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separate questionnaire was mailed to each individual family member in 1985 and again in 1987.
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Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (1959) was used in part to explore perceived marital
happiness of each subject and open-ended questions allowed insight into perceptions of family and
farm life. The results supported family influence through the generations and between the couples. A
mutual theme of satisfaction or dissatisfaction permeated the majority of family units. A common
thread of value or belief appeared to. connect family units together. The thread was most times
obvious, but sometimes subtle. The amount of agreement/disagreement seemed to be strongly related to
marital satisfaction. These findings are valuable to the continued research of the strength of the family
system in interpersonal perceptions and family patterns. Farm families offer a convenient source of
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ABSTRACT

Family systems theory suggests family members influence
the perceptions of other family members in the immediate
family and across the generations. A qualitative study of
farm families investigates how couples and extended family
members may influence each other in marital satisfaction and
amount of agreement or disagreement between couples. The .
study also examines how the amount of agreement/disagreement
relates to marital happiness. Subjects consist of .
two-generation working farm/ranch families. Included in all
participating families are the mother, father, son and son's
wife. A separate questionnaire was mailed to each individual
family member in 1985 and again in 1987. Perceptions of
agreement between couples were recorded by use of a series
of questions. The Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale
(1959) was used in part to explore perceived marital
happiness of each subject and open-ended questions allowed
" insight into perceptions of family and farm life. The
results supported family influence through the generations
and -between the couples. A mutual theme of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction permeated the majority of family units. A
common thread of value or belief appeared to connect family .
units together. The thread was most times obvious, but
sometimes subtle. The amount of agreement/disagreement
seemed to be strongly related to marital satisfaction. These
findings are valuable to the continued research of the
strength of the family system in interpersonal perceptions
and family patterns. Farm families offer a convenient source
of evaluating two-generation family units.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Upon entering marriagé, a couple can never know
what type of joy or pain:awaits them (Broderick, 1983).
Thus, a famiiy starts the journey into the unknown. This
=journey consists of experiences shared by twé people,
each with different perceptions of the experiences
encountered. There are too many variables influencing
each individual for two.persons to have identical
perceptions. Every person has his/her own schemata that
iﬂfluences how he/she sees the world (Satir, 1976).

In'ény situation where two or more people live in
‘close contact, a common thread holds them together. This
is-especially true in a marriage,.br at least we have
been taught to believe this is true in marriage
(Lazarus, 1985). This paper is concerned with how close
in actuality are the partners' perceptions of that bond.
Do mgrried coubles have similar perceptions of how their
lives fit together in the marital institution, and do
those perceptions affect each other? Additionally, do
their percepti&ns affect other extended family members?
"This stuay focuses on the berceptioﬂs of marital
happiness and agreement among two geﬁerations of married

farm couples.
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Studying extended families provides a more édmprehensive
look at the influences family members have on each other.

The families in this'study weré operating a farm or
ranch as a family business. The twé generations of
" couples (mother, father, son and son's wife) facilitated
explorations of the influences that couples in one
generation may have on the pther copple of the extended
family.

The questions explored will be identified in the
methods section of this study.

Definition of Terms

The ferms family unit, héppy couple, unhappy
couple, happy extended family unit, unhappy extended
family unit, similarity of perceptions, and internal
similarities are defined below:

Family Unit

The family unit consisted of the first generation
marfied couple (mother and féthe;) who wefe active on
the farm/ranch and the mothef and fatﬁer's son and
spouse (the second generation) who also.were active on
the farm/ranch. The son's spouse is ﬁeferred to in this
study as wife. Hence, the total family unit included
mother, father, son, and wife.

Happy Couple

The Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (1959)
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ranges from "very unhappy" to "perféctly happy" on a 1
to 7 point scale. "Very unhappy" is defined as 1,
"happy" is 4, and "perfectly happy"iis 7. A "happy
couble" was one where both members rated themselves as
at ieast "happy" (i.e., ar 4 or higher).

Happy Extended Family Unit

When all four members of the family unit rated
their marriage as "happy" or better, they were
classified as a "happy family unit."

Unhappy Couple

When at least one spouse rated him/herself as less
than "happy" the pair was classified as an "unhappy
couple.™”

Unhappy Extended Family Unit

When one member of the family unit or more rated
- his/her marriage as being less than "happy." the whole

family unit was classified as an "unhappy family unit."

Similarity of Perception
Similarity of perception refers to the perceptions
between spouses regarding marital happiness and

interpersonal similarities.

Interpersonal Similarities
Interpersonal similarities refers to the perceived

agreement or disagreement between the married couple on

T™T

1T




the identified items from the Locke-Wallace Marital

Adjustment Scale.
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CHAPTEF 2

REVIEW OF LITERATU?E

The ;iterature review will outline the importance
of the family system in developing individual
perceptions and learned communicaﬁion pétterns and how
these perceptions and patterns influence marital
satisfactiqn. This section will inclﬁde }) family
influence, 2) communigation,'expectafions, and
pérceptions, and 3) marital satisfaction;

Family Influence

Without insight into the complex interaction of
the family, one cannot know the true influences each
member has on the.famiiy unit,'nor>how much the family
unit influenées each separate member. Minuchin (1984)
emphasizes this thought: |

Looking into the interior of a family, one can
'suddenly be caught by scenarios. These may be
whimsicai, challenging, absurd, or dramatic, but
they aré all disturbing beééuse they carry the
tantalizing feeling that they are complete. It is
és if one glanced into a store window, and flashed
the universe ...Bu£ there are hundreds of other

pieces with clear or uneven edges that have to be
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fitted together in order to see the pattern....

(Minuchiﬁ, 1984; p.7)

Many schélars emphasize the importance of a
systemic point of view when evaluating any aspect of a
family. That is, all members of the family influence the
others in some respect, and the family itself acts as a
whole entity. The exténded family plays an important
role in the development of individual perceptions and
patterns of communication (Quinn, '1983; Richardson,
1987; Wolin & ‘Bennett, 1984). How couples perceive theif
marital happiness and the amount of disagreement within
the marriage is often influenced by learned patterns of
comﬁﬁnication and interactions- (Markman, 1984; Nichols,
1984; Steinglass, 1987).

The family is seen by Lederer and Jackson (1968) as
an "interacting communications network", in which evefy
member is directly influenced and influences the entire
system (p.14). When looking at marital satisfaction and
issues within the family, the influence of the extended
family is unavoidable (Leff & Vaughn, 1985; ngier_&
Whitaker, 1978).

According to Napier and Whitaker (1978), the
extended family has powef over the individual:
"Generally, the larger; more complex systems tend to

exert control over the smaller and less complex systems"
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(p.50). One of the basic problem areas that a couple
confronts in their marriage is the fact that they come
from different family backgrounds. Background variables
such as cultural understandings of family communication
patterns may influence the transmission and/or reception
of a message. People learn in early childhood how to
interpret learned impressions and values which help give
shape to the meaning of messages and the style of
communication used (Tharp, 1963). This type of learned
communication becomes part of a family of origin's "set
of implicit and explicit rules for dealing with people"
(Skolnick, 1987, p.289). These rules from their family
of origin are inevitable sources of conflict between a
couple since each meﬁber brings a unique set of rules
into the relationship. Thus, in marrying an individual,
one also marries his/her family (Tharp, 1963). Tharp
found that the closer the match between the husband's
f;mily concept of what a ﬁife is or should be and the
wife's family concept of what a wife is or should be,
the better the chance they will be able to communicate
more effectively.

Communications, Expectations and Perceptions

The day-to-day interactions with family members, -
as described previously, influence perceptions.

Communication will naturally play a large role in how
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couples perceive eaéh other. In his study of married
couples and communication, Gottman (1979) found that the
less couples communicated, the lower their marital
satisfaction scores. Communication between spouses helﬁs
clarify . misunderstandings between the couple. The
importance of good communication,. such as sharing
feelings and thoughts, is stressed by manf researchers
who study marital commupications and interactions
(Borden & Stohe, 1976; Gurman & Rice,.1975;.Leff &
Vaughn, 1985; Miller, 1976; Sabourin, Laporte & Wrigﬁt,
1990; Thomas, 1977).

While marriage can be a relationship in WhiChltWO
people develop a special code they use Wi£h precise
understanding (Scoresby,'1977), some conditions exist
which increase the probability that messages will be
misunderstood. R.D. Laing suggests that communication
between humans at ahy time may be unclear: "I feel you
know what I am supposed to know but you can't tell me
what it is,because yoﬁ don't know that I don't know what
it is" (Laing, 1970; p.56).

Lederer and Jackson (1968) observed that, after
years together, some couples'learn tha£ certain
behaviors mean certain things. The‘subsequent
éxpectation is that because one is married, he/éhe will

automatically know what her/his partnér is thinking and
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feeling; such perceptions can be a source of
misunderetanding. Similarly, Lazarus (1985) finds that
people ffequently cleimlthat their partner should know'
what they are thinking if ;hey really love them. His
advice to them is, "Say what you mean, mean what you
say, and don't expect your spouse to read your mind"
. (p.94). |
| Couples can run into difficulty when expectations
are set but not met. When there is a discrepancy between
expectations and subsequently behavior, one experiences
dissatisfaction. Consequently, the iess the discrepancy,
the greater the satisfaction (Bochner,.Krueger &
Chmielewski, 1982; Laren & Olsen,.1989).

As mentioned in the discussion of family
influence, people learn ways to perceive the world
according to past information. Thus, individuals vary in
experiences and ways of viewing the.world. §ometimes
learned ways of.viewing others' behavior and
communicatien'inhibits one frem seeing any ether way to
behave; this is called selective perception. Selective
pereeption is strongly influenced by expectations
(Hoppef & Whitehead, 1979). Such perceptipn can result
in the selective distortion of ineoming informatiog
(Stinnett & Walters; 1977), resulting in

misunderstandings. Selective perception can be a product
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of our background, and, as a part of our schemata, can
contribute to miscommunication.

Communications Skills

Communication is important in relaying
ekpectations.»The.less a couple communicates, the lower
the chances are that they will understand each other's
expectations. Actions and words are cohstantly
misinterpreted 5y husbands and wives. There'is an
unrealistic expectation for married couplés to precisely
interpret messages the way‘they were .implied (Fowers &
Olson, 1986; Scoresby, 1977). However, Lazarus (1985)
states that everyone, from .friends to lovers to work
associates, benefits in their relationships from
understanding one another and from being sensitive about
feelings and opinions. "Thus, one might learn to read
one another's reactions éuite'accurately"-(p.89) in
order to reap these benefits. »

The intention of the speaker has. to be deciphered
by the listener. Unfortunately,-hdweVer, the listener
often guesées wrong about the speaker's intention. Aﬁ
assumption that one's spouse's intentions will be
accurate leads to carelessness in wofking on and'
maintaining good communication skills (Laren & Olson,

1989; Scoresby, 1977).
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Satir (1972) identified related inaccurate
assumptions that interfere with clear understanding
between spouses as: 1. assuming the other person shares
your feelings and attitﬁdes;,é. assuming that one knows
the thoughts and feelings of another wiﬁhoﬁt ever
checking the accuracy of these assumptions; and 3.
assuming that one knows another's inner feelings and
expectations (p.llj). The skiils neéessary to
communicate inner feelings énd expectatiqns between
married .couples dre often very complex. For example,
couples want to facilitate uﬁderstanding and closeness,
yet maintain their individual identity:

The job is big because intimate communication

involves a lot more than transmitting and receiving

signals. Its purpose is to make explicit everything

that partners expect of each other ...to monitor
continually what they experignce és boﬁding or
alienating... and to effect the fusion that
achiéves the we Witﬁoﬁt demolishing the you or the
me. (Lederer & Jackson, 1968)

According to Stinnett and Walters (1977),
communicatihg feelings and thoughts increases
understanding between couples, which in turn helps
strengthen the satisfaction of. the relationéhip.

The researchers also found that couples differ in . -
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their perceptipns of whether or not they understand each
other. That is, "'while some feel that they understand
what their partner is saYing} others de not.

Researchers have found that ceuples ﬁhq experience
marital conflict tehd to exprees themselves less yhen
conflict increases. When the expression of feelinés'and
thoughts decreases, there is more amblgulty and
contradiction (Bardlll, 1966; Gurman & Rice, 1975;
Sabourin, Laporte &_Wright, 1990). Problem selving,
emotional sharihg, and advice seeking allldeérease when
conflict between the couple increaees (Sabeurin,
Laporte, &'Wright, 1990).

Family background can influence sex-role learhing,
which can lead to stereotyped perceptions, ineffective
understanding of each other, and'communication
difficulties (Stinnett & Waltere, 1977) .. Some
researchers believe that men and women speak different
languages or have different perspectlves (Bernard, 1972;
G1111gan, 1982) Addltlonally, Broverman (1970) found‘
that ‘mental health clinicians perce1ved the healthy
adult male and healthy adult female as having
significantly different traits that can influence
communication._Richmond-Abbott (1983) outlined gender
differences in relation to sex roles and behaviors.

Gilligah (1982) ﬁsed Kolhberg's studies that represent
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males and females as having developed different ways of
perceiving moral issues. The significance of this
information for the bresént study is that men and women
appeaf to perceive things differéntlj4and perhaps, then,
to.comﬁunicate‘differently.'These male-female
differences are brought into a marriage as well as
other differences the coupie may have learned while
growing up.

For whatever reasons, when the message sent is not
similar to the message received, difficulty.in
understanding is inevitable. Watzlawick et al. (1967)
found that in‘most marriages and families, 85% of the
messages received were not the same messages that were
sent. In other words, the.intent‘of the sender was
either not relayed aécurafely enough, or the receiver
had some sort of diffiéulty'interpretéting the message.
Confdsion_and/o; disagreement is often the final result
of such faulty communication. |

Accoréing to the studies cited above, the'more
frequept and'precise the communication is between a
couple, the fewer erroneous exbectations and assumptions_
that will occu;; This brecision reduces- incorrect
interpretations. Clearly, the more accurate é couple's

interpretations, the more satisfaction in the marriage.
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Marital Satisfaction

Satisfaction in marriage is influenced by many
factors. One of the major elements of satisfaction in
marriage is the couple's extent Of agreement on common
goals (Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Laren & Olson, 1989).
Stinnett and Walters (1977) found the main element in a
happy marriage to be mutual sharing and companionship
with the couple sharing goals and acﬁivities. Laren and
Olson (19895 also found agreement on goals and
activities is higﬁ in éhe ﬁapﬁy marriage. Lederer and
Jackson (1968) concluded that, in order to have a
satisfactory marriage, it was not necessarily true that
one must "love" his/her spouse. Some subjects reported
higher expectations and more disappointment when love
was -strongly émphasized as the main factor in their
relationship.

- Stinnett and Walters (1977) defined a successful
marriage as one in which basic emotional needs are
fulfilled; each other's lives are enriched; there exists
a mutual understanding énd’acceptance; and.there is
mutual care, respect, and responsibility. Fitzpatrick
(1988) defined a companionate marriage as a "marriage
[which] emphasizes the wvalues §f>mu£qal affection,

common interests, and consensus" (p.52). Similarly,




.15

Blood (1969) found tha; more successfu; mérriages have a
high compatibility factor. That is, the couple is in |
agreement as tn their marital roles and expectations: of
themselves and each other.

While looking at the 1ink between dissatisfaction
in married couples and unfulfilled expectatinns,
Bochner , Krueger, and Chmielewski (1982)'£ound that if
either partner thinks his/her partner is fulfilling
nis/her roles, the couple is more satisfied. For
example, if the wife thinks her husband thinks she is
fulfilling her sexual and affection role, both are more
satisfied and express more affection (p.145). The
reséarchers conciuded that whn£ a spouse thinks‘his/her_
spouse is thinking "is at the very heart of hnman
relationships® (p.146). |

Other studies-héve found that marital satisfaction

and a sonnd understanding of one's partnen are
positively associated. In addition, the more faulty nhe
underétanding, the less conflict resolution is bossible
(Tiggle et al., 1982; Knudson, Sommers, &.Golding,
1980).

In their study of couples in conflict, Knudson,
Sommers, andﬁGolding (1980) found couplesiwho engaged in
addressing an issue gained access to each other's

interpersonal perceptions of that issue. That is, an
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understanding of each other's thoughts and feelings was
-the outcome of discussing an issue. Coubles who avoided
issues showed a decrease in Valid‘perceptions of each
other. Consequently, the less understanding they had of
each other, the 1ees conflict resolution tﬁey
experiepced. As stated below, perceived disagreement is
an important factor in marital issues:

When couples recognize that disagreement and

mieunderstanding exists, an opportunity exists for

the couple to move not only toward increased levels

of agreement but, perheps more importantly, to an

increased degree of metalevel access to one

another's construals of reality. (Knudson et al.,

1980, p.760) |

In the prior study, coﬁples experienced an
increase in agreement when the issue was addressed. The'
couples who avoided issues ekperienced a decrease in
agreement. Again, it appeared to be the perceppion of
agfeemenf.that was significant rather than the actual
level of agreement the couples experienced. The
researchers noted that "...the largest cﬁanges were not
in agreeﬁent per se, but in indices reflectieg accese to
the perception of the other underetandiﬁg and

realization of uhderstanding" (Knudson et al., 1980,
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p.761).

In a sﬁudy of 75 cohabiting and married couples,
Tiggle, Peters, Kelley, and Vincent (1982) noted that
marital satisfaction and understanding between the
couples was positively associated. They found a
correlation between being able té predict a partner's
behaviors and marital satisfaction. |

Murstein and Beck (1972) concluded from their study
of married couples that similarity, self acceptanqe; and
role compatibility were positively correlated with
marital adjustment. They found that perceived
similarities were actually more highly correlated with
marital adjustment than.were the actual similarities.
Gurman and Rice (1975) reviewed numerous ofher studies
Which supported ét ieast a portion of this hypothesis,
i.e., the more similarity be£ween'the couple, the |
greater the marital adjustment and satisfaction.

Open cémmunication éppears to be’related to marital
satisfaction in both rural and urban fémilies (Coward
& Smith, 1981). For examplé, in exploring marital
satisfaction, Zvonkovic,‘Guss, and Ladd (1988) foﬁnd
that rural couples who adjusted to financial strain and
even viewed it as a challenge reported to have'dpen

communication and a friendship with their spouse.
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The research cited in.this section is supportive of .
marital satisfacﬁion reflecting perceived égreement and
similarity between the husband and wife. This includes
an understénding of each cher and mutual compatibility
in both rural and urban settings.

- In summarizing ﬁhe literature reviewed for this
study, communication is empﬁasized as playing a vital
part in a marriage. Although there are many variables
that influence cémmunications between ﬂusband and wife,
the variables mentioned in this review of the
‘literature were gender differences, family patterns and
interactions webbed through geneology, communication
patterns developed within the family systems, éultufal
differences, individual expectations of what marriage
should be like and marital myths, selective pérceptions,
communication skilis, ievels of understanding and
sensitivity, agreement on goals and needs fulfillment,
and amount of conflict.

The literature suggests that sharing expectations
and overcoming aistortions in communication may be
important factors contributing to marital satisfaction.
This study explores the influence of a éouple;s
perceived agreement and disagreement on their marital
satisfaction. Agreement on goals, behaviors, and |

perceptions will be futher explored to see how
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agreement/disagreement on iésues affects marital
happiness in two-generation farm families. Since
communication processes are more fully observable in a
‘multigeneration family system than in a one-generation
family system, the mutual interaction patterns of
_mothers, fathers, sons, and the sons' wives will be_
explored. |
Questions addressed in this study are as follows:

1. What attributes describe the happy and the unhappy
couples?

2. Are there values or beliefs that all four family
members héve in commoﬁ?

3. If one person reports being unhappy in his/her
marriage, is that'unhappiness somehow reflected in the:
extended family unit? |

4. Did the couples' perceptions of their marital
happiness and amount of pércéived agreement change over
" the two—yeaf period? If so, did eaéﬁ spoﬁse change in a

similar way?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The research methodology selected for this project
was qualitative because it allows the researcher to
search for details of family and married life and to
discover the essénce and ambience of perceptions and
influences of family members on each other. Qualitative
mefhods of data collection can be used ﬁo assess how
similarities and differences in spousal perceptions are
related to marital happiness without the'ﬁeed of
measures or numbers (Berg, 1989; Lofland & Lofland,
1984). Exploring the cémmonalities and the relationship
between each family memberﬁs responses through a
quaiitative means allows for an individual assessment of

meaning behind questionnaire responses and open-ended

‘comments.

In contemporary American éociety,'it is difficult
to locate similar multi—generational.family units.
Family businesses of more tﬂan one generation provide .
one sémpling frame. Marotz-Baden and Colvin (1987)
suggest that certain stréssors familiés face are

occupationally related. Therefore, it behooves a
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researcher to hold occupation constant..This sﬁudy
explo;es the_influence of couple's perceived agréement
on their marital éatisfactioh from a systems perspective
using two-generation farm/ranch families.
Subjects_
The 1985 Sample

The Montana Agricultural Stablization and

» Conservation Se;vice (ASCS) provided a 10% random sSample
of farms and ranches that they suspected had two
generations farming or ranching together. Letters were
then sent to fhe identified families asking them if they
met the criteria of:an intact twé—generation farm/ranch -
family, and Would'they be Wi;ling to participate. The
letter described‘the study as researching the |
difficulties two generations of family members
experience while working together on a.farm or ranch.
FEach family member was éentka sgparate questionnaire
thét was specifically désigned for that membér (father,
mother, son, or daughter in—;aw). Soﬁe of the Questiong
varied according to family position (father, mother,
etc.), in order to accommodate the different roles of
each mgmber of the family. Each family member completed
his/her owﬁ specific questionnaire and was asked not to
discuss the_qﬁestionnaire with their faﬁily members

until after they had returned the completed
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guestionnaires.

- Two hundred and fiftf\thrée people responded after
the second follow-up letter. Only 3% of these
respondents were unwilling to particibate and 178 (70%)—
were not eligible because'they were not lineal kiﬁ or
they were not part of an intact two-generation
farm/ranch family with at least one marfied son.
Sixty-eight faﬁilies met the criteria of intact couples
in a two-generation farm or ranch family. One hundred
seventy-five out of a possible 288 people responded.
Oout of theée,nthere were twenty-five compiete family
units who finished and returnéa the questionnaire. The
family data set consisted of 102 individual respondents
(one family had 2 married.sons and daughfersjin-law).
Due to thé low numbers of married daughters étill
working'on the farm or rancﬁ, it was decided to look at

sons only.

The 1987 Sample

A second questionnaire was mailed to all
respondents of the i985 study. They were contacted by
}etter reqﬁesting that'they participate in a follow-up
study. As in the previous study, each-fémily member was
sent a separate questionnaire specifically designed for‘

that member, i.e., father, mother, son, daughter-in-law.
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Except for the deletion of one measure and the addition
of another, the 1985 and 1987 questionnaires were
identical.

One hundred and thirty six individuals responded.
Out of the 136, there were 15 complete families (two
generations of related married adults) in the 1987
sample, which was 10 fewer than in the 1985 sample. All
four members of 13 twoagenérafion.famiiies éémﬁiefed."
both the 1985 and 1987 surveys. A family unit
consisted of a mother, father, son, and son's Wifef
These families made up the sample used in the research
reported below. One family had two married sons. This
gave a total of 54 respondents.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was constructed in 1985 by
Ramona Marotz-Baden of Montana State University in
conjunction with support of the Agricultural Experiment
Station, grant #MONBQ0O0266. The. questionnaire used to
collect the Montana data also contained some measures
used in the Western Region-167 Research Project. The
questionﬁaire was pretested with ZOltwo—generation
farm/ranch families. After the first pretest,
adjustments were made and'the revised questionnaire was
sent to another two- generation farm/ranch family. The

mailed questionnaire contained 19 pages of questions
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that included questions about the farm/ranch operafion,
stress within thé.two—generation farm family,
transferring the operation, personal satisfaction,
recent stressfui events, facing problems, personal
feelings and thoughts, and demographics about the
family. The second survey (1987) followed basically the
same format.

Instruments

The questions in this study addressed similarities
in perceptions of marital happiness as well as issues
which often cause marital conflict. Tﬁe two-generation
rural families were 1obked_at case by'case to get a’
sense of how they perceivéd their own and their spouse}s
marital happiness and how their views on specific issueé
were freqﬁently leading to marital conflict.

To assist in analyzing the four research questions,
information was needed to assess the maritél hapﬁiness
of each individual respondent. One iﬁem of the
Locke-Wallaée Marital Adjustment Scale (1959) was used
to obtain this ihformation. The item consisted of a
series of questions which were found to correlate highly
with marital adjustmént. One specific question measured
the respondent's percepﬁion of his/her marital
happiness. Respondents wefe asked to éheck the péint on

a scale of 1 to 7 which most closely represented their
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degree of marital happiness at the time the
questionnaire was completed. One was "very unhappy", 4
was "happy" and 7 was "perfectly happy". The digité in
between (2,3,5,6) stood-for the degree of-happiness that
fits somewhere between "very unhabp&" and "perfectlyv
happy" (see Appendix A).

Because the Locke-Wallace écale and other
instruments used in this study were utilized
qualitatively, validity and reliability of the scalest
were not reported. The scales were not -used as
measurement instruments, but'rather‘as tools to extract
relevant information that was examined case by case to
explore how each subject perceives and reiates éo |
his/her spouse.

After assessing perceived marital happiness fof
respondents, other measurements were used to examine
. respondent attributes such as areas of potentiai
conflict between couples. These areas, herein defihed as
agreement/disagreement, were ascértained by responses of.
the couples to eight issues. Thé issues were finances,
recreation, affection, friendé, sex, conduct,
philosoﬁhy, and dealing with in-laws. The participants
responded to each of the eight. questions on.a 6 point
Likkert Scale ranging from "always agree" with spouse to

"always disagree" (see Appendix B). The answers to the
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eight issues were examined for the happy and unhappy
couples to gét an idea of similar perceptions between
the couples.
| In adéition to these eight issues, six other

gquestions from thg Locke-Wallace Marital.Adjustment
Scale were used to ascertain the similarity of
dissimilarity.of a couple's perceptions about their
;elationship. These questions were:
1. When disagreeménts arise, who gives in or is it
mutuél?

Response choices: Husband gives in, wife gives in, or
mutual agreement.
2. Ho% much do spouses engage in outside interests
together? |

'Response choices: All intefests, some interests, very
few or none.
3. Do you and your spouse‘préfer to be on the go or stay
home durihg leisure time?

Response choices: On the go or stay home.
4. Do you ever wish you had not married?

Response.choices: Frequently., occasioﬁally, rarely,
never. |
5. Would you marry the same pefson again if you were to
do it over? |

Response choices: Marry same, marry different, not
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marry at all.
6. How often do you confide in your mate?
Response choices: Almost never, rarely, in most
things, in everything.
These questiéns were used as indicative of the
similarities between spouses'’ percepfions.

An open-ended question in the'1985'questionnaire
asked the respondents to disglose any stressful events
that may have happened in the past 12 months. Answers to
this qﬁestion were used to compare understandings and
perceptions between the spouses; Inladdition, the
answers to this questién were compared on a case by case
basis for‘éll four family members of the 13 family
units. Thus, the perceptions were examined in each
multi-generation family system. This question also added
to the analyses of coupleé' attribﬁtesﬁ o |

Finally, an open—énded comment Section at the end
of the questionnaire provedlto be an important source of
data concerning respondent's views and values of his/her
farm family life. Case by case analysis of the
reSpondenﬁ's answers helped to reveal common values or.
beliefs for thé extended two-generation family units.
All four members (father, mother, son and‘ .
daughter-in-law) were cémparéd to get an idea of comﬁon

patterns in the family units.
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Procedure

The responses to gquestions from the questionnaires
that were pertinent to this study were extracted from
the.surveys and listed on a fact sheet (see Appendix C).
Results for both the 1985 and the 1987 survey were
included on the fact sheet for each individual.

In writing the results of this data, each case was
looked at separately. Mother and father were
addressed as the older generation and son and his wife
were called the younger generation. The results of both
generations were looked at together and compared.
Similarities or differences in perceptions between the
sets of couples and the perceived level of marital
happiness were identified.

First, a basis for analyzing family units (father,
mother, son, and daughter in-law) was established.
Respondents were élassified aé habpy dftﬁnhébpy ih théif
marriages. If one member claimed to be unhappy, the
whole family unit was classified under the unhappy
category. This was done to facilitate the analysis of
the whole family unit rather than a separate analysis of-
individual family members.

After families were éategorized into happy or
unhappy, they were then assessed for level of agreement

about relationships in the family units and how
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responses in eéch category were interrelatedf For
“example, it was noted that in may cases, if one member
was unhappy in his/her marriage}zthen the overall rating
in the agree/disagree classification leaned heavily into
the disagree category for the whole family unit. Also,
there were more disagree answers appearing within the
unhappy units than ih_the happily married family units.

A 2x2 chart was developed to help organize this
information. The chart categorizes 1. families that were
happy and perceived agreement of'iésues among the
two—geng;ation cbuples, 2. happy families that perceived
disagreement, 3. unhappy families that perceived
agreément, and 4. unhappy families that perceived
disagreement (see Appendix D). The chart shows that the
families all fell in one of two categories; the éategory
of happy families that_pe?ceived agreement between the
couplés, ahd the category of unhappy families that
perceived disagreement between the couples. .

Next, a two-part color coded graph was designed to.
répresent each extended family unit. The first section
was a line-graph that illustrated each family member's
answers to theif perceived agreement or disagreement
with thei:.sbousé in the eight specified item areas.
Both the 1985 and tﬂe 1987 results were graphed. The

second section was a bar graph that illustrated each
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family member's marital happiness (1 through 7). for both
1985 and 1987 (see Table 2). |

These two graphs allowed quick assessment of each
faﬁily member's answers in relation‘to the other;family
members' answers,of'marital héppingss‘and pefcei%ed
agreement/disagreement of the specific items for the two
years. The open-ended questions, the comment %rea and
the other six qﬁestions were examined along with tﬁe
graphs. Differences, similarities and patterns in the
family were visible by using the graphs and the other
questions together. The attributes that were descriptive
of the happy and unhappy families were noted along with
theﬁcommbnvvalues_or beliefs the extended family members
held. The longitudinal changes in pgrceptions and
influences from other family members were examined and

recorded also.
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CHAPTER 4 .

RESULTS

Each casé was examined separately in order to look
at systemic family influences on perceptions of family
members which helped to determine the famiiy status as
happy or unhappy. Six of the thirteen famiiies were
classified as unhappy. The data from these families will
be summarized first, followed by those data from the
happy families. |

The Unhappy Families

The first question addressed in the data analysis
dealt with atpributes descriptive of unhappy families. .
There were two main attributes in common between the
unhappy families: communication-and sex. Although- not
mentioned as much as communication and sex, finances and
disagreement (arguments) 5etween the couple also |
appeared as common attributes of the unhappy families.

Communication was the most obvious attribute common
to the unhappy familiés. Subjects who reported being
unhéppy stated that they rarely confided in their mate.
For example, Mother #14, who frequently wished she had
not married, stated in 1985 that if she had to do it

over again she would marry a different person and in
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1987 she reported that she would not marry at all. In
addition, she stated that she rarely confided in her
husband. When ééked the most important thing that
contributed té her life satisfaction, she stated:
"Communication between husband and wife." She éid not
include her husband on a list of the most important
things in her life.

Communicatioﬁ in another family'revealed that Son
#64 confided in his spouse:almost never in 1985 ana
rarely in.1987. In 1985, Son #64 repofted, "Spouse laid
off, financial problems, argue with spouse" as recent
stressors. In commenting on any serious problems in the
last two years, Wife #64_étated: "Problems between
husband and me When-he ﬁhought I should work, but then
wanted me home, too. No communication." The things fhaﬁ
were important to Wife #64 were "love between our
immediate fémily, the trust, farm life." These'examples
illustrate communication and understanding as frequently
mentioned problem areas in the unhappy famiiiés.

The uﬁhappily married people frequently disagreéd
on sex. A 2 ié next to the lowest_rating possible for
the most unhappy marriage. With the exception of four
respondents,. every subject that rated their maritai

happiness as a 2 or 3 also stated that they
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frequently disagreed abéut sex in their relationship.
Affection was also often rated low for the unhappf
couples. For example, Mother #44 perceived her marriage
as happy. However, éhe perceiyed frequent disagreement
in the areas of sex and affection. |

Disagreements andlarguments were common attributes
for the unhappy families. Often, finances-played a part
in these'arguments. Several subjects stated that
the stress level from disagreements and arguments caused
~unhappiness in their marriage. In Family #44, the son
stated that "arguing with his spouse" was a stressful
event. He rated his marriage as not very happy. His wife
claimed that "conflict with spouse" was a stressful
event in her life and she rated her marriage the same as
her husband.

fn another example, Son #51Aand his wife were very
aware of éonflict in their marriage. When asked of any
stréssful events, Son #51 fesponded, "conflicts with
spouse." Wife #51 also noted on her questionnaire that
there were "serious problems" in their mérfiage. Both
rated their marriage as unhappy and'stated,there was
disagreement between them overimany issues.

The second queétion addressed.commdn values or
beliefs that all four fémily members have in common. In "

the unhappy families, there were no visible values




34

or beliéefs thét all four family members had in common.
.In fact, most df the uﬁhappy family members commgnted on
the differences in their priorities and jﬁterests; Two
spous~s agreed ;hat the faﬁily and/or farm life was an
'imporpant paft of and a strong influence on their 1lives.

The third quéstion looked at the influence one
unhappy family member may have on the extended family's
perceptions of interpersonalAsimilarities. It waé noted
that when one sppuSe écored less than 4 (happy) on ﬁhe
marital happiness scale, the other spouse also either
rated him/herself as unhappy in the mafriage or
expresséd an elevated level of disagreement in the
marriage. This relatiéﬁship demonstrétes systemic
influences in the family. For example, at first glance,
family #14 appears not to have similar perceptions.
Mother reports being unhappy and father reports being
happy; Mother #14 perceived herself as unhappy in 1985
and a little less unhappy in her marriage in.1987. She
reported feeliné,stressed about the farm and having
difficulty in commuﬁicating with her family in 1985:
"The farm is a very stressful place for me." "it is
easier for me to talk with a good friend than family."

She frequently wished she ﬁad'nop married. Mother

claimed she would "marry a different person" (1985).and
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would fnbt marry at.all" (1987) if she had it to do
over. Rarely did she confide in her husband ana when
listing ‘important things in her 1life, she 1nc1uded
children and grandchildren but did not mention her
husband. Overall, Mother #14 appeared to be dissatisfied
in her marriage.

Father #14 seemed to he someﬁhat mo;é satisfied and
perceived the marriage as happier than his Qife did; he
claimed both years to confide ih his mate ih "ﬁost
things.".However, some hints of dissatisfaction with the
‘marriage were‘expresséd by Father #14 also. He stated he
would marry the same’person over ;géin in 1985, yet in
1987 he said he would marry a different .person if he had
it to do hver. He also changed his answer from ‘hever in-
1985 to occasionally in 1987 when asked if he sometlmes
w1shed that he had never married. Although the 1eve1 of
d1sagreement 1ncreased sllghtly for Father #14 from 1985
to 1987, his marital héppiness leveltremained the saﬁe,
suggesting.some inconSishency on the fathér's part.

That is, he states he is happy in his harriagg, yet he
shows indiéations of dissatisfactioh.

This couple's fesponse that they would not marry
each other if they had to do it overfsuggests albasic

"dissatisfaction with their relationship. Although there
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is a dissimilarity in perception between the couple,
there still ténds to be a common feeling of marital
dissatisfaction between husband and wife.

There were greater dissimilarities in perceptions
between the other unhappy couples. That is, in relation
to marital happiness and perceived agreement between the
couples, it was found that the unhappy couﬁles displayed
ﬁore intonsistencies between themselves in perceiving
marital happiness and the amount of agreement than did
the happy couples.

Next explored was the similarity in perceptions of
the other three members of the family unit on the
Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale issues when one
member réported'being unhappy in his/her marfiage. It
was found that when one member of the extended family
claims to be unhappy with his/her marriage,‘there was
either unhappiness or disagreement reported by at least
one of the members of the other generation coup;e.

Family #10 was a tfpical example. Ohly one person °
reported his/her ﬁarital happiness as less than happy.

- Yet, every mémber of the family héd at least one ifem
of perceived disagreement. Family #51 was the only
family thaf deviatea from this pattern.

In Faﬁily #51, both the son and his wife reported

pre—T:
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being unhappy and in disagreement on many issues.
Howeﬁer, Father #51 rated his marriage as perfectly
hapﬁy'in both 1985 and 1987 and he and his wife agreed
on most issues. Mother #51 also rated her marriage as
perfectly happy and in agreement on all issues. The only
remark tﬁat Father #51 made that resembled a problem was
when he qlaimed that he and his spouse did not
completely understand each other. He did say that he
confided in her about most things. Mother disagreed and
claimed that they understood each other completely and
she confided in her husband "in everything always."

In family #51, the son and his wife indicated
dissatisfaction and mother and father indicated
satisfaction and agreement in. most areas. However,

there was a hint of some misunderstandings between
mother and father also.

In another example, all members of Family #64 rated
their marriages as happy. However, Father #64 chose not
to answer if he was happy or not in 1987. All members,
with the exception of Father, perceived themselves as
having occasional disagfeements.-ln 1987, Father #64
felt he and his spouse disagreed frequently in the areas
of sex, recreation, friends, and in-laws. He stated that
-he confided in most things with his mate but that they

did not understand each other completely. In 1987,
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Father #64 did not answer_whethér he would marry his
wife again if he had it to do over. He listed the three
most imbortant things that contributed to his life
satisfaction as being "able to work, fairly healthy/ my
own boss." There was no mention of family. Mother #64
agreed that she and her husband had an occasional
disagreemept over finaﬁces. Otherwise, she péfceived her
marriage as happy and.that she and her husband agreed on
most issues.

Soh #64 expressed frequént disagreement with his
wife in the areas of sex, finaﬁces, and affection. He
‘rated his marriage as happy. yét stated they did not
understand each other completely aha had véry few '
similar interests;.occasionally he wished he had not
married. He "argues wi£h spouse," and statgd that the
most important things for his life satisfaction are
"mowey [money], happiness, enjoyiﬁg friends." The 6n1y
area his wife expressed as problematic concerned
finances. |

In family #64 the males tended to be more
- dissatisfied than the females. Financeé were a dominant
issue for all members. Both of these patterns, i.e.,
males being more dissatisfied and financial coﬁcern%’
were common amqng.fhe unhappy %amilies.

The last question looked for common changes of
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couples' perceptions of their marital happiness and
amount of perceived agreement during the two-year.
period; Changes that were noted in one réspoﬁdent were
reflected by fhe spouse in some areas. For example, in
Family #8, the son rated his marital happiness higher in
"1987 than in 1985. Along with this increase in marital
happiness ﬁas an increase in pérceived agreémenf between '
himsélf and his wife. Conversely, his wife reporﬁed‘that
she was less happy in the marriage in 1987 fhan in 1985,
and her perception of agreement between the couple had
decreased. However, in 1987 she made some comments
that reflected he; husband's ingreased héppiness, such-
as reporting that they had thg same goals, they
" understood each other completely, and they.were very
compatible. When talking about their marriage, she’
statéd, "I never expect perfection, but we're working at
it."” She did not mention any of these posifive notétions
in 1985. This couple did hot report tﬁé same changes,'
yet they had some similar feelings as to tﬁe direction
of their relationship.

In 1985 and 1987‘it was noted that, similar to the
happy families, most of the unhaépy families indicated
that the less they perceived disagreement between
themselves and theif spouses, the happier they were.

Quite often when a subjeét reported that his/her marital
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happiness was decreasing, there was alsc a report of
increased disagreement between the couple. Likewise,
when agreement increased, mafital happiness also
inc;eased. In the extended family, at least one person
would report increésed disagreement or increased maritai

unhappiness if another member reported being unhappy.

The Happy Families

Due to the similarity in the answers of the first
and second research questions, (attributes and wvalues of
the couple and their family) they were combinedvfor the
happy families for evaluation purposes. One
interpretation of the similarity is that the attributes
appeared to become family values or beliefs. Another
interpretation is the opposite;'family values or beliefs
were represented by the attributes which were
descriptive of the happy families. For example, the
happy families rgpo;tgd ma;ip;; happipegs and similar
perceptions of specific items. All the respondents who
feported their marriage was happy. (score of 4 or higher)
perceived that they'and their spouse agreed on all the
specified items with the exception of three items. Two
couples disagreed about se£ and one couple disagreed
upon recreation. In evaluéting the happy families, sex
was an item that most couples always agreed upon. All of

the individuals who perceived their marriage as
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perfectly happy stated that_sex was an item £hey always
agreed on. Yet, out of the séven families ﬁho
consistently reported agreement and marital satisfaction
for_ail family members, there weré.three members from
diffefent families who mentioned a single item'eéch as
ohe'frequently disagreed about for a year. One example
was a moﬁher who stated she and her spouse freéuently
disagreed on recreation issués; The other two were men
I(one‘Father, one Son) from different families; they both
said they and'their spouse disagreed about sex.

For example, Father #39 rated his marriage as a 4
in 1985 and a 5'in 1987. In 1985, he 1isted only one
item as being an issue causing frequent disagreement:
sexual relations with his'wifé. His wife had reﬁorted
only one "occasionally disagree" aﬁswer in 1985, also
dealing with sex. Every other item in 1985 and all items
in 1987 for both Father and Mother were on the agree
s;de of the scale. Mothe; rated her marriage a 6 6n the
marital happiness scale for both years.

The othe:'family who reported a "frequently
disagree" on only one item was Family #15. Son #15 rated
his marriage a 5 in 1985-and a 4 in 1987. His |
"frequently disagree" item was sex in 1987. Wife #15

reported no issues of disagreement in either year.
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However, she stated that the most sgrious problem she
has experienced has been family disagreement.

The value or attributeé that was most:commonlf-
reported throughout the happy families was the pfeSence
of God in‘thg family life. There was detailed mention of
the inclusion of God in the lives of the happy couples.
Although there Was.no specific question regarding
religion aﬁd God, the question about most important
things for life satisfaction aﬁd the cbmment area at thé,
end of the quéstionnaire frequehtly'contained mention of
God. " |

Examples of'these respondents' belief in God were
numerous. In talking about what three things.were
impoftant to him, Father #56 said: "God gave his Son for
me, God gave me a good wife, and God has blessed our
life." Mother #50 also mentioned God in the things
important in her life: "Love for each other, trusting
each other, faith in God." Son statéd that "Faith in God
and Jesus Christ, my wife and children, success as a
business man and déiry farmer" weré important to him.
Wife #50 listed "Faith in God, my family, knowing my own
self worth" as important. '

All members in one other family listed God as one
of the most important things in'their lives. In three

families, one or more members listed God as important in
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their lives. In contrast, only three'peoble_in the
unhappy families mentioned God and only three peéple
mentioned church as important things in their lives. The
happy families' mention of God was detailed and
emphasized-by most all members of the family, unlike the
unhappy families.

More happy family members mentioned God'as‘a
common source of inspiration than did unﬁappy families.
God did not appear to be as common a theme in the
extended unhappy families or betwéen ﬁnhappy couples as
in the happy families. God and/or religion seemed'ﬁo
reflect a belief or value of thé generations of happy
farm families, providing a common value for these.
families.

Another attribute or valué in the happy families
was communicétion and understanding between the couples.
Happy family members spoke of communication in a general
sense that included understanding.and companionship. For
example, Mother #18 cbmmenéed: "My husband is my best
friend so he is also the one I depend on for love,
friendship and advice." Father #54 stated: "We have
never had an afgument of any consequence. We always talk
things over." Father #27 commented: "Communication is
theAbest answér_in Workingltogether." Father #50 spoke’

of working and 1living together on the farm: "Working
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together lets you know each other better." These
examples illustrate a lifestyle that influences family
bonds and interactions that appear to‘be common to the
farm families who get along well. |

Son #33 sawlcommunication apd religion as related.
He reported the;most important things in his life
thusly: "I think the most important .is we are both
Christian families which makes forgiving, forgetting
and understandiﬂg much mofe easief." Wife #54
commented that she turns to "hquéqd and God for
advice."

| Communication and understanding other familf
members appear to be represented as part of a lifestyle
and value system for this small sample of happy farm
families. Réligibn and working the farm together are
vehicles that séem to facilitate this type of value
system, thereby.affecting the extended family's
communication and understanding.

The third question deait with the extended fémily's
perceétion of their interpersonal similarities when one
member.reported being unhappy in his/her marriage. This
questionicould not be fully addreséed due to the fact
that none of the happy family members rated their

marriage as'unhappy. However, those who rated their
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marriage around the happy mark (4 or 5) Weré compared
with thosé who rated their marriages as somewhat happier
(6 or 7). For the most part, all the happy
respondents had similar perceptions of their marital
happiness and their level of'agréemeht.

The réspondents who rated their marital happiness
between 4 and 5 tended to ﬂave a few more "occasionally
disagree" answers and a few more doubts as to whether
they would marry again if they had to do it over than
the respondents who rated their marital Status above 5.
When one of thesé family,meﬁbers rated their marriage as
happy yet gave indications of disagreement or |
dissatisfactién between self and spouse, then at least
one other family member indicated disagreement or
dissatisfaction with his/her spouse-in some area also.
'In other words, when one family member indicates
disagreement or dissatisfaction, at least one other
membef, although expressing happiness~in marriage, would
give subtle indications of areas of disagreement or -
dissatisfaction. For example, Son #18 rated his marriage
as a5 in 1985. He noted disagreement between him and
his spouse on three items. When asked if he ever wished
he had not married, he stated rarely. His wife rated her

marriage as a 6 and reported agreement in all areas.

However, she stated that she and her husband did not
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understand each other completely.

This pattern was common for the éxﬁeﬁded family
ﬁembers( The same was noted across the generafions. For
exaﬁple, when the parent reported some dissatisfaction,
there was also dissatisfaction repqrted by thé son.
Unfdrtunately, these sﬁbtle influences on relatibnships'
‘between the extended family members could not be
explored furthe; in this study. |

The fourth quéstion addressed changes over a two-
year period for the couplé's perceptiéns of their
marriage and relatedlissués. With the exception of two
‘couples who happened to be in thé same family unit, the
spouses were well-matched in marital happiness and
perception of agreemént of specific issues for the

two-year period.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to look for
interpersonal similarities of marital happiness and
pefceptions of agreement’on specified issues betﬁeen.
married couples within two¥gEnerétioﬁ farm family
systems. Family valpeé and common issues Were‘looked for
that_may have influenced perceptions of family members.
How these valﬁes and issues may affect the individual's
and family's perceptions were also explored. Results of
this study offer possible anéwers to the research
questions described below. |

1. What attributes describe therhappy and the

unhappy couples? |

The attribute that seémed'to sﬁrface'within.thése
families the most frequenﬁly Wasyséx. When a family |
was unhappy, an answer of frequently diségrée éboﬁt
sexual relations was common. When coubles expreséed
disagreement they dbmmbnlf linked affection with sexual
relations. | |

When the extended family Waé.cétegorized as happy.
sexual relations between couples -was the item listed the
most often és-showing.thé greapést amount of mﬁtual

agreement between the couple. The happy couples were
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high.in agreement upon the sex item as being something
they always to almost élways agree upon.

Financial issues for some unhappy farm families was
an attribute. As mentioned in the literature review, the
recent financial crisis for farm and ranch bﬁsineSs has

caused difficult times. It was noted that the financial

issue was normally expressed by the whole family unit as

an area of concern for the family farm business. This
issue affected every member of the family unit.
Furthermore, disagreements and arguments were mentioned
as probiem areas for the'unhapby families. Often the
source of arguments was financial issues.

In the opénJénded questions such as, "What are thg
most ‘important thihgs in your life that add to.your life
satisfaction?" and in the comment area, God Waé
mentioned frequently for the happy families. God was a
very strong influence that seemed to encompass the
whole family unit. fhe unhappy families did not include
. God as much and when they did, it was in the form of
chufch attendance; usually just one family member would
mention it.

Communication was an attribute for both unhappy and
happy familiés. The unﬁappy families reported poor
~communication as a source of problems, while happy

families reported good communication and mutual
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understanding between the spouses. )

2. Are there values or beligfs that all four famiiy
members have in common?

The unhappy families did not appear té present an&
values or beliefs that all four family'members shared.
The happy families shared a religious foundation fhat
appeared to extend into their iifestyles. Commﬁnication,
understanding, énd compassion were a large part of the.
happy extended family's values. Farm life was included
as aﬁ'iﬁporfant bart of the happy family's value system;

3. How do members df the family unit peréeive
their interpersonal similarities when one member reports
being unhappy in his/her marriage?.

For unﬁappy families, it was noted when one member
self-reported as”unhappy in His/her mérriage, £here were
more items of disagreemeﬁt for at‘least one of the other
extended family members than in the happy families. Tﬁis
was a consistent pattern. |
| Basically, tﬂe consistency of*perceptions'about'
marital happiness‘and the éxtent of agreement between
couples was fairlf strong. The few couples that |
perceivea their marriage dn far differént‘levels of
happiness (a discrépancyﬂof two or moie points) usually
had at least one comment or answer indicaﬁing this

discrepancy.'Even when one spouse was unhappy and the
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other claiﬁed to be happy. the'happy spouse would give
some clue about the marital disturbance. Some indicators
were direct comments and some were answers that d1d not
fit with the otherwise happy marrlage the respondent was
"describing. Therefore, it. appears that perceptions of
happiness or unhappiness usually-followed'a common
pattern within the extended family units;

Some respondents appeared to be unaware of or did
not admit to marital problems. This non-awareness was
indicated when spouses answered questions very
differently from each other, i.e., one was happy and the
other unhappy..Usuallf in these cases a respondent-wouldA
claim to be happy, yet disagreement with the.respoqse
would be high or comments would be flavored with
disappointment or dissatisfaction in the marriage.
Sometimes in listing things that are important, the
respondent would not include his/her spouse.

4. Did the couples' perceptions of their marital
happiness and amount of perceived agreement change in
the two-year period? If so, did each spouse change in a
similar way?

Questioning the respoﬁdente on their perceptions of
the same issuee two years later preved useful. In almost
every case, the changes that one spouse made were

reflected by the other spouse also. Some couples changed
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together toward happiness, some changed toward feeling
more unhappy. Again, when one spous; changed in one
directien and the other remained the same or went the
opposite direction, there was always at least one answer
by the "unchanged" partner that indicated a move in the
same direction as-his/her paréﬁér; I

Overall,'conéistent answers were noted in
perceptions of agreement between'1985 and 1987. The
respondents changed some of the specific items that they
agreed or disagreed upon, yvet they always seemed to

follow a similar direction according to a category of

agree or disagree.

Discussion

As many researchers have noted, the family system
is interconnected and no one is exempt from the effects
of other family members' actions or attitudes
(Broderick, 1983; Minuchin, 1984; Napier & Whitaker,
1978; Nichols, 1984; Sherman & Fredman, 1986;
Steinglass, 1987). This study foered a look at the
interpersonal similarities in the extended farm family.
Their attributes, values, and beliefs were examined to
locate patterns or commonalities within the family
system over a two-year pefiod. Influences that family

members have on each other were also addressed. Marital .
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'happinéss and -perceived agreement between the couples
were used to deménstrate family sysfem influences.

There seemed to be a cémmoﬁ connection throughéﬁ;
the.responses of most of the extended family members.
Often this connection was subtle. The most obvious
common connection among family members was God, who
répresented a common value or belief for the who;e
family unit. Whether this belief in God influenced the
familieé'to maintain similar attitudes, or such similar
attitudes set the stage for a_éhilosophy'repfesented by
religious beliefs, these happy families displayed that
common connection nonetheless.

In evaluating the responses of the couples, it was
noted that the cﬁuple's perceptions were usuélly‘véry
cldse to one another. Even when they disagreed, there
was some indicator that depicted a common perception
between_the couple. For example, unhappy couples
frequently disagreed about sexual relations between
them, but happy couples mostly always agreed.on their
sexual relations. . |

There may be a reason for sexual relations‘as a
common issue of agreement.or'diéagreemenﬁ. As other

researchers have noted, emotional bonding (or love) is a

complex mix of physical and emotional aspects. "Love is




53

a blend of maﬁy elements--sexual attraction,
companionship, care, and affirmation (Blood, 1969,
pg.107). Perhaps the happier the couple is, the more
emotionally bonded they are, and the more emotionally
bonded they are, the more they may express this
closeness through sexual relations. As Stinnett and
Walters (1977) observed, "A good sexual relationship is
more likely to be the result of a good total marriage
relatioﬁship rather than the cause of it" (p.57).

Family influence was represented throughout the
generations, but not every case was clear. That is,
there were small hiﬁts of dissatisfaction for one member
and openly expreésed ﬁnhappidésé for 6£ﬁér fémily
members. Marital happiness and the amount of perceived
agreement appeared to affect each other in many
different ways, subsequently reported in the results
section. | ‘

“

Limitations

The questionnaires were designed for quantitative
research; as qualitative studies require a somewhat
different type of questiohing_procedure. As Berg (1989)
recommends, four types of questions should be used in

order to securé the most complete story: eSsential
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questions, extra questions, throw-away questions, and
probing questions. The present study was limited in that
thgre were few probing questioné in the mailed
questionnaire. Thus, the answérs were shorter and less
complete than that which would be desirable for
gqualitative research.

This fesearch may be limited to specific family
dynamics common to only rural families. Rural families
may have other factors that influence their family
lifestyle, values, and perceptions other than those
previously addressed in this study. Those unknown
factors may differ from urban families, thus limiting
the application of this study's findings to urban
families.

Implications

This study is a stepping stone for research on the
two-generation farm family's interpersonal perceptions
and family patterns. Marital satisfaction and perceived
agreement betweeﬁ a cauple is’a.correlation commonly
studied by researchers. The influence that extended
family members have on each other is also a common study
area in family systems research. Farm families who
transfer the farm business to the next generation also
allow study of two-generation family patterns and

influences.
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-A-fo;low—up study that Would-allow a more complete
qualitative style of questiohing is recommended. Further
study of factors unique to rural families that may
affect family intéractions and perceptions would be
beneficial to understanding how rural and urban families.
may differ in family patterns.. .

A quantitative study based on the information
available in the questionnaires used in this study could
bé-done to support the findings in this study. One such.
appréach would be a correlational study between the
améunt of'percéivéd agreement/disagreement and mdritai
happipess levels. This.data would exband the'preseht

sﬁudy's findings and help to verify its results.
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APPENDIX A

Marital ﬁappiness Question
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TLocke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale
Marital Happiness Question

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AREhABOUT YOUR PERSONAL
SATISFACTION

Check the dot on the scale below which best describes
the degree of happiness, everything considered, of your
present marriage. The middle point, "happy," represents
the degree of happiness which most people get from'
marriage, and the scale gradually ranges on one side to
those few who are very unhappy in marriage, on the
other, to those few who experience extreme joy or
felicity in marriage.

. VERY ' HAPPY PERFECTLY
UNHAPPY HAPPY

Locke, H.J. & Wallace, K.M. (1959). Short marital.
adjustment and prediction tests: Their reliability
and validity. Marriage & Family Living, 21,
251-255. ' -
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APPENDIX B

Agree/Disagree Question




Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale

Agree/Disagree Question

State the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your mate
on the tollLVing items. Please check each column.

1
ALMOST | OCCX- I FRE- ALMOST

ALVWAYS ALWAYS SICNALLY  QUENTLY  ALWAYS ALWAYS
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

2. Handling family finances

3. Matters of recreation

4. Demonstrations of affection
5. Friends

6. Sex relations

7. Conventionality (right, ;
good, or proper conduct)

8. Philosophy of life

9. Ways of dealing with in-laws

Locke, H.J. & Wallace, K.M. (1959). Short marital adjustment
and prediction tests: Their reliability and validity.
Marriage & Family Living, 21, 251-255.
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FACT SHEET

FATHER

Age (1985)
Education
Recent Events:

NUMBER

Happiness in Marriage (85) (87)
Agree/disagree:

(85)aA AAA 0D

FD ‘ AAD AD

(87)AA ‘ "AAA oD

FD - AAD AD
Disagreements result in: (85) (87)
Interests together: (85) (87)
Leisure time: (85) (87)
Wish not married: (85) (87)
Marry same person: (85) (87)
Confide in mate: (85) (87)

Important things in life:

Comments:
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Tables
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Table 1

Perceived Agreement/Disagreement Within Marriage by

Reported Marital Happiness

HAPPY - UNHAPPY

18 15 27 33
39 50 54
AGREE
08
64
5
DISGREE 44 5l
14 10

Note: Charted numbers represent family identification

numbers. -
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Table 2 Family Case # 08

Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members
1985 FM S W

Very
Unhappy

Acfreement/Disagreement Graph **

* AD
AAD AAD
FD
_ , OD
AAA |I—| AAA T\
\ AA X

P >l © ®C C ®
Q@.*é@) 1%n_(i GOJ—CE)PHT(.'IZ&J)%J&J;
B4 0 ib cP-P @ TIOib
'h g? cC @ I @ g}g{g @Efﬁ
&Qﬁff GRf o P cp G
U cp QU *P g
R 88

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree OD=0ccasionally disagree AAA-Almos
always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father= Mother= Son= Wife=
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Table 2 - Continued Family Case # 10
Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members

1985 . FM S W 1987 F M S W

Perfectly 7

Happy 6 /7%
5

Happy 4777 </%
34 9%

Very 2777 wyy/

Unhappy | 4N

Agreement/Disacrreement Graph **

AAD | AAD

FD

A -

- AA
i g & 45
-H
6}@ c P oW
0 © ! @ o1
S oS ¥ &
U- -H H -H
(9] a

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost
always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father= Mother= Son= Wi fe
NA= No answer
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Table 2- Continued Family Case #14
Marital Happiness Graph
Family Members

1985 F M S W * 1987
Perfectly 7

Happy 6

Happy

Very
Unhappy

Agreement/Disagreement Graph **
* AD

AAD | AAD
1 |-
| o LI E
iny ZN . | \

W Mccio ®

8 P99

; DG B

¢ e au  0¢
Qi ’ -H

.él_j m & EO H H
a, o

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost
always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father= Mother= Son= Wife =
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Table 2- Continued Fahiily Case #15

Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members

1985 F M S W 1987 F M S W
Perfectly 7
Happy 6/// /77
5/7// %%/
Happy a\\\ )/Z z/ 2/0
3%// z
Very 2 /% /77 O/QU /Z
Unhappy ly/s/ /N /27 //%22 42

Agreement/Disagreement Graph **

AAD AAD
FD |
oD oD \ 1
| AAA I |
AA J o
@ @ § > © g Xf G>)
L w5 go %O g
C 5 8 & C 0O C
Y @6 b & S
01 E -H =H
< a, cL

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Freguently disagree O0OD=0ccasionally disagree AAA=Almost
always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father=w Mother= Son=** Wife =
NA= No answer
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Table 2 - Continued Faiaily Case #18

Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members
1985 1987
Perfectly 7

Happy 6

Happy

Very
Unhappy

Agreement/Disagreement Graph **

AAD AAD
FD
e )]
\ o | | s
; SO LTI
I L 2 A .
. E

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree O0OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost

always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father=M Mother Son= Wi fe



Table 2- Continued

Marital

78

Happiness Graph

Family Members

Family Case #27

1985 , F M S W 1987 F M S W
Perfectly 7 /U’
Happy 6 // ;
s5/v/ 17,77, % /// /// /
Happy 4<// 11%NJ," 1/ v/" y//////
3y / 7/ yyy/Y.
Very 2Tz; %77 /7 7% /lgy/cy
Unhappy 1 /7777 7y AN //4
Agreement/Disagreement Graph **
AAD AAD
FD
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AMA /1 3 VA 4 A
A
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§55%888 & £552 Y8
wET S Lol pou® 2o
LBa6 Of6 Sf@h OHE
(chp 23 DJU¥ 2'63
R C @« &P a
* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree O0OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost
always agree AA=Always agree
** Color code: Father=## Mother= Son-w» Wife-
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Table 2- Continued Faiaily Case #33
Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members

1985 , FM S W 1987 F M S W
Perfectly 7 771 72 10/
Haoov 6 //,7/
5 /7,
HaDDV 4 }// // 7777, 7/; //
377/ < //, /77777
Very 2777 A/y/f?x /77 7 /
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A-Ctreement/Disagreement Graph **
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AAD AAD
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3
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* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree O0OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost

always agree AA=Always agree

** color code: Father=*# Mother= Son= " Wife - *
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Marital
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* AD=Always disagree
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Happiness Graph
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Table 2 _ Continued Family Case #44
Marital Happiness Graph

Family Members

1985 F M s W 198 Z M 8
Perfectly 7

Happy 207‘;37@ TZ 7/

Happy g /077: y/y\7/Z 59
Uetsony 1 PP ReerT7 KT

Agreement/Disagreement Graph **

_H #! -H U >H r:l
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* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree O0OD=0Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost
always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father= Mother Son= Wife
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Table 2 - Continued

Marital Happiness Graph

Family Case #50

Family Members
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Table 2 - Continued Family Case # 54

Marital Happiness Graph
Family Members

1985 S W 1987, F M
Perfectly TeeT

Happy____
Happy

Very
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Agreement/Disagreement Graph **

* AD
AAD AAD
FD
oD
AAA )I / AAA J 7\ A I
J I\ i AA ! \ \/
00200 %@ 000 by !
-H -H @ -H - I
o B SIS
4
R

* AD=Always disagree AAD=Almost always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree OD=Occasionally disagree AAA=Almost

always agree AA=Always agree

** Color code: Father= Mother = Son= Wife
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Table 2- Continued Family Case #64
Marital Happiness Graph
Family Members
1985 FM S W 1987 F M S W
Perfectly 7
Haoov 6
5/// //
Haoov 7/ /7t
3//’/’ // //(
Very / y
Unhappy 1// 7/ yA //< / AR

Agreement/Disagreement Graph **

* AD=Always disagree
FD=Frequently disagree
always agree

** color code:

NA= No

Father=

AAD=Almost always disagree
OD=0Occasionally disagree

AA=Always agree

] Mother= Son- Wife

answer

AAA-Almos

M
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