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ABSTRACT o \ : : '

Investigated are the follou1ng. (1) college student-
preference for a.dual-caréer marriage; (2) factors which lead to- this
preference; and (3) the effect of these attitudes on patterns of
inmteraction among dating couples. Subjects were 231 dating couples.
Questionnaires were utilized, with follow-ups conducted six smonths,
one year, and two years after initial testing. Findings indicate that
dual—career marriage is popular among a- sizeakle proportion of
students, with men being more traditional than women; dual-career
students are less traditional, with women more likely to attend
graduate school, and men more likely to have higher SAT scores;
Wyismatched" couples appear less satlsfied, while traditional couples
date more exclusively and give. higher estimates of probable marriage; ',
‘dual-career couples are more likely to report jequal power; and
mismatched cobuples are more likely to break up, while traditionmal
couples are more likely to become engaged or married. Although the
popularity of dual-career marriage in this sample is striking, it
teems unlikely that all of these students will achieve this ideal.

" Major 1Rconszstenc1es are evident between ideals and specific
attltudes about future work and family colnitnents. (Author/JLL)
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éf _‘ ‘ %’:g Dual-Career Relationships: The Callege Couple Perspective N nmo:;b-cu::'g:uoﬁ _
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3 §§ . Sgé Growing numbers of women are rejecting the old notlon ,that they gm§t ' .
decide between marriage or a career. Instead they are a.ttempt_ng-to com- ;“?1 \
o  bine both in a dual-cireer marriage ( e.g., Holmstrom. 1972;- Rapoport & g |
VN ‘Rapoport, 1976) . Men s attitudeg toward working wives are also changing g .
o (esg., Kaley, 1971; Komarovsky, 1976). Resea.rch on dual-career relation-" , < :
3 . ships has typically em'ninet! married couples in which the wife works full- ' _.:,\ S
— ' time. In our own research, we examined the impact of a.ttitudes towards 3;?_:, !
S ‘ dual—career marria.ge among unmarried college couples. I ‘ S;‘ !
Little is known about the orientations of. young unma.rried couples o
towards combining work and ma.rriage. Since ma jor career d‘ecisions,, such as . -'1:;
the choice of a college major or preparation for graduate study, are often - F;
made prior to marriage during the college years, this seegs a topic of | \

. some importance (Angrist & Almquist, 1975). Our research focused on three -
issues. First, we were interested in the extent to which contemporary ' '
college students personally prefer a dual-career ma.rria.ge m el versus
a more tra.ditional patfern in which the wife works only parttine Cornot
at all. Second, we were interested in.factors that lead or predispose

E young men and women to prefer a dual-career pattern over more tra.ditional
alternatives. Third we were interested in how attitudes about
dual-career marriage -- and possible disagree'nent betweén partners - B
. - might affect the patterns of {nteraction amdng unmarried ecollege
|da.ti}‘lg couples. ) - '
A la.rge-sca.le study of da,ting relationships provided an opportuhity to 4
investigate these issues. This rese@h was part of the Boston CrXples
: . Project conducted by Zick Rubin Chuck Hill and the first author (described
f more.:ully in Hil1l, Rubin & Pepldu, 1976; Peplau, Rubin & Hill. 1977). In )
- 1972, recruitnent letters were sent to a random- sample of. 5000 s0phomores and
juniors. half men and half woren, at four different schools in the Boston a.rea.
33" ! Students who were currently in a dating relation}ha.p and who expressed intereat \
:8 , An our research were invited to participate. along with thelr current dating
O This paper was presented at the annual meeting of the Westem Psychdlogical
O Associa.tion. San Francisco, April 1978. .
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partner.  The 231 couples who took part inéour research were predominently
white, middle-class students; NonetheleSs..they ~varied .considerably in°

o . hackground in sex-role attitudes, in their ‘owh career ‘plans, etc. Parti-

- cipation in the study involved each pagtner s filling out a lengthy ques-

tionnaire about hls r'her background attitulps and current .relationship. .‘
study was longitudinal in nature. with follow-ups ‘conducted 6 months.

z:: year and two years after initial testing. These data provide some

indication of the,“sﬁ”bess" of relationships as assessed by continuation

of the relationship over a two-year period. _09;5 T ‘ul \~\4\.

1. Hog;popular is the- dual-career model’

7 - The questionnaire asked students to think fifteen years into the future
and then to indicate their preference among four "fpassible marriage option.s.
Vintually none of the students listed being single as thelr first cholce.

. This alternative wasxpreferred by only 6% of men and 6% of women., For stu-

. /dents who desired to get married the most popular alternative was a dual-
career}marriage. Fully 657 of women and 48% of men 5aid they preferred_a
marriage in which the wife-had a full—time career. Next in popularity was
the optfon of the wife workipg. parttine, endorsed by ZW% of wosdn and 26%
-of men. Finally. themost traditional option of a marriage in which the
wife did not work outside the hdme was preferred by only 5% of women but
by 20% of men. " | th /A

Two patterns emerge in these data. First, dual-care

/

popular among a Sizeable proportion of students in our sa I é. only aismall N
minority ,j;students prefers the most traditlonal marriage with the
wife -as fulliime homedaker._ Second, men are consistently more traditional -

than wamen in their preferences, being less likely to endorsf'dual-career

marrlage and more likely to prefer a fulltime nomemaker pattazn 2\
‘% Who are the stuuemks who prefer a dual-car pattern? . .

L We next exanined background characteris{ics and attitude ~ students
preffrring\dual-career matriage versus other alternatives.

- Backgrcutd. Perhaps surprisingly, no relationship was fouﬁa tween
the students’' preferencqﬁ for combining work and marriage and ipy of a -
set of denograuhic factors, including measures of whe*her the sﬁudent ]
mother had worked, parent's educational level. and relygiOUS upbringlng.
Sex-role trmifticnzils=. Attitudes about co“bining work and rarriage ’

are part of a more genéral set of bellefs abdut sex roles - about how nen
and women should behave by virtue of their gender. Cur questiodnaire inclnded

a 10-iten se wonalism scale (Penl : i otherzyuestions
! ; ! -
, . N 9 ) ]
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concerning attitudes towards the women's mOVementu For all of these
- - measurés, there were large, statistically signi{icant relationships between ]
'i.‘: preferred narriage pattern and sex-role traditionalism. Further, consistent.
; with’tpis general pattern. students who preferred a dual-career marriage
| were less likely than others to want a large family and gave somewhat less
" dmportance to having-children. Dual-career students were also more liberal
= on other attitudinal measures, such as, their ‘Views abdut premarital sex. -

Educational and career plag;, For women, thede Was a significant rela-

tionship betﬂeen preference for a dual-career marriage and personal plans akout
educa.tion and career. As expected, women who wanted a dual-career marriage
were more likely to plhn to attend graduate school and were four times
as likely as more traditional women to seek a doctorate degree. These findings . °
- are consistent with evidehce that women ﬁgo actually attain advanced degrees
8- © - are significantly more likely than other womea to work after marriage. In
Lo ,addition, we found thagtwomen ‘who wanted a dual-career marriage Were .more
’ \  likely to be majoring in non\fraditional fields 'such as the physical sctfpces
and were less likely than other women to major in such "feminine" f%ﬁ}ds as
,7hursing or education. Additional data suggest that the desire for a dual- v
» career marriage is more closely re*gted to a woman's attitudes ‘than to her
abilities, at least anong students in our sample. Women who wanted a dual-
career marriaae'did not differ frof other women .in intellectual ab}lities'

as assessed by college grades or SAT scores. o . o

Ry

©

o
» - ~~ For fen, in contrast there was no relationship between the man's own

erca.reer plans or college major and his preferred marriage patterﬁ To some
extent this reflects the faet that all men in our sample (as well as all

~ men in our culture) plan to work, regaxdléss of theifr future wife ] enployment.
Additionally. the 'ma jority of men in our sanple planned on some graduate -
'training. " Of considérable interest, however. is the suggestion in our data
"that dual-career men are actually higher ‘than otheromen An - bility. While dual—
_career men did rot have higher college grade they did score significantly
"higher on both the verbal and quéntitative parts of the SAT exam. One inter-
.prctation of these data 1s that high-abiiity men may be less threatened.by
the prospect of having a careers

riented wife, and so may be more open to the
possibility,of a dual-career '

,

lage.
o .
3. Are atititudes atout dual-career narrlage related to patterns of interaction
in dating couples?

Fok

4
To investigate this question, we compared three groups of students:
[:RJ}:« . -."dual-career" couples in which b%fh partners indicated that dual-career rarriage

-
N
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was” their first choice; " f-itional" couples in which both partners thdught
s wife should work only {:pvtime or not at all, and "mismatched" couples in
xhich thé woman wanted 3 ”:al-career marriage tut her current boyfriend de
not. (Ue excluded frog ofir analyses those few cases in whith students R
expressed an interest An
Yéareer relationship ajid fthe woman, did not.) These three types of couples were
‘ comb&red ' with IE‘-gﬁt-tO love and intimacy, power, and the longevity

fremaining single or where the man wanted a dual-

]

Y

Love and inti bef. Our questionnaire included self-ratings of love;.j -
N/
: eloseness ‘and satiffgotion; as well as: Rubin's (1970) Love and Liking scales\\
_ Comparisous.ofnth ;f ee types of couples on measures of love and intimacy -

- shoked two basic ;terns.é First, mismatched couples scored significantly

loﬁer than oth :jfples on most measures of intimacy. Mismatched couples also '
1ndicated that hef had disclosed ‘significantly les to each other on a variety
of tOpics. In/s irt mismatched couples. appeared less satisfied in their

/ reflected a o;@ basic diffecence in liberalism—conservatism.‘ For instance,
traditional c-'ples were more likely to be dating each other exclusively,. and.

timates of the probability of marrying each other. c

ce of power. Since dual-career relationships reflect a departure

dftfonal sex roles, it might be expected that couples/who prefer this -
2 /ﬁA/Ld be less traditional in other ways as well. We predicted that -
I e

balanc:yjf power than would other couples. \The questionnaire contained several
_ measu"f of powel (described nore fully ‘in Peplau, Rubin & Hill, 1976; Peplau. 1978)
. Overapd, about half the couples in our sample reported that their relationship

p’wer away from greater gﬁle ‘power towardg greater equality. At the same tinme,

owever, there were many exceptions to this pattern;' not all dual-career relation-

ships were egalitarian ’ - - . S :
/ﬁ longevity. Flnally, we examined follow-up da.a concer~'1:1n=r which soaplc

£

f were most likely to stay together durlng the - two ykars of the study. #ismatched
c?uples were nea ‘y twice as likely as others to break up in the year folloring

- - ’ i ".._ .
l) . ’ > ’ * .
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.our initial testing Whereas 417 of mismatched couples broke up, only 29%

of dual-career and 23% of traditional ‘couples ended their relationships.
/~GQQSistent with their more conseryative orien)ation traditional couples were
~ also nearly twice as likelx as oﬁhers to become engaged or married during the

period of our followup.

Speculations about the Future =~ = . . \

The pOpularity of a dual-career pattern of marriage among ‘students

in our sample is striking. Nearly 2/3rds of ‘women and half of men. indicated

that this patte was their own personal preference. It seems unlikely,.

however, that aii\\f~these students will achleve this ideal. In addition to

obvious problens faced tw yomen in the labor‘ﬁarket, other barriers to the

attainment of a dual-career marriage may ekist as well. In particular, students

‘in our sample showed maJor inconsistencies between their abstract endorsement
of ideals and their more specific attitudes about iuture work and family 'F' |
commitments {cf. Komaroysky, 1976) For example. among-men and women who' '
wanted a dual-career maéiiaoe. a majority also wanted to have children and ";_,f
believed that the mother. should stay home fulltime until her children are in -
school. Just how women are expected to be both fulltime homemakers and fulltime
-workers 1s not clear! Further, the majority of students endorgrng a dual-career
ideal also indicated that they would be uncomfortable -if the wife earned more
than the husband, or if her JOb had greater prestige. Thus it appears ‘that, Y
‘many students who want a ual-career relationship also, want to retain:elements -
majiiage including the norm that th many soworg s
more prestigeous and“th belief that mothers should have prinary responsibility
for childcare. Just how these student couples will resolve such inconsistencies
when the time comes ‘to put their ideals into practice renains to hp seen.

of a more traditionsl
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