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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

One set of theoretical approaches to studying human
growth and development are lifespan developmental models.
These models identify specific tasks or events that must
be completed by individuals, couples, or families. Timing
for when they should occur is based on a person's age or
specific life circumstances. These tasks must be resolved
successfully before moving on to the next stage.

Theré are many approaches to studying the family unit
throughout the life cycle. Proposed divisional stages in
the family life cycle range from a low of two to a high of
twenty-four with varying numbers of divisions in between.

One of the most widely used approaches is the eight-
stage family developmental model proposed by Evelyn Duvall
and Reuben Hill (1948). The eight stages include: 1)
Newly weds, 2) Child-bearing, 3) Pre-~School, 4) School
Aged, 5) Teenagers, 6) Launching, 7) Empty-nest, and 8)
Retirement. These phases are dictated by: the age of the
oldest child, plurality patterns (the increasing and de-
creasing of the family size, usually due to children),
school placement of the oldest child, and functions and

status of the family before children come and after they



leave. In addition, these developmental tasks are based on
the concept of the traditional family-husband working,
wife at home with children in the first and only marriage
for both spouses (Duvall and Miller, 1985).

Each of the eight stages involve developmental tasks
that the family unit is expected to encounter. The gener-
al areas addressed at each stage include: 1) taking care
of basic needs such as food, shelter and clothing; 2)
budgeting and management of resources; 3) division of
labor; 4) social ization of family members; 5) establish-
ing communication and expressive skills; 6) raising chil-
dren; 7) developing methods and policies to work with and
to incorporate outside systems into the family unit such
as relatives, friends, schools, church, etc.; and 8) main-
taining morale and motivation, rewarding achievement,
meeting crisis and goals, and develop ing family loyalties
and values.

The marital unit within the family has also been
studied in terms of life cycle development. Most of the
current couple relationship theories are based on short-
term cyclical models. The writer whose developmental
theory best fits with Duvall and Hill's concepts in regard
to stage and task con cepts is Milton Erikson (1982). He
proposes six develop mental stages for marital development
which include: 1) The Courtship Period; 2) Marriage and
its Consequences; 3) Child birth and Dealing with the

Young; 4) Middle Marriage Diffi culties; 5) Weaning Par-



ents from Children; and 6) Retirement & 0ld Age.

Authors such as Levinson (1978) and Sheehy (1976)
have categorized individual development at the adult
level. Levinson identified nine stages based on a study
of adult males. The titles and age ranges for these nine
stages are: 1) Early Adult Transition (17-22); 2) Entering
the Adult World (22-28); 3) Age 30 Transition (28-33); 4)
Early Settling Down/BOOM (Becoming One's Own Man) (33-40);
5) Mid-Life Transition (40-45); 6) Entering Middle Adult-
hood (45-50); 7) Age 50 Transition (50-55); 8) Culmination
of Middle Adulthood (55-60); and 9) Late Adult Transition/
Late Adulthood (60+). This work was expanded and compared
to female development in a chapter by Sales (1978) who
proposed eight stages for adult females. Her stages and
age ranges are: 1) Young Adulthood (18-21); 2) Choosing
Life Roles (22-24); 3) Rolé Cémpletion (25-29); 4) Re-~
Adjustment (30-34); 5) BOOP (Becoming One's Own Person)
(35-43); 6) Mid-Life Crisis (44-47); Mellowing (48-60);

and 8) 01d Age (61+).
Background of the Problem

The Developmental Model

Developmental models are by definition general and
assume that individuals, couples and families are norma-
tive or fairly traditional in their societal orientation.
Families are assumed to have multiple children who will

grow up, marry and continue to be linked to the older



generations in a positive way, couples are assumed to be
in their first marriage with children, and individuals are

assumed to be healthy and normally functioning adults.

Non-Traditional Family Forms

Macklin (1980) reviewed the research on nontradition-
al family forms from the 1970s. She defined "nontradi-
tional™ as "... all living patterns other than legal,
lifelong, sexually exclusive marriage between one man and
one women, with children, where the male is the primary
provider and ultimate authority" (p. 905).

Macklin (1980) further noted that the Bureau of Cen-
sus reports {(197%9a: Table A) indicated that throughout the
1970s, the majority of United States households were not
traditional nuclear families: "There has been a slow, but
steady increase in the percentage of persons residing in
single-parent or dual-career nuclear families, as well as
an increase in those living alone or in households com-
prised of nonrelated individuals" (p. 905).

The primary issue with the current developmental
models is the application of these approaches to individ-
ual, couple and family situations that are non-normative.
Modern families and couples exhibit a wide range of alter-
native forms that are highly stable and viable for a
significant percentage of the population. Today the tra-
ditional family form is only one of several forms in our

society yet it remains the basis for studying individual,



couple and family growth and development.

For example, currently defined family developmental
tasks do not consider how the developmental tasks might
vary for dual career or dual job couples and families.
Women now make up 54.3% of the total labor force and are
reentering the work force with younger aged children. The
percent of mothers returning to work before their child
was one year old has risen from 31% in 1975 to nearly 50%
as of March, 1985.

One of the major shifts in roles in these family
forms is the increase in the number of men becoming ac-
tively involved with parenting responsibilities as their
wives are involved with jobs and careers outside the home.
Research indicates that even though women are increasing
their workload outside the home that men are not recipro-
cating equally in the sharing of tasks within the home

(Abdel-Ghany and Nickols, 1983).

Current Research Orientation

Erickson's couple tasks are based upon family devel-
opmental stages and the assumption that children do become
an extended part of the marital relationship. If a couple
remains childless due to infertility or by choice, or
postpones childbearing, the majority of the tasks outlined
for couples will not apply. The developmental patterns of
shifting from equilibrium to disequilibrium need to be

identified for the marital couple. Studies on couple



development tend to focus on short-term cyclical patterns
not long-term developmental issues and changes. There is
a need to focus on just the marital relationship to under-
stand its unique developmental characteristics.

Levinson's research on adults involved male subjects
up to 50 years of age. Therefore, males older than 50 and
females were omitted. Sales, (1978) compared and con-
trasted the delineated male life experiences to female
exXperiences by exploring the impact on personality of
women's differing life experiences. Her rationale for this
approach was:

One can assume that women's development does, in many

wéys, follow the same sequence of highs and lows,

equilibrium and disequilibrium, found for men. Fur-
thermore, both sexes share the common experiences of
marriage, children, awareness of age, and general
physiological changes in each age period. However,
some aspects of women's development are distinct.

For example, motherhood is a unique and central role

in most women's adult lives. It involves biological,

psychological, and social components that provide a

special source of experience. Women's psychological

state at each life stage can often be related to the
roles they hold or do not hold at that period.

(p. 166).



Current Teaching Approaches

There is a tendency for educators to focus exclusive-
ly on one developmental model at a time (indivicdual,
couple or family) independently of the others in courses
such as: adult development and aging, marriage counseling
or couple enrichment, and family development. In the
latter, the individual adult roles are occasionally in
cluded when the male/female tasks are at odds, or couple
roles are mentioned as they relate to parenting issues.
The application of these tasks to alternative individual,
couple and family lifestyles is not clear.

Thus, there is a need to study the developmental
implications for individuals, couples, and families re-
garding both the actual appropriateness of the currently
identified individual, couple and family tasks as well as
to explore the interaction of an individual's three life
cycles in the context of modern family forms which may
omit or delay the traditional progression through the

stages.
Statement of the Problem

Individual, couple and family developmental tasks
each require further examination in respect to significant
societal changes. Specific issues include: 1) the rele-
vance of these three models for emerging lifestyles of the
United States population and 2) the results of using

methods that combine individual, couple and family models



to test for interactive effects rather than treating them

in isoclation.

Relevance of the Models

The individual tasks are based on a traditional divi-
sion of male and female roles. The imbalance of role
responsibilities; and secondly the acceptance and perfor-
mance of more non-traditional roles by both males and
females should be explored.

The long-term relationship development of couples who
remain childless, couples who delay childbearing, and
couples who start married life with children already pre-
sent is basically unaddressed in terms of developmental
tasks. Differences need to be explored between couples
who follow the more traditional life cycle patterns as
compared to couples who choose less traditional family
patterns.

In 1977, Paul Glick of the Bureau of Census, sum-
marized key changes for families as including: individuals
postponing marriage, newly married females having one to
two fewer children, women ending child-bearing three years
sooner, and couples experiencing eleven additional years

of married life after the last child marries.

Combining the Three Life Cycles

The second major area to explore is that of the

interrelationship of the three sets of life cycle tasks.



The current life cycle tasks assume the progression of:
marriage in the 20's, children soon after and eventually
retirement, all with the same spouse.

No reported studies have been completed exploring how
variations on the progression through the developmental
stages in any one life cycle will effect the other two
life cycles. Even when an individual marries between the
traditional ages of 21-27, there are sufficient amounts of
variation in the composition of all three life cycles
together. Figures 1 and 2 depict the intertwining of the
three life cycles based on the currently theorized pro-
gression of an individual who marries at age 21 (Figure 1)
or at age 27 (Figure 2). Individuals in non-traditional
family forms would vary even more from these charts. For
example, a newly married couple might have teenaged chil-
dren in the home from a previous marriage and would be in
their late thirties or older instead of in their twenties
with no children.

Family stages are currently linked to the age of the
oldest child and the male's job status. WNon-traditional
family forms do not always fit this schema. For example,
the focus on family task developmental needs would be
based on the age of an older stepchild from a previous
marriage living in the home rather than a mutually biolo-
gical child of remarried individuals. Another unaddressed
issue in non-traditional family progression is a husband

retiring while the wife remains in the work force.
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Part of the explanation for the lack of studies
regarding these and other issues is the scarcity of
scales to 1) address the appropriateness of currently
defined developmental tasks, 2) measure developmental task
completion and transitions across individual, couple and
family stages and 3) determine the degree of ease or
difficulty experienced with the various tasks. A need
exists not only to verify the accurateness of the current-
ly identified individual, couple and family tasks and
transitions, but also to study the interactive effects of
all three life cycles as their patterns co-exist and

influence each other.
Purpose

The major purpose of this study is to develop scales
that will assess the appropriateness of the currently
identified individual, couple, and family developmental
tasks. The scales are to determine whether the identified
individual, couple, and family stages and tasks adequately
déscribe modern individual, couple, and family lifestyles.
They will also measure whether the developmental tasks
based on traditional male and female roles are beginning
to blend and merge considering the changing roles of
numerous males and females in today's society. A second
section will measure the degree of ease or difficulty
experienced with each of the developmental tasks the in-

dividual previously experienced or is currently experi-
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encing.

The interaction effect of the stages of the three
life cycles will be assessed by a typology system devel-
oped to help determine 1) if certain combinations of the
three developmental tasks levels tend to support or inhib-
it the accomplishment of the identified tasks within any
of the three life cycles and 2) if the degree of difficul-
ty varies among the three levels.

This study will compare the selected modern family
forms of single parents, childless couples, delayed par-
enting couples, single adults, blended families, dual job
families and traditional families, to determine if there
are differences between and similarities within the groups
in terms of the kind of stressors, adaptations and re-
sources they experience based on their composition.

Becoming better aquainted with the developmental
issues in all three areas and the interactive effect that
each area has on the others, inall family situations will
be valuable to family life educators who work in a preven-
tion capacity, and therapists and other helping profes-
sionals who work with situations after problems develop.
Identiinng the key problem and strength areas for fami-
lies in various family forms or typologies can provide
professionals with information to assist families prepare

for issues to come or pinpoint current problem areas.
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Theoretical Rationale

Developmental Models

Developmental Tasks

There are two types of major events facing any sys-
tem: planned or normative events (growth and developmental
tasks) and unplanned or crisis-oriented events (early
death, divorce, accidents, etc.). Either category of
events has the potential to create a crisis if the proper
resources and change potential are not present. This
study will focus on the normative events.

Normal growth and developmental stages are assumed to
have similar progressive formats. Tasks identified in one
stage must be dealt with successfully before the next
stage begins. Each stage provides a building block or the
foundation necessary for progression to the next level of
development.

The process for completing a developmental task is
four-fold: 1) perception; 2) identity formation; 3) reso-
lution of conflicting forces; and 4) motivation (Duvall,
1988). Duvall's example is that of a boy who learns to
ride a bicycle. First the child must see older children
riding bicycles (perception). Then he must envision him-
self riding a bike (identity formation). Coping with his
mother's fear of his falling versus the encouragement of
the other children is the resolution of conflicting

forces. Finally, he wants to learn enough that he prac-
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tices (motivation).

An individual developmental task is accomplished when
the body is mature enough, the culture is pressing for,
and the individual is striving for some achievement. The
meeting of these three requirements is defined as the

teachable moment or the point of readiness (Duvall, 1988).

Individual Development

Historically the psycho-social, sexual, physical,
mental and social development of children, birth through
age 18, was identified and studied in great detail. Today
there is growing emphasis on the continuation of growth
and development throughout the adult lifespan (Levinson,
1978).

While children's development has been studied in
depth, the scientific study of adult development is less
fully explored and documented. Erik Erickson's theory of
adulthood development is divided up into just three sec-
tions as compared to five sections for 0-18 years of age
(Arin-Krupp, 1980). Levinson's (1978) research is limited
to male adults through age 50.

Theorists have identified certain periods that are
common to all adult individuals. These periods alternate
between stable and transitional times. It is theorized
that within each of these identified time periods, there
are specific common tasks, feelings and experiences that

occur within the majority of individuals.
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Completion of Tasks

Developmental theories contend that the tasks de-
fined for a specific stage must be met at that time or
will have to be met in some other way in the future.
Unfinished task issues will continue to demand completion
or closure.

Regression backwards or paralyzation in a particular
stage 1s often discussed in terms of children's develop-
ment; whereas, the individual adult development literature
theorizes that adults tend to be elither at the appropriate
Stage or in the stage prior to the one normatively estab-
lished for each age group. Exceptions occur only in cases
of extreme behavioral deficiency (Arin-Krupp, 1980). Pro-
gression to an advanced stage beyond one's age level is
not considered possible in the individual developmental

literature.

Stage Progression

It is assumed that all individual, couple, or family
units will experience similar transitional issues in a
relatively predictable manner. The exact timing or the
length of time it takes to complete a task will vary
according to the individual, couple or family situation.

Individual Development. Individually, Levinson

(1978) pointed out that extreme disruption in the flow of

one's life structure at key time periods tends to create

up to a ten year loss in one's growth and developmental
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progression in comparison to one's peers. For example, an
individual who divorces or makes major job changes will
find that the process of building a new life structure as
opposed to continuing on with a previously established
plan will cause delay in their advancement and develop-
ment.

Couple Development. Milton Erickson (1982) based his

systemically focused work with couples on the
developmental tasks issues. He believed that problems
arose when couples were unable to reach a resolution of
these problems and move on in the couple life-cycle.

Milton Erickson (1982) believed that developmental
processes tend to facilitate crises which must be
resolved. Transition points are the most critical time
periods for any type of developmental issue. Growth re-
quires a process of disorganization and restructuring
before it can attained. The unit will remain stuck at
that stage until resolution is attained. Difficulty in
mastering a developmental task(s) may require assistance
in achieving the necessary resolution in order to prog-
ress.

Family Development. Duvall and Miller (1985) noted

that family developmental tasks tend to be, in part,
societal expectations of what the family unit should pro-
vide for its members. When these tasks are not accom-
plished by the family, then the community at large will

intervene.
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Systemic Models

Systems Theory applied to the family proposes a hier-
archy of sub-systems progressing from the inner levels of
the individual to family groups into supra-system levels
such as the community and society. Although the larger
systems often tend to carry more impact, there is an
interactive exchange of influence in both directions

(Engel, 1980).

Clinical Application

Clinical application of Family Systems Theory (Haley,
1976) proposes that a change in one subsystem will in-
fluence all of the others. Therefore, the tasks of the
individual, couple and family units should be viewed in
relationship to each other. When a problem arises, a
symptom may surface in an otherwise non-problematic sub-
system.

If an obvious crisis is not at the root of the prob-
lem, then the real problem is often a developmental issue
gone awry. Awareness of the developmental issues in all
areas may prevent a professional from taking a symptom at
face value.

Systems concepts about interlinkages, levels of in-
fluence and the knowledge of developmental tasks for each
of the three subsystems can work together to provide a

more comprehensive context for understanding the behavior
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of those in our lives.

Circumplex Model

The Circumplex Model (Olson, Russell and Sprenkle,
1983) is based on the theoretical concepts of cohesion
(closeness), adaptability (change potential) and communi-
cation. Communication style is an overriding influence on
the extent to which a family can make these transitions.
There are seven major hypotheses derived from the Circum-
plex Model.

I. Couples/families with balanced (two central
levels) cohesion and adaptability will generally function
more adequately across the family life cycle than those at
the extremes of these dimensions.

II. Balanced family types have a larger behavioral
repertoire and are more able to change compared with
extreme family types.

ITII. If the normative expectations of a couple or
family support behaviors extreme on one or both of the
Circumplex dimensions, they will function well as long as
all family members accept these expectations.

IV. Couples and families will function most ade-
quately if there is a high level of congruence between the
perceived and ideal descriptions for all family members.

V. Balanced couples/families will tend to have more
positive communication skills than extreme families.

VI. Positive communication skills will enable bal-
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anced couples/families to change their levels of cohesion
and adaptability more easily than those at the extremes.

VII. To deal with situational stress and developmen=-
tal changes across the family life cycle, balanced fami-
lies will change their cohesion and adaptability, whereas
extreme fam-ilies will resist change over time.

Figure 3 illustrates the two dimensions and the four
levels of each dimension. By combining the four dimen-
sions, there is a total of sixteen distinct types of
marital and family systems created. Some of these types
will occur more frequently than others, but all can be
conceptually identified, measured empirically and observed

clinically. (Olson, Russell, Sprenkle, 1983.)

Questions to be Answered

The first set of questions relates to the appropri-
ateness and fit of the three types of life cycle tasks to
the current individual, couple, and family lifestyles and
their family forms.

1. Can a reliable and valid set of scales be devel-
oped to assess developmental task completion in assessing
individdual, couple, and family development across a vari-
ety of stages?

2. Do the identified individual, couple, and family
tasks accurately describe the life circumstances of people
today?

3. How well do the originally developed individual,
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couple, and family developmental tasks fit when applied to
current family forms?

4. Do the individual, couple, and family tasks still
accurately describe the progression of individuals in
current family forms throughout the life cycle?

5. Are the individual tasks more blended and less
polarized for males and females?

6. Are there differences in the amount of ease or
difficulty experienced with the developmental tasks among
selected family forms?

7. Are there differences in the amount of ease or
difficulty experienced with the developmental tasks by
gender?

8. What differences/similarities are there between
current family forms in terms of perceived stressors and
support systems?

This section of questions relates to the assessment
of the interaction of the three life cycles.

9. What are the various developmental typology pat=-
terns found when combining the percent completion scores
of the individual (male/female), couple and family tasks?

10. Is there a pattern of one level of the develop-
mental tasks taking priority over others?

11. What are the various typology patterns found
when combining the ease/difficulty scores for the individ-

ual, couple, and family tasks?

12, What differences/similarities are there between
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the typologies in terms of perceived stressors and support

systems.
Conceptual Hypotheses

Specific hypotheses were developed from the reseérch
questions presented earlier. The following conceptual
hypotheses pertain to the relationship of individual,
couple and family life cycle tasks and selected subgroups.

I. Individual developmental completion scores
broken down into various subgroupings will
differ in their degree of task completion
on currently identified individual, couple
and family tasks.

II. Individuals will differ in the reported
degree of ease or difficulty in completing
the three types of developmental tasks.

III. Selected subgroups will differ from each
other in the types of variables identified
as perceived stressors or support systems.

IV. 1Individuals at the same stage of the family
life cycle will have similar Circumplex
model typologies.

The following conceptual hypotheses pertain to the
interrelationship of the three categories of life cycle
tasks.

V. The developmental completion typology will

identify different patterns regarding the
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degree of task completion in each of the
three developmental task areas.

VI. The developmental adjustment typology will
identify different patterns of ease/diffi-
culty scores when combining the three areas
of developmental tasks.

VII. Those individuals with a more traditional
score will have different characteristics
than those individuals with less traditional

scores.
Terms

Adaptability. The degree to which a family/couple

can change or shift roles and responsibilities, leader-
ship, and relationship interactions to meet the need or
desire for change due to normal growth and developmental
issues or in a crisis.

Circumplex Model. A visual model that identifies a

typology for a couple's or family's functioning determined
by the levels of cohesion and adaptability for that unit.
A communication measure is also given as it serves as a
facilitating factor affecting the dimensions of cohesion
and adaptability.

Cohesion. The amount of closeness or distance among
the family members or between a couple.

Couple Life Cycle (CLC). A series of couple de-

velopmental stages defined by specific events based on the
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study of the growth and development of the marriage rela-
tionship from courtship to the death of one spouse.

Developmental Tasks. Duvall's (1988) definition

states:
Developmental tasks are growth responsibilities eve-
ryone faces from birth to life's end. They arise
from physical maturation, personal motivation, and
societal expectations at every stage of life. De-
velopmental tasks are cumulative with each completed
task introducing the next in a sequence that must be
accomplished in order for the individual to develop
normally and find approval and happiness. They form
the ongoing step-by-step process by which personality
matures and reméins productive. (p. 130).

Family Form. The make-up of the family unit taking

into consideration adult marital status, presence or ab-
sence of children and working status of adults in the
unit. Family forms potentially identified for this study
include: traditional families, single parents, childless
couples, delayed parenting couples, single adults, blended
families, and dual?job couples or families.

Family Life Cycle (FLC). A series of family de-

velopmental stages defined by specific events based on the
study of the growth and development of the family unit
from the newly married couple to the addition of children
through retirement.

Individual Life Cycle (ILC). A series of individual
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developmental stages defined by specific events based on
the study of growth and development patterns of the adult
male or female.

Progression Process. How quickly or slowly an

individual, couple or family moves through the identified
stages as compared to the tentative lengths of time as-
signed to each life cycle stage. These time periods are
based on averages or ranges from various studies.
Typology. A combination of scores from the three
life cycles. The individual, couple and family scores are

positioned from left to right respectively.
Outline of Chapters

Chapter I reviews the current status of the individ-
ual, couple and family life cycle tasks, the concerns
regarding their appropriateness of fit, the theoretical
rationale for developmental models, the purpose and speci-
fic objectives for the study and the definitions of key
terms used in this study.

Chapter II summarizes for each life cycle its his-
tory, the current point of development, a critique of
methodological and theoretical issues, and how it is ap-
plied to this study. A brief theory development section
concludes the chapter.

Chapter III describes the rationale for development
of the instruments, the instrument development process,

and the instruments (Individual Background Form, Family
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Background Form, Individual Developmental Tasks, Couple
Developmental Tasks, Family Developmental Tasks, and the
FACES III and Marital Satisfaction Scales). Explanations
of the various scoring systems, pilot study, subjects,
data processing and coding, and the plan for data analysis
are provided.

Chapter 1V provides a description of the study's
sample and a comparison of selected characteristics to
national norms, reviews the empirical characteristics of
three major scores on the developmental scales, describes
the normative developmental scale for selected subsamples
of the respondents and other key variables, and verifies
the development of conceptually interrelated measurement
scales to assess individual, couple and family develop-
mental tasks and potential stress/sqppo;t factors. The
results of the reliability and validity analysis are pre-
sented. The last section presents the results of six
hypotheses that explore the relationship of the various
developmental scale scores and typologies by Family Form,
Stress/Support Scales, Circumplex scores and Traditional
scores.

Chapter V summarizes the purposes and objectives of
the study and reviews key literature sources that contri-
bute to identification of the individual, couple and fami-
ly developmental tasks. The methodology and findings of

the study are discussed. The final section provides ob-



servations and recommendations based on the findings of

this study.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Family developmental tasks were developed in the
1950s. Individual developmental tasks for adults began to
receive attention in the 1960s. There is a tendency in
the studies of life cycle development for the couple
subsystem to be omitted while the Individual/Family link-
age is studied or the couple subsystem is defined by the
individuals involved or the family's structure. The sys-
temic concept of wholeness is not addressed by this ap-
proach.

This chapter will provide an historical review of the
research on each life cycle, a critique of each cycle, a
discussion of key theoretical and methodological issues,
and a summary of the key sources for the individual,
couple or family developmental tasks used in the instru-
ments. A brief discussion on the value of integrating the

three cycles will conclude the chapter.

Family Developmental Theory

Background and Origins

Family development theorists have used this framework

to describe the process of changes experienced by the

29
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family unit over time by specifying a modal sequence of
stages universally experienced by families. The framework
is eclectic borrowing from rural sociology, child develop-
ment and child psychology, structural-functionalism and
symbolic interactionism (role positions) and sociology of
work.

Mattesich and Hill (1987) charted out the key authors
and theorists from the fields of life cycle categories;
social system theories; human development theories; life
span and life course theories; and life event and life
crisis theories. Their chart shows the history and con-
tributions as linked to the eclectic family development
theory. For further detail on the historical development
of this framework, the reader is referred to any number of
articles by Hill and his colleagues (Hill and Mattessich,
1977; Hill and Mattesich, 1979; Hill and Rodgers, 1964;
Mattessich and Hill, 1987).

Life cycle theorists have contributed in the area of
tracking the timing of key life events. Glick (1977) has
been credited with contributing the most scholarly
thoughts in terms of blending the facts and figures with
the concepts of the family unit's development over time
and organizing his data in such stage groupings.

The developmentally oriented scholars focus in on the
theories of child development and personality formation.
The key concepts borrowed from this area are the emphasis

on longitudinal patterns of development and the idea of



family developmental tasks.

In preparation for a special conference, Duvall and
Hill were commissioned to summarize research to date on
problems unique to different family stages from formation
to dissolution. They also identified the developmental
tasks for the roles of parent and child. Duvall and Hill
(1948) blended the life cycle and human development roles
including ideas from Meade's symbolic interactionism and
Erikson's human developmental concepts. They conceptu-
alized the family unit as providing the larger systemic
context for the individual members' growth and develop-
ment.

Basic assumptions of the framework include: 1) all
families experience an ordered sequence of developmental
changes over time, 2) numerous individual role changes
(first-order change) create major second-order changes in
the family unit and 3) that success or failure in one
stage is key to patterns experienced in later stages. The
family theory framework assumes normativity and tradition-
al structure or family form.

Hill (1971) summarized four clusters of conceptuali-
zation relevant to the family life cycle framework: 1)
concept of family as a distinct social unit that maintains
relatively closed boundaries, seeks equilibrium, has pur-
posive behavior and is adaptive; 2) concepts of structure-
aspects include position, role norms, role clusters and

complexes; 3) concepts of goal orientation and direction;
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and 4) concepts dealing with orderly sequences or sequen-
tial regularities such as stages of development.

Hill and Mattessich (1979) defined family development
as:

... the process of progressive structural differenti-

ation and transformation over the family's history,

to the active acquisition and selective discarding of
roles by incumbents of family positions as they seek
to meet the changing functional requisites for survi-

val and as they adapt to recurring life stresses as a

family system. (p. 174).

The number of divisions for the family life cycle
ranges from 4 to 28 stages. Glick (1989) in reviewing
family life cycle development notes that Duvall's eight
stage model is the most popular. He cites his own focus
as being on the age of women at critical transition
points; Duvall's emphasis on the duration of each stage
and the interaction of family members {(between points) and
Hill as focusing on the advancing ages of young children.
This study will use Duvall's eight stage model for it's
family developmental tasks. Stage membership is deter-
mined by marital status, presence or absence of children
in the home, age of the oldest child and work status of
the husband. It is interesting to note that the develop-
mental tasks while widely accepted, have never been empir-
ically tested.

A developmental task is defined as an event or action
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that delineates a stage in the life cfcle of the family
(Hill and Rodgers, 1964). The developmental tasks are a
result of describing the family and societal expectations
of what is appropriate behavior at any given time over the
life span. Theoretically it is assumed that some tasks
are begun from an individual developmental urge and others
from societal expectations.

Viewing family development from a three-generational
perspective, Scherz (1971) discusses that avoidance of
developmental tasks creates failure in future tasks while
doing the task work creates temporary stress. Carter and
McGoldrick (1980) also emphasize a three-generational

perspective in regard to family development.

Theoretical Orientation

Family Life Cycle vs Family

Developmental Framework

Falicov (1988) clarifies the difference in the terms
family life cycle (FLC) and family development framework.
The FLC is generally noted as a set of nodal events which
identify the family members' comings and goings such as
births, deaths, school entry or retirement.

Family development is defined as "an overarching
concept" referring to all transactional evolutionary pro-
cesses connected with the growth of a family. (p. 13)
These processes are what differentiate families from each

other as the types of experiences will vary for each
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family unit. Those experiences include acute sociletal
level changes such as environment and work as well as
psychological stages involving inter and intra-personal
emotional issues.

Family developmental theorists detail out the actual
roles, and changes which are to take place as a result of
specified family life cycle event(s). In summary, the
family development framework encompasses multiple pro-
cesses and concepts including that of the family life
cycle which consists of organizational and adaptational

changes connected with changes in family composition.

Stage vs Transitions

A highly debated aspect of the family developmental
theory is the process of transitioning from one stage to
the next. Many feel that there are really two aspects of
the "stage theory": 1) the series of stages, and 2) the
transitions points inbetween.

There are many theories as to how these two aspects
of the developmental framework can or should be integrated
(Boss, 1980; Breunlin, 1980; Erikson, 1968; Hoffman, 1980;
Haley, 1983; Minuchin, 1974; Rapoport, 1963; Barnhill &
Longo, 1978; Ferguson, 1979; Melito, 1985; Combrinck-
Graham, 1985). It should be noted that all of these
articles on transition are theoretical in nature providing
no empirical research on which to base their concepts.

Falicov (1988) discussed smooth transitions as being



35

a gradual transfering to new patterns while old patterns
are gradually phased out after their usefulness 1is over.
Rough transitions are often the result of sudden imposed
changes or families getting stuck in old patterns and
resisting change.

The two aspects of stages and transitions can be
viewed as a combination of the system's theory concepts of
homeostasis and morphogenesis respectively. Homeostasis
occurs during the long, enduring and structurally stable
periods (structure-building} and morphogenesis is repre-
sented by the short, fleet periods of structural instabil-
ity (structure-changing) (Falicov, 1988; Levinson, 1986).

First order changes are changes that happen within
the same family structure (stage) whereas second-order
changes require a new structure (transition). Structural
rebuilding comes from a pile-up of smaller first-order
changes or a major developmental issue. Weeks and Wright
(1979) included a brief clear-cut explanation of the con-
cepts of first and second-order change and how the family
life cycle 1s invdlved. Klein (n.d.) noted that all nodal
events have potential to stimulate growth and strengthen
the family or to stimulate dysfunction. Haley (1983) and
Minuchin (1974) both theorize that family symptoms arise
when the family's progression is "stuck" due to inability
to change.

Mederer and Hill (1983) noted that one of the draw-

backs methodologically 1s that we can only measure stage
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discrete variables, not the processes of moving from stage
to stage. Theoretically our conceptualizing is ahead of
our ability to measure transitional issues. Questions
currently unanswerable include: 1) What precipitates the
family's transition?; 2) What are the phases of transi-
tion?: 3) How does the family reorganize itself?; and 4)
What are the possible outcomes of reorganization?. Klein,
Jorgensen and Miller (1977) pictured three different
styles of transitions noting that the style(s) which best

depicted transitions were not methodologically measurable.

Critique

While the family developmental framework is viewed as
a major contributor to the field of family theory, there
are also many critiques. This section will discuss both
the strengths and the weaknesses as reviewed in the liter-
ature.

Nock (1979) felt one strength of the framework is the
focus on longitudinal not cross-sectional change. The
delineation of the sequential stages gives a sense of an
overall pattern and focuses on continuity in development
(Alpert, 1981l). The family development framework focuses
on regularities (Alpert, 1981; Mederer and Hill, 1983).

In addition, it increases the understanding of various
stages of the family career (Mederer and Hill, 1983).
The criticisms are much more numerous. However, the

numerous critiques have not only served to strengthen the
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framework, but also to indicate the numbers of people who
feel the framework has merit. Mattessich and Hill (1986)
noted four major critiques still needing attention: 1) the
family life cycle is based on "normative" families and
does not apply to all families (also Trost, 1974; and
Nock, 1979); 2) that the framework ignores the timing of
critical life events and the variable duration of stages;
the sequence of events may actually differ from an indi-
vidual's actual life course. (also McCullough, 1980); 3)
it neglects "other careers”" which interact with the fami-
ly, e.g. the workplace; and 4) heterogeneity within
stages is so great that the family life cycle stages
correlate only modestly with other measures of individual
and family attributes.

Falicov (1988) stated that the family development
framework aisfegards individual perceptions of modal
events; focuses within the stage; incorporates only norma-
tive events; does not view the family with regard to
cultural or gender relativity; is unclear about the loca-
tion and timing of changes; and does not deal with
stresses inherent in change. Falicov (1988) discussed the
merits of combining stress theory concepts (non-normative
events) with the family developmental framework. She also
agreed with Mederer and Hill (1983) that the framework
places too much emphasis on the family life cycle nodal
events.

Hill and Mederer (1983) suggested that in addition to
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marker events (when it happens), that processes (how it
changes) should be added. In addition, Mederer and Hill
challenged the assumption that the role structures are
different in each stage. They also suggested giving con-
sideration to cohort and historical influences as well as
the uniqueness of each family unit.

Nock (1979) in his critique noted that the "norma-
tive" approach can make other families appear deficient or
"aberrant" {also Alpert, 198l). The framework assumes all
couples are normative and treats the marriage and family
units as coterminous. He also pointed out that the term
current marriage defines any marriage (1,2,3); and that
the numerous variables used to identify stages make it
difficult to know what variable is responsible for outcome
measures.

Some felt that there is an overemphasis on the ages
of the children (Trost, 1974; Alpert, 1981). Klein {n.d.)
stated that the emphasis on the parent/child developmental
tasks ignored the adult developmental issues. Others
pointed out the singular focus on the husband/father role
changes (Trost, 1974; Elder, 1977). Carter and McGoldrick
{(1980) theorize that the emphasis should be on a three-
generational model of growth instead of just the nuclear
family unit. Schram (1979) noted that equal attention
should be given to the retirement issues of both males and
females.

Alpert (1981) questioned the linear approach of each
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stage developing in an orderly, unidirectional and irre-
versible sequence as the developmental pattern micht ac-
tually be linear, multilinear, continuous or discon-
tinuous. Olson (1988) felt it difficult to assess with
certainty which dissimilarities are developmental dif-
ferences and which are due to age, maturity levels or
historical context. Finally McCullough (1980), felt that
the names of some stages only highlighted one aspect of

all family dynamics.

Social Change Issues

Paul Glick (1977) is the most widely recognized fami-
ly demographer (Hohn, 1987). Following his example, sev-
eral other researchers and theorists have also attempted
to identify the social changes that over time come to bear
on the operationalization of measures used for the family
life cycle. These changes have brought about a shift in
the ages at various life cycle events and in turn differ-
ent social expectations.

The length of time within the child-related stages is
changing due to shorter child bearing spans and decreasing
numbers of children per family unit. (Norton, 1974;
Glick, 1977). The resulting change has been an increase
from 2 to 13 years in the empty nest stage.

Bradt (1980) saw key life cycle shifts as: 1) a
longer time between marriage and the birth of the first

child; 2) couples perceiving themselves as a family unit;
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3) contraceptives allowing for child planning; 4) a grow-
ing conflict between a quest for oneself and having chil-
dren; 5) increases in children's adultless relationships
(more peer interaction); and 6) a decrease in extended kin
relationships (also Glick, 1989).

Other key areas specific to change include lengthen-
ing of single years prior to marriage; fewer numbers of
children and more childless couples; increase in divorcing
couples; four and five generational family units; and non-
traditional role exchanges occurring prior to the retire-
ment stage.

McCullough (1980) studied two of the last three
stages of family, ages 40 to 60. The changes here were
seen as a lengthened time in the empty nest from 2-13
years, and greater individual longevity. Females are
younger at the birth of their last child, when the last
child leaves home, and when the last child marries.
There's an increase in female employment; smaller family
size; and an increase in the female's age at the death of
one parent. Schram's article (1979) noted the changing
impact on elder parental care where traditionally, females
who are now in the work force have provided the physical
care while the males contributed financially. Neugarten
(1976) and Glick (1977) have noted more grandparents.

Glick (1989) further notes more sweeping social
changes that are contributing to 1) increasing levels of

education for women, employment (also Bradt, 1980) and
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income status for women, child care and poverty rates; 2)
improved contraception; 3) acceptance of sexuality outside
of marriage; and until recently 4) using the wife's

income to improve financial status of the family (now it
may be required for maintenance).

Gluck, Dannefer and Milea (198C) discussed social
change issues as they have directly affected females
throughout the life cycle. Two key relationships that are
important over most of the entire lifespan are the rela-
tionships of work versus family and the family caretaker
role versus individual needs. Their article emphasizes
the concept that men and women experience the life cycle
differently because of societal issues.

Basacca and Ryan (1982) took the concept of societal
changes influencing the family one step further. They
felt that government programs and policies have 1) sought
to develop the isolated nuclear family and 2) built bound-
aries between family and society as well as males and
females. They felt that the design of the government's
programs, an environmental influence, placed women in the
traditional nurturing role not that nurturance was geneti-
cally linked.

Visotsky (1981l) also perceives the family as the
basic unit of the social structure. He postulated that
social and economic changes have created change in the
family structure. Division of the workplace and home has

created a situation of one parent in charge of the
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child(ren) long-term which is a potential for high stress.
Visotsky (1981) observed higher stress levels in
young adulthood due to "too much being compressed into a
shorter period of time". An interesting comment was that
rapid changes in the social structure have left parents no
reference point from their own childhood with which to

guicde their own children.

Methodological Issues

There are two major areas of research that are key to
the empirical strengthening of the family developmental
framework. The first area is the study of family develop-
ment as a dependent variable or a phenomena of its own.
The second area is using the family life cycle stages as
antecedent variables seeking cause-effect relationships
(Hill and Mattessich, 1977).

While the theoretical concepts for the family devel-
opmental framework are taught, conceptualized and
acknowledged to have much merit, almost at a "common
knowledge" point, there is much work to be done at the
empirical level (Nock, 1979).

Magrabi and Marshall (1965) developed a game tree
theory which would be able to lend credibility to the
developmental framework's assumption that accomplishment
and non-accomplishment of family developmental tasks at
one family stage will influence success/failure at the

next. This was not empirically tested. They pointed out
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that neither of the family developmental tasks definitions
used by Duvall (1977) or Rodgers (1962) was operational-
ized for research. Stages of the family life cycle are
difficult to uniquely define, both conceptually and opera-
tionally with omissions or overlapping possible. They
stated that: "testing the hypothesis as stated in Duvall
would necessitate (a) identifying accomplishments of spe-
cific developmental tasks, and (b) distinguishing satis-
factory from unsatisfactory accomplishment" (p. 457).

Another concern relating to the shape of the life
cycle is whether it is actually linear, circular, cyclic,
or curvilinear. (Combrinck-Graham, 1980). Current methods
of measurement are not advanced enough to measure this
phenomena as accurately as researchers would like.

Many researchers are working to find predictive abil-
ity based on stage membership whereas others are wanting
to find linkages across stages. If the stages are truly
unique (orthogonal), then there would not be a commonal-
ity. If it is curvilinear, the outcome will be different
than if linear.

It has been questioned whether family life cycle
changes often proceed at a different pace than the pro-
cesses of development. The empirical relationship between
the two areas needs more exploration (Carter and McGold-
rick, 1980; Nock, 1979).

Weeks and Wright (1979) perceived Duvall's develop-

mental tasks as "descriptive data". They developed a
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four-dimensional cyclical schema that was reexperienced at
each stage. The dimensions were considered systemically
linked, thus a change in one dimension will require ad-
justments in the other three.

Regarding the aspect of prediction, Hill (1968)
stated:

Any research which seeks to generalize about families

without taking into account the variation caused by

the stages of family development represented in the
sample will leave much variance unaccounted for, Jjust
as studies which ignore social class differences

leave much unexplained. (p 287).

Several studies have been designed to demonstrate the
emperical utility of the family life cycle (Spanier, et
al., 1975, 1979; and Nock 1979). Spanier, Sauer and
Lazalere's (1975) study was to empirically unify the rele-
vance of the stratification scheme based on the family
life cycle and assess its utility in studying developmen-
tal phenomena, or stage related variables. They used
three types of categorizations for prediction efforts: the
family life cycle, marriage cohort and birth cohort. They
found all three to have merit individually, but that the
efforts required to merge any two of the three was not
beneficial.

Nock (1979) tried to determine which dimensions of
the family life cycle are empirically measurable across

all stages while controlling for the effect of length of
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marriage; the relationship between the instrumental, ex-
pressive, and attitudinal family elements; and stages of
the family life cycle. He felt that variation across the
stages could be due to a number of issues or multidimen-
sionality. He was trying to determine what factors and
concepts actually measure differently over the life cycle.
Other researchers assume the potential of curvilinear
change over the life cycle. Nock found 1) presence of
children, 2) length of marriage and 3) the family life
cycle to be areas of strength in predictability of family
and individual characteristics. He stated that specific
dimensions as opposed to stages might allow greater pre-
dictability.
As a result of Nock's study of six major family
transitions he concluded that:
Life cycle events do have consequences, but they are
not revealed in measures used in normal social re-
search. Further, most effects which have been tradi-
tionally attributed to transitions over the life
cycle appear to be largely the result of normal.
maturation (aging) rather than life cycle development
(Spanier, et al., 1975, 1979; Nock, 1979). (p. 712).
Another methodological issue is how to apply unsched-
uled life events and the resulting "abnormal" family units
to the currently identified tasks. Theoretically, several
diagrams and models have been discussed but not applied.

The major non-traditional categories of concern mentioned



most often are single never married adults, childless
couples and single parents (widowed, divorced, never-
married). Dual-job and remarried couples have been re-
tained in most analysis because of the presence of two
spouses. |

Nock (1979) stated that "the family life cycle must
transcend single nuclear families and focus on the crea-
tion, change, and dissolution of families which individ-
uals experience over the life course." (p. 713) While
expected change may not have a measurable impact since
there are role models that provide ideas for coping, life
events that change the patterning of normal family devel-
opment may result in measurable impact. Thus if an event
is viewed as normal, whether positive or negative, it
remains manageable. However, an unplanned, disruptive
pattern with no prior role model is difficult to nor-
malize. It may be that tasks based on traditional role
positions may still take place in non-traditional family
units with the duty being performed by another immediate
family member, extended kin or family friend.

In an economics based study using both a traditional
and revised family life cycle model, the authors found
little difference in predictive power (Murphy & Staples,
1979). Wagner and Hanna (1983) attempted to include the
often excluded groups in their study. They retained 8%
more of the sample but found that the increased number of

cells reduced the frequency counts necessary to maintain

46
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good statistical analysis. The authors questioned whether
this type of expansion gained anything.

Stampfle (1979) also critiqued the narrowness of the
traditionally based family life cycle. He presented a
theoretical model that would allow for the inclusion of
single adults, remarried adults and childless adults by
indicating how a series of movements between couplehood
and singlehood could take place. However, Stampfle did
not address the role of developmental tasks in each of
these alternative stages or periods.

Hohn' (1987) presented a series of 12-24 typologies
based on stability of the marriage and presence (or num-
ber) of children which allowed for the inclusion of child-
less couples and single parents. In contrast, Kimmel
{1974) presented a discussion on "updating" the family
life cycle using a Very traditional base. For example,
reentry of mothers into the workforce was first addressed
as an issue at the empty-nest stage.

Mattesich and Hill (1987) concluded their comprehen-
sive review of family development by proposing six cate-
gories for future research:

1) Greater refinement of family career paths for
modal and other discernable family types-key concepts are
timing and scheduling of status changes.

2) Attention needs to be paid to the "faces™ within
family development.

3) Improved operationalization of the concept‘of
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"critical transition”.

4) Clarifying the uniquenesses of the individual and
family life cycles.

5) More direct study of the phenomenon of family
development instead of as an antecedent only.

6) More focus on the retirement stage of the family
career.

This study addresses each of the above issues to some
extent via the integration of the three sets of life
cycles, and measurement of an individual's developmental
progression and adjustment on the various operationalized

tasks.

Non-traditional Issues

Many of the non-traditional family forms are due to
multiple social changes (Glick, 1989). 1In addition, he
noted a trend of shifting to an individual orientation.
Glick (1989) cites several previous groups of studies in
non-traditional areas: 1) fertility and scheduling; 2)
single parent families; 3) c¢ensus means and 4) therapeutic
applications.

According to Macklin's definition cited earlier, most
families no longer fit the traditional family format. It
is questionable whether the currently established develop-
mental tasks measure the full experience of these fami-
lies. Carter and McGoldrick (1980) contended that pat-

terning and the quality of relatedness are more crucial
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issues than the exact number of persons or a title given
to the grouping (family, marriage, intimate friendship,
etc.) Spanier, et al. (1979) suggested selecting dif-
ferent transition points for non-normative families 1i.e.
the life cycle for a divorced individual would be: mar-
riage, separation, divorce and remarriage. Carter and
McGoldrick (1980) summarized what these transitions might
be and the types of tasks required.

Carter and McGoldrick (1980) theorized that the grad-
ually evolving events of the normative family life cycle
are more drastically modified after non-normative events
occur, e.g. premature death, divorce, remarried families.
With these cases in particular, the "participants" are
rarely prepared psychologically or relationally prepared
to deal with the outcome. The developmental model assumes
that relational processes in families follow a certain
developmental sequence.

An unknown author theorized that the family life
cycle must restabilize before resuming normal, ongoing
development after divorce, remarriage or marital separa-
tion. The author also noted that a family's ethnic and
socio=cultural background will aiso have an influence on
how the relationship issues rearrange and adjust.

Divorce creates dramatic role transitions and sys-
temic disorganization. Ahrons (1980) and Bohannan (1971)
also note that unscheduled life events such as divorce are

seen to have their own set of stages or transitions. It
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is not clear whether these transitions and tasks occur
simultaneously with the individual, couple and family life
cycle tasks; temporarily arrest the cycle progression or
totally arrest the developmental progress in one or more
of the other cycles. Carter and McGoldrick (1980) found
disruptions in the family life cycle for up to two years
after the resulting disequilibrium. Disruption also oc-
curred at the time of remarriage and step-family forma-
tion.

Hill (1976) developed an extended framework for work-
ing with single-parent families. Hetherington, Cox, and
Cox (1982) identified the main areas of change and stress
for single parents as financial, self-identity and inter-
personal relationships.

There is a segment of economists that have tried to
make the family life cycle more inclusive for their market
studies. Murphy and Staples (1979) developed a pictorial
model of the traditional stages plus integration of sin=-
gles (never married, divorced or widowed) and childless
couples. They also presented a succinct review of various
major family life cycle models that identify life cycle
stages and markers. A series of three eras since 1931 was
identified as: foundation, expansion and refinement.

Their goal was to reflect changing demographic trends and
to modernize the family life cycle. 1Ironically there were
still groups that they noted were excluded in their model.

The model did not look at variation of the developmental
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tasks.

Application to This Study

The widely accepted family developmental tasks from
Duvall and Hill's work (Duvall and Miller, 1985) served as
the basis for the operationalized family developmental
tasks. One area that will need further work is the devel-
opment of transitional phase measures and non-traditional

life cycle developmental tasks.
Couple Developmental Life Cycle

Research focusing on couple developmental tasks was
not located. Studies of the couple subsystem have been
based on various outcome measures of the couple's rela-
tionship. Therefore, literature measuring related con-

cepts of couple development over time were reviewed.

Related Studies

Marital satisfaction is the variable most widely opera-
tionalized and tested. Much of the marital satisfaction
literature has dealt with whether the level of marital
satisfaction shows a steady decrease over the family life
cycle or is curvilinear, decreasing during the years with
children in the home and increasing after the children
leave, (Blood and Wolfe, 1960; Rollins and Feldman, 1970;
Rollins and Cannon, 1974; Spanier, Lewis and Cole, 1975;

Schram, 1979; and Lupri and Trideres, 1981). Currently
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reviews indicate that both theories have merit.

Other literature on middle-aged marriage relation-
ships emphasizes the individual's psychological develop-
ment as a key factor in the reuniting of the marital
system. It may be that both theoretical outcomes of
marital satisfaction are possible depending on the indi-
vidual involved and the type of marital relationship (how
the tasks are completed) that was developed early on in
the marriage.

The independent variables most commonly linked with
marital satisfaction are age and family stage, central
concepts of measurement for the individual and family
subystems respectively. Hudson and Murphy's study (1980)
found a high correlation between marital satisfaction, age
and the number of years married.

Swensen, Eskew and Kohlhepp (1981) addressed the
influence of various factors on the marriage relationship.
They found that the immediate environmental issues of
jobs, children and length of marriage did influence
develoément of the marital relationship. They also found
that the level of individual ego development played a key
part in the quality of the marital relationship in later
years.

Zube (1983) studied individual developmental issues as
they related to the marital relationship in the middle
years. Key individual developmental issues for middle-

aged males were work-related concerns and limited inter-
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>persona1 relationships; whereas for females it was a
desire for outside family commitments with a limited op-
portunity to do so. She noted that working women were
less likely to be desirous of relingquishing their jobs at
retirement. The identified female related issues were
traditionally based. She did not find a difference in
stress levels by gender across the marital life cycle.
Another observation was that if children had been the only
link for the couple, the relationship could be endangered.
Therefore, marital satisfaction may or may not directly
measure couple issues. It may be a culmination of indi-
vidual developmental and personality issues along with

family stage progression.

Uniqueness of the Marital Subsystem

Several theoretical articles discuss the uniqueness
of the couple subsystem (Steinglass, 1978; Hill, 1971;
Nichols, 1977; Tamashiro, 1978; Sorensen, Eskew & Kohl-
hepp, 1981; Baruth & Huber, 1984). Yet even as they
acknowledge this fact, the marital sub-system is not gen-
erally viewed as a separate entity from the two individ-
uals in the marriage nor the children who create the
family subsystem.

Steinglass (1978) provides a strong argument for the
legitimacy of a marital subsystem, but does not identify
tasks or any stage divisions. He discusses the various

family unit subsystems: levels of family, parental dyad,
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marital dyad, and individuals noting that the level of
imbalance and instability can be different for each sub-
system at any point in time. One key critique of the
family developmental tasks was that they were adult-
oriented.

Steinglass (1978) also theorized that there were
couple stages which reflected the transitions and stages
of long-term growth. He felt that couple growth and
development would be a culmination of both internal devel-
opment and environmental context. He discussed the con-
cept of the 'aging process' of a relationship. He noted
it is necessary for a model to address both the inter-
actional and organizational principles of systems, withoup
ignoring biological parameters. The stage/transition pat-
tern addresses both.

Nichols (1977) discussed a variety of unique family
subsystems including the marriage, noting that they must
be treated in unison, not isolation. He defined the
wholeness of the marital unit as being comprised of socio-
cultural development plus individual developmental plus
human interaction. Without a knowledge of all of the
parts, the whole cannot be addressed. Baruth and Huber,
(1984), also present the marriage as a combination of two

individuals and the marital relationship.

Methodological Concerns and Issues

The literature to be reviewed intimates that the
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current measurement techniques are not thorough enough.
Attempts are made to link the couple's development to
either individual or family task issues. What is lacking
is a set of defined couple developmental tasks specifical-
ly targeted for this unique subsystem and the simultaneous .
integration of all three life cycles.

Schram's review critiqued previous studies on marital
satisfaction (1979). Among those are 1) that individual
level information is applied to a couple relationship; 2)
later stages may show higher levels of marital satisfac-
tion due to the attrition levels of unsatisfied individ-
uals through divorce; 3) the inherent weakness of cross-
sectional studies; and 4) longitudinal studies if com-
pleted on only one cohort group. He suggested addressing
issues of family roles and individual developmental
changes as potential outside influences. Schram suggested
that alternative interpretations of the prior research
were based on post-parental stage issues of: 1) the satis-
faction experienced by women who have salient jobs outside
the home; and 2) age-correlated effects of perceptions of
marital happiness and the satisfaction derived from less
restricted gender-related roles.

A key methodological issue is that the developmental
stages vary over time. It may be that we must learn to
address this variation in our research. Because the
tasks, and relationships of couples and families do differ

at various times, the relationships involved will likely
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be defined differently, thus creating different 'sub-
jects'. Systemically viable subsystems do vary over time
as a part of the morphogenetic process. Spanier, et al.
(1979) also noted that different research questions at
different developmental stages may be the most appro-
priate.

Due to the varying focus and degree of emphasis on
various developmental tasks (issues) across each life
cycle stage, it seems logical to assume that there would
be varying degrees of adjustment and satisfaction. Both
due to changes within a life cycle and across the three
life cycles.

Steinglass (1978) noted that partial model develop-
ment may be necessary, such as studying relationships
‘between two stages and the intervening transition of two
stages. Interactions may vary from stage to stage or vary
between periods of transitions and stages. Schram (1979)
noted that evaluating data of matched pairs and focusing
on the transitional stages would be two new approaches.

Tamashiro (1978) tried to conceptualize the develop-
ment of a couple's relationship by defining four sequen-
tial stages: 1) Magical; 2) Idealized; 3) Individualistic,
and 4) Affirmational. The descriptions of these stages
tended to take individual developmental concepts and label
them with couple terms. Therefore, while the intent was
couple focused, the level of measurement was at the indi-

vidual level.
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Other areas of concern to be addressed included so-
cial change issues of increasing divorce rates, gender
issues, and family form as they relate to the family unit
and methodological issues. Spanier et al. (1975) com-
mented on the increasing period of time between the mar-
riage and birth of the first child. They also addressed
the issues of cohort/peer pressure and socially desirable

responses over time.

Interrelationship of the Individual,

Couple and Family Subsystems

Tamir and Antonucci (1981) addressed the issue of
linking individual developmental issues with family devel-
opmental issues. In their study, they excluded individ-
uals who were childless, single over 35, divorced

individuals with no children, widows and widowers due to
the small size of these groups in the population. They
did find significant differences in individual levels of
self-perception, social support and motivation based on
family life cycle stages while the fluctuations across
family stages by gender were similar. Rollins and Cannon
(1974), also reported that marital satisfaction scores by
gender across stages were not significantly different.
Age of the oldest child showed more significance than the
variables of presence of children, length of marriage or
the adult's age.

Smith and Meitz (1983) differentiated between life



58

cycle and life course events. Life cycle events happen
only once and are present in all populations {often re-
lated to sexual or social reproduction such as age at
marriage or first child's birth); whereas life course
events have a defined entry, existence and exit implying a
stage in the pattern of development, defy definition, can
be repeated and are not necessarily sequential, e.g. a
wife's working patterns or the number of children in a
family.

Their study concluded that both life cycle and life
course events influence marital disruption. Brubaker
(1985) shows the link of increased marital satisfaction
and individual satisfaction in later years of marriage.
Women looked at the quality of the marriage, men looked at
the presence of a spouse. Thus an integration of individ-
ual psychosocial development, family functioning and mari-

tal relationship development is important.

Application to This Study

Erickson's division of couple stages and the develop-
mental tasks for each stage was the only information
directly addressing the couple subsystem. Thus the basis
of the operationalized items on the Couple Developmental
Scales (see Appendix D) will be based solely on his com-
mentary (Haley, 1983; Baruth & Huber, 1984).

It is expected that the couple developmental stages

and issues will need refinement as the unique aspects of
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the marital subsystem's development becomes more clearly

understood.
Indivicdual Adult Development

Historical Background

Individual development after 18 years of age has only
begun to be addressed in the past 30 years. Until that
time, the developmental theories of Freud and Piaget which
concluded developmental change at age 18, were the pre-
miere theories. The first phase of adult development
theories began with the study of aging individuals or
those over 60 years of 'age. This left a large gap of
"unknown" territory called middle age. In recent times,
the literature indicates that this has become a key topic
of exploration (Levinson, 1977).

Several prominent theorists have explored the concept
of adult development and are in agreement that development
continues over the life-span. However, theoretical views
on how to conceptualize this change and the variables
selected for this type of étudy are not in agreement.
Currently, there is a variety of disciplines that are
studying individual life-span development. Biologists
study genetics and metabollic or hormonal aspects of aging.
Sociologists study age-related social phenomena, age
structures of cohorts and society, cohort characteristics
over age, and role transitions. Psychologists study the

relationship of personality development to identified
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variables. As an alternative to chronical age, Eurich
(1981) proposed a functional age measure which focuses on
the physical, emotional and intellectual requirements
throughout the aging process. Eurich believes "that

the more one understands about development, the more one
becomes multidisciplinary-oriented" (p. 20).

Neugarten (1965) notes that theoretically adult
development is not perceived in the same manner as for
children and adolescents. Continuity of personality over
the life-span is one of the biggest issues. Two generally
accepted personality development issues are the shifting
from an external orientation to an internal orientation
(interiority) around age 35 to 40, and from an active to
passive mode of mastery. Neugarten further stated,

The major reason for interpreting certain of these

changes as primarily inherent, or developmental, is

that they seem to occur well before the "losses” of
aging can be said to begin. In other words, the fact

that these personality changes appear by the mid-

forties in a group of well-functioning adults seems

congruent with a developmental, rather than with a

reactive, view of personality. (p. 202).

Thomae and Lehr, 1986, also made this
conclusion based on their observance of developmental
changes occuring at age 40:

This means that the majority of subjectively per-

ceived turning points in the personal life is neither



61

related to the sequence of family nor to that of
occupational roles. They are referring to the struc-
turation of experience and to significant emotional
reactions which occur rather independently of bio-
logical or sociological determinants. (p. 434).
Erickson briefly sketched out three crisis of adult-
hood, but did not provide the detail that he does with the
earlier five stages. In a unique article, Erikson, 1976,
applied his developmental theory to Bergman's film "Wild
Strawberries". In it he discusses the epigenetic prin-
ciple which is the basis for the diagonal or stair-step
figure that is diagrammed into a chart:
a) Each combination of primal qualities has its stage
of ascendance when physical, cognitive, emotional,
and social developments permit its coming to a cri-
sis. These stages of ascendance constitute the
diagonal.

b) Each such stage has its precursors (below the

diagonal) which must now be brought up (vertically)
“to "their" maturational crisis.

c) Each such crisis (as already stated) must at
the advent of succeeding crises (above the diagonal)
be brought up to the new level of the then dominant
conflict. (p. 24).

Greer, 1980, also discusses the role of crisis in
adult development. He perceives that while all transi-

tions are not crisis, all crisis do represent critical
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periods. By helping individuals anticipate potential
crisis issues, it may reduce the degree of crisis. The
educational setting was viewed as a primary setting for

increasing awareness and understanding.

Theoretical Orientation

The componeﬁis of a life-course perspective on human
development were succinctly summarized by Sherrod and
Brim (1986) as follows:

1) Development-is potentially pluralistic in both

process and outcome; that is, it is neither unindi-

rectional nor single end-state oriented in either
process or outcome.

2) Development occurs from conception to death,
and plasticity, the potential for change, is present
throughout life; that is, development is not limited
to a particular period of life, and experiences dur-
ing particular periods are not necessarily more
important than experiences during other periods.
Different developments may have different onset,
duration, and termination points throughout life;
deveiopments in different domains do not necessarily
follow similar trajectories or even similar principles.

3) Development is highly variable among persons.
Interindividual differences may imply biosocial pro-
cesses of differentiation by gender, social class,

and so forth;"that is, interindividual variablility
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may reflect variability in developmental process.

4) Development is multiply determined by fac-
tors across different domains, which can also be
interrelated; that is, it is not dependent on a
singular set of influences such as biology (e.g., it
is not just a process of maturational unfolding) or
environment (e.g., it is not just a process of learn-
ing). (pp. 574-575).

Filipp and Olbrich (1986) reviewed specific charac-
teristics and perspectives that are key issues for the
life~-span approach. The nine major issues were 1} multi-
disciplinary perspective, 2) the emphasis on the study of
‘change and "true" development, 3) the predominance of the
contextualistic paradigm and ecological perspective, 4)
the greater emergence of relativistic thought in theo-
rizing, 5) the achievement of a higher theoretical status
accompanied by an adequate methodology, 6) the more ex-
plicit consideration of metatheoretical propositions, 7)
the conceptualization of the individual as producing his
or her development, 8) the conceptual extension and refor-
mulation of developmental constructs, and 9) the revival
of the applied perspective in developmental psychology.

As with the family life cycle, the theorists differ-
entiate between individual life cycle events and one's
unique life course. The former refering to first time or
one-time events and the latter to all events, influences

and experiences that an individual has during their life-
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time. Levinson, 1986, defines the life course as "the
engagement of self in the world" (p. 3).

The life course is a combination of historical time
(cohort group), life time (age), and social time (Elder,
1985; Neugarten, 1977). The life course is made up of
trajectories or paths in multiple areas such as work,
marriage, family, community activities, etc. (Elder,
1985). The cohort of the individual has a key role be-
cause of the unique historical events that occur in one's
lifetime. Not only is the event itself given credit for
influencing the individuals who experience it, but the age
or stage of an individual at the time of the event is also
considered to be a key variable (Elder, 1985). John Demos
(1981) points out that the rapidity of societal change has
made it difficult for generations to relate to each other.
He also noted the whole range of choices in terms of
careers, marriage partners, friends, and religious systems
that creates one of the major differences between modern
day society and previous times. Therefore, cohort analy-
sis i1s necessary to rule out the potential bias of histor-
ical events.

The value of age as a key predictor of change is
highly debated. While it is agreed that the general aging
process brings about change, there is not concensus re-
garding the degree to which age grouping or specific modal
ages can be determined. There is a broad spectrum of

theoretical propositions regarding the degree of specifi-
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city actually possible. Other theorists feel that age as
a variable has little predictive power and that other
variables should be used. Schlossberg (1978) summarized
the relationship of three variables as sex differences
being greater than either age or stage differences over
the life-span.

The third sub-area of the life-cycle is the social-
time aspects. People have a set perspective about what is
and is not an appropriate time frame for certain life
events to occur creating a value judgement of whether an
event 1s "on-time" or "off-time". Support and approval
from family, co~workers and peers is much more likely if
the event is perceived as within the socially on-time
limits. Neugarten (1977) notes that social change result-
ing from historical time creates alterations in the rhythm
and timing of the life cycle. She states: "The social
change that occurs with the passage of historical time
creates alterations in the rhythm and timing of the life
cycle, leading in turn to changes in age norms and in
expectations regarding age-appropriate behavior" (p. 35L
She goes on to identify some of the more recent changes.
Ironically, some of the "recent" changes were based on
trends occurring in the late 60s that have already been
erased by social changes of the 70s and 80s such as the
average age at marriage and working women statistics.

A related term described by Sherrod and Brim (1986)

is embeddedness which refers to the fact that any stage or
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age is more fully understood when placed in the éontext of
the life stages which occur just prior to and after the
current stage. Basically, these three sets of issues are
the contextual aspects that each individual developmental
task needs to have addressed as the nﬁmerous outcomes of
one's lifestyle will be heavily influenced by these fac-
tors.

In the area of individual life-span development there
are several key terms that should be defined:

Life course. The study of the sequence or temporal

flow of an individual's life as it unfolds over the years.

Trajectories. The pathway defined by the aging pro-

cess or by movement across the age structure. Does not
prejudge direction, degree or rate of change of its
course. It monitors how one schedules events and manages
resources and demands. Examples would include work, par-
enting, social psychological, health and earnings.

" Life cycle. The sequence of definable forms through

which the life course evolves; a sequence of eras.

Stage/Period. (structure building). The time period

of building and maintaining a structure. A more stable
time in an individual's 1life.

Transitions. (structure changing). Embedded within

stages, some transitions are between structures, others
are "temporal" such work or divorce and do not occur at a
specified time. Levinson (1986) noted that transitions

are the linkages between stages making them a part of both
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stages. Eurich (1981) discussed three ways of analyzing
transitions: 1) by time periods or age; 2) by role(s) or
3) by event-content and interest; on-time/off-time; simul-
taneous events; and social influences.

LLife structure. The underlying pattern or design of

a person's life at a given time.
Critical concepts that provide the basis for life-
span development are:

Transition/Stablility. That development includes

times of stability and times of change in between. The
interplay of these two types of time periods need greater
clarification. It will also be important to know the
initial state and change in-state for each transition.

Normative/Non-normative (crisis) events. Normative

events are those which the majority of individuals in all
cultures are expected to experience, usually based on
biological events. The non-normative or crisis events are
those which are unplanned or unexpected-divorce, infer-
tility, or death of a child. 1Individuals usually have
some perception of their expectations regarding normative
events although there are some adjustments based on the
difference between the actual experience and one's expec-
tations. The unplanned crises are considered more diffi-
cult because there are fewer role models from their own
family experiences and society in general.

Age versus maturation. There is a division among

scholars as to whether development is based on a gentical-



68

ly age-linked time schedule or a general pattern that does
not follow a specific age time-table.

Diachronic interactions. The concept that events

in childhood have a direct influence on the responses of
individuals in adulthood (Havighurst & Birren, 1965).

On-time/Off-time life events. The point at which a

life cycle event takes place in comparison to societal
expectations (Neugarten, 1977). The theoretical perspec-
tive is that off-time events are much more difficult to
manage and cope with as there is less personal preparation

time and limited social supports (Elder, 1985).

Methodological Issues

Several issues are debated regarding the strengths
and weaknesses of the various types of studies. The theo-
rists are in agreement as to the pros and cons of dif-
ferent methodologies. (Neugarten, 1965; Levinson, 1986;
Havighurst & Birren, 1965).

Cross-sectional studies have been the most prevalent
style of studying life-span dévelopment. While it 1is the
easiest type of sample to obtain, it does not provide
continuity of the individual over time nor address dif-
ferences due to cohorts. Conceptual problems of cross-
sectional studies includes using different methods and
concepts at various age levels, staying within one's own
discipline for variable selection, and segmenting adult

development.
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The longitudinal studies are seen as a little better
because the individual's experiences are monitored over
time. Also, Havighurst and Birren noted that longitudinal
research tends to promote interdisciplinary research.
However, this type of study requires a - long-term commit-
ment of a research team, a large amount of funding, and
more than one age cohort so that generalizability is not
contaminated due to historical influences. In addition,
methodological advancements may require change(s) in data
collection or analysis procedures that cannot be applied
retrospectively to earlier data thus limiting the analyses
to the original methods and concepts. Levinson adds that
historical time issues may vary the meaning and Validiﬁy
of variables at different points in history.

Biographical data collection is viewed with favor but
requires a large research team and a large amount of financial
commitment. One problem is recall, but biographies have
use in guiding researchers in variable selection for
controlled studies (Havighurst & Birren, 1965). The adult
life course of each individual is reconstructed and then
an underlying sequential order beneath the unique aspects
of each individual are identified. .Levinson (1986) stated
that this method made it possible to:

obtain a complex picture of the life structure at a

given time and to delineate the evolution of the life

structure over a span of years. ... It is well suited

for gaining a more concrete sense of the individual
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life course, for generating new concepts, and in

time, for developing new variables, measures, and

hypotheses that are rooted in theory and are relevant

to life as it actually evolves. {(p. 12).

Levinson et al. (1977) stated the goal of their study
as being "to develop an embracing sociopsychological con-
ception of male adult development periods, within which a
variety of biological, psychodynamic, cultural, social-
structural, and other timetables operate in only partial
synchronization" (p. 49).

Neugarten (1965) noted other methodological issues as
volunteer versus non-volunteer populations, adults having
different rhythms of change compared to children, greater
separation of subsamples by age sets up potential for more
confounding Variables (bias grows in geometric proportion
to the age interval involved); survival bias, effects of
historical and secular changes; and generalizing from
controlled situations to the general public.

Another issue is whether or not variation in identi-
fied issues over time is legitimate. Most theorists tend
to agree that the focus on the specific developmental
tasks differs over the adult life-span due to maturation.
Therefore, it is expected that key variables will show
significant fluctuation patterns over time.

Sherrod and Brim (1986) discussed four new methodolo-
gies that could be used in lieu of the average trends:

increasing heterogeneity; studying the outliers which
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often separates a confounding variable; and focusing on

the timing, and patterning of the individual life course.

Basis for the Developmental

Operational Tasks

The operationalized developmental tasks for this
study have been developed from the research of Levinson
and a paper written by Esther Sales which takes the re-
search on developmental tasks of males and compares and
contrasts the literature studies on women to date. While
some tasks are considered to be gender-specific all items
were included together to test for significant dif-
ferences. The purpose of this step was to determine which
tasks are more gender related and if socialization trends
towards equality have made any measurable strides towards
reducing the differentiated experiences of males and
females. The debate of genetic versus environmental ori-
gin{s) of gender differences will not be addressed. Gen-
der differences are supported in the literature. Markson
{1984) found that females in general have lower self-
esteem, and greater susceptability to depression but that
working females had better mental health and greater self-
esteem. Thomae and Lehr (1986) found that men set their
life framework by occupation and women by their family.

In his numerous writings, Levinson presents a concise
view of his theory and the developmental tasks of his

empirically identified stages (1977a, 1977b, 1978, 1980,
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1985, 1986). He noted how difficult getting cooperation to
study the middle age segment of population was in the
beginning.

As a result of his research on males, Levinson
(1977b) has identified a sequence of four eras that are
approximately twenty-five years in length. The eras pro-
vide the framework for the developmental periods and
everyday processes and are defined by a beginning and
ending age that are averages of task onset and completion.
The age given is seen as a modal age with a variation of
up to five or six years.

There are four adult eras that are linked by a tran-
sitional phase which is around four to five years with
outside times of three to six years. Age 30 is viewed as
the biological turning point, age 40 is the developmental
marker for measuring time in terms of how much remains.

Levinson (1986) provides a concise summary of his
theoretical work to date:

The theory includes the following elements: (a)

The eoncepts of life course and life cycle, which

provide an essential framework for the field of adult

development; within this framework, studies of one
process or age level can be connected to others, but
without it, we have a miscellany of findings and no
integrated domain of inquiry; (b) the concept of the
individual life structure, which includes many

aspects of personality and of the external world but
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is not identical with any of these and evolves in its

own distinctive way; and (c) a conception of adult

development-the evolution of the life structure in
early and middle adulthood. Life structure
development is different from, and should not be
confused with, the development of personality, social

roles, or other commonly studied processes. (p. 3).

Levinson (1986) concluded with six major issues that
he felt helped to define the field and type of work to be
done and his views on them: defining a structural stage or
period through the use of developmental tasks; equal
weighting of structure-building and structure changing
periods; viewing the developmental stages as sequential as
opposed to hierarchical; supporting the concept of age-
linked developmental periods; reviewing the merits and
limitations of various research methods; and combining the
developmental and socialization perspectives. Noting that
while the modal age concept with the five year upper/lower
limit finding is controversial, he points to the empirical
research that he and his colleagues have completed.

Gould (1972) conducted a two part research project
which would also tend to support the stage concept. The
first part involved age-division groups for which layman's
term descriptors were developed. The observed descriptors
were also identified by two separate groups of follow-up
observers. The second study added support to age specifi-

city and generalizability to the larger population. Their
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studies support the general descriptors from Levinson's
work and the concepts of personality changes and fluctua-

tions over time in relation to different wvariables.
Integration of the Three Life Cycles

Numerous authors allude to the relationship between
the individual and family developmental tasks. Some per-
celve the individual concepts as antecedent to the family
concepts whereas others see family development enhancing
the growth of the individual cycle. Others indicate that
the family developmental tasks include the individual
developmental concepts. Nock (1981} discusssed the impor-
tance of studying the individual's growth and development
within the context of family experiences. The premise of
this paper is that they are two distinctly different sets
of tasks which enhance the overall picture of development
when interlinked together.

Many researchers are aware of the separation and
division of individual and family developmental issues
(Scherz, 1971; Hill, 1971; Nock, 1981; Terkelsen, 1980;
Barcai, 1981; Combrinck-Graham, 1985; Klein, n.d.; Carter &
McGoldrick, 1980; Durall, 1977). While the separation of
individual and family‘tasks has been acknowledged, the

issue of the marital lifecycle has not been as directly

addressed. Carter and McGoldrick (1980) provide a basis
for this argument in a more general sense:

Not all components of a relational system can possi-
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bly change at the same time, to the same degree, or

in the same qualitative manner. Therefore, subsys-

tems, especially personal and dyads, necessarily
retain a degree of separateness, identity, and dif-

ferentiation that varies over time. (p. 87).

The majority of theoretical and empirical literature
for the marital 1life cycle is either 1) tied to family
life cycle issues, 2) studied in terms of an outcome
measure over the life c¢cycle span (e.g. marital satisfac-
tion), or 3) viewed as a series of repetitive growth
cycles. Menaghan (1983) pointed out that research studies
on marital satisfaction over the life cycle have failed to
show that the couple unit's experience is a function of
the family life cycle. It is a truly unique subsystem to
be addressed.

There is a need to give more consideration to the
actual growth and development of the marital subsystem.
The need to separate the marital and parental dyads has
been stressed and yet developmental literature and marital
satisfaction literature defines and measures the dyad by
the family stage it is in. It seems likely that the
couple's development in a remarriage will differ signifi-
cantly from a first time marriage. The presence of
children would tend to further complicate the role and
structural development of the couple.

The interaction and integration of these three cycles

has been limited to theoretical examples of various poten-
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tial combinations. Scherz's (1971) article provided the
most consistent theoretical discussion about the interac-
tions of the three sets. ©She was careful to denote the
difference between the parental and marital dyad issues.
Steinberg and Silverberg (1987) found an interaction ef-
fect between individual development, the marital relation-
ship and family development. Terkelsen (1980) discussed
the three levels as being interactive with each other.
Boss (1980) discussed the issue of boundary ambiguity
during transitions. This phenomena could take place at
all three levels. If all three levels simultaneously
became ambiguous, the effect could be much different than
if only oﬁe Oor two cycles were simultaneously in transi-
tion.

The concept of non-summativiﬁy in systems theory
implies that the sum of the parts (individual, and couple
subsystems and the family.unit) is greater than the whole.
General systems theory applied to families theorizes that
change in one subsystem unit will influence all other
subsystem units: individual, couple, or family. Breunlin
(1988) noted that each individual family member's ability
to change will have ultimate influence on the family
unit's potential to develop. Falicov (1988) noted the
importance for therapists to look for incompatability of
developmental tasks among family members. Therefore,
simultaneously studying the progression of individuals in

all three life cycles could yield insight into the rela-
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tionships and influences among the three.

Summary and Implications

This study accepts that there are identifiable
stages, life cycle events, and developmental tasks that
the majority of individuals experience as a result of
personality development, and their roles within a mar-
riage, family, and/or community setting.

There are established developmental tasks for the
individual and family developmental cycles. Currently,
the couple tasks have been subsumed by the family unit or
explored from the individual level. Therefore, the couple
developmental tasks will be the least empirically based.

The value of providing individuals with a knowledge base
of what to expect is expressed by Havighurst and Birren
(1965),

Not all such issues are or should be compressed into

the rubric of research and science. Some touch deep-

ly personal and social values. While the subject
matter may be clouded with emotion, man need not be
conceived, mature and die without being knowledgeable
about the forces which shape his life, nor need he
avoid manipulating these forces to his advantage.

(p. 10)

Elder (1985) stated: "Predictable transitions across the
life course (normative, age-graded) enhance prospects for

sufficient training or preparation, ... but the anticipa-
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tion and rehearsal of 1life change, along with social
support, do not altogether eliminate the experience of
losing control" (p. 43).

The need to explore the interrelationship of one's
multiple roles across the three life cycles has been
alluded to over and over in the literature. Elder (1985)
stated "Families that march through an identical sequence
of stages can vary markedly in their respective life
courses. Much of this variation is the result of the
variable timing, order, and duration of family events, as
determined from age data" (p. 40). Later in the same
article he observes "... children grow up and leave home,
all in relation to "timeless" parents. ... New parents
may be in their mid-thirties or in their early twenties, a
difference that can make a large difference in economic
stress and well-being” (p. 40). Following Elder's think-
ing, it is reasonable to expect that certain stage combi-
nations, typologies, will have different influences on an
individual's ability to complete the various levels of
developmental tasks and the level of ease/difficulty ex-
perienced.

The other key variables of influence are the individ-
ual's family form and degree of traditional lifestyle.
Based on Macklin's traditional family definition, the
hierarchy of emphasis for placement in a family form was:
1) marital status; 2) absence/presence of children and

3) woman working outside the home.
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Whether or not the presence or absence of these roleé
enhances or delays one's rate of completion or increases
or decreases the level of ease/difficulty remains to be
seen. In addition, a traditional scoring system has been
developed to more clearly define the level of traditional-
ism among all individuals regardless of family form.

The literature supports the need to do empirical
testing for the appropriateness of the identified develop-
mental tasks, to integrate the various life cycle develop-
mental tasks and to develop methods which will include all
individuals regardless of life status or degree of tradi-

tionalism.
Response to the Literature Review

The purpose of this study is to determine the appli-
cation of currently defined developmental tasks for indi-
viduals, couple and families by gender, marital status,
and family form. Likewise, to determine potential differ-
ences among those individuals who are not currently exper-
iencing all three lifecycles, e.g. a single parent only
has individual tasks and family tasks.

This study does not look at three-generational hier-
archy issues, nor does it include the impact of the social
strata on the systemic set of levels other than through
stress/support measures.

In this study, all persons were initially considered

for status in each of the three life cycles. The individ-
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uals in non-traditional family forms were included by
testing only the life cycle tasks that the person was
currently experiencing. Everyone received the age and
gender specific individual life-cycle form; any currently
married person received the couple life-cycle form (based
on age of child or years married if childless) and any
individuals who were currently married and/or a parent
received the family life cycle form (based on presence/ab-
sence of child, age of the oldest child, and the males’
work force status). Thus a family unit with children
headed by a single parent is still going to have family
developmental tasks and longterm childless married indi-
viduals will have individual and couple tasks. Mettesich
and Hill's (1987) life cycle chart of various family forms
as compared to a model family concept would serve as a
visual for certain forms fitting or not fitting.

The first part of the instruments asks the person to
identify whether specific tasks are not applicable, ex-
pected to be experienced, currently being experienced or
have already been experienced. This section is an attempt
to: 1) identify whether delineated tasks for that stage
are viewed as appropriate by those in it; and 2) to deter-
mine for more non-traditional individuals which, if any,
tasks are appropriate to their unique structure. It is
very possible that roles and tasks which are not performed
by a traditional individual may still be performed or

completed in other relationships at the family level.
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(Mattessich & Hill, 1986; Scherz, 1971).

Another area that this study may lend potential to is
in the area of blending transitions and stages. If items
are marked not applicable by specific types of non-tradi-
tional family form individuals then these areas could be
reviewed and possibly other areas considered instead. It
also lends credibility to the theoretical surmising of the
actual events which occur in the various identified stages
of each life cycle.

The tasks marked "expect to experience” would tend to
support a degree of 'normalcy' for that task. Those
currently or having had experience would confirm that the
task(s) is located within an appropriate stage (this may
or may not preélude it from another stage.)

The transition period may be identifiable if a time
series of measures were taken using the instrument to
identify response changes over time. It may be that the
not applicable and the three degrees of experience cate-
gories may vary over time also. (i.e. what does not fit
today does in two years or expecting to experience changes
to not applicable due to changes in marital or work
status).

Whether culturally or genetically based, the litera-
ture does tend to support the concept of differing re-
sponses to developmental tasks by gender and the need to
look for the possibility of different tasks at the indi-

vidual level of the life cycle in particular. Other
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researchers have found evidence supporting a link between
individual adult development and family development find-
ing the degree of influence to vary by gender. (Spanier,
et al. 1979; Gluck, et al., 1980; Ellicott, 1985; Visot-

sky, 1981; Busacca & Ryan, 1982).

The level of societal-familial interaction was not
tapped as directly. However, there are many articles
alluding to the need for the workplace in particular to
become more ameanable to the family unit's needs. 2n
interesting compilation of articles and theoretical model
on the interface issues of the workplace and the family,

Work and Family, (Voydanoff, 1984), discusses a wide va-

riety of needs and adjustments needed to accomodate the
numerous family forms represented by the individuals in
the labor market. The main theme is that while the family
unit has undergone numerous changes and had multiple fami-
ly forms, the work place has yet to yield much in the way
of acknowledgements or adjustments. The conclusion of the
authors was that until the market place becomes more
family-oriented, women (both working and non-working) will
continue to be the pivotal points that make the family
unit's adjustments possible, regardless of the sacrifices

required on their part as individuals.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of this study is to evaluate the
effectiveness of the scales developed to identify stage
specific developmental tasks. Since there are no recog-
nized research scales in the area of adult development, it
is not possible to validate these scales by correlation
with a previously established scale.

The literature on individual, couple and family de-
velopmental tasks served as the basis for the operational-
ized scale items. Alpha reliabi;ity scores, panel review,
and an internal not applicable item response option are
methods used to establish reliability and validity. This
study sample served as a pilot group to help determine the
usability of the instrument in terms of vocabularly, in-
structions, terminology, and appropriateness of task.

Only the currently identified tasks in the literature
were written into an operationalized format. This study
did not attempt to incorporate currently theorized devel-
opmental tasks and stages for individuals and families
exXperiencing divorce and/or remarriage. Nor does this
study attempt to identify developmental tasks for any

specific non-traditional format.

83
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Rationale for Development

Individual developmental tasks have been theorized in
the popular literature by various authors. Hill and Du-
vall created their tasks based on careful thought and
observations; and Erickson based his on family progres-
sion. Levinson's work 1s based on qualitative analysis of
multiple case studies. None of these three areas of life
cycle developmental tasks has ever been empirically
tested. The theoretical writings have been accepted at

face value.

Instrument Development

Category Content

As mentioned above, the content for the scale items
was gleaned from the literature. The family developmental
tasks were developed from the sixth edition text of Duvall
and Miller (1985). The couple developmental tasks were
taken from a chapter on Milton Erickson's couple develop-

ment theory in An Introduction to Marriage Theory and

Therapy (Baruth & Huber, 1984). The individual task in-
formation is based on a combination of Levinson's study of
males, Sales chapter on adult female development and
Sheehy's Passages {1976). Because the individual develop-
ment has not been integrated, it was necessary to combine
some of the stages and tasks (see Table I). Part of the

analysis will be to evaluate how clearly divided males and
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TABLE I

INDIVIDUAL STAGE ASSIGNMENTS BASED ON
THE THEORETICAL LITERATURE

CATEGORIES
Stage Female Male
Assigned Stage Age Range Stage Age Range
I. I. Young Adulthood/ I. Early Adult Transition/
18-21 17-22
II. II. Choosing Life Roles/ II. Entering the Adult
22-24 World/ 22-28
III. Role Completion/
25-29
III. IV. Re-Adjustment/ III. Age 30 Transition/
30-34 28-33
Iv. V. BOOP*/ IV. Early Settling Down
35-43 BOOM+/ 33-40
V. VI. Mid-Life Crisis/ V. Mid-Life Transition/
44-47 40~45
VI. .VII. Mellowing/ VI. Entering Middle
48-60 Adulthood/
45-50
VII. Age 50 Transition/
50-~55
VIII. Culmination of Middle
Adulthood/
55~60
VII. VIII. 01ld Age/ IX. Late Adult Transition/
61+ Late Adulthood/
61+
*BOOP = acronym for Becoming One's Own Person
+BOOM = acronym for Becoming One's Own Man
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females are on the traditional gender-related tasks.

Response Formats

The goal of the instrument development was to dis-
cover how well the currently identified tasks describe the
life experiences of individuals in the various stages.
The items are written for an individual reader responding
to tasks they have experienced as individuals, as a mar-
riage partner and as a family member.

Rather than using a format with equal numbers of
agree and disagree type responses, a response format al-
lowing for varying time frames of experience was used
along with a "Not Applicable” (NA) response. The goal is
for the NA responses to indicate which items do not fit
anyone or individuals in various selected subgroups. The
other three responses "Expect to Experience" (EE), "Cur-
rently Experiencing” (CE), and "Have Experienced" (HE)
allow the individual to indicate the amount of experience
they have with each task.

Those tasks marked "Currently Experiencing" or "Have
Experienced" required a secondary response based on the
degree of ease or difficulty being experienced or already

experienced. The six point response has three levels of

ease and three levels of difficulty to allow for a broader

response format.



87

Instrumentation

Five different forms have been developed specifically
for this study: two background forms and three sets of
developmental task forms. Copies of the instruments can be
found in Appendices C, D, and E. The measurement charac-
teristics from the scales used in this study are summa-
rized in Appendices H through J. Two supporting

established scales were also included.

Individual Background Form

The first form will be used to gather information
regarding the individual's: sex, age, ethnic background,
general health, educational background, occupational back-
ground, geographic background, religion, friendship net-
work, activities, key life events, marital history, family
of origin background, marital satisfaction, and
cohesion/adaptability levels for the person's marriage and
family where applicable. A brief assessment of each of the
following variables is also included: Personal Satisfac-
tion, Work, Community Involvement, Friends, General Life-
style, Health, Parent/Child Relationships, ExXtended Kin

Relationships, Roles/Responsibilities and Resources.

Family Background Form

This form will be used to gather information about
the subject's children, other non-immediate family

household members and a general estimate of annual family
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income.

Individual Developmental Tasks

This instrument is to determine the individual's
experiences with individual age appropriate developmental
tasks and the ease or difficulty level in dealing with
that experience if applicable. There are eight subdivi-
sions and these vary slightly for males and females. The
subject will be given the appropriate form for his/her sex
and age.

The developmental tasks for this area were developed
from the writings of Levinson (1978), Sheehy (1976), and
Sales (1978). The subjects will indicate whether or not
they have experienced each task and to what degree (cur-
rently or previously) they have experienced the task.
Secondly, each respondent is to indicate on a six-point
Likert scale the level of ease or difficulty that was
experienced with each identified task they are currently

or have previously experienced.

Couple Developmental Tasks

This instrument is to determine the individual's
experiences with couple developmental tasks. There are
seven categories based on the number of years married if
childless, the age of their oldest child, the pre-
sence/absence of children in the home, and/or retirement

status. Only the appropriate category will be given to
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each subject.

The developmental tasks for this area were developed .
from the writings of Milton Erickson (1982). The
subjects will indicate whether or not they have
experienced the task and when (previously, currently, or
in the future)' they had or expect to have that experience.
Then they are to indicate on a six-point Likert scale the
level of ease or difficulty that they had with any task

marked currently or previously experienced.

Family Developmental Tasks

This instrument is to determine the individual's
experiences with family developmental tasks. There are
eight categories based on the number of years married, the
age of the oldest child, presence/absence of grown chil-
dren in the home, and/or retirement status. Only the
appropriate category will be given to each subject.

The developmental tasks for this area were developéd
from the writings of Duvall and Miller (1985). The sub-
jects will indicate whether or not they have experienced
the task and when (previously, currently, or in the fu-
ture) they had or expect to have that experience. Then
they are to indicate on a six-point Likert scale the level
of ease or difficulty experienced for any task that they

mark currently or have previously experienced.
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The Family Adaptability and Cohesion

Scale Version III (FACES III)

FACES III is an instrument designed to measure the
levels of adaptability and cohesion currently present
within the family or couple unit. A ten item scale will
be used for couples and a twenty item scale for the family
unit. The subject responds to each item using a five-
point Likert scale to indicate the degree to which the
item does or does not describe his/her couple relationship
or family unit. The dimensions of cohesion and adaptabil-
ity are clearly separate concepts with a correlation of

r = .03.

Marital Satisfaction Scale

This ten item scale will be used to assess the
individual's satisfaction level with hié/her marriage.
The response format is a five-point Likert scale
indicating the subject's degree of agreement or
disagreement with each statement. Reliability measures
for this scale established from ENRICH are .81 (Internal
consistency or Cronbach's Alpha) and .86 (test-retest

reliability) (Olson, Fournier, & Druckman, 1982).
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Explanation and Calculation of Scores

Developmental Tasks

Developmental Completion Score

Points are awarded for each Part I response: Not
Applicable (NA) = 0, Expect to Experience (EE) = 1, Cur-
rently Experiencing (CE) = 2, Have ExXperienced (HE) = 3.
Two scores were calculated for each scale: 1) a corrected
raw score and 2) T-scores. The corrected score substi-
tuted the individual's mean score for missing item re-
sponses. If more than half of the responses were missing,
the individual did not receive a score for the stage. Due
to the wide variation in the number of scores per stage
and the different item content in each scale, the cor-
rected raw scores were recalculated into T-scores which
allows for comparison across stages and the three life
cycles. Higher scores represent a higher degree comple-
tion. Extremely low scores indicate very little applica-

bility.

Developmental Adjustment Score

Only those items answered Currently Experiencing or
Have Experienced in Part 1 were answered in Part 2.
Therefore, only an average score based on the total number
of items answered was calculated. Low scores indicate

greater ease and high scores indicate greater difficulty
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with the developmental tasks.

Developmental Completion Typology

The scores of the individuals within each stage were
divided into high, middle and low groupings kased on 1)
sample-specific even one-thirds and 2) pre-set levelé of
scores. FEach individual's scores from the individual (I),
couple (C), and family (F) cycles were concatenated into a
three-digit numeral (ICF) representing the individual,

couple and family grouping scores.

Developmental Adjustment Typology

The average ease/difficulty scores for individuals in
each stage of the three cycles were also divided into
high, middle, and low categories based on both sample-
specific and pre-set scores. The same process described
above was used to create a three-digit numeral positioning
individual, couple and family scores from left to right

respectively.

Traditional Score

Based on pre-set scoring, each individual was given a
score of 1 to 3, low to high respectively, on nine dif-
ferent factors related to how traditional the individual's
lifestyle is. Not all individuals will have nine scores
due to age factors and life experiences. The nine cate-

gories are: current marital status, age at marriage, age
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at birth of first child, average number of years between
children, total number of children, average age children
left home, age at retirement, number of hours female works
outside the home, and the age of the youngest child if the
mother is working. The nine categories and the values
assigned are summarized in Table II. Traditional scores
were calculated three ways: 1) a raw score-reflecting the
sole magnitude of score; 2) a corrected score-based on the
individual's average score multiplied by 9; and 3) high,
middle, and low groupings of the corrected scores based on

both pre-set and sample specific calculations.
Pilot Study

After the author delineated the developmental tasks
from the various sources for each stage in all three life
cycles, the researcher and her major advisor worked to-
gether to combine similar tasks and develop the concepts
into operationalized items. Another research assistant
participated in one session.

The three entire sets of developmental task items and
both background forms were given to three faculty members
and one doctoral candidate to critique for accuracy of
tasks, clarity of directions, clarity of questions on the
background forms, readability, clarity of thought, format-
ting, need for additional explanation, and any other
comments. Each of the reviewers are instructors of devel-

opmental courses and are familiar with the life cycles and



TABLE I1

EXPLANATION OF TRADITIONAL SCORE

CALCULATION

Variable/Concept Measurement Item Measurement
Age at marriage Year married minus Year Low - LT 18 and GT 36
at birth Middle - GE 18 and LE 20; GE 28 and LE 35
High - GE 21 and LE 27
Current marital Marital status reported Low - Single and Age GE 36; Remarried
status Middle - sSsinge and Age GE 28 and LE 35
High - Childless; Single Parent
Number or years Year of oldest child's birth Low - LT one year or GE six years
married before minus year of marriage Middle - GE 1 and LT 2 years; GE 4 and LE 5 years
having children High - GE 2 and LE 3 years
Average interval Age of oldest child minus Age Low - GE six years
between children of youngest child / (N - 1) Middle - GE 0 and LT 2 years; GE 4 and LT 6 years
High - GE 2 and LT 4 years
Total number of Total number of children Low - GE 6; Married with 0 children
children reported Middle - 1 or 5 children
High - 2, 3, or 4 children
Average age child- Reported ages of children " Low - GT 26 or LT 18 years
ren left home when they left home/ Number Middle - GE 23 and LE 25 years
of children High - GE 18 and LE 22 years
Age of the youngest Reported age of youngest child: Low - Child under 5 with mother working
child if the reported income for wife » Middle - Chidf{ren) between 5 and 18 years
mother is working High - No children or children GE 18 years
Total number of Estimated from income reported Low - No income listed for the wife ($0-4999)
hours of working for the wife Middle - Part-time income listed ($5000-9999)
mother High - Full-time income potential ($10,000+)
Age at retirement Year of retirement minus Low - LT 55 or GT 70 years
birth year Middle - GE 55 and LE 70 years
High - GE 60 and LE 65 years

A
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developmental tasks.

Based on their input, the formatting and wording of
several items on the background forms were changed. The
four reviewers pointed out several unclear labels or ques-
tions in the background form. This should reduce the loss
of data due to lack of clarity.

The wording of the developmental scale directions and
response formats were also adjusted. There were numerous
items in the developmental task scales that were rewritten
due to slang terms, level of vocabulary and lack of clari-
ty. There was concensus by the reviewers that all item
concepts used were appropriate to the stages they were

placed in.
Subjects

A volunteer sample was deemed appropriate to fulfill
the objectives of this study. Since this study includes
all ages of adulthood and any type of family situation,
subjects will be recruited from a variety of sources in
the states of Kansas, Oklahoma, Nebraska and Missouri.
These will include members of but are not exclusive to:
civic organizations, students at the collegiate level
including returning students, and members of churches or
religious organizations. The only restriction on partici-
pation is that the subject has to be eighteen years of age
or older. (see Appendix F for recruitment informational

materials.)
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For an exploratory-descriptive study, the general
population needs to be accessed to get a cross-section of
backgrounds and stages. This is referred to by Kerlinger
(1986) as "accidental" sampling. He states that this
method is the weakest form of sampling and yet most widely
used. However, some weakness can be overcome with proper
knowledge, expertise and care in sample selection and
study replications.

This study will be using a sample size of approxi-
mately 200 individuals and will be drawn from a variety of
sources. These subjects will need to represent a cross-
section of the developmental stages; however, it will not
be necessary for the primary purposes of the study to have
equal group membership. Since the primary analysis is
within subject rather than across groups, this type of
sampling is less problematic.

This type of sampling is a nonprobability method.
Therefore, it will be important to clearly define the
characteristics of the sample attained and compare its
characteristics to those of the entire population. Gener-
alizations and inferences to a larger population will need
to be done with great caution.

Since this study is exploratory in nature, trends
will be noted that should be examined in greater detail.
Future studies with more rigorous sampling will be needed

before firm conclusions are made.
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Data Collection

Daté collection took place over a period of two and a
half months from mid-June to August of 1988. The civic
groups originally contacted were hesitant to get involved.
In addition, they did not meet in the summertime. There-
fore, the alternative recruitment process of a participant
referral or snowball sample was used.

Key contact persons were approached in an effort to
recruit volunteers. It was interesting to read or have
phone conversations with these contacts as it was ex-
plained that anyone over age 18, especially non-
traditional individuals could participate. Each one
prided themselves in knowing "strange" or "definitely non-
traditional"” people they could ask to participate.

Sign-up sheets were provided for each recruiter.
After the volunteers completed the requested information,
the sign-up sheets were mailed to the researcher. The
appropriate sets of instruments were assembled based on
the information provided, each marked with the code pro-
vided on the sign-up sheet. These were paper clipped
together with a stamped envelope allowing each subject to
return their completed forms directly to me. The sign-up
sheet was returned to the recruiter for their use during
distribution.

The large groups approached included three churches.
One church at an out-of-town site used a local coordinator

for sign-up and distribution. Two local churches allowed
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the researcher to give a brief introductory explanation of
the purpose of the research and ask for volunteers. The
forms were assembled, coded, and left on a table to be
picked up privately by the volunteers. The subjects had
the options of using a stamped return envelope or return-
ing their survey to a sealed box on one of the next two
Sundays. The researcher collected these surveys each
Monday morning.

A detailed set of instructions and explanations ac-
companied the instruments (See Appendix F). An individual
introductory letter and informed consent checksheet accom-
panied each set of instruments in addition to the direc-
tions provided on the instruments themselves (See Appendix
F). Due to the detail and length of the questionnaires,
the subjects were allowed to complete the instruments at
their leisure within a liberal pre-determined length of
time.

In order to protect the subject's privacy and anonym-
ity, names were not attained at any point in time. 