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Abstract

The necess1ty dn intimate relatlonshlps of balanc1ng the

s

' need for togetherness and the need for separateness, has been

' emphaslzed by many - scholars in the famlly field. Th1s study
1nvest1gated cross- natlonal differences in the value placed. on

/.autonomy versus togetherness in close relatlonshlps. The sample

‘cons1sted of more than 2000 undergraduate students from Ireland
Hungary, Mexlco, the Netherlands,jthe Sov1et Unlon, the United
States,: and Yugoslavia. In the communlst countr1es -- the Sov1et

<~

Union, HungaryL“an\ to-a lesser extent Yugoslavia’—- a relatlvely
strong emphas1s on togetherness and a rejection of too much 5
autonomy in relatlonshlps.were-found. The reverse mas true.for'
the Western democratic countries. In the United States, lreland'
and the. Netherlands, autonomy, 1n the sense of separate' )
fr1endsh1ps and hobb1es, was emphas1zed relatlvely strongly.
Across countr1es, an emphas15 on autonomy correlated pos1t1vely
w1th (%} the Gross Natlonal Product per cap1ta and (2) the Ievel
of democracy. / '

' Gender was also an 1mportant factor. - In the Sov1et Union
and Yugoslav1a, men put more emphas1s on autonpmy and less on i
togetherness than women. This pattern was reversed 1n the United
States and the Netherlands. There was some ev1dence that the v
hlgher the Gross Natlonal Product per, cap1ta of a natlon, the‘

less women valued dependence and togetherness relative to the

’maless1n that.soc1ety. In all natlons, females were more

versa. ' . ~
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These flndlngs are d1scussed in terms of the h1stor1cal

process of 1nd1v16ua11zat10n, theoretlcal and cllnlcal 1ssues\
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. Many scholars in. the famlly f1eld have emphas1zed that a

balance has to be found in 1nt1mate &elatlonshlps between the

‘need. for closeness and togetherness on the one‘hand and the»need

l o
for. autonomy and separateness on thelother hand. Indeed Olson

e

y‘and h1s colleagPes (Olson, Sprenkle and Russell 1979, Olson,
Russell and Sprenkle, 1980) have shown that at least fortj

concepts developed by famlly theor1sts dealt w1th th1s issue.

[4

.'Olson 1ntroduced the concept of famlly or couple cohes10nl to

: reﬁer to,\flrst, the emotlonal bondlng the members have with one.
. ] .
"another'and,-second, the degree of autonomy a persgn experiences

[ - , i
1n a famlly or couple system He proposed a model in which'there

‘ere four levels of cohesion. Extreme closeness - labeled

h enmeshment -- as well as extreme separateneSS»-- labeled

' v

b 1}

d1sengagement -- were seen as problemat1c, emzhas1z1ng that a

‘vmoderately high or moderately low level of esiveness -- either

. *connectedness or separateness --.is the most cdnducive to
effective coupleﬂfunctioning and to optimal ﬁhdividdal-
 development. )

\ . s
' ~

It should“be'noted ,that moSt of the concepts which Olson and’

his colleagues 1ntegrated in thelr model were developed by

N
<

‘dpsychlatrlsts worklng w1th cllnlcal famllles. One éould
‘therefore question whetHer theﬁ;ssue of togetherness versus
'autonomy is-at all relevant for'couples in non-clinical
populations However,aa number of recent soc1al pSychologlcal

and soc1010g1cal stud1es suggest that th1s 1ssue appears to be
salient in many contemporary relatlonshlps. 'For -example, in one
. ; - ' =

g . 7
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'study of unmarr1ed couples (Straver, 1981), the degree of
4

togetherness versus 1ndependence was the central dimension along

which the behavior ‘and values of gHese - couples could be. !

described. Couples varled from sharing everything together to

’ rema1n1ng 1ndependent from one another. . For example, some

couples adhered to the complete togetherness model: they did

many th1ngs together, had fqlends together, brought up the

" children as a 301nt respons1b111ty and saw the relatlonshlp as

1

permanent Other couples favored independence: they shared no

»f1nanc1al respons1b111ty for one another, %oth contr1buted to the
upkeep of the&house, they had separate possess10ns, and self—
(development was seen as\a central value. Th1s last pattern 1s'
_probably more often Seen among cohab1tat1ng than ~among, marr1ed
.couples. W1ersma (1983) found in a compar1s0n of married and
cohahiting couples that«both types of couples:wanted "selfh
fulfillmentlthrough independenceband self surrender through}“
togetherness" (p. 109). But the cohabitors structured their h
' relationships in'such a way that thev were-hoth in a financial
and emotlonal sense less dependent on each’ other than the marr1ed
ones. Nevertheless in another study (Rosenblatt~and Budd 1975)
it was found that married couples, more so than cohab1t1ng
couples, managed separateness by terr1tor1a11ty in the home,,
illustrating the multifaceted nature of the dimensionsuof
togetherness and Separateness ) ,"X?F._ .

The work of Peplau and her colleagues on what people- value

~in relationships underlines further the relevance of these
a
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. dimensions (Peplau et-hl, 1978; Peplau ‘and Cochran,.l981 Cochran
and Peplau, 1981). They showed that relationship values can beé

characterized in terms of basic dimensions of dyadic attachment

and personal autonomy. The first dimenSion refers to the value

placed on hav1ng a close, secure, permanent and. exclus1ve love
‘relationship. The secon d1mens1on concerns the emphas1s put on
hav1ng separate interests and friendships apart from a p’:m?ry\
relationship, and on preserving'one Sxindependence within the
relationship. This dimenSion wai not correlated with’ measures of
love and intimacy, but did. correlate negatively with sex role
tradit\bnalism. Remarkably, the two dimensions found in this
| line of work are. quite similar - to the two factors Olson, Russell
and Sprenkle (l980) see as underlying the cohesion dimenSion.
emotional bondupg and degree of autonomy. However, Peplau found..
.the two~ factors to»be 1ndependent of one another. This casts
'doubt on Olson's assumption"that couples can be classified along’
f‘one dimens10n gOing from extreme closeness to extreme |
separateness
. The*first'goal of the present study.was to investigate
4thetherdthere'are'cross—national differences;in the value
attached to autOnomy and togetherness in intimate'relationships
Anthropologists have long recognized that tHEre is cons1derable
cross-cultural variation in the degree. of. togetherness within f
marriage and that Western marriage is characterized by' 4 high
level of intimacy and sharing (Stephens, 1963) . It also has been:
noted that some‘ethnic and religious groupskwithin the American

~
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society, such as the Puerto Rioans, Italians, and Mormons, havew

_ high expectations regarding family togetherness (Olson et al.,

1
» ~

1980) However, there are no s1stematic data on how Western

nations differ in the@%‘respects. Such data will offer more

insight in the way cultural values shape the form . and contene of

close relationships,> Also, they.will sensitize us to the

difficulties that can .arise when two indiViduals who come from

°

cultures or»sub-cultures*differing in the value attached to

‘Sutonomy and togetherneSs,'are forming an intimate relationship. -

A second goal of the present study is to explore some of the

factors that can explain cultural differences in emphasis placed

o »

on togetherness'andAautonomy.in close relationships. In theupast
'vdecade there has-been a lot of popular and'scholarly.writing»on
the right of individuals to follow their own needs, feelings and
preferences -- even when- this is at the expense of the Stabllltj
of their relationships Concepts such as personal growth, self

actualization (0! Neill and o! Neill 1973h and the culture of
naréiss1sm (Lasch, 1978) reflect this trend, '

| Whether one evaluates this emphasis on indiuidualism and .’

autonomy negatiwely'or-positively, it seems clear that tﬁ%s theme

is more prominent now in Western Europe and North ‘America than it

' - b

was twenty years ago In line with other theorists (e.g.,.Weeda,

1982; Wiersma, 1983; Buunk,!l98§ﬁﬁ we view this® trend as an
‘ . o . .
outgrowth of the historical process of individualization. This’
. . : ¥ [} - » ’ .
process encourages each individual to express a basigc sense of £

selfhood, to follow individual interests and feélings, and to

{‘@ ", | ~ < '
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free him or herself from the social control that-characterizes
traditional'communities.' This development'ﬁtarted centuries ago
and has been faCilitated by s%fh forces as industrialization,

advanc1ng technology and increas1ng prosperity.‘

a

For marital relationships, the increased 1nd1v1dualizat18%

has led to the freedom bf marital ch01ce (Shorter, 1975) and to

-~

the right to’ form a household limited to the nuclear family, free :

from the control of - parents, grandparents and other relatives.

Nowadays this process of _individualization seems to go even 'f

! )

further, it see?s to imply the right to pursue individual needs

and to be free from control by the spouse or partner, at least in

v -

a number of areas. We expect that affluence will promote much,
autonOZSﬁs behavior because it makes partners less financially
depend nt on each other. ‘Therefore, we hypothesize that the more
. R ? \ .

>

affluent countries place greater value on autonomy than on,

togétherness in intimate relationships. | _ o RN

\3 The last issue in this_study concerns the difference between

1 -

men and women with respect to the value placed on autonomy.
‘Traditionally, a certain degree of autonomy was-considered normal
for the husband while the wife was supposed to to be bound to. the

home and, more ‘than the husband, to sacrifice her freedom for the

—_—

sake of the family. 1Indeed, in one study married men stated that
T . : iy S
they thefmselves had more freedom to do what thé€y liked than their

wives, a perception that was shared by the wives (Buunk, 1980).

ﬁowever, fem1nist 1deology successfully has emphaSized the
A
h.importance of independence and, self development to women. For

‘ E . : v . -
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- example, Cochran and Peplau (1981) ‘redently found that women gave
signifioantly more importance to aufonomy values than did men.,

" We 1nvestlgated whether th1s sex d1fferenc$ is present in our -
sample of seven nations. If not, poss1bly the level of natlonal
economic prosperity can explain the extent “to which women,
compared to men,.emphaslze autonomy. It seems plauslble that :hdﬁ

b .
glven their trad1t1 nal restr1cted role, women ‘have more than men

ko gain from‘the pro¢ess of 1nd1v1duallzatlon. . ‘ - }'
; ° . . .
7 ' ' Method ' _i SR ‘
' Sample , v A L o .

. The data fogr this_study_came from a:large -research prospect -

+ in seven natifns, j.e., Hungary,'Ireland,.Mexieb, the

Netherlands, Sovi»t Union, UnitedJStates‘and Yugoslgzii;’ A total
of 2079 undergraduate students part1c1pated by fllllng a__ o

~

questlonnalre durlng or after class Table 1 1nd1cates that the

‘mean - age *in all natlons is 20 or 21, therefore, in- th1s reSpect =

- Lo . . |

f

2
Table 1 about here

|

the sample% are similar, There are, however, limitations in ‘the

comparabllltj of the samples. First, the fields of study of the
students differ cons1derably across nations, and values in

general vary among students from different fields. Second, there

‘are dlfferences ~among the naf&ons in the extent to which the

student populatlons are representatEve of the total populatlon of
e~ .
joung adults. For. example, 7in the United States relat1vely more’

: ~
» . » . [~ ]

. o
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people go to college than 1n the Netherlands e

- .
Meashres' K L E - I :.,fy

The study was pr1marlly des1gned‘to 1nvestlgate cross-

natlonal dlfferences and 81mllar1t1es 1n the structure of

J,) . v‘n

romantrc Jealousy and- envy (Hupka, Buunk, Falus; Fulgos1 and-/’ =
. e . .

'Swain; l983) However, several questlonnalre 1tems 1n the study “‘

‘refer dlrectly to the value placed on. autonomy 1n 1nt1mate N
relatlonships : For the purpose of th1s paper, these l4 1tems

. ¢ .
are used Part1c1pants rated each 1tem on a seven-pomnt scale . v

'u"' )
)

| rang1ng from strongly agree' to 'st gly dlsagree. | ‘ f.°‘

S Students in Ireland and the Unf\ed States responded/ti\Zh% ;
. &\ \,l

Engllsh language vers1on of the Atems In the other countries, v

s»résearch collaborators translated the ltems 1nto their natlve

a . ’

. languages. To check the translatlon,vthe 1tems 4ere.translated.“

- back 1nto Engllsh by other 1nd1v1duals who kn' - oth languages.‘ 4
4welZ/’ leferences 1n mean1ng that appeared 1n the translatlon Y
resolved among the trahslators -?fﬂi h" ' _;ff . - v

~

wer

ﬂ It may be well to note that the use of .these data has SN

-

‘several llmltatlons y«Flrst because the study was" not pr1marlly :
X

des1gned as»a ‘'study of the issue of autonomy versus togetherness .

’

in relatlonshlps, not all areas 1n which au_onomy and
R

'togetherness are - sa11ent 1ssuesu-- su” ‘as frlends, hobbles, A\

,ﬂbehav1or at home -- were covered adequ tely. Secdnd the 1tems
,‘Were not formulated pr1marlly to measure the dimens10ns:of \\\\
autonomy and togetherness Some refer to feellngs of . - o

. o
togetherness and dependency; others\refer t0'belief§ about

&,

s ;o ;\7\) s e I S o P
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autonomy in relatlonshlps and again other statements perta1n to’

emotlbnal reactions io the partner S autonomous behavlor;f Thlrd
: no %ther data on the subJects' background and att1tudes were‘

systematlcally collected in all natlons._ Therefore, the,”

correlates of‘the value placed on auton\my or togetherness éould

" ¢ *

- o C
- not "' be 1nvestlgated within natlons. Another llmltatlon 1s that -_g(
' -s : ra .
all 1tems were developed*by_an Amerlcan scholar, malnly Qn the
' f
bas1s of face valldlty and 1nformal 1nterv1ews w1th Unxted States~

students It 1s very llkely that An’ d1fferent cultures d1fferent .

BV

aspects of togetherness and autonomj would b% emph354zed 'A’)-l'
. - - Results N

. & o t N
Construction of indices ‘ %

Three dif{erent indices(for togetherness‘verSus?autonomy in
close relatlonshlps were constructed by . summ1ng the rat1ngs of
‘items . that were SLmllar in content For the first. 1ndex, labeled

autonomy versus togetherness bellefs, the rat1ngs of three 1tems

referr4ng to the degree approval or disapproval of sepaﬂate

fr1ends and hobb1es for both partners in a relatlonshlp Wwere

summed (e g. 'A hufband and wife should have the same hobbies so///
that they can Spend their free time together ). The second

1ndex, labeled autonomj emotions was constructed by summing the

-~ ratings of flw@ 1tems whlch all, 1nd1cated a pos1t1ve or negative

QA

emotlonal reactlon to autonomous behav10r of the partner (e.g. 'I" -

do not llke it when my. lover spends too much t1me w1th h1s/her'

oo
°

frlends ). Some 1tems in th1s index refer to autonomy in general

_ and others to autonomy with respect ti'frlendshlp. The 6.items

) A

M .
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from the third index, togetherness emotions, expressed strong

: » :

feelings of dependence on the partner and the need to be with the
’ : RN .

‘partner (e.g.' 'when my partner is at a party having fun and I am

not there, I feel depressed'). The mean ratings on these indices

are given ‘according to gender and nation in Table 2.
. v B o . &
I L
1 P

;.- Table 2 about here

“

v

Aanalyses of variance were computed.on the.dgah ratings of.
the indices with nation and gender -as the indepenaent va_riableé.2
The data arebpresented in the order of the questions4pos§d in‘éhe
infroduc;ion of this paper.

‘Cross-National Differences N

' The first question'in the study concerned the nature and
degfee of cross national differences ‘in the emphasi§ placed on’
éutonomy and togetherngss. The analysis of variané; for the
autonomy versus: togetherness beliefs index indicated a
‘significant nation effect, F (C6, 2000) = 95.18, p <.001.
InSpéciion of the means shows considerable croéé-national
_variation. A relativelyiiow value is plaéed on'autonomy in
relatioﬁships in thé Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, and to some
extenf‘aISO in Hdngary ahd Mexico. 1In these countries, the .
émﬁhasis is more on having the samelfriehds anaihobbies’gs a
coﬁple than in the other three countries. On.the other hand, the

Netherlands clearly stands out as the country that is mostly in

favor of having. separate friendships and leisure activities for a

i

13
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.- couple. The Unitéd’ States and Ireland fall' between the Dutch on
the one hand, and Hungary, Mexico, Sov1et‘Union and Yugoslavia on
the other. |

A significant nation effect was also found for autonomy
emotions,_F (6, 2000) = 32.48, p <. 001. Countriés differed

cons1derablj in the extent to which autonomous behav1or of the

L
partner evokes,negatlve or posrtlve emotions. However, the
Kl .
/

pattern of mean ratings offers a slightly different picture than
the beliefs just described. Again, in the Soviet Union,-Hungary

-

and Yugoslavia autonomy is valued less than in the other nations.
But in the‘Netherlands, where beliefs in\favor of partner
autonomy are stronger than in any other country, such autonomy
appears to evoke a relatively negative emotional reaction.
.>Mexicans show nearly the reversed pattern. Thej endorsed beliefs
- that place value on having the same friends and hobbies as a
couple more.than in the United States, Ireland and the
' Netherlands, but they rated themselves as becoming less upset
when their partner behaves autonomously than\the respondents in
those countries. Nevertheless, the differences among the ratings
of Mexico, the United States and Ireland are minimal. These are
.the‘countries were partner autonomy, comparatively, does not
evoke strong negative feelings.
The pattern for the togetherness emotions index is Sllghtl]
“different. Again, a s1gn1f1cant nation effect was found, F
(6,2000)'s_18.44, p <.00l1. Here the Netherlands and Mexico

A

clearly stand out as the countries that seem to have the least
b {

S 14
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emotional investment in togetherness; .in contrast, the Hungarians

and Russians are clinging to their partners more than the -
. e t

reSpondents in thé other countries. Ireland'hardly differs from
Hungary, while the United States and Yugoslavia have a-somewhat
ittermediate position. l L e, /

Althongh the three indices present slightly oifferent
"pictures of the emphas1s put on togetherness versus autonomy in
the seven nations under investigation, ﬁhere is cons1derable

/\

consf%tency across measures the three indices. Taking into .
- : : .

account’ the mean ratings for all 14 items, ix seems that, in
general, the Eastern European countries -~ especially the Soviet
Union and Hungary, but also Yugoslavia =-- are characterized by a
relative strong emphasis on togetherness, and a rejection of too
much autonomy in relationshipsq in a cognitive as. well as\in an
emotional sense. On the other hand, the‘Westerh countries --
especially the United States, the Netherlands and Ireland -- are
at the other end of the scale, emphasizing autonombieiiefs more
strongly. Further, Mexicans accept'auionomous behavior of their
partner relativeiy easy, but do not agree with beliefs fqvoring
separate'friends and hobbies. In contrast, the Dutch endorse
such beliefs more than any other nation in this sample, but |
autonomous béhavior does, comparatively, evoke negative‘emotional
reactions. The United States, and Yreland are more in an

‘

intermediate.position; beliefs and feelings seem to be more in

line .with each other than in Mexico and the Netherlands. .

2 <
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Correlates of Cross-National differences ~

Ve

We did not expect these differences in the emphasis the
—

students placed on togetherness and autonomy to’ be related to the
political division between democratic and communist countries.
We reasoned.thatvthe extent to which opposition, pluralism and
indiViduality are encouraged'in a country»might'account for this
unexpected finding. In the communist EasternhEuropean countries
there is a stronger emphasis on conformity to social norms than
in western democratic countries. For example, research by'
Bronfenbrenner and his colleagues (Shouval, Venaki,
Bronfenbrenner, Devereux and Kiely. 1975) among adolescents\
showed that in these countries the peer'group is influential in
enforcing the existing values in society while in Western
democratic countries the peer group exerts pressure*in_opposing
such values.‘ This finding suggests at least two differences
between the'behavior of people in both types of nation that are
relevant with respect to our results, First, in democrat‘c
countries people will more likely challenge existinglcultural
norms. such as the norm of togetherness. éecond, people in
communist countries will have~learned more often that following
and expressing their individual needs an? preferences will be
negatively sanctioned; they'will therefore not as easily consider
autonomy in relationships as normal.

To test this explanation, we used a compos1te index of the

level of democracz developed by Vincent (l97ll\0n the basis of a

factor analytical study. Among the variables making up this'

16




-13-

index are:. the extent to which the country has a compet1t1ve _

l )
electoral system, a representat1ve government, freedom of group
oppos1tlon, a police that is pollglcally not s1gn1f1cant a free

4 4

press and an equal power distribution. Rank order correlations

.

were computed between this 1ndex and- each of thé three 1nd1ces.

M -

”There_was a h1gh:and s1gn1f1cant correlatlon-betweenvthe leVel of_
democracy and autonomy versus togetherness bellefs, Rho ; .79,

p <. 05.' The more democratic a country, the more students
endorse beliefs favoring autonomy in close relatlonshlps. The
correlatlon with autonomy emotions was somewhat lower, but
s1gn1f1cant Rho = .62, p = .of.3 However, the correlatlon with

| togetheﬁmess emotlons, while cons1derable and in the expected
’dlrectlon, ‘was not s1gn1f1cant Rho = .50, p = .ll.
‘ Toward a further understandlng of the background of
differences in relatlonshlp values, we tested the hypothesis*_
outllned,before that a high emphas1s on autonomy and a low

. emphasis on togetherness were related to the.affluence of a
.nation:‘ Rank order correlations were computed across nations

~ between each of the*three indices and the Gross National éroduct'
‘(GNP) per capita in 1980 (World Bank, 1982). For the'variable
autonomy versus togetherness beliefs, this correlation is high,
rho = ;65, p= .06.3 Thus, the more affluent the soc1ety, the
more endorsement there is of beliefs that favor autonomy in (
rel tlonshlps. However, for the variables autonomy emotions and

togetherness emotlons, the correlatlons w1th GNP per capita are

not significant and have even a negative sign (rho = =,28, p =

A}
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.27, %ﬁd rho = - l4,,"p."= .39, respectively) In sum, it'appears_
that affluence affects espec1ally the beliefs and, .values
surrounding intimaze relationships, but does not have a s1milar
impact on the - emotional content of relationships The same was
to a certain extent true for the level of democracy. However,
‘the correlat1ons between this last variable and -the both emotions
1nd1ces were both in the expekged directbon, and were both quiteﬁ

7

high o R

DY

Gender Differences = | X e

The final issue in this study concerned. gender differences,
.No overall gender difference in autonomy versus togetherness '
. beliefs was found, F (1, 2000) = 2.88, p = .09_,2 although the'
.difference approached significance. However,‘there was.a »
s1gn1ficant gender x nation interaction effect for this variable,
F(6,2000) = 3.04, p <f.Ol. As is apparent from the mean scores,
men put'more*emphasis on autonomx in relationships in the Soviet
Union and-Yugoslavia, while in all.five~oth%r countries, and
eSpecially'in ﬁungary, women were more in favor of this.
However, the di@ferences between the means are quite small ~
The results for the togetherness emotions index are in line
with these findings. Again, the gender effect approaches -
significance, F (l 2000) = 5 67, p = .02 2 and there is again a
significant gender X nation interaction effect F (6, 2000)
'3.83, P <: 001. 1In most countries, females express more feelings

of ‘dependency and longings for togetherness This is especially

true in the Sov1et Union and Yugoslav1a, but also, to a lesser

\
is . ~



1= N

extent, in Mexico, Hungary and Irelani, "In the United States and. °
the Ndkherlands, this“pattern is reversed:‘ here the males are
the onesvwho show the highest emotional 1nvestment in S !

vtogetherness w1th theirfparéner. It is well to note that these

Yo
countries were among those where women were also more supportive\

-
I3

A‘of beliefs favoring autonomy 'in relationships. This pattern of
sex role reversal‘appears at least in part to he_related%to thé‘

, . ) : —

~ economical-political system. The countries where males value

.
fautonomy less and long for togetherness more than: females are
pluralistic democratic countries, while, in coQtrast the-reverse
pattern is found most clearly in. the communlst countries.‘

The results for the variable autonomy emotions show a
-different picture. There is;a significant gender effect, F (1,
2000) = 18. 93, P L .001, but-no gender X nation interaction

Eeffect' Across all nations, men score higher on this variable.
‘they are ‘more upset than women when their partner behaves
autonomously.’ It should be emphas1zed that this is also true 1n'
countries such as Yugoslavia and the Sov1et Un on, where males on
the average more than females indicate that sep‘rate'friendships
andlhobbies are desirable. Possibly, these findings reflect a Y

~double standard in that males in these countries are in favor of
autonomy only for themselves, but not for‘their wives or
girlfriendg.‘ - | N

Correlates of Gender Differences Across Nations -

To..investigate if the degree and direction of male-female

differences\were related to the economic conditions and tﬂe level

.

19 ,.
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- 9f democracy in a sogiety each country was given a rank nUmbew.
A low rank mMeant thit men ‘were ,much more in favor of autonomy and

hmuch”less offtogetherness than women. A high rank meant that
¢ .. ) : . ' ’ ' d..
these differences were smaller or reversed. The more reversal-of

N the‘sek'difference, the higher the rank. S : rd
: . ‘,’\ N

-

For the togetherness emotions 1ndex, a high correlatrqﬁAwas‘ -
found w1th the Gross Natlonal Product per capita: rho = 72,«

P Sf.OS, ahd ‘with the ‘level of democracy: Trho = 72, P <: 05.
. ' . - - -,
The higher the income level and the level of democracy in a

society, the less women emphasized dependence and togetherness
relative to the men in that‘society. And 1n the wealth1est and

/
‘"most plurallstlc countries such as ihe Unlted States and the

-

Netherlands, the men emphas1ze togetherness more than women. -{ B
However, the correlatlons between Gross Natlonal Product per

capita and the two other variables d1d not atta1n s1gn1f1cance.

Both variables also did not correlate with the level of_’

democracy.. o ‘ _ ' o i
Discussion @ |
’ | . v . . . - ) S {\ . ) k*
Our data clearly show that nations differ in the emphasis
T X : } TN :
their university students put on autonomy and togetherness in
intimate relationships. In countries such as Hungary,.Yugoslavia

. and the éoviet Union togetherness is emphasized; in contrast, in -
s . ‘

countries, such asﬁﬁhe Netherlands and the United States;*

.

comparatively high»valuebis placed on autonomy. It is important
to recognize such cultural differences in bu1ld1ng and applylng

theor1es about marr1age and the éamlly. Wlthout acknowledgement

t

20
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of such.differences\a.modern‘Dutch‘family therapist could, for

example, while consulti g a couple with a Hungarian background,

'eas1ly/assume that 'too) much togethe{ness' is the\hhsic causefof

L . ~
their problems, hile their degree of togetherness merely
reflects thefr;c ltural norms. Vige versa, a similar -
pm1s1nterpretation could be made by a theorist from, for example,
the Sov1et Union who'would 1gterpret the emphas1s on autonomy 1nV‘
,American couple as a lack of 1nteres%ﬁof'both pantners in each
other. LAlso,_in an ethnic diverse.co ntry as the United States,‘

r

comparable misinterpretations can he easily made when a therapist

.

counsels couples from a different ethnic backgreunds than his'or

Y

her own. ~

) i Nevertheless, it-must be emphasized that'not necessarily all
the differences among nations reflect differences in beliefs. and
values, A se in pOint is our finding that the beliefs-in
autonomygdo not parallel the degree to which autonomy is accepted
emotionally.‘lIndeed, it seems likelytthat countries not onlyﬁ
differ in norms advocating togetherness or separateness,'but also } '
in the extent to which different styles of childbearing create
different needs for closeness and autonomy. From the Vieprint
of attachment theory (Bowlby, 1977; ‘Kitson, 1982), it has been
suggested that factors such as.parental unresponsiveness. to the'
child;s desire for 10ve; care and attachment; and.factors‘such as
discontinuities in:parenting, or threats by . the parent.not to
love the pchild, will create 1ndiv1duals who have problems w1th

’ dependeng

'and autonomy in their adult intimate relationships.

21 .
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. . ‘g . L ) - . - T .
Some may\become anxiously detached and overdependent, having{f' -_;>\'

-

eentrast, others may become compuls1vely autonomous,’ trjlng

. av01d closeness and 1nt1macy. Therefore, 1t appears ‘an 1mportant
task for’ future research to d1st1ngu1sh between d1fferences ;n

_ cultural,normS~and values, and differences that have thelr orlgln
in different conditions of childrearing. F "

N

 Nevertheless, this study suggests that there are links

between the value placed on autonomy on the one hand and the '5

~

affluence level and polltlcal system of a society on the other -

hand Because for the natlons 1n th1s study these two variables
N

are correlated, rho = .65, P = .06, 1t seems that_these nations

can be ordered on a continuum. On the one end, there are the

i

less democratic and less affluent countries With a rsiatively

strong emphasis on togetherness. As far as autonomy is valued, Ry

~

. men do somewhat more so than women.ix

.!'~’~'

\
Soviet Union and Yugoslav1a. Q{ the other end of the scale there

xamples of this are the
are more plurallstlc,lmore affluent countries such as the
Netherlands and .the Unlted States, where more value is placed on
autonomy for both partners. In addition, “the gender d1fference
seéems to reverse here: females emphasize autonomy more than
imales. The latter finding is-in agreement with the results_of
‘the earlier cited study vith°American students by Cochran and

ol

Peplad ?1981);v-There seems indeed some support for our
) . PR ’ . .

suggestion that the process of individualization has a stronger

impact on females than on males.: An additional interesting

_2 B




. -l9-
finding was'that in'all countries, vomen found;autonomy of their
partner~em2tionally less upsetting tham males. It seems that
traditionally wives have learned to accept autonomous behaVior
~ for their hus/ands more than vice versa andjthat men will in
_general ha e morekproblems in: accepting autonomy of their
Epartners than women This 1s likely to create a new’ type of
';problem 'in contemporary male—female reIationships, s1nce modern
women seem to place such a high value on their autonomy.
Although a high affluence level seems to be a precondition

for alhigh emphas1s_on autonomy, one country in our sample is a
.clear.exception to this general }ule. In the Menican sample; the
poorest country in this study, autonomy is, at’ least on the

"emotional level more readily accepted than in any other nation._*

JIn part this discrepancy is accounted for by the degree of
.(;pluralism and democracy thatmis in\Mexico higher than 1n the
Eastern European,countries...In addition, the sample in Me;icoAiS'
probably less representative of the population of young people in
general" than in the other countries, In many poor countries' ¢
only'the relatively %ffluent people can afford.to send their
'children to college. And it s likely that the middle and upper
classes in such countries identify often strongly with the values
of these classes in more affluent countries, and are influenced
. by the cultural developmentﬁ in these countries -However, thesey
explanations ‘do not account for the fact that the support for

beliefs favouring autonomy is relatively minor,'s1milar to the

other less affluent countries.

23
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Nevertheless, the ‘case of Mexico illustrates two points.
. First “it is 1mportant to’ assess background var1ablesC1n futuﬁe
.research to 1nvestlgate the correlates of the qmphas1s ‘placed on

autonomy within natlons Second it is 1mportant to sample

.

natlo (S carefully on theor&cal grounds Given our results, it |

seems espec1ally 1mportant to 1nclude mor nations that have a '
low level of affluence and at the same t1me a’ hlgh level of
democracy, .as well as natlons in which the reverse pattern%can be
found. Doing so, the 1ndependent impacts of both factors-which

Te

are in this~sample correlated, can be better assessed.

~

~ Anotheér issue that geserves att/ption is the relatlonshlp
between the value placed on autonomy and other demograph1c and -
normative features,of the marr1age and famlly pattern
character1st1c for a part1cular soc1ety, such as the d1vorce
rate, the percentage of ga1nfully employed w1ves; the 1nc1dence
of cohabltatlon, ‘the acceptance of &oluntary chlldlessness and
‘the att1tudes towards extramar1tal sex. Ohe\would for example
expect that a h1gh emphasis ‘on autonomy goes together w1th a hlgh
d1vorce rate and a hlgh pqécentage of worklng w1ves. However,
the case of the Soviet Unlon and Hungary, where these latter two
rates are relat1velj high, suggests that th1s is in general not a
valid'hypothesis, Futureéresearch would within and across
nations, have to address this question more fullj.

To conclude, the present study had a number of 1mportant

llm1tatlons due to not fully adequate sampllng of and w1th1n

countries, to the use of a questlonna1re that was not pr1mar11y
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. des1gned to assess the concepts under cons1deratlon and to the

- » u"‘

_,4ack of 1nclus1on of other relevant varlaélfs w1th1n the

-

:questlonnalre. Desplte these llmltatlons, we . thlnk ‘the unlque

data we have gathered from seven district natlons in Norq; §~
o N : Q;I 2

f:Amerlca,lM1d Amerlca,_Eastern Europe and WeStern Europe offer a
"f1rst step towards understandlng ‘cross- natlonal d1fferences 1n
',the 1nd1v1duallaatlon process and in the value placed on.autonomy

and togetherness in close relatlonshlps.

.Notes - : _ - .1/_;

‘1) leon speaks.mostly'about family'cohesion, but-makes'clear

" that his theorlzlng applles as Well to couple cohes1on “ar

'

- 2) Because of the s1ze of the sample, the F ratio is-
.s1gn1f1cant even when thefe are only minor d1fferenqesa We
'~ accept therefore only s1gn1f1cance levels of at least p—.Ol
3) T avold a Type IT error wh1ch is- llkely ‘to occur with SUCh
a small n, for the rho a slgnlflcance level of p = .10 is

Kl

accepted L o 4;5'

e
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! ) ‘ s Table 1

Frequency, Mean Age and Standard Deviation, and Level of

\ Unive¥sity Education of the Respondents ACcording to
| Gender and Nation .
Gender Age
Nation ’ Malék Female M n SD Level and Type of Education
Ireland 120 189 20 4.50 1st year Irish; sociology;
. psychology; 3rd year Irish
Hungary 95 178 21 2.17 1st year psychology; indus-
, trial design; business
United States 128 - 143 20 2.23 1st year introductory psych.
o ' and soc1ology, 2nd year
English ‘ N
Yugoslavia 160 .. 298 20 2.14 All areas of study
Mexico 49 - 151 22 1.98 2nd and ‘3rd year under-
graduate psychology
Soviet Union 83 97 19 1.89 1st and 2nd year under-
E : . , graduate psychology; 2nd
° and 3rd year agr1cu1tura1
_ ' sc1ence
Netheryana? 242 138 21 3.70 All areas of undergraduate .
; . = . study ‘ _
i

<




Table 2

'Mwm&m¢mﬂmHMMSm1Wmm

Togertherness According to Gender and Nation ’
~ Autonomy or Togetherness'  Autonomy Enot on ~ Togetherness Emotion -
Norms | o Average
Nation . Male Femle Total~ Male Femle Total- Male Femle Total= Score
Ireland 00 W 1L L6 W1 B W A% 308
hngary 040 B.68 18.50 1530 W3 0.0 256 M6 ot 546

hitedSttes 160 10 WA RO WS RS DI G BN L8
goslavia 0.9 1000 W8 ML WS 60 L0 TR WB 3
feric JCR RS 101N T X X EVIRE"
Soviet i 10,35 1056 I8 160 WS SO B3 0% L6 T3

fetherlands 6.0 40 LA W66 L8 793 L3 M4 ULES 2.8

' a .
2. High ratings indicate high togetbern%ss and/or low autonony
b, ' The sumned neans for males and fenales * | o </F

A
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