. What the respondent does that makes his child

feel good about himself.

d. What their child does that makes them feel good

about themselves.

e. What their spouse does that makes them feel

good about themselves.

f. What the respondent does that makes his spouse

feel good about himself.

g. The degree to which: (1) the respondent makes

his spouse feel good about himself; (2) the 

spouse makes the respondent feel good about 

himself; t3) the respondent makes his child 

feel_ good about himself; (4) his child makes 

the res:pondent feel good about himself. 
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h. The commitment of members to each other.

i. The value others place on strong families.

j. The families' joint participation in family

activities.

3. To determine if there is a significant difference

in each of the perceptions according to: (a} sex;

(bl the number of residential relocations the

nuclear family has experienced; (c} the number of

residential relocations the respondents experienced

in childhood; (d) the number of years the respon

dents have been married.

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses will be examined: 

1. There is no significant difference in mobile fam

ilies' perceptions of their strengths as measured by the 

Family Strengths Inventory according to sex. 

2. There is no significant difference in mobile fam

ilies' perceptions of their strengths as measured by the 

Family Strengths Inventory according to the number of resi

dential relocations the nuclear family has experienced. 

3. There is no significant difference in mobile fam

ilies' perceptions of their strengths as measured by the 

Family Str·engths· Inv:entory according to the number of resi

dential relocations the respondents experienced in childhood. 

4. There is no significant difference in mobile
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families' perceptions of their strengths as measured by the 

Family Strengths Inventory according to the number of years 

the respondents have been married. 

Definitions 

The following definitions are presented to aid the 

reader: 

1. Family strengths - "are those forces, and dynamic

factors in the relationship matrix which encourages the 

development of the personal resources and potentials of mem

bers of the family and which make family life deeply satis

fying and fulfilling to family members" (Otto, 1975, p. 16). 

2. Mobile families - those families who have experi

enced residential relocation, and may expect to again, as a 

function of the husband-father's occupation. 

3. Commitment - a mature acceptance of, and dedication

to, the roles which have been adopted and an intention to 

remain true to them; a faithfulness which implies account

ability and trustworthiness (Grams, 1967). 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The literature reflects limited research relating to 

both family strength and family mobility. It is virtually 

non-existent with respect to a combination of them. There

fore, this review of literature will address areas pertinent 

to the examination of the strengths of mobile families, 

including: (a) an historical overview of mobility, (b) the 

business-perspective of family mobility, (.c} the family view 

of mobility, (d) the strengths of families defined, (e) the

characteristics of strong families, (f) marital strengths, 

(g) strengths of the parent-child relationship and, (h) fam

ilies' potential for strength development. 

Upward Mobility 

An Historical Overview 

Throughout history accounts of the movement of people 

have shown that changing residential location has occurred 

for the purpose of improving the survival opportunities of 

families. Industrious American Indians moved to where the 

hunting and fishing yields were more plentiful. Scores of 

inunigrants left the·ir homelands in search of better lives, 

and early Americans moved across the country with the hope 

6 
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of improving their lot. With an abundance of, seemingly 

inherent, competitive spirit Americans have always placed 

high value on social and geographic mobility. Migration has 

become a way of life in America (Bralove, 1973; Clayton, 

197 5) . 

Tropman (1975} reports that during the past 50 years 60 

percent of all American males have moved at least once dur

ing their adult lifetimes. Most were lured by the prospect 

of a more rewarding life situation. The progression of the 

economic system away from an agrarian base and more toward 

industrialization has brought about greater mobility 

(Scanzoni, 1970). According to U.S. Census Bureau figures, 

40 million Americans, or one of every five, moved every year 

during the early 1970s. Gaylord (.1979) estimated that more 

than half, or approximately 22 million of these moves were 

job related. This large number was composed of wives and 

children, or families, as well as, employees. 

The last decade has brought to public and professional 

attention the possibility of adverse family reactions asso

c�ated with this uprooting or geographic mobility. Consid

ering that geographic mobility is often a function of work, 

professionals agree that because an interdependency exists 

between the world of work and families, reciprocal stress 

does occur (Aldous, 1978; Culbert & Renshaw, 1972; Kanter, 

1977b; McFarland, 1977; Piotrkowski,· 1979; Renshaw, 1976). 
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The early findings of Hill (1949} and Whyte (1951) first 

indicated adjustment difficulties of wives to the demands 

· of their husbands' work. Sorokin {.1959) warned of the

debilitating effects of increased mobility.· The more recent

studies of military families conducted by Bey and Lange

(1974), Frances and Gale (1973}, McKain (1973), and Macintosh 

(.19 68). show geographic mobility to be one of the more pro-

nounced environmental situational stresses faced by modern

families. Noted anthropologist, Tiger (.1974) argues that

shifting executives' families about the country inflicts

tremendous harm upon wives and children. Considerable docu

mentation, obtained in a clinical setting by Seidenberg

(1973), reveals that corporate wives often are, in actuality,

corporate casualties.

Gaylord (19791 suggests that the public has been made 

aware of the possible detrimental effects of geographic 

mobility through the writings of Packard {1972) and Toffler 

(1970), as well as, various popular publications. Each of 

them describes the trauma associated with frequent uprooting 

and the rampant nature of the modern trend. Social move

ments, with their emphasis on personal self-fulfillment, 

have also contributed to awakening public consciousness to 

the problems of frequent geographic relocation (Gaylord, 

1979; Kanter, 1978}. 
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Business Perspective o·f Family Mobility 

Kanter (19771 points out that the position of business 

has been based on the "myth of separate worlds." "In a mod

ern industrial society, work life and family life constitute 

two separate and non-overlapping worlds, with their own 

functions, territories, and behavioral rules" (p. 8)� In an 

effort to discourage nepotism and to gain complete loyalty 

to the organization for its benefit, management level employ

ees have been encouraged to deny, or at best ignore, any 

connection between work and family (Dyer, 1964; Howell, 

1976; Renshaw, 1976). Customarily, business has held the 

position that relocation was an important aspect of career 

development. It enabled managers to gain varied experience 

and to move more rapidly into positions of higher responsi

bility (Bird, 1979; McFarland, 1979; Voydanoff, 1980). Some 

companies openly admit that "moving up means moving around," 

and failure to relocate can result in stagnation (Bird, 

1979; Walker, 1976, p. 99). A recent extensive study of 200 

executives by Bartolome' and Evans (.1980} disputes the 

cliche' that achieving success demands a price from personal 

life, if certain precautions are observed. The authors dis

cuss how organizations can minimize potential "negative emo

tional spillover" (p. 140). 

The· tnobil•e· hti'sba:nd..:father. Traditionally, the position 

of the husband-father in the world of work has determined 
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the position of the family in society. Man's participation 

in the job market is necessary for his participation in the. 

family and is important to family status (Aldous, Osmond, &

Hicks, 1979}. A loss of job can mean loss of power and 

influence on his wife and children. From a review of sev

eral studies, Kanter (1977b) concluded that occupational 

situation has a very strong influence on well being. To 

some high achievers career success becomes the essence of 

self-image, the driving motivation behind all their efforts 

(Walker, 1976}. Of the successful executives he studied, 

Henry Cl967l stated, "They are corporate men, not family 

men. The all-embracing demands of corporate life do not per

mit distractions" (.p. 270). A promotion and transfer offers 

the worker new opportunities, challenges and adventure; a 

chance to prove himself and, perhaps, a release from stagna

tion in his career (Packard, 1972; Seidenberg, 1973). Even 

though he may experience some stress in his new position his 

credentials usually merit increased status and earnings for 

himself and his family (Kobasa, 1977). Blood (1972) points 

out that if the husband-father is the chief determiner of 

the family's economic welfare he is most likely to advocate 

making the change. The other family members will move, per

haps reluctantly, in the hope that the pain they experience 

will be outweighed oy economic or other gains. 
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The mobile wife-mother. The literature reveals that 

wives exhibit a wide range of reactions as a result of their 

husbands' occupationa·l mobility. Sorokin (1959} implied 

that moving can have both positive and negative corollaries, 

depending upon how the mover views the situation.' 

How the wife perceives moving depends upon a number of 

issues. Among them, is her position from the perspective of 

her husband's employer. Kanter (1977a) states that though 

corporate beauracracies can not ignore wives it is difficult 

to know just where they fit. That fit may be one of direct 

involvement, involvement only with and through their hus

bands, or complete non-involvement. A wife's view of moving 

can be influenced by her role of indirect participation in 

her husband's career, in what Papanek (1973) refers to as a 

"two-person single career." It allows her to experience 

"vicarious achievement" (p. 91). The husband derives iden

tity through his occupational role while the wife's identity 

is contingent upon his accomplishments. She is said to real

ize increased social standing and prestige and a higher 

standard of living rnilson, 1978� Taylor & Hartley, 1975� 

Zemon-Gass & Nichols, 1975). Interestingly, a recent study 

by Mache, Bohrnstedt, and Bernstein (1979) rejects the idea 

of vicarious involvement and contends that only husbands' 

incomes have a direct positive effect on wives' self-esteem. 
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A wife's view of moving can also be influenced by hav

ing a career of her own, in addition to her role of wife anq 

mother (.Bird, 1979}. Bartolome' and Evans (1980). report 

that employment presents more difficulties for women than 

for men because women are seen as being primarily responsible 

for the quality of the home. Husbands, by and large, earn 

more money (Tiger, 1974). These factors, combined with the 

likelihood of moving may have some bearing on the reports of 

researchers that wives' employment does not yet affect famil

ial migration and that corporate wives are less likely to be 

employed (Duncan & Perrucci, 1976; Mortimer, Hall, & Hill, 

l978). 

Regardless of her chosen role, there seems to be 

increasing evidence that the wife makes the greatest sacri

fices when the family moves (Tiger, 1974; Weissman & Paykel, 

1972; Voydanoff, 1980). Studies of military families report 

more stress among wives and mothers (Bey & Lange, 1974; 

Frances & Gale, 1973; Macintosh, 1968; McKain, 1973). 

Research by Butler, McAlliiter, and Kaiser (1973) suggests 

that females are more likely to complain of disturbance with 

respect to adaptation to residential mobility. Data obtained 

in a clinical setting indicated that promotions for husbands 

frequently resulted in losses for wives (Seidenberg, 1973). 

A loss of identity and sense of self-worth were frequent 

consequences of leaving friends and neighbors, status in the 
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community, and tenure in a job or career. Wives are 

expected to forfeit all that they, personally, have invested 

in making a home and family life and begin again. Disillu

sionment places strain on the f·amily and often leads to 

feelings of loneliness, self-imposed isolation, contempt for 

the spouse, depression, and alcoholism. Experienced fre

quently, such stress does irreputable damage to all members 

of the family (Tiger, 197 4) • 

The effects of mobility on children. Researchers agree 

that the wife is seen as the key person when it comes to 

making moves successful for the family (Hunt & Hunt, 1977; 

Jones, 1973; Kanter, 1977a; Lehr, 1968). Effects on chil

dren would then be determined, in part, by the mother's atti

tudes. Younger children are easier to move and moving 

becomes more critical as they are older (Ogden, 1978). 

Seidenberg (1973) indicates that the fears of young children 

stem from a lack of information and from misinterpretation of 

the situation, while the problems experienced by older chil

dren are of a social nature. Interruptions of peer accep

tance and confirmation for the adolescent produces frustra

tion (Gaylord, 1979). A study by Constable (1978) acknowl

edged that a recently moved child is vulnerable, but can be 

identified and aided if the school is prepared. Another 

study showed that even though the mothers tended to be nega

tively disposed toward a geographic move and believed that 
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their children would be harmed, this was not upheld by the 

research (Barrett & ·Noble, 1973). In fact, the children 

adjusted quickly and made frierids in the new schools and 

communities. Again, older children experienced more diffi

culty than did younger childreri. Regardless of the reason 

for the move, there are some losses for each family member 

but children usually can adjust if parents will explore the 

feelings of loss and help them to realize the norrnalness of 

the feelings (Clayton, 1975}. 

Supports for families. The literature reveals increased 

interest in supporting those families who find frequent relo

cation to be stressful. Studies by Burke and Weir (1975, 

1977), Culbert and Renshaw (1972), Rapoport and Rapoport 

(1965), and Renshaw (1976) suggest the importance of identi

fying and developing coping strategies within the family. 

Based on the premise of greater adaptability, Burr (1973) 

and Boss, Mccubbin, and Lester (1979) identified these cop

ing patterns used by corporate wives in response to routine 

husband absence: (a) fitting into the corporate lifestyle, 

(b) developing self, and (c) establishing independence.

Vandervelde (1979) offers similar suggestions on how corpo

rate wives can become more independent without harming their 

husbands' careers. Reviewing the stress and coping litera

ture, Mccubbin, Joy, Cauble, Corneau, Patterson, and Needle 

(1980) cite the importance of supporting social networks. 
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There is evidence that the business world is beginning 

to heed the appeals that they look more closely at the 

effects of their policies on families (Gaylord, 1979; Kanter, 

1977a, .1977b; Rice, 19771. Seminars are being conducted by 

various organizations in an attempt to deal with some· of the 

problems (Culbert & Renshaw, 1972; Daley & Olive, Note l; 

Greiff, 1976; Rice, 1979}. Writings by professionals in the 

business community insist that it is possible to have both a 

. su':cessful career and a happy family life (McFarland, 1977, 

1979; Ogden, 1978). Articles in the business literature 

(Bartolome' & Evans, 1979, 1980; Becerra, 1975; Bell, 1977; 

Keane, 1978; Walker, 1976) provide other healthy indications 

of growing awareness. 

Family Strengths 

Strengths of Families Defined 

Previous efforts to help families have been based 

largely on what we know about families in relation to the 

problems and pathology of family life. While there is some 

merit to this line of thinking, Stinnett (1979) and Otto 

(1979) contend that more is to be gained by studying posi

tive models of family functioning. 

When Otto (.19621 and others began asking, "What is a 

strong family?" in the early 1960s there was confusion and a 

lack of clarity about the meaning of family strength, among 
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families, as well as researchers. The literature provided 

little information as to a defined and described frame of 

reference. It was implied that family strength was a value 

to be sought, that stronger families were preferred to 

weaker ones (Grams, 1967; Zimmerman & Cervantes, 1960). 

After a thorough analysis of other findings and conclu

sions from his own studies, Otto (1963, 1975) developed a 

framework of family strengths. The criteria for assessment 

included: 

1. The ability to provide for the physical, emotional,

and spiritual needs of a family. 

2. The ability to be sensitive to the needs of family

members. 

3. The ability to communicate effectively.

4. The ability to provide support; security, and

encouragement. 

5. The ability to initiate and maintain growth produc

ing relationships in the neighborhood. 

6. The capacity to maintain and create constructive

and responsible community relationships in the neighborhood, 

the school, town, and local and state government. 

7. The ability to grow w�th and through children.

8. An ability for self help and the ability to accept

outside help when appropriate. 

9. An ability to perform family roles flexibly.
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10. Mutual respect for the individuality of family

members. 

11. The ability to use a crisis or seemingly injurious

experience as a means of growth.· 

12. A concern for family unity, loyalty, and inter

family cooperation (pp. 333-336, 1963). 

Family strengths are groups of dynamic, inter-related, 

interacting elements within the family structure. Each ele

ment can be identified as a separate strength, but when 

viewed in their totality result in family strength (Otto, 

1962}. Based on Otto's writings, Van Meter (1973) defined 

family strengths as: 

those capabilities possessed by individuals and families 

which allow the separate individuals fulfillment, while 

at the same time bringing increased satisfaction to the 

group; a strength is considered to be a positive quality 

which enables a family to deal most effectively with its 

own milieu. (p. 174) 

Health of the family system is considered to denote 

strength in the system. In his recent book, White (1978) 

defines a healthy family as a growing, changing, open living 

system, characterized by, "good communication, shared power, 

individual autonomy, good reality testing or consciousness 

of the passing of time in the human life cycle and a warm, 

expressive feeling style" (p. 21). variations in the 
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strengths of a family would naturally be expected throughout 

the family life cycle. 

Characteristics of St:r:ong Fa.rnil•i-es 

In a study of families who had been identified as 

strong, Stinnett and Sauer (1977) found six qualities which 

seemed to characterize the families: (a) The family members 

expressed appreciation for each other, (b) they spent a lot 

of time doing things together, (c) there was good communica

tion, (dl there was commitment to the family and to· promot

ing each other's happiness and welfare, (e) the families had 

a high level of religious orientation, and (f) the families 

dealt with crisis in a positive way. Stinnett (1979a) 

reports that these qualities are frequently lacking in dis

rupted families. 

Aiming to increase family therapy knowledge, Barnhill 

(1979) developed a model of healthy family functioning. The 

eight dimensions of his system were grouped into four basic 

areas of concern: (a) identity processes, (b) change struc

ture, (c) information processing, and (d) role structuring. 

Being circular, and therefore of mutual causality, Barnhill 

suggests that improving functioning in one or more areas 

will improve functioning of the whole. 

A late study of black families reported by Royse and 

Turner (1980) showed· the families to hav� strong kinship 

bonds, a strong work orientation, egalitarian decision 
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making, tendency to seek achievement, and religious orienta

tion. _The study also indicated that black families teach 

self-respect, happiness, cooperation, discipline, and opti

mism to their children. 

The presence of particular personality traits of family 

members can make a major contribution to family strength 

�ruitt, 1976}. Based on studies of normal individuals and 

the findings of prominent human behaviorists, Lewis (1979) 

suggests that a healthy person possesses these qualities: 

(a} "the ability to love, work, and play, (b) reasonable 

freedom from symptoms, (c) capacity to deal with stress, (d) 

the ability to master the stages of life, and (e} the ability 

to make the most of one's equipment" (pp. 99-101). 

From the early studies of families of the depression 

(Angell, 1936; Cavan & Ranck, 1938) to the stress endured by 

military families and the unemployed (Hill, 1949, 1965; Koos, 

1956), researchers have been concerned with family behavior 

under stress. After reviewing the literature, Burr (1973) 

concluded that the family is a reactor to stress, and as a 

manager of resources, employs an active process of adapta

tion within the family and community. The importance of 

interaction between the family unit and its kin network, 

community, and church. was supported by de Lissovoy (1973) 

and Mccubbin (1979). Hill (1965} reported that families who 

adjusted to stress least well lacked contact with supporting 
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families and were forced to live alone in anonymity.,-

While observing two families dealing with a similar 

problem, Reeder (1973) noted the·se qualities of the managing 

family: (a) was integrated into society, (bl maintained an 

internal focus of authority, decision making, and emotional 

investment, (c) had ties of affection and support among all 

members, (dl had open channels of communication, (e) had a 

centralized authority structure to coordinate problem solv

ing, (f) had ability to communicate and effectively evaluate 

goals, roles, and expectations, and (h) preferred· specific 

value orientation. 

Marital Strengths 

Bernard (1972) maintains that in every marital union 

there are actually two marriages, his and hers. The individ

ual participants may hold differing perspectives of the same 

situation. The data would give credence to this proposition, 
I 

for many views exist. 

Hicks and Platt (1970) report that in American society 

marriages.are judged by two criteria; happiness and stabil

ity. The authors state that in spite of enormous ambiguity 

and a lack of consensus with regard to definition of the 

terms used to delineate the subjective nature of the marital 

relationship these ·variables seem to correlate positively· 

with marital success: Ca) higher educational, occupation�l, 

and income levels for husbands, (.b) similarities in socio-
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economic status, age, and religion, (c) later age at marri

age, and (d) affectional rewards including esteem for spouse, 

sexual enjoyment, and companionship. The preceeding vari

ables, drawn from the findings of the research in the 1960s, 

provide a basis for the disposition of the model of marital 

quality developed by Lewis and Spanier (1979). The three 

most abstract dimensions of the model which are thought to 

contribute to marital quality are: . (a) social and per�onal 

resources, (b) satisfaction with life style, and (c) rewards 

from spousal interaction. The theory indicates that as each 

of the dimensions increases marital quality also increases. 

Therefore, marital stability is heightened. 

Marital satisfaction is related to a congruence of role 

perceptions, expectation, and performance of husbands and 

wives. The more a spouse rewards the other in terms of com

petent role enactment the more profitable the relationship 
I 

(Nye, 1976; Scanzoni, 1970). Writings by Blood and Wolfe 

(1960) and Blood (1972) affirm the importance of the instru

mental role of the husband by indicating that as the hus

band's prestige and social standing in the community 

increased so did the wife's marital satisfaction. Addi

tional evidence is furnished by the significant studies of 

the 1960s which indicate that a wife's working outside the 

home out of necessity rather than by choice, results in 

poorer marital adjustment (Hicks & Platt, 1970). 
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Implications are that husbands may perceive working wives a 

possible threat to their culturally defined dominant role. 

High involvement in his job by either spouse resulted in 

adverse effects on the· marital relationship (Ridley, 1973). 

The importance of instrumental needs can be understood by 

realizing that instrumental needs must be satisfactorily met 

before couples can move on to a concern for the companion

ship aspects of their relationship {Levinger, 1966). 

Hicks and Platt (.1970) report that the companionship 

aspect of marriage is influenced by individual personality 

factors and how need satisfaction is accomplished. Though 

abstract and difficult to study, the positive quality of the 

affective relationship enhanced by effective communication 

seems, generally, to make for marital satisfac.tion and feel

ings of companionship. 

The literature points up two possible, popular miscon

ceptions concerning marital satisfaction. Studies by Cuber 

and Harroff {1963) and Hawkins {1968) suggest that stability 

may be influenced by factors other than satisfaction and
, 

happiness. Also, the findings of Luckey and Bain (1970) 

showing that children detract rather than enhance marital 

happiness were substantiated by the findings of later 

research (Rollins & Galligan, 1978; Russell; 1974; Ryder, 

1973). 
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Actually, "the ultimate costs and rewards, pushes and 

pulls of all the forces acting on the marriage will deter

mine the quality and stability of the marriage" (Spanier & 

Lewis, 1980, p. 832}. 

Strengths of Parent-Child Relationships 

Strengths of the parent-child relationship are assumed 

to be those characteristics and conditions which are most 

conducive to the development of children toward autonomy. 

Lewis (1979) contends that "it starts with the marriage" 

(p. 131. He indicates that the strength and quality of the 

parental relationship is perhaps, the greatest influence on 

producting healthy children. A strong satisfying marital 

relationship plus a positive relationship with at least one 

of the parents provides an atmosphere of strength for 

healthy child development. Based on observations, Satir 

(1972) believes that strong, nurturing parent-child relation

ships provide for the opportunity to be noticed, valued, 

loved and are in turn, expected to notice, value, and love 

others. In this atmosphere children are allowed to take 

risks, feel free to express feelings, and to be persons in 

their own right. Affection is expressed openly and parents 

see themselves as leaders, not bosses. In Pratt's (1976) 

"energized family" the level of mental health was greater 

in families that wer·e supportive of personal needs and 

interests, provided assistance in efforts to cope and 
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function, and were tolerant and encouraging of personal 

development. 

An analysis of approximately 200 students conducted 

over 10 years led Walters and Stinnett (1971) to suggest 

that, "parental acceptance, warmth, and support are posi

tively related to favorable emotional, social, and intel

lectual development of children" (p. 100). Positive paren

tal attitude is also reported to be a factor in academic 

achievement, creative thinking, leadership, and occupational 

choice. A study by Mortimer (1975) found that the sons of 

professional men tended to value intrinsic concerns while 

businessmen's sons valued extrinsic rewards. 

While the greater portion of past research dealt with 

mother-child relationships both parents have been found to 

have a significant impact on their children, depending on 

the sex of each. Peers exert considerable influence on ado

lescents but it appears that boys are more succeptible to 

parental influence. Middle class parents tend to be more 

controlling and supportive and are more inclined to disci

pline with reasoning and appeals to guilt rather than with 

physical punishment (Walters & Stinnett, 1971). A most sig

nificant finding of the research of the 1960s, and reaffirmed 

in the later studies, is the reciprocity of the parent-child 

relationship. Children affect the behavior of their parents 

as· parents influence the behavior of their children (Lerner 
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& Spanier, 1978). 

Walters and Walters (1980) report that the recent 

research lends additional support to previous conclusions 

and provides some new findings. They state that the parent

child relationship is affected by physiological and societal 

factors in addition to parental guidance. Even though mod

ern parents value their children more for psychological 

reasons; love, companionship, and happiness, how this affects 

the relationship has not yet been determined. Two important, 

positive indications from the research of the last decade 

are: (a) the value of the father to the parent-child rela

tionship, and (bl that discussions of sex in the home result 

in increased responsibility with respect to sexual-activity 

among adolescents. 

Families' Potential for Strength Development 

Perhaps the greatest family strength is its potential. 

Those latent unrecognized resources within every family for 

changing and growing, loving and caring, communicating, 

resolving conflict, adventuring, creating, and experiencing 

contribute to family potential (Anderson, 1974; Otto, 1967). 

Otto {l970) cites the mass agreement of behavioral 

scientists that most individuals function at a small fraction 

of their personal potential. He predicts that this low level 

of functioning may well be the most damaging element to human 

personality growth.· The ·family, too, has potential and the 
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task of identifying that potential is the important step in 

its actualization (Otto, 1979}. 

Summary 

Important observations. from the review of literature 

indicate: (.a) an interdeperidericy exists between the world 

of work and family life which ·affects personal well being 

and family life, (b} occupational promotions for husbands 

often result in losses for wives. Each relocation may 

require that the wife leave behind friends and neighbors, 

status in the community, and perhaps, personal identity in a 

career, (c) younger children adjust to relocation better, 

but all children benefit from a strong parent-child relation

ship, (d) increasing mobility of American families creates 

greater isolation and often a less than rich, fulfilling 

creative family experience, (e) families have a wealth of 

potential for dealing with difficulties and stress; strengths 

and capabilities of which they may not even be aware, (f) 

further identification of family strengths and their full 

utilization would be beneficial to families, to business, 

and to society, (g) studies reveal that mobility does not 

need to be disruptive to families. 



Selection of subjects 

CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE 

The subjects participating in this study met these 

criteria: 

1. The husband or wife of a two-parent, intact, func

tioning family with at least one child in the home. 

2. The family had changed the location of its resi

dence at least once as a result of father's occupational 

position with a corporate organization. 

Names and addresses were obtained through the coopera

tion of representatives of four home owner's associations in 

the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma metropolitan area. Two question�· 

naires, one for the husband and one for the wife, were sent. 

to each address. A cover letter assured anonymity and 

explained that the purpose of the study was to ascertain 

their perceptions of their family strengths. Each parent 

was requested to complete the questionnaire independently 

and return it in the enclosed envelope. Since participation 

was voluntary, a response implied consent for inclusion in 

the study. The data were collected during the month of 

January, 1981. 

27 
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Development of the rn·strument 

The validated instrument, Family Strengths Inventory 

(Stinnett, l977), was designed to measure the various 

aspects of family life which the· literature indicated were 

important components of family strength. Dr. Stinnett 

granted the investigator permission to modify the instrument 

in order to provide information concerning the strengths of 

· mobile families. 

Background information: sex, age, race, occupation, 

number of years married, number of relocations, number of 

children, and educational attainment was obtained by the use 

of fixed alternative items. Numerical rating scales and 

Thurston equal-interval appearing scales measured the 

respondents' perceptions concerning: (.a) what contributed 

most to making their marital and parent-child relationships 

satisfying; (b) what they would like to change about their 

marital and parent-child relationships; (c) the degree of 

and actions of their spouse which ~akes the respondents feel 

good and the degree of and actions of the respondents which 

makes their spouse feel good; (d) the degree of and actions 

of their child wh~ch makes the respondents feel good and the 

degree of and actions of the respondents which makes their 

child feel good; Cet the commitment of the family members to 

each. other; (fl participation in family activities; (g) the 

value others hold of a strong family. The items of greatest 
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and least degree of importance were scored in such a way 

that the more favorable response was given the highest score 

and the least favorable the lowes·t score. The responses 

dealing with feelings and actions were ranked according to 

the research findings on family strengths (Stinnett & Sauer, 

1977). 

A panel of judges, all of whom hold advanced degrees in 

home and family life, were asked to examine the instrument. 

Modifications were made as a result of their recommendations. 

Analysis of Data 

Percentage and frequence distributions were used to 

examine the various background characteristics of the sub

jects. The percentage and frequency count was also used to 

analyze the perceptions and attitudes of the responding 

mobile parents with respect to specific contributions they 

make to the strength of their marital and parent-child rela

tionahips, changes they might wish to make tin those rela

tionships, commitment of family members to each other, char

acteristic participation in family activities, and the value 

others appear to hold of a strong family. A one-way anal

ysis of variance was utilized to explore the following 

hypotheses: There is no significant difference in mobile 

families' perceptions of their strengths as measured by the 

Family Strengths Inventory, according to each of the follow

ing: 



1. Sex
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2. The number of residential relocations the nuclear

family has experienced

3. The number of residential relocations the respon

dents experienced in childhood

4. The number of years of marriage.



Description of Subjects 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Table 1 presents a detailed description of the 83 

mothers and fathers who were subjects of this study .. The 

sample breakdown by sex revealed 53 percent females and 47 

percent males. Sixty-eight percent was comprised of 28 mar

ried couples with the remaining 32 percent representing_ only 

one parent's participation in the study. Therefore, 55 fam

ilies are represented by the sample. Over 95 percent of the 

respondents were white, ranging in age from 26 to over 46 

years. The greatest proportion represented the 36-40 years 

of age category. Forty-seven percent of the husbands were 

college graduates and over 31 percent had post graduate work. 

Wives' educational level was somewhat lower with the largest 

number (38 percent), having two or more years of college. 

Almost half of the wives (48 percent), were reported as 

homemakers. Forty-eight percent of the husband-fathers held 

administrative-management type positions and earned 95 per

cent of the families' income. The majority of the respon

dents (89 percent), had been married ten years or longer and 

73 percent had two to four children. Seventy-eight percent 

of the sample have been in their present home 48 months or 
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Variable 

Sex 

Race 

Age 

Children 
at home 

Earns most 
of income 

Education, 
husband 

Education, 
wife 

32 

Table 1 

Characteristics of the Subjects 

C.l.as:s.if.i.c.a ti.on Number 

Female 
Male 

White 
Indian 
Oriental 

26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46 or more

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
More 

Husband 
Wife 
Equal 

Graduate work 
College graduate 
College, two or 

more years 
High school 

graduate 

Graduate work 
College graduate 
College, two or 

more years 
High school 

· graduate

44 
39 

79 
3 

1 

1 
10 
32 
24 
16 

2'1 
34 
16 
11 

1 

79 
·2

2

26 
39 

11 

7 

8 
18 

32 

25 

Percent 

53.0 
47.0 

95.2 
3.6 
1.2 

1.2· 
12.0 
38.6 
28.9 
19.2 

25.3 
41.0 
19.2 
13.3 

1.2 

95.2 
2.4 
2.4 

31.3 
47.0 

13.3 

8.4 

9.6 
21.7 

38.6 

30.1 
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Occupation, 
husbands 

Occupation, 
wives 

Number of years 
married 

Number of months 
in present 
home 

Number of family 
moves 

33 

Table 1 (continued) 

C.l.a.ssi.f.ica tion
' . ' 

Administrative-
management 

Executive 
Military 
Professional 
Sales 
Service 

Administrative-
management 

Clerical 
Homemaker 
Professional 
Sales 
Self-employed 

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26-30 years
Over 30

1-12 months
13-24 months
25-36 months
37-48 months
49-60 months
Over 60 months

1-2
3-4
5-6
7-8
g·-10 

Number Percent 

40 48.2 
11 13.3 

5 6.0 
16 19.3 

7 8.4 

4 4.8 

3 3.6 
7 8.4 

40 48.2 
16 19.3 
10 12.0 

7 8.4 

7 8.4 
2 2.4 

20 24.1 
30 36.2 
18 2L. 7 
4 4�8 
2 2.4 

15 18.1 
16 19.3 
21 25.3 
13 15.7 

7 8.4 
11 13.3 

28 33.7 
25 30.1 
17 20.5 
12 14.5 

1 1.2 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Variable Cl.as.s.i.f.i.ca t.ion Number Percent 

Childhood family 
moves None 24 28.9 

One 19 23.0 
Two 10 12.0 
Three 3 3.6 
Four 12 14.5 
Five 5 6.0 
Six 3 3.6 
More 7 8.4 

Expect to move 
again Yes 67 80.7 

No 16 19.3 

Percent of moving 
expenses paid 
by company 100 percent 66 79.5 

75 percent 9 10.8 
50 percent 2 3.4 

None paid 6 7.2 

less and 81 percent expect to move aga�n. The largest num

ber (33 percent), reported moving once or twice at the 

request of the husband's employer, but 84 percent have moved 

from one to six times. Fifty-two percent of the respondents 

experienced a residential move only once or not at all dur

ing their childhood. 

Family Strengths Inve·ntory Item Respo·nses 

Various aspec·ts of the perceptions of the family rela

tions-flips were examined by the use of percentage and 
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frequency distribution. The responses to items in the Fam

ily Strengths Invento'ry indicated that the respondents per

ceived their families to be high in emotional sµpport and 

cohesiveness. Total scores wer·e calculated only on the 

ranked items numbered: 17, 18, 23, 25, 27, and 29. The 

scores ranged from a·low 15 (least favorable) to a high, or 

most favorable, score of 3-0. The lowest possible score was 

five and the highest possible was 30. The mean score of the 

entire sample was 23.33 •. The results concerning each of the 

perceptions are now presented. 

Perceptions Concerning What Has Contributed Most to Making 

the Marital Relationship Satisfying 

As shown in Table 2, the three areas of greatest 

response were mutual respect and understanding (45.8 percent), 

mutual love (.16.9 percent), and emotional closeness (10.8 

percent). The least frequently indicatJd categories were 

mutual interests (1.2 percent), and oth�r (2.4 percent). 

"All the above," was a specific respons�. 

Perceptions Concerning What Respondents Would Most Like to 

Change About The•ir Marital Relationships 

The greatest proportion of respondents indicated that 

they would like to have more time to spend together (26.5 

percent), and to 'intpr:ove comm·unication (22. 9 percent), in 

their marital relationship (see Table 3). Almost 16 percent 

noted that they wished to change nothing about their marital 
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Table 2 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
to Contribution to Marital Satisfaction 

Contributing Factor 

Mutual respect and 
understanding 

Religious convictions 

Mutual love 

Communication 

Flexibility 

Emotional closeness 

Mutual interests 

Other 

.... Numbe.r 

38 

7 

14 

4 

8 

9 

l 

2 

Table 3 

Percent 

45.8 

8.4 

16.9 

4.8 

9.6 

10.8 

1.2 

2.4 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
of Desired Change in Marital Relationship 

Factor of Change Desired 

Nothing 

Have more time to spend together 

Improve communication 

To be more understanding 

Share more interests 

Spouse to show more affection 

Spouse to show more interest 
family and home 

Other 

life 
in 

Number Percent 

13 15.7 

22 26.5 

19 22.9 

9 10.8 

11 13.3 

5 6.0 

3 3.6 

0 0 
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relationship. 

Perceptions Concern:ing· What Has Contributed Most to Making 

the Parent-Child Rela:tio:n·ship St'ro·ng 

As Table 4 illustrates, the. greatest number of 

responses (43.4 percent), were reported for the item mutual 

love. Respect for the: bhiTd ·a·s an individual was the second 

most frequently designated factor (27.7 percent). "Solving 

difficult personal problems together," and "a combination 

of all," were specific personal responses. 

Table 4 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses to 
Contribution to a Strong Parent-Child Relationship 

Contributing Factor Number Percent 

Mutual love 36 43.4 
Doing things together 10 12.0 
Communication 5 6.0 
Religious activities 4 4.8 
Participation in child's 

activities 3 3.6 
Respect for child as an 

individual 23 27.7 

Other 2 2.4 
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Perceptions Concernin•g What Respondents Would Mos·t Like to 

Change About Their P:a:r:e:nt:-Child Relationships 

Table 5 shows that responses are distributed among the 

different categories with nothi:ng accounting for the largest 

number of 22. 9 percent. Bette·r' ·communication accounted for 

20.5 percent. Specific responses concerned the child's 

assuming greater responsibility. 

Table 5 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
of Desired Change in Parent-Child Relationship 

Factor of Change Desired Number Percent 

Nothing 19 22.9 

To be more understanding/ 
tolerant 16 19.3 

Better communication 17 20.5 

More time together 14 16.91 

Control anger 12 14.5 

Other 5 6.0 

Perceptions Concerning What Respondents Do Which ca·uses 

Their Spouses to Feel Good About Themselves 

According to Table 6, 38.6 percent of the respondents 

provide enc·ouragement and support and 28. 9 percent share 

in tere·sts', deci s'io:n:s ,· ·a:nd problems in order to promote the 

positive feelings of their spouses. 
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Table 6 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses to 
What Actions Cause Spouse to Feel Good About Self 

Factor Causing Spouse 
to Feel Good Number Percent 

Compliments and expresses 
appreciation 8 9.6 

Let spouse know he/she is 
loved 14 16.9 

Provide encouragement and 
support 32 38.6 

Share interests, decisions, 
and problems 24 28.9 

Let spouse know that his/her 
viewpoint is important 4 4.8 

Other 1 1.2 

Perceptions Concerning What Spouse Does Which Causes Respon

dent to Feel Good About Self 

The largest number of responses (25.3 percent), 

revealed that the spouse makes the respondent feel good by 

letting him/her know that he/she is loved. Table 7 also 

indicates that an equal number (19.3 percent), perceived 

compliments and expresses appreciation, shares his/her life, 

and shows pride in our family life to be the greatest influ

ence. The other category elicited responses of "all the 

above." 
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Table 7 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses to 
What Actions Cause· Respondent to Feel Good Aoout Self 

Factor Causing Respondent 
to Feel Good Number Percent 

Compliments and expresses 
appreciation 16 19.3 

Gives me self-confidence 9 10.8 

Shares his/her life with me 16 19.3 

Lets me know I am loved 21 25.3 

Does not put me down in 
other's presence 2 2.4 

Shows pride in our family life 16 19.3 

Other 3 3.6 

Perceptions Concerning What Respondents Do Which Causes 

Their Children To Feel Good About Themselves 

Upholding.the child would explain the combined 

responses in Table 8. Providing encouragement and support 

resulted in 48.2 percent of the responses, while 22.9 per

cent of the respondents indicated that they let him know 

that he/she is loved. 
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Table 8 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
to What Parent Does Which Causes Chile 

to Feel Good About Self 

Factor Causing Child 
to Feel Good Number Percent 

Compliments and expresses 
appreciation 12 14.5 

Provides encouragement and 
support 40 48.2 

Expresses interest in/partici-
pates in child's activities 6 7.2 

Let him know that he/she is 
loved 19 22.9 

Respect him/her 5 6.0 

Other 1 1.2 

Perceptions Concerning What Child Does Which Causes Respon

dent to Feel Good About Self 

Table 9 shows that the respondents are made to feel 

good about themselves most often when their child asks 

advise and talks to them (.30.1 percent), tells or shows them 

that they are loved (25.3 percent}, or is obedient and shows 

respect (24.1 percent). Responses in the other category 

were "all the above." 
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Table 10 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses to 
Happiness of Marital and Parent-Child Relationships 

Marital Parent-Child 
Degrees of Relationship Relationship 
Happiness No. % No. % 

Very high 35 42.2 31 37.3 

High 30 36.1 35 42.2 

Moderate 16 19.3 11 13.3 

Low 2 2.4 5 6.0 

Very Low 0 0 1 1.2 

Perceptions Concerning the Degree to Which Family Members 

Cause Each Other to Feel Good 

The respondents perceive that the degree to which family 

members enhance the self-concept of each other to be better 

than 50 percent in each category. Table 11 indicates that 

husbands and wives do enhance their spouses' good feelings 

and that perhaps, children are not as skilled yet. No 

responses were recorded as very low by the respondents to 

the spouse or to the child. 
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Table 12 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
to the Degree of·Family Commitment Scale 

Spouse Respond. Child Respond.· 
Degrees of to to to to 
Commitment Respond. Spouse Respond.· Child 

No. .% No. % No. % · No. % 

Very high 55 66.3 55 66.3 37 44.6 48 57.8 
High 17 20.5 20 24.1 27 32.5 20 24.1 
Average 10 12.0 8 9.6 18 21.7 10 12·. 0 
Low 1 1.2 0 0 1 1. 2 4 4.8 
Very low 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.2 

Perceptions Concerning the Degree of Religious Orientation 

of the Mobile Families 

Slightly more than 36 percent of the respondents per

ceive their families to be characterifed by a high degreT! of

religious orientation. Table 13 reveals that 83.5_percent 

of the respondents believe their families' religious orien

tation to be moderate to very low. 
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Table 13 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses to 
the Mobile Families' Degree of Religious Orientation 

Degrees of Religious 
Orientation Number Percent 

Very high 16 19.3 

High 22 26.5 

Moderate 23 27.7 

Low 14 16.9 

Very low 8 9.6 

Perceptio•ns Concerning the Incidence of Participation in 

Family Activities 

Table 14 shows that a higher number and percentage of 

the respondents reported that parents and children share all 

the designated activities. A large number of husbands and 

wives make decisions affecting the family. 

Perceptions Concerning the Value Others Hold of a Strong 

Family 

Almost 70 percent of the subjects reported that their 

church and their relatives have high value for a strong 

family. Overall, the largest number of responses were 

recorded in the value to high value categories. According 

to Table 15, the la�gest number of responses for va·1 ues 

little or no value applied to people at work. 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Table 14 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses* 
to Participation in Family Activities 

Husband One par-
Family Individ- and wife Child ent with 

Activities ually together alone child 

No. % No. 0 
15 No. % No. % 

Recreational 
Activities 5 6.2 34 41.0 7 8.4 9 10.8 

Vacations 1 1.2 14 16.9 1 1.2 0 0 

Sports. 42 50.6 16 19.3 4 4.8 17 20.5 

Holidays 0 0 3 3.6 0 0 0 0 

Church Activities 8 9.6 7 8.4 3 3.6 7 8.4 

Eating Meals 6 7.2 6 7.2 1 1.2 3 3.6 

Decisions Affect-
ing Family 0 0 47 56.6 0 0 0 0 

·*Some multiple responses

Both par-
ent·s with 

child 

No. % 

46 55.4 

76 91.6 

. 17 20.5 

80 96.4 ...J 

56 67 .. 5 

76 91.6 

45 54.2 



Degrees of 
Value 

High Value 

Value 

Undecided 

Values 
Little 

No Value 

Table 15 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Responses 
to Value Others Place on a Strong Family 

People 
Friends at Work Church Community Relatives 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

49 59.0 27 32.5 58 69.9 · 12 14.5 57 68.7 

29 34.9 33 39.8 16 19.3 37 44.6 22 26.5 

3 3�6 14 16.9 9 10.8 29 34.9 2 2.4 

2 2.4 7 8.4 0 0 5 6.0 1 1.2 

0 0 2 2.4 0 0 0 0 1 1.2 
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Examination of Hypotheses 

The one-way classification analysis of variance was 

utilized to examine the hypothesis, there is no _significant 

difference in total scores on the Family Strengths Inventory 

according to: (.1 l sex, (2). the number of residenti-�l relo-

cations the nuclear family has experienced, (3) the number 
I • 

of residential relocations the respondents exper�enced in 

their childhood, and (4) the number of years that the 

respondents have been married. 

1. There is no significant difference in the Family

Strengths Inventory scores according to sex.

No significant difference was found when the one-way 

analysis of variance was applied. An F value of .207-was 

obtained. As is indicated in Table 16, the mean scores of 

males and females differed by only .06� 

Table 16 

Differences in the Mobile Parents' Perceptions of 
Family Strengths Scale Scores According to Sex 

Sex 

Males 

Females-

Number 

39 

44 

X 

23.36 

23.30 

F 

. 207 

Level of 
Significance 

NS 

2. There is no significant difference in the Family

Strengths Inventory scores according to the number
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of residential relocations the nuclear family has 

experienced. 

The results indicated that no significant difference 

existed in the scores according to the number of moves the 

nuclear family had experienced. As Table 17 indicates, an 

F value of .675 was obtained, specifying no significant 

difference. 

Table 17 

Differences in the Mobile Parents' Perceptions of Family 
Strengths Scale Scores According to Residential Moves 

Number of Level of 
Moves Number X F Significance 

One - Two 28 23.68 

Three - Four 25 23.08 

Five - Six 17 24.65 .675 NS 

Seven - Eight 12 21.08 

Nine or more 1 20.00 

3. There is no significant difference in the Family

Strengths Inventory scores according to the number

of residential relocations the respondents experi

enced in childhood.

When the analysis of variance was applied to this 

hypothesis, no significant difference was found to exist in 

the scores according to the number of childhood moves experi

enced. Table 18 indicates an F value of 1.456 was obtained. 
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Table 18 

Differences in the Mobile Parents' Perceptions of Family 
Strengths Scale Scores According to Childhood Moves 

Number of Level of 
Moves- Number X . F Significance 

No moves 23 23.04 

One - two 30 23.47 

Three - four l5 22.07 1.456 NS 

Five or more 15 24.73 

Those respondents who had moved three to four times in child

hood reflected the lowest mean score (22.07), while those 

who had experienced moving five or more times in childhood 

reflected the highest mean score (24.73), or greater family 

strength. 

4. There is no significant difference in the Family

Strengths Inventory scores according to the number

of years the respondents have been married.

No significant difference was found in respondents' 

scores according to the number of years they have been mar

ried. Table 19 shows an F value of .043 indicating no sig

nificant difference. 
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Table 19 

Differences in the Mobile ·parents' Perceptions of 
Family Strengths Scale Scores According to the 

Number of Years Married 

Number of Level of 
Years Married Number X F Significance 

1 - 14 years 23 23.35 

15 - 19 years 30 23.33 .043 NS 

20 or more years 30 23.30 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to ascertain.the percep

tions of mobile families concerning their combined family 

strengths as determined by their family interactions, and to 

determine if there was a relationship between their family 

strength and their mobility. In order to accomplish· this 

purpose an instrument to measure these perceptions was 

selected, adapted, and administered. The data were col

lected during the month of January, 1981. 

The instrument, Family Strengths Inventory (Stinnett & 

Sauer, 19771, was utilized to obtain biographical and demo

graphic data, as well as, information regard�ng various 

family interactions. The questionnaire was modifi�d in· 

order to secure data concerning family mobility. 

The sample was composed of 83 parents representing, 

intact, mobile families living in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

metropolitan area. The subjects were white, well-educated, 

had at least one child at home, and had experienced a mini

mum of one residential relocation as a result of the hus

band-father's occupational situation. 

Frequency and percentage distribution analysis revealed 

that respondents view both their marital and parent-child 
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relationships as having high levels of happiness. Deliber

ately providing encouragement, support, and understanding, 

sharing, and showin_g love and respe�t were found to be major 

contributing factors to the success these families experi

ence. The respondents indicated that their families share 

family activities and a greater than average measure of com

mitment to each other'. A high level of religious orienta

tion, however, was not evidenced among the sample. Rela

tives and churches were perceived as placing higher value on 

the worth of strong families than fr_iends, communities, and 

people at work. 

The one-way classification of variance indicated that 

no significant differences were found to exist in the E'amily 

Strengths Inventory scores according to the variables of: 

(1) sex, (.2) the number of residential relocations the fam

ilies had experienced, (.3) the number of residential reloca

tions experienced in childhood, and (4) the number of years 

the respondents had been married. 

Discussion 

The findings indicate that the families in this study 

possess collective family cohesiveness or strength. The· 

participants indicated that mutual respect and understanding 

and mutual love were most important in making their family 

relationships satisfying. Similar results were reported by 

Stinnett and Sauer (1977}, and included in Otto's (1963) 
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framework of family strengths. The majority of respondents 

adjudged the degree of happines·s of both their marital and 

parent-child relationships as h�·gh. Enhancing self-esteem 

by expressing appr·e·ci'a:ti'on, shdwi:ng mutual respect, and pro

viding encouragemen·t a·nd :s:upport for each other contributed 

to that happiness. 

Family unity and commitment were considered to be char

acteristic of family strength by Stinnett and Sauer (1977). 

The mobile families of this study acknowledged a ·high degree 

of commitment, as well as joint participation-in family 

activities. 

Satisfaction with their family relationships was fur

ther evidenced by the number of responses of "nothing" to 

the item, change you would most like to make. The changes 

which were expressed indicated desired improvements in com

munication or time spent together. Strong families do exer

cise the ability to make life more enjoyable (Stinnett, 

1979).. 

Even though more than half the respondents reported 

that their families share church attendance, 84 percent 

revealed moderate to very low religious orientation. This 

is inconsistent with the research which indicates that 

strong families pos·s·ess a high level of religious orienta

tion. 
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A commonality of the families in this study is their 

mobility. Seventy-three (88 percent) of the respondents 

reported from two to nine residential relocations due to 

employer-company reques·t. Many accounts of disruption in 

families related to their mobility appear in the literature. 

Researchers, however, are in disagreement .as to the conse

quences for families (Gans, 1972; Ogden, 1978; Seidenberg, 

1973; Tiger, l974; Toffler, 1972; Vandervelde, 1979). A 

quality of strong families is their ability to deal with 

crisis in a positive manner (Reeder, 1973; Stinnett, 1979). 

Analysis of the data of this study indicates that per

ceptions of family strengths were not significantly related 

to the incidence of family mobility or to residential relo

cation of the respondents during their childhood. It is 

reasonable that these families are utilizing much of their 

potential of strength in dealing with their life situation; 

mobility, in particular, if, in fact, they perceive it as 

crisis producing. 

Limitations and Recommendations 

In view of the findings that the families of this study 

were strong and apparently unaffected by the adversity of 

their mobility, it is suggested that there is a need for 

more research. In order to more fully assess the effects of 

mobility and to make more reasonable generaliz�tions it· is 

recommended that further research be concerned with samples 
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that are more than volunteer, more extensive, more con

trolled, and truly random. Other techniques.of·data gath�r

ing should also be utilized. It is suggested that the 

instrument, Family Str'engths rn:ve·ntory; undergo· additional 

pretesting and. modification toward increased comprehensive 

data collection. 

Persistent efforts to gather information about, and 

understanding of, intact, functioning families who adapt is 

encouraged. Knowledge about those who make use of their 

human potential, has implications ·for individuals·, families, 

education, and for the business world. 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
Box 23717 TWU Stntion 

Denton, Tex�s 76204 

HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW COMMITTEE

Name of Investigator : --let'J 1, lrewr Dnt.e _Center :
-Benton-

--

Address: 6324 Syde brk-Dn,.,...------

OkJ ebou cu,, 0¥ 

Oear_.1e-...t�tJ,,._!-..�B�rM..,._Mr.-..nn ....... 1, __________ _ 

Your study entitled 

tiO• PwSUu 

has been reviewed by a committee of the lluman Subject� Review 
Committee and it appears to meet our requirements in reg�rd 
to protection of the individual's rights. 

Please be reminded that both the University and the Dep�r�
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare regulations typic�lly 
require that signatures indicating informed consent be obtained 
from all human subjects in your studies. These are to be filed 
with the Human Subjects Review Committee. Any exception to this 
requirement is noted below. Furthermore, according to DHEW re
gulations, another review by the.Commi t tee is required if your 
project changes. 

Any special provisions pertaining to your study are noted 
below: 

_X __ Add to informed consent form: No medical service or com
pe�sation is provided to subjects by the University as a 
result of injury from particip ation in research. 

_x __ Add to informed consent form: I UNDERSTAND TH�t THE RFTCRN 
OF M'x' OUE ST I ONNA I RE CONSTITUTES MY l N FORMED CONS El1T --TC ACT 
AS A S�BJECT IN THIS RESEARCH,

The filing of signatures of sub jects with the Human Subjects 
---Review Committee is not required, 

___ Other: 

___ No special provisions apply. 

cc: Graduate School 
Project Director 
Director of School or 

Chairman of Department 

Sin cerely, 

�'jl..__, 
Chairman, Human Subject� 

Review Committee 
at Denton 

Oat e : Oet.:ibu »,--ii80 
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The University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68583 

College of Home Economics Department of Human Development and the Family 

1 October 23, 1980 

Betty E. Davis 
6324 Hyde Park Drive 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73132 

Dear Ms. Davis: 

I am so glad that you are enjoying 
Anita B. Stafford. She is a wonderful 
person. 

I am pleased that you are interested in ·; 5";;-t :-rr1M.> 
the i n st rumen t �-1 a·t'to tHJI;:n;.:. p�_t.t e.r.n.s __ q_f A< n-z I I£;:?-�,- ;, V(d-••;7i:ir;:1 
��-r��� ;��ilies.:. Yes, you have my permission ,..

7
,.J�:

/; 
. --:;:.,;; 

. ... {,,�� I i I 
•• }./ 

I f I c a n b e o f f u r th e r h e l p j u s t 1 e t me ��'-·· 
know. 

Sincerely, 
'--'J-·' •. .. I 1-· -· ···- '

/ f.,, t: .• - t'�. . '- ,· , t. <.. ' , • . . • I

N i c k S t i n n e t-�·, P r of . \{1 h r )' 0 

'1: � /�£__ ,,,_ 1,1 

�. 
. c--· '1;-- )/L .7 / v /2 ,.\'_/\,,� v r 

(:}1'1 L-_?,f-'VV\ ,_.)?-" � 

I, l --

1 1,½f/
/"

--
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
DENTON, TEXAS 76204 

November 18, 1980 0EPARTMENT01-' CHIU> Ot::\'ELOl'�U;NT 
AND F AMIL\' L1v1sc. 

You and most Americans may have, at some time, wondered, "How can 
family life be made stronger and more satisfying?". What are the 
strengths of families that enable them to cope with the stresses 
of contemporary life? Members of the College of Nutrition, Tex
tiles, and Human Development at Texas Woman's University are attenpt

ing to find answers to these questions. Because you experience and 
understand the demands organizational life makes upon its members 
and their families �e thought you might be interested in this re
search project nnd qualified to assist us. 

We w0uld like to ask you to participate in the research by complet
ing the enclosed questionnaire. There is a questionnaire for you 
and one for your spouse. Please complete the questionnaires sepa
rately. If both of you cannot complete your questionnaires, we 
would appreciate receiving a response from one of you. A self
a<ldressed, postage-paid envelope has been enclosed for the return 
of the questionnaires. Please return the completed forms within 
t�o weeks after receiving them. No medical service or compensation 
is provided to subjects by the University as a result of injury 
from participation in research. 

Your answers arc .'.lnonymous and confidential since you are asked not 
to put your name on the questionnaire, Please answe:r each question 
..i:,; hon1.::f.;tly as you can, We are ruu_ interested in how you think you 
should answer the questions, but we are interested in what You actu
ally feel and do in your family situation. It is expected that the 
information gained from this research will be of benefit to familic·s 
and also of b,nefit to persons in the hel�ing professions such as 
teachers, rainisters, and counselors, 

I UNDERSTAND THAT THC RETURN OF MY QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTITUTES MY IN
FORMED CONSENT TO ACT AS A SUBJECT IN THIS RESEARCH. 

We appreciate your participation, realizing that it is only through 
the contribution of persons such as you that we gain greater under
standing of marriage and family relationships. 

Thank you, 

n�::-.n,� CA�ll'lis 
Rox 23975 TWU STATION 
D•;sru.s, 1'x ili:?04 
(817) 387-:!!121, 382-5441, 
382·15N, 383-1767 

JNWOOU CAMl'US 
1810 INwoou HoAU 
0ALU!\, TX 75235 
(214) 631-3713 

Buu:-ro:-; Ct::,;ri.-:1< 
1130 M.D. A:'oi[Jf.l{S():'-, 81.\'jJ 
Hovsru:-.. Tx 77030 
(713) 792-7911 
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