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ABSTRACT
PATTERNS OF RESOURCE EXCHANGE IN MEXICAN AMERICAN
PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION
By

Erlinda Nacino Salcedo

The purposes of this study in intrafamily resource exchange
patternings were: to determine if resource exchange patternings will
differ if instruments used to gather data were general or situation-
specific in nature; to describe the resource exchange patternings of
family subgroups; to determine the degrees of concordance on resource
exchange patternings of specific family subgroups; to determine the
relationship of family developmental stage, family structural complexity,
family socioeconomic status, degree of satisfaction with parent-child
relationship, family life, quality of life, to degree of particularism;
and to determine the relationship of family developmental stage, family
structural complexity, and family socioeconomic status, to degree of
satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality of
life. This study also attempted to test Foa and Foa's (1974) theory of
resource exchange. Resources, namely: 1love, status, services, informa-
tion, goods, and money are considered to be exchanged through inter-
personal communication and are important to human development and

satisfaction with quality of life.
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Data were gathered by the survey method among non-migrant Mexican
American families in Saginaw, a metropolitan area in Michigan. Data
were part of the regional research project NC-128 "Quality of Life
According to Area of Residence." Sixty-six intact Mexican American
families (162 individual respondents), consisting of fathers, mothers,
and at least a child, 12 to 18 years of age, if any, living at home,
were the final respondents for this study. The forced-choice, ranking
technique self-report instruments used to gather data for resource
exchange patternings were of two types: Instrument A, which had items
general in nature; and Instrument B, situation-specific. These were
administered alternately at random to each family. Family respondents
were either fathers and mothers of preteens, or fathers, mothers, and
teens, for those with teenagers.

Fathers, mothers, teenage sons, and teenage daughters generally
were agreed on their intra-resource patternings. However, Group B
families (who used Instrument B) more than Group A (who used Instrument
A), were found to have a greater number of positive and significant
correlations in their intra-resource patternings. Generally, the total
resource patterning of the two groups was as follows: love, status,
information, services, goods, and money. This patterning is supported

by Foa and Foa's theory of resource exchange. Further, family members

generally have from moderate to perfect degrees of concordance on their
resource exchange patternings.
Degree of satisfaction with quality of life among Group A families

was significantly but negatively related to degree of particularism.
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Family developmental stage, family structural complexity, family socio-
economic status, and degree of satisfaction with parent-child relation-
ship and family life, were not significantly related to degree of parti-
cularism. As family developmental stage, family structural complexity,
and family socioeconomic status increased, degree of satisfaction with
family life in both groups increased at significant levels. Family
structural complexity was also positively and significantly related to
degree of satisfaction with parent-child relationship in both groups.
Degree of satisfaction with quality of life for Group A families was
significantly but negatively related to family developmental stage,
family structural complexity, and family socioeconomic status.

Mexican American families indicated preference for love and status
regardless of specific resource exchanged between parents and children.
However, there appeared to be a generally negative relationship between
degree of particularism (preference for love and status) and degree of
satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality of
life. It was speculated that these findings suggest need states for
both the particularistic and universal resources (goods and money).

The conclusions drawn from the results of this study substantiate
the assumption that Mexican American families have intra- and total
resource patternings in parent-child interaction. The hypothesis that
resource exchange patternings would be significantly related to certain
variables included in this study was not generally supported.

The results suggest the need for further research in resource

exchange and its role in human development and quality of life.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The identification of the particular resources which lead to
achieving "quality of life'" has recently been the object of inquiry by
researchers and social planners. This is partly due to the realization
that a high level of living or modernization does not necessarily lead
to happiness and satisfaction with one's quality of life (Foa and Foa,
1974, p. 384). This is an indication that satisfaction with quality of
life goes beyond the possession of material goods. Level of living has
tended to be viewed as contingent on economic factors while satisfaction
with quality of life may be more dependent upon noneconomic resources
(Ackerman, 1977; Strumpel, 1975).

The findings of Andrews and Withey (1974), Bubolz and Eicher (197€),
and Campbell et al. (1976) indicate that satisfaction with the quality
of life is closely linked to feelings about family life. They found
that family life was a highly satisfying part of most people's lives
and a major predictor of overall quality of life. People were also
found to reserve their greatest satisfaction for those areas of living
that are most intimate and personal, e.g., marriage and family (Andrews
and Withey, 1974; Campbell et al. (1976).

Little is known about the use of resources and quality of life of

ethnic groups and minorities. Social planners of minority programs will




therefore need to have information on the needs and concerns of their
target groups. Factors which contribute to quality of life among minor-
ity groups need to be studied (Bubolz and Eicher, 1976; Campbell et al.,
1976).

The present study focuses on Mexican Americans, the United States'
second largest minority group (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1971).

A brief description of the Mexican Americans could provide insight on
their situation, and what may constitute important factors which may
impinge on their quality of life follows.

Mexican Americans place a high value on their children (Moore,
1976) and family (Dworkin, 1965; Gecas, 1973; Johnson and Sikes, 1965).
With regard to this emphasis on familism among Mexican Americans, Moore
(1976) states: '"Mexican Americans are reputed to be clannish ... an
important defense for a poor and unskilled population in a demanding,
indifferent, or hostile environment" (p. 135).

A key to understanding the Mexican American family and the re-
sources which lead to their satisfaction with their quality of life may
lie in a thorough examination of the dynamic relationships that occur
in the Mexican American home situation (Padilla, 1976).

The theoretical tool which appears appropriate in understanding
the Mexican American family is Foa and Foa's (1973) theory of resource
exchange. The theory postulates that resources, namely: love, status,
services, information, goods, and money, are exchanged in interpersonal
communications and are considered to be most important during the forma-
tive years of the children. "Resources," the Foas assert, are "the

components of quality of life" (p. 21). They argue:



A detailed 1list of all the events and conditions which make

life pleasant and worthy would be unmanageably long; on the

other hand the global notion of "quality of life," being so

vague and general, is not amenable to measurement (p. 21)....

An answer to the question of which items contribute to the

quality of life has been provided by the identification of

resource classes and by the discovery of their relationship.

All six classes of resources contribute to the quality of

life, so that when any of them falls below a minimum level,

quality of life is impaired (p. 23).... Indices of the

quality of life constitute an instrument for investigating

the relationship between need states and social pathology

(p. 25).

The Foas (1974) define need "as a state of deficiency in a given
resource; it occurs when the individual possesses an amount below the
lower bound of the optimal range" (p. 130). They propose that "resource
deficiency results in inadequate social performance" (p. 387). This
could also lead to mental disturbances, poor task performance, and
ultimately, to dissatisfaction with quality of 1life. The effects of the
lack of these resources in human development (and consequently to qual-
ity of life) are most felt when individuals and families, such as the
Mexican Americans, find themselves in a cultural setting in which they
are a minority.

There is therefore a need to understand the patterns of resource
exchange between Mexican American parents and children, i.e., intra-
family resource exchange preferences. Resource exchange between parents

and children, the theory suggests, appears to have potential for better

understanding human development and satisfaction with quality of life.



Statement of the Problem

This study explores intrafamily resource exchange in non-migrant
Mexican American families in their parent-child interaction through the
application of the theory of resource exchange postulated by Foa and
Foa (1974). In the process of examining resource exchange preferences,
this study tests the theory of resource exchange in a different context,
i.e., in the Mexican American culture and in parent-child relationship.
Specifically, this study attempts to find answers for the following
questions:

1. Are there significant differences in data yielded by instru-
ments that are general or situation-specific in nature?

2. Are there differences in resource exchange patternings of
family subgroups, i.e., fathers of preteens, mothers of preteens,
fathers of teen sons, mothers of teen sons, fathers of teen daughters,
mothers of teen daughters, teen sons, and teen daughters?

3. To what degree do fathers, mothers, and teenage children, if
any, agree on their resource exchange patternings?

4. What is the relationship of the families' family developmental
stage, family structural complexity, family socioeconomic status, degree
of satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family 1ife, and quality
of 1life to degree of particularism?

5. What is the relationship of family developmental stage, family
structural complexity, and family socioeconomic status, to degree of

satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality
of life?




Objectives of the Study

The following are the objectives of the study:

1. To determine if resource exchange patternings will differ if
the instrument used to gather data is general or situation-specific in
nature.

2. To describe the resource exchange patternings of family sub-
groups, i.e., fathers of preteens, mothers of preteens, fathers of teen
sons, mothers of teen sons, fathers of teen daughters, mothers of teen
daughters, teen sons, and teen daughters.

3. To determine the degrees of concordance on resource exchange
patternings of specific family subgroups.

4. To determine the relationship of family developmental stage,
family structural complexity, family socioeconomic status, degree of
satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality of
life, to degree of particularism.

5. To determine the relationship of family developmental stage,
family structural complexity, and family socioeconomic status, to degree
of satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality

of life.

Significance of the Study

This study will help us better understand what resources Mexican
American families prefer as investments in human resource development.

It will also give insights on how parents and children interact.



Resources preferred by parents and children in parent-child interaction
may also come to be seen as a "human resource index" for determining
satisfaction with "quality of life."

The findings of this study could have important implications for
family support systems (e.g., educational programs for families and
children) which help minority families adapt to and/or change the en-
vironments in which they live. This study could help pinpoint key
variables underlying resource exchange in parent-child interaction, and
therefore contribute to experimental research designs for future
research on relationships between variables.

Another significant outcome of this study could be the development
of a technique for use in testing and exploring resource exchange pref-
erence in social communications. Whereas Foa and Foa (1974) made use of
a paired-comparisons technique in their questionnaires of exchanges of
love and status, as well as social interaction inventory for exchanges
involving the six resourées (love, status, services, information, goods,
and money) among Anglo American college freshmen, the present study will
test the theory of resource exchange in parent-child relationships among
Mexican American families using a forced-choice ranking technique.

The researcher adapted the Foa and Foa (1974) instrument, gearing
it to Mexican American parent-child interaction. Data to be yielded by
this instrument could help validate the theory of resource exchange in
different contexts.

Finally, while interfamily resource exchange has been the subject
of inquiry of some studies (Baerwaldt and Morgan, 1973; Danes, 1978;

Emerson, 1970; Hill et al., 1970; Sussman, 1974), the dynamics of



intrafamily interpersonal resource exchange, specifically, between
parents and children, has yet to be explored. No study has been done

on parent-child interpersonal exchanges using Foa and Foa's (1974)
resource model as a conceptual framework.1 Data on intrafamily resource
exchange could provide valuable information to close some gaps in our
understanding of some dynamics of family social structure and parent-
child social communications. The present study hopes to contribute

toward this goal.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to the six interpersonal resources, namely:
love, status, services, information, goods, and money, as reflected in
parent-child interaction among non-migrant Mexican American families
with children under 18 years of age, in Saginaw, a metropolitan area in
Michigan. Further, the study is limited to the exchanges of ‘''giving."
Exchanges of '"taking" (aggression), restitution, "turning the other
cheek," and "ingratitude," which the Foas (1974, p. 179) identified as
other types of paradigms of interaction, are excluded. Given the random
sampling, the findings and implications may be logically extended, other

relevant variables equal, to other groups of Mexican American families.

lLetter to the researcher from Dr. Edna B. Foa, dated 5 October,
1977 (Appendix H).



Definition of Terms

Resource "is any commodity--material or symbolic which is trans-
mitted through interpersonal behavior" (Foa and Foa, 1974, p. 36).
There are six classes of resources identified by Foa and Foa, namely:
(1) Love is affect expressed through verbal and/or overt behavior;

(2) Status refers to esteem or high regard for someone, expressed

verbally and/or in non-verbal forms; (3) Services are behaviors which
increase a recipient's physical comfort; (4) Information means ideas,
facts, or opinions; (5) Goods refer to material things or commodities
of any sort; and (6) Money refers to the currency for legal exchange.

Resource Exchange refers to behavior (verbal and/or non-verbal)

characterized by giving and receiving of resources in social relation-
ships.

Specific Resource Exchanged (SRE) refers to one of the six classes

of resources assumed to be given by one person to another. In the
questionnaire used in the present study, the SRE appears as a general
hypothetical stem situation.

Resource Alternative (RA) means the six classes of resources which

could be received by the actor (parent or child) in return for an SRE.

Resource Exchange Patterning refers to the rank-order preference

for the different resource alternatives. There are two patterns formu-

lated for the present study: (1) Intra-Resource Patterning (IRP) means

the rank-order of preferred resource alternatives (RAs) in return for a

specific resource exchanged (SRE); and (2) Total Resource Patterning

(TRP) refers to the rank-order of preferred resource alternatives (RAs)



in all specific resources exchanged (SREs).

Family Developmental Stage is based on age of youngest child, age
of oldest child living at home, and length of marriage.

Family Structural Complexity is based on the number of total

children alive, number of children living at home, and type of family
(nuclear or extended).

Individual Socioeconomic Status is based on the respondent's per-

ception of his/her health status, educational attainment, paid employ-
ment, and nature of occupation for each parent.

Family Socioeconomic Status is based on annual income, home

ownership, type of residence, parents' health status, and parents' paid
employment status.

Degree of Particularism refers to the combination of the converted

scores for love and status.

"Family Rank" and "Family Score" are used in this study to mean

the "average rank for the family" for an RA, and the "average score for
the family" for degree of particularism and degree of satisfaction with
parent-child relationship, family life, and quality of life.

Degree of Satisfaction (DOS) is a ranking on a 7-point scale from

extremely dissatisfied (1) to extremely satisfied (7) for three aspects
of life concerns: parent-child relationship, family life, and quality
of 1life.

Degree of Concordance (DOC) on resource exchange patternings,

refers to the "average rank correlation" (rs) of agreement among sub-

groups of families. DOC ranges from very high (.89 to 1.00);
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high (.76 to .88); moderately high (.63 to .75); moderate (.50 to .62);

low (.25 to .49); to very low (less than .25).



CHAPTER 11

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This section is organized in the following topical order: a brief
discussion of exchange in social life; Foa and Foa interpersonal
resource theory; advantages and disadvantages of the Foa and Foa resource
model; rationale for the use of the Foa and Foa resource model on the
Mexican American family; relationship between the resource model and

investment in human resources; hypotheses; assumptions; and model of

relationships studied.

Exchange in Social Life

Homans (1958) conceptualized social behavior as a form of exchange.
He asserted that exchange underlies all of human behavior, that 'social
behavior is an exchange of goods, material goods but also non-material
ones, such as symbols of approval or prestige' (p. 606).

Following Homans, Blau (1964) made a significant contribution on
the nature of exchange and its relation to social life. He also viewed
exchange "as a social process of central significance in social life"

(p. 4). Individuals are assumed to possess basic needs, motives, inter-
ests, and goals, which can be fulfilled through social interaction. An
individual who gives services to another obligates the latter to give

in return. Blau emphasized that the concern here is not so much for the

11



12

intrinsic benefits as it is for extrinsic benefits, although exchange
is never independent of the relationship between the exchange partners.

Blau (1964) further differentiated social exchange from strictly
economic exchange. While economic exchange is contractual in nature,
"only social exchange tends to engender feelings of personal obligation,
gratitude, and trust, purely economic exchange as such does not" (p.94).

Boulding's (1972) theory of the grants economy, or the economy of
one-way transfers as distinct from pure exchange brought greater focus
on the many ramifications of social exchange since the work of Homans
(1958). An exchange, according to Boulding, occurs when A gives some-
thing to B and B gives something to A in return. On the other hand, a
transfer occurs when A gives something exchangeable to B and B gives
nothing exchangeable to A at least at that point in time. Exchange
usually involves two-party relationships while the grant system may be
multi-party.

Reciprocity, according to Boulding (1973), involves two-way trans-
fers and may be separated by time, commodities or exchangeables.
Exchange is conditional while reciprocity is formally unconditional,
although "exchange almost always developed originally out of reciprocity,
and may be regarded historically as the formalization of reciprocity"
(p. 26). He also identified intertemporal grants which are present
sacrifices for a distant posterity, and serial reciprocity between
generations. Both intertemporal grants and serial reciprocity may
extend over long periods of time.

Two types of motivations, Boulding (1973) asserts, underlie grants:

first, as a result of integrative relationships and the integrative
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system ("love'"); second, as a result of threat and the threat system
("fear"). Feelings of goodwill, trust, and affection are fostered by
acts of benevolence. The integrative role of grants is stated by
Boulding (1973):

One of the most important aspects of the grants economy is

the role it plays in the building up of integrative struc-

tures and communities--that is, groups of people who have

some feelings of identification and benevolence toward each

other (p. 27).... The very existence of the society,

therefore, implies the existence of a redistributive grants

economy, with grants going from productive adults to unpro-

ductive children (p. 40).

Bivens (1976), who adapted Boulding's (1973) grants economy con-
ceptual framework and proposed it as a possible transdisciplinary
approach for the study of the American family, views the familial func-
tion of culture transmission of attitudes and value formation as
embodied in the grants system.

Nye (1978) examined some sociological theories that can be used to
explain and predict social organization and human behavior. Further, he
proposed a single general theory--choice and exchange. While both con-
cepts are frequently intertwined, Nye views choice in terms of costs
and rewards, while exchange ''may enter as an anticipated reward or cost"
(p. 220). He argues for a theory of choice and exchange as '"the key to
addressing the theoretical issues of social behavior and social struc-
ture" (p. 231).

Perhaps the most comprehensive treatise on exchange (and one which
appears to embody Nye's theory of choice and exchange) is that of Foa

and Foa's (1974) theory of resource exchange as explicated in their book

Societal Structures of the Mind (1974). Although the Foas recognize the
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role of resource exchange in power and decision making and its integra-
tive functions, the Foas' stance on resource exchange is basically
developmental (social and cognitive). The Foa and Foa theory of re-
source exchange was used as the conceptual framework for the present

study and will be presented in the next section.

Foa and Foa Interpersonal Resource Theory

The Foa and Foa (1974) resource theory is:

A description of the psychological mechanisms required for
these (interpersonal) exchanges, specifies their course of
development, their parts and dimensions and the functiomns

they play in interpersonal encounters. It relates individual
structure to the structure of society and provides a basis
for classifying differences among individuals and cultures.

In examining shared and dissimilar properties of economic and
non-economic resources, it establishes a link between economics
and other social sciences. Within this theory seemingly dis-
parate notions, such as cognitive dissonance, interpersonal
communication, social roles, cross cultural training, leader-
ship, need, power, alienation and psychotherapy are integrated
into a coherent whole (p. 4).

The theory is based on the proposition that "interpersonal be-
havior is a channel for resource transmission" (p. 36). The Foas main-
tain that a person will tend to enter into exchange behavior for
resources which will reduce personal need for a particular resource.
They contend that all the messages that are exchanged through the giving
and taking behaviors via social communications can be classified into
six broad resources: 1love, status, services, information, goods, and
money. These resources are considered necessary for maintaining the
quality of life; a deficiency in one will therefore diminish one's

quality of life (p. 386).
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Understanding the cognitive development of these resources in
interpersonal relationships is basic to the understanding of resource
exchange. Foa and Foa (1974) state:

The resources received by an infant at the beginning of his

life constitute an undifferentiated bundle of love and

services: the flowing milk, the warmth and softness of the

mother's body and her care for him are all presented simul-

taneously. The differentiation between love and services

becomes possible after the child has acquired some psycho-

motoric skills sufficient for serving himself, like feeding

himself, washing hands, etc. At this time mother can give

him love without services, by requesting him to serve him-

self and at the same time encouraging him to do so (p. 36).

Figure 1 illustrates the differentiation of resource classes.

The initial stage consists of an undifferentiated reservoir of resources
on the part of the mother or mother surrogate. The Foas contend that
this undifferentiated bundle of resources partly explains the profound
attachment infants have to their mothers. As the child grows older,
these undifferentiated resources give rise to the first stage when serv-
ices and love become differentiated. As development continues, the
child will need other resources. In the second stage, goods spring from
services, while love gives rise to status. In the final stage, six
resource classes are identified when money arises from goods, while
information springs from status. Newly differentiated resource classes
are shown by double frames. Only services and love do not change with
time. Differentiation of the six resource classes also takes place with
differentiation between giving and taking, between the self and others,

between actual and ideal behavior, one's view versus the universal view,

and acceptance versus rejection (pp. 32-45).



Initial stage

First stage

Second stage
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care

Warmth, soft-
ness, food,

AN

Final stage

Services Love
Goods Services Love Status
Money Goods Services Love Status Inform-
LLation

Figure 1.

(Foa and Foa, 1974, p. 38).

The Differentiation of Resource Classes

Resources are characterized in terms of particularism and con-

creteness (pp. 80-83).

Particularism is defined as the degree to which

the value or meaning of a given resource is influenced by the relation-

ship of particular persons involved in the transaction.

Hence, love is

considered to be the most particularistic resource; money, the least.

Concreteness ranges from concrete to symbolic and suggests the type of

expression characteristic of the various resources.

Services and goods

are the most concrete resources; status and information are the most

symbolic; and love and money, intermediate.

Figure 2 shows the classes of resources and how each is located on

a particularism-concreteness continua.

Resources which are closer
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together in the cognitive structure will tend to be perceived as more
similar than remote ones. Resources can therefore be substituted for
others depending on their proximity to each other in the development
sequence, and the degree of permeability between their boundaries.
Particularistic resources tend to be exchanged with the same resources,

while non-particularistic resources, with different ones (p. 265).

More
Love
o
Status ¢ ® Services
Particu-
larism
Inform-
ation @ ® Goods
o
Money
Less
Less Concreteness More

Figure 2. The Cognitive Structure of Resource Classes
(Foa and Foa, 1974, p. 82).

Foa and Foa (1974) identified five paradigms of interaction,
namely: giving (A gives to B; B gives to A); taking (A takes from B;
B takes from A); restitution (A takes from B; A gives to B); "turning
the other cheek" (A takes from B; B gives to A); and "ingratitude"

(A gives to B; B takes from A) (p. 179). A resource therefore can
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either be given and/or taken away. Giving means increasing the amount
of resources available to the object. On the other hand, taking away
refers to decreasing the amount of resources available to the object.
Giving nonparticularistic resources decreases the giver's supply while
giving particularistic ones increases his possession. Taking away
nonparticularistic resources increases the taker's resources while tak-
ing away particularistic resources reduces the taker's supply (p. 164).
Foa and Foa further state''it is the power to give that differentiates
between the child and the adult" (p. 99). They also maintain that both
adults and children can take away resources because taking away does not
require previous possession of specific resources. As stated earlier
(p. 7), this study is concerned with exchange of giving.

Any exchange behavior involves a combination of any of the follow-
ing: an actor (the person who performs the act); an object (or a
recipient of the behavior, who may or may not be the same person as the
actor); a mode of behavior (either giving or taking away); and a re-
source class (which the actor gives to, or takes away from, the object)
(p. 179). The lesser the cognitive distance between the resource given
by the actor and the resource he later receives, the greater the satis-
faction with the exchange (p. 218).

Whether or not a particular exchange will take place depends on
the motivational state of persons involved, the properties of the
resources to be exchanged, and the appropriateness of the environment.
The family is most conducive to exchange of particularistic resources.
Theoretically, love and status are the critical resources in intrafamily

resource exchange. Families may find that urbanization impinges on
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intrafamily exchanges of particularistic resources. This may increas-
ingly move them towards exchanges of resources that are nonparticular-
istic. This could also move them to expect nonparticularistic resources
in exchange for particularistic ones as they interact with the larger
environment.

The environmental properties of resources have important implica-
tions for the Mexican American family. The combined effect of the time
involved in the processing of resource inputs, delay of rewards, and
optimum group size limit the exchanges of some resources from urban
society (Foa and Foa, 1974, p. 170). Specifically "an environment in
which there is strong competition among inputs, encounters are brief
and non-repetitive, and where every person engages in numerous contacts,
constitutes an obstacle to the exchange of particularistic resources,
while facilitating non-particularistic transactions" (p. 170). Foa and
Foa contend that when these conditions operate simultaneously, their
effects will be cumulative.

Advantages and Disadvantages of the Foa and
Foa Resource Model

The present study made use of the Foa and Foa interpersonal
resource model as a conceptual framework for the analysis of parent-
child interaction in the Mexican American family.

One of the advantages of the resource model is that it considers
both economic and noneconomic resources as being indispensable in deter-
mining the quality of 1ife. It ties needs to resources, and looks at

the interactions between the material and the human systems.
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The resource model also has the advantage of treating the family
both as an economic and as a noneconomic unit, and allocates family and
community resources toward the development of members. The family is
viewed as a source as well as a mediator of both human and nonhuman
resources. The theory does not recognize time and space as resource
classes in the same way it considers love, status, services, information,
goods, and money per se, but rather as factors influencing resource
exchange. Hence, the model is flexible. The symbolic-concrete contin-
uum characteristic of the resource model also allows for varying degrees
of awareness in interpersonal communication considered important in
child rearing.

On the other hand, the researcher believes that there are some
limitations connected with the Foa and Foa model. The use of the model
as a tool for understanding parent-child intrafamily resource exchange
requires a careful examination of the application of the resource model.
There are some important points that need to be emphasized particularly
when dealing with minorities. The "static" model (Figure 1) may not
reflect what is going on in the "real world." For example, the time
involved for each resource to differentiate itself is not clarified.
When does it move from one stage to the next? The present model suggests
that stages take place at the same rate and time and with the same dura-
tion for all resources. For some individuals or cultures, the cognitive
development for some resources, i.e., the particularistic, may occur
earlier than for universal resources. Also, there is great emphasis on
the mother, the initial source of undifferentiated love-services

resource (pp. 32-33). The roles of other family members, individuals
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and institutions are not clearly stipulated. These sources of resources
(individuals, formal and nonformal groups) may not be equally preferred
though they may be equally accessible.

In addition, the hierarchy or patterning of resources is not well
recognized. Resources in reality are not equally exchanged through
time. Just like source of resources, they are differentially preferred
even within a culture. Further, cultural differences may not have been
sufficiently allowed for. Every culture has its own set of resources
considered particularly appropriate for child rearing. The lack of
supply in any of these resources may not necessarily mean a deficiency.
Rather, it may reflect differing cultural values of what is desirable.

There is much emphasis by the Foas (1974) on the indispensability
of all six resources and the importance of having them in sufficient
amounts, if not above the "minimum level," for maintaining a satisfying
quality of life (p. 125). '"Quality of life'" is a relative concept, and
so is the importance of classes of resources. Finally, it is important
to emphasize that the economic and noneconomic resources, which could
be the two sides of the resource model, differentiate independently of
each other. That is, it is likely that the different resource classes
do not cognitively differentiate simultaneously at the same rate and
degree. Therefore, individuals and cultures could be fully differenti-
ated in one class of resource, i.e., noneconomic, and be "rudimentary"
in stage in the differentiation of the economic resources, or vice versa.
As such, one culture should not be judged as being inferior to another.
This is not to say, however, that individuals and cultures could not be

differentiated in both types of resources.
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Some of the above issues raised by this researcher were recog-
nized in the conduct of the present study.

Rationale for the Use of the Foa and Foa
Resource Model on the Mexican American

Family

Interpersonal resources are obtained only through social communi-
cations. When communication is impaired, the opportunity to receive the
needed resources is lessened. In the case of the Mexican Americans, a
limited ability to communicate in English (either in symbolic or con-
crete terms) could predispose them to lesser access to universal
resources. The interaction effects of poor socioeconomic conditionms,
shortage of particularistic resources in the larger environment, and
poor communication ability, could lead to deprivation of the economic
resources.

The resource model, therefore, is appropriate for looking at the
Mexican American ethnic group for it views the family as a unit, and as
a set of individual members. It relates the amount of available resour-
ces in one culture, with the resource demands of another culture-
environment. Availability of resources influences the development of
human resources particularly through child rearing.

Relationship Between the Resource Model
and Investment in Human Resources

Investment in human resources is defined as 'all activities that
increase human resources'" (Nickell et al., 1976, p. 184). Interpersonal
communications in child rearing is an important medium for making an

investment in human development.
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The need for resources necessary for human development is seldom
satisfied in isolation. Individuals depend on one another for these
resources and, therefore, seek social situations in which to exchange
them. '"Interpersonal behavior is resource seeking" (Foa and Foa, 1974,
P. 381) and resource building.

Foa and Foa's (1974) description of family-child interaction pro-
vides insights into the role of interpersonal resources in child-
rearing. It also provides a rationale for relating the resources to
human development. They state:

Interpersonal communication contains not only specific

resources but structured information as well: the structure

of the message reflects the cognitive structure of its

sender and may or may not fit the structure of the receiver.

This structural aspect of communication acquires special sig-

nificance when its recipient is an infant. While communica-

tion among adults serves mainly as a channel for provision of
resources, for a child it has the dual purpose of supplying
resources as well as the structural information necessary for
his cognitive growth.... While ... adults utilize mainly

the content of the message, infants process both the struc-

tural and the substantive aspects of it. The content supplies

the resources he needs while the structure provides informa-

tion for his cognitive development (p. 298).

The resource model therefore is best applied to situations where
all six resources can be empirically tested. Since one's ability to
enter into an exchange relationship is rooted, to a large extent, in
childhood socialization, it is appropriate to apply the resource model
in the family setting. '"The family is probably the institution where
the widest range of exchange is found, but ... not every exchange is
permissible or customary'" (Foa and Foa, 1974, p. 151).

The present study considers child rearing, including parent-child

interaction, to be a "mix" of objects, events, activities, and



24

persons-—as children interact with their many environments. All inter-
actions of persons with children, particularly on the household level,
are a combination and a series of "giving" and "receiving'" behaviors.
It also consists of "taking" behaviors; that is, behavior toward chil-
dren, either symbolic or concrete, may increase or decrease investments
in human resources. Every individual participates in both giving and
taking behaviors. The difference lies in the degree to which either the
giving or taking behavior is emphasized. The "emphasis' occurs with
varying degrees of awareness on the part of the actors. Both types of
behaviors, according to the Foas, are critical for cognitive and social
development of children.

Child rearing thus takes place with varying degrees of awareness
of resources exchanged on the part of individuals interacting with
children. This is because homemakers, for instance (who probably spend
more time with young children than anyone else in the family), are
generally present-oriented in their management decisions (Bustrillos,
1963; Hogan, 1965). Homemakers can also be non-rational in their
choices, and this could lead to taking away of resources. Finally, the
varying degrees of awareness are attributed to the fact that child rear-
ing is deeply embedded in the private culture of the home. A proper
study of child rearing, therefore, should recognize this social
phenomena. Leichter (1974) may have referred to this social phenomenon
when she spoke of contextual rigor. She states:

Research on educational encounters within the family, even

when it focuses on those moments of education in which inten-

tionality is readily apparent must also include experiences

on a fleeting, moment-to-moment basis. In fact the insist-

ence upon a framework that embraces multiple levels of awareness
constitutes one important element of contextual rigor (p. 209).
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The Foa and Foa (1974) resource model therefore appears to be an
appropriate tool for understanding parent-child interaction among
Mexican American families for it relates resource classes to human

resource development and, consequently, to quality of life.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses formulated for this study are stated below in the
form of expected findings:

Hypothesis 1. There will be significant differences in resource exchange

patternings with respect to data gathered by instruments that are

general or situation-specific in nature.1

Hypothesis 2. Fathers, mothers, teenage sons, and teenage daughters will

not differ significantly in their resource patternings.

2.1 The intra-resource patternings of fathers, mothers, teen-
age sons, and teenage daughters will be in the following
order: 1love, status, services, goods, information, and
money .

2.2 The total resource patternings of fathers, mothers, teen-
age sons, and teenage daughters will be in the following
order: 1love, status, services, goods, information, and

money.

llf data reveal significant differences between the two instru-

ments, hypotheses 2-5 will be addressed separately to each instrument
used. If findings reveal no significant differences, data obtained from
both instruments will be combined for further analyses.
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Hypothesis 3. Family members of different family developmental stage,
family structural complexity, family socioeconomic status, and
degree of satisfaction with parent-child relationship, family
life, and quality of life, will exhibit similar degrees of con-
cordance on their resource exchange patternings.

3.1 The intra-resource patternings of families will be from
moderate to perfect degrees of concordance for each
specific resource exchanged.

3.2 The total resource patternings of families will be from
moderate to perfect degrees of concordance on all

resources exchanged.

Hypothesis 4. There will be significant relationships between family

developmental stage, family structural complexity, family socio-
economic status, degree of satisfaction with parent-child rela-
tionship, family life, and quality of life, and degree of
particularism.
4.1 The earlier the family developmental stage, the higher
will be the degree of particularism.
4.2 The lower the family structural complexity, the higher
will be the degree of particularism.
4.3 The lower the family socioeconomic status, the higher
will be the degree of particularism.
4.4 The higher the degree of particularism, the higher will
be the degree of satisfaction with parent-child relation-

ship.
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4.5 The higher the degree of particularism, the higher will
be the degree of satisfaction with family life.
4.6 The higher the degree of particularism, the higher will

be the degree of satisfaction with quality of life.

Hypothesis 5. There will be significant relationships between family

developmental stage, family structural complexity, family socio-
economic status, and degree of satisfaction with parent-child
relationship, family life, and quality of life.

5.1 The later the family developmental stage, the higher will
be the degree of satisfaction with parent-child relation-
ship, family life, and quality of life.

5.2 The lower the family structural complexity, the higher
will be the degree of satisfaction with parent-child
relationship, family l1ife, and quality of life.

5.3 The lower the family socioeconomic status, the higher
will be the degree of satisfaction with parent-child

relationship, family life, and quality of life.

Assumptions

The preceding hypotheses were based on the following assumptions:

1. Resources, both economic and noneconomic, are measurable and
quantifiable.

2. The adaptation of the Foa and Foa (1974) instrument used in the
present study is reliable and valid for measuring resource exchange

preference in parent-child interaction.
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3. Mexican American families have intra- and total resource
patternings in their parent-child interaction.

4, Forced-choice ranking technique can reveal resource exchange
preferences.

5. Responses are reflective of family members' actual resource

exchange preferences.

Model of Relationships Studied

The model of the relationships studied is shown in Figure 3 on the

following page.
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Figure 3. Schema Specifying the Hypothesized Interrelationship
Between the Independent Variables and the Dependent
Variables.

aFamily Developmental Stage Variables: age of youngest child in
the family; age of oldest child 1living at home; and length of marriage.

bFamily Structural Complexity Variables: number of total children
alive; number of children living at home; and type of family.

cFamily Socioeconomic Status Variables: annual income; home
ownership; type of residence; parents' health status; and parents' paid
employment status.

dDegree of Concordance Variables: 1love; status; information;
services; goods; and money.

eDegree of Particularism Variables: 1love and status.

fDegree of Satisfaction Variables: parent-child relationship;
family l1life; and quality of life.




CHAPTER III

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first two are

interfamily resource exchange and intrafamily resource exchange which

deal with economic and noneconomic exchanges involving the family unit.

The third section describes the Mexican American family.

Interfamily Resource Exchange

Of the many environments of which family members are a part and
with which they interact the family environment is considered to be the
most critical to human development. Friends and kin network as family
support systems play important roles in family life and, consequently,
in the development of children and quality of life. The frequency and
degree of interaction between the family and other social systems speak
of the family's openness (or closedness) to the environment. They also
reflect the amount of material flows and information exchanges taking
place between families. This interaction with others serves as the
vehicle for interfamily resource exchange.

Sussman's (1974) study of patterns of interaction among the middle
and working class households in Cleveland revealed that parental help

was usually given to families with young children. He found that nearly
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all (93.3%) families interacted with related kin for "any form of help,"
nearly half (46.8%) received and gave baby sitting services. The middle
class, more than the working class, gave "more" in terms of money,
services, information, and goods, compared to what they received.

Emerson (1970) analyzed national survey data of 2,997 families
interviewed by the Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan
in 1970. She studied the relationship of family economic help patterns
to specific family characteristics. Findings showed that young families
were more dependent on parents and other relatives for help than on
other sources. Middle age families depended mostly on parents, grown
children and other relatives, while older families depended on grown
children and other relatives. Families with preteens (under 13) re-
ceived help from more sources, and relied heavily on parents. The
majority of help given by young families went to parents. Families
with children 18 and older received from fewer but evenly distributed
sources, and gave more help to grown children.

Emerson further found no significant differences between low and
high socioeconomic participants according to type, source, and to whom
help is given. When grouped according to type of help received or given,
participants of varying age groups, marital status, or with or without
children under 18, did not significantly differ. However, when grouped
according to source of help and to whom help is given, participants
significantly differed (.05) with age group, marital status, and pres-
ence or absence of children under 18,

Hill (1970), who studied 360 three-generation nuclear families in

Minneapolis and St. Paul, found that the three generations are linked
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together in a symbiotic network of multiple services and transfers of
mutual aid. The grandparent generation was the most active in giving
help and the married child generation the most frequent recipient of
help. In terms of help items of all kinds, the grandparent generation
both gave the most and received the least of the three generations.

The married child generation gave more than it received--especially to
grandparents, in three areas: emotional gratification, household
management, and hLelp in illness--but received more than it gave in child
care (78%) and economic assistance (497%) in which the parent generation
gave heavily.

Danes' (1978) study of 106 non-migrant Mexican Americans in
Michigan (and of which the subsample of the present study was a part),
found that a greater frequency of non-market transfers was made by the
family for others than transfers received by the family. Non-economic
transfers that were most frequently made were care of family members and
transportation; the least, housework.

Baerwaldt and Morgan's (1973) research on trends in interfamily
transfers found that two-thirds of heads of families in 1960 objected to
having their relatives live with them, yet two-thirds also felt that
relatives should be responsible for the aged in need. Ten years later,
in 1971, when asked "Would you feel you had to help your parents or
other relatives (more) if you had more money?" fewer than 40% of heads
of families answered '"Yes.'" Baerwaldt and Morgan also found that more
help was received by young families and those headed by someone with an
aged head than by families with a middle-aged head. They hypothesized

that households headed by middle-aged individuals were more likely to
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give help to relatives compared to their counterparts. Almost two-
thirds of the family heads at low-income levels reported helping friends
or relatives in the preceding year. About 60% of the young heads
reported having helped relatives, while only 207% of oldest heads of
families did so. They further found that in 1960, 177 of families were
reported to have housed their relatives, while in 1970, 20 percent.

The authors speculate that need is the main factor which prompts depend-
ents (other than children) to seek help from relatives.

Baerwaldt and Morgan (1973) further suggest that the pattern of
resource exchange, specifically of '"time and money between families is
a small and probably irregular form of transfer income'" (p. 208) in the
American society. They assert that the current interfamily transfer is
important. However, they also contend that the public and private non-
family systems do the most in alleviating inequalities in the distribu-
tion of income as evidenced by a large increase in govermment transfers
owing to the various types of social insurance.

As a social organization the nuclear family cannot exist alone.
Interaction with others, at least with relatives and friends in order to
obtain the needed resources, is inevitable. Increased available help
from others, specifically the private and govermment sectors, however,
could seriously undermine not only interfamily resource exchange but
also intrafamily resource exchange. '"Changes in family composition," as
Baerwaldt and Morgan (1973) have pointed out, "can have substantial
effects on the well-being of individuals in the family, and on the ...

distribution of family income and family well-being" (p. 218).
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Intrafamily Resource Exchange

There is a dearth of literature on intrafamily resource exchange.
It is for this reason that materials relevant to the topic though not
directly related to intrafamily resource exchange are reviewed here.

Morgan et al. (1962) have assigned monetary values to family
activities that they believed could be monetized. They estimated that
intrafamily transfers in the United States in 1970 alone amounted to
313.3 billion dollars, an amount more than three times that of all
transfers combined. The very high monetary cost of all intrafamily
transfers taking place in the family unit led Morgan et al. to conclude
that '"the family is by far the largest component of the grants economy"
(p. 20).

Sharing the view of Morgan et al., Boulding (1972) asserts that
"the households are by far the most important agent in the 'grants
economy'" (p. 110). While Morgan et al. speak in terms of economic
transfers, Boulding addresses himself to both economic and noneconomic
transfers. He focused attention to the integrative role of intrafamily
resource exchange. Fe states:

It is perhaps the grants economy rather than the household

as such that is the real Achilles' heel of our society,

mainly because it does not have good feedback (p. 119).

The differences observed by Baerwaldt and Morgan (1973) between
the relatively little interfamily resource exchange (see p. 33), and the
large amount of intrafamily resource exchange, led them to speculate
that changes in the family composition can have "a substantial impact on

intrafamily transfers, and on the distribution of well-being" (p. 218).
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The amount and quality of intrafamily resource transfers particularly
with young children can influence family investment in human resource.

Creating human resources is one of the most important family
functions and the most valuable of all capital is that invested in man
(Marshall, 1959, p. 469). It is recognized that of all influences of
the home on the development of children, the investment by parents in
child rearing is perhaps the most important (Hurlock, 1974). The criti-
cal role of the home training and environment, particularly in the
development of 'invisible human resources,' is summed up by Paolucci
(1977):

It is in the home that the template for humanness is forged

as individuals learn to love, trust, care for physical needs,

develop skills of communication and decision making, and test

out a set of attributes and values (p. 1).... The family

organizes and uses a complex of resources--a mix of materials,

"things," time, talents, skills and space--to achieve its

particularistic set of goals (p. 2).

Waring's (1952) classic bulletin, published in the early 1950s,
identified four key principles of child guidance, namely: affection
that gives security; respect that encourages self-respect; help that
stimulates abilities; and approval that fosters values. These princi-
ples, which can be expressed in terms of Foa and Foa's resource classes
(i.e., affection for love, respect and approval for status, and help can
be in the areas of services, information, goods and money) are relevant
today.

The resources exchanged between parents and children are evidenced
by studies made on intrafamily interactions. From their review of stud-

ies, Foa and Foa declared that mothers use a high frequency of love ex-

change with boys and status exchange with girls. The reverse is true of
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fathers. Instrumentality, the Foas (1974) contend, is more prominent
within "same-sex" relationships, whereas love is used more in "opposite-
sex" relations (p. 97).

Boulding's (1977) study of 10 white middle-class families over a
seven-day period revealed a larger than expected amount of creative
activity and nurturant interaction taking place within the household.
However, mothers, and much less fathers, were rarely involved in chil-
dren's school-related activities. She declares:

The traditional 'helping children with homework' role seems

to be absent.... Since much is made of the educational role

of parents in modern American families, this school-related

arena should be reexamined (p. 22).

The preference for the specific resources exchanged differs in
quality and quantity depending on individual needs and environmental
setting. The Foas maintain that the more particularistic-abstract
resources are best exchanged in the family; the less particularistic,
e.g., goods and money, are best exchanged in more differentiated set-
tings as in highly industrialized societies. Although this may be true,
preferences for resources are not the same for all individuals and
families and cultures at all times and in all places (see pages 20-22).
Cultures will differ, for instance, in their concept of "the good child,"
the concept being dependent on time and place and who is saying it.
Child rearing, therefore, and consequently child "quality," is culture,
resource, and process-bound. The specificity of culture, resources, and
processes in child rearing is succinctly stated by Paolucci (1963):

Home management today deals with husbanding resources so that

the more intangible as well as the tangible goals of the

family are reached. Recognition that child rearing practices
result in different personality types and that the possibilities
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for growth are enhanced if one acquires skills, knowledge

and attitudes valued by a particular culture, obligates adults

to so arrange the home environment for children so that it

offers the best chances for optimum growth (pp. 5-6).

Families who are undergoing the process of acculturation like the
Mexican Americans present a worthwhile and meaningful subject for the
study of resource exchange in parent-child interaction. The resource
exchange theory can be a useful tool for relating intrafamily resource
exchange and environmental demands impinging on the Mexican American
family.

The next section briefly characterizes the Mexican American

family.

Mexican American Family

Mexican Americans, the United States' second largest minority
group, have the highest fertility rate in the country (U. S. Bureau of
the Census, 1971). The United States Census of November 1969 showed
that the average number of children ever born per 1,000 Mexican-origin
women aged 35-44 was 4.4, about 47% higher than for the number of all
women of this age, and 41% and 21% higher, respectively, than for all
White and Black women (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1971). Fertility
rate was also greater than that of any of the national origin groups.
The higher fertility characteristic of Mexican American women is true of
all age groups.

Mexican Americans value their children (Moore, 1976). Grebler
(1970) contends that the "bearing and rearing of children continue to

be seen as perhaps the most important function of a woman, symbolizing
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her maturity" (p. 366). Grebler added that other cultural values of

the Mexican Americans include: familism, i.e., the family unit con-
sidered much more important than the individual; internal qualities
rather than external symbols; and personal, spiritual, and ethical qual-
ities. As a person-oriented rather than goal-oriented society, Mexican
Americans, according to Grebler, place great emphasis on interpersonal
relationships. Coupled with present-time orientation, Mexican Americans
view material goods not as an end in themselves but only as means to an
end. The norm of non-materialistic achievement, Grebler stressed, is
primary, and the norms of cooperation of effort and the sharing of
resources toward mutual achievement are important to the understanding
of the Mexican American family.

The traditional Mexican American family is characterized by domin-
ance and authority by sex and age. Males are dominant over females in
all age groups. Knowlton's (1973) description of the roles of fathers
and mothers among Spanish Americans, who share the same historical and
cultural background as the Mexican Americans may provide insights on
possible resource exchange in the traditional Mexican American family:

Fathers are expected to be somewhat aloof and formal to their

children. The mothers on the other hand, knew the hopes, the

desires, and the daily behavior of their children. In many

Spanish American families, the mother and children are united

in a tacit conspiracy to conceal from the father who was not

expected to be overly inquisitive about doings within the home.

All members of the family are expected to work closely to-

gether.... Family discipline based upon scolding and shaming

rather than physical punishment was in the hands of the
mother.... Each child was taught to be obedient, courteous,

and respectful to all adults in the village.... Relationships

between family members were close and based on reciprocal
courtesy and respect to all adults in the village (p. 30).
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Heller's (1966) observation and comment in the mid 1960's give
some insights on what may still be happening in today's Mexican American
homes. She states:

Parents, as a whole, neither impose standards of excellence

for tasks performed by their children nor do they communicate

to them that they expect evidence of high achievement....

The home also fails to provide the kind of independence train-

ing that ... is highly functional for achievement.... It is

not surprising, therefore, that these children seldom show

initiative or freely express their own ideas (pp. 37-39).

The Mexican American child is rarely left alone. During the
course of development, the child is often surrounded by adults. Aside
from members of the immediate family, the child can count on the support
of godparents (padrinos). These are surrogate parents, whom the child
must treat with honor and respect, and who shower the child with gifts
and affection producing the bond of love. Mutual financial assistance,
exchange of work and other skills, advice and support in solving per-
sonal problems are ideally available with extended kin group members.

The contemporary Mexican American family is different from its
counterparts years back. A number of studies attest to the fact that
the nuclear family is now the predominant type, with husband and wife
and unmarried children living together (Choldin and Trout, 1969;

Hawkes et al., 1973; Miller, 1975). The extended family type, along
with the compadrazgo system (relations between parents and godparents
of a child), has gradually become unpopular in the large metropolitan
areas. There is now an increased tendency to rechannel the compadrazgo
system towards strengthening the extended family structure rather than

in creating cooperative relationships with other neighborhood families

(Knowlton, 1973).
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Although the influence of a kinship network has somewhat waned,
Mexican Americans still maintain ties with their relatives. Choldin
and Trout's (1969) study of Mexican Americans in Michigan showed that
settlers maintain kinship ties in Texas by making visits and sending
dollars back to relatives. Friends and relatives were cited as reasons
for migration, and as people who helped the migrant families find jobs
and housing.

Haney's (1972) analysis of the literature on Mexican Americans in
rural Mexico, the Southwest, and the Midwest, revealed that greatest
changes in familial authority were in the rural area and the Southwest,
where there is greatest change in the environment. Haney contends that
the finding of a greater tendency towards egalitarian relatiomship
between husband and wife could be an adaptive response to both the
processes of urbanization and assimilation into the dominant Anglo
American culture.

In comparing the Mexican American and Anglo American family sys-
tems in northern Mexico, Knowlton (1973) noted the following among the
former: greater masculine dominance at all ages; a wife who is just
emerging uncertainly from her home; a more rigid control over the behav-
ior of children and teenagers; a more unified and formal ordering of
relationships between husband and wife and children; and a greater
tendency toward an extended family.

Haney further suggests that the trend toward egalitarianism
between husband and wife could strengthen conjugal ties and familial
roles in age and sex. This may apply to interpersonal relationships

between all members of the Mexican American nuclear family. Moore (1976)
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also contends that urbanization and migration have influenced the inter-
action between husband and wife such that it has become more signifi-
cant as interactions with relatives of their own sex become less signifi-
cant.

In his review of variations in Mexican American family life,
Miller (1975) states role changes have also been dramatic, the most
significant change being between father and children. Miller further
asserts that ''the Mexican American family" does not exist. Factors
found to be related to the variations include: generation removed from
immigration, age, occupational status, educational attainment, employ-
ment status of wife, community of residence, specific place of residence
within the community, region, and specific historical conditions. He
concluded that the greatest variation from the "traditional" model seems
to be found in the midwest cities. Of all the states in the region,
Michigan ranks second to Illinois in terms of population of Mexican
Americans.

Today's Mexican Americans are getting a better education than
their parents' generation (Choldin and Trout, 1969). The children,
being better acculturated and proficient in English, serve as the link
between the home and the outside world (Miller, 1975). The children's
exposure to the larger environment, exerts considerable influence on
their self-concept, their relationships with others and consequently, on
human development.

For the Mexican American, regardless of residence status (Gecas,
1973) and place of birth (Dworkin, 1965), the family is the most

important social institution and reference group. Johnson and Sikes'
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(1965) study of Black, Mexican American and Anglo psychiatric patients
found that the family occupies a much more influential role in the
Mexican American's cognitive structure than is true of Anglos or Blacks.
The Mexican Americans' seeming failure in school is partly rooted in the
fact that they are more field sensitive1 than their Anglo counterparts
who are field independent (Ramirez, 1973). Gecas' (1973) study of the
self-concept of migrant (who followed the crops and are transients to
the area) and settled (who had lived in the area for at least one year)
Mexican American parents of grade school and high school age children
in the state of Washington revealed that relationships between parents
and children are considered more important sources of individual ident-
ity than are bonds between siblings. Samora and Lamanna (1967) are in
agreement with Padilla (1976) when they state that the family is the
best starting point for the study of the social life among Mexican
Americans.

Gecas' study further revealed that migrant Mexican Americans
appear to be more firmly rooted in structural sources of identity (i.e.,
family, religion, work, ethnicity) stemming from their cultural heritage
than are the settled Mexican Americans. He interpreted this difference

to be a reflection of the psychological consequences of acculturation

1Ramirez (1973) used the word '"field sensitive'" cognitive style to
describe the Mexican Americans' greater sensitivity to the social and
physical environment. Field sensitive individuals are considered to be
more influenced by or more sensitive to social cues and to the human
element in the enviromment in general. In contrast, the field independ-
ent individuals are less influenced by the human element in the environ-
ment. i '
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which is probably greater for settled populations of Mexican Americans
than it is for the relatively more isolated migrants. He also disclosed
that the biggest difference in the self-concepts of migrants and settled
Mexican Americans was in their self-evaluations. Migrants had a more
positive and favorable view of themselves than did the settled Mexican
Americans. Gecas suggested that the process of acculturation may be
hard on the self-concept of the settled Mexican American as new expecta-
tions and frames of reference become adopted and at the same time one's
socioeconomic conditions do not appreciably change.

The researcher speculates that due to the internal demands brought
about by the changes in the Mexican American family, and that of the
demands of the larger environment, interactions between parents and
children could be more frequent and intense as a coping behavior.
Families may be forced to adjust and adopt new living patterns in order
to attain and maintain an acceptable level of resource exchange.
Conversely, strong family ties may be weakened as members compete with
the outside world for more economic resources which could undermine
intrafamily resource exchange and functions. What influences do the
changes impinging on the Mexican American family have on parent-child
relationships? Basically, what resource exchanges take place in today's
Mexican American homes as members cope in order to meet conflicting

individual/familial needs and environmental demands?



CHAPTER 1V

METHEODOLOGY

The present study focused on the dynamics of intrafamily inter-
actions, specifically the resource exchange between parents and children,
as well as the relationship between resource exchange patternings and
family developmental stage, family structural complexity, family socio-
economic status, degree of particularism, and degree of satisfaction
with parent-child relationship, family life, and quality of life vari-
ables. Data collected for the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station
Project NC-128, "Quality of Life According to Area of Residence,'" were
used to answer research questions about intrafamily resource exchange.

The Michigan study was part of a regional study which included the
following fourteen states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada,
Ohio, and Texas. Data were collected on totally Mexican American
samples in Arizona, California, Colorado, Michigan, and Texas.

Each of the states in the project used a common (primary) instru-
ment and compiled a unique (secondary) package. The quality of life
questions and the demographic characteristics for this study were taken
from questions in the primary interview schedule. This schedule was
developed by a regional committee with members from the participating

states. The resource exchange instruments were part of the Michigan
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secondary package. The data for this particular study were collected

from families in the metropolitan area of Saginaw, Michigan, from

November, 1977 to February, 1978.

Sample Design and Selection

Regional Research Project Sample

Michigan had 10 standard metropolitan statistical areas which met
the sampling criterion of the NC-128 Project which was that the large
metropolitan areas have a population between 50,000 and 250,000. Of
those 10, four communities had over 1,000 Spanish-speaking families with
children under 18, sufficient to obtain the 100 families needed in the
sample. The four communities were Flint, Grand Rapids, Lansing-East
Lansing, and Saginaw. Saginaw was randomly selected from those four
communities.

The original sample design was to be a systematic random sampling
that assured the probability of proportionate representation of city
blocks where the highest concentration of Mexican Americans was found.
However, after receiving information from the interviewers during the
training session, an alternative sampling procedure was selected in
order to maximize the project's resources. Since the sample families
had to have both parents and at least one child, 18 years of age or
younger, the cost in both time and money would have been too great to do
a systematic random sampling of city blocks. As an alternative, sample
families were selected from a list of Spanish surnames taken from the

Polk City Directory for Saginaw. The Latin American Affairs Department
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of the Catholic Diocese of Saginaw compiled the list of names and
addresses.

Based upon the fact that 43 percent of the Mexican American
families in Saginaw had children under 18 and using 80 percent as a
beginning cooperating figure, at least 135 names were decided as the
number needed to obtain the 100 eligible families. A four percent
sampling ratio was determined by dividing the total number of names
on the 1list by the number that needed to be selected, 135. The selec-
tion began with a random number. Every twenty-fifth name from then on
was selected to obtain the original 101 names that were distributed to
the interviewers.

To be eligible, the household had to have a family with both
parents present, at least one being Mexican American. It also had to
have at least one child, 18 years old or younger, living in the home.
One parent was interviewed in each family. The other parent and the
oldest child between 12 and 18, if there was one, completed a self-
administered questionnaire.

Four similar, additional selections were made from the original
list to obtain sufficient names due to loss from ineligibility, refusals,
sample list errors such as no house or address, moves, vacant dwellings,
not at home after three visits, or interviewer dropout. The second
selection included 99 additional names; third selection, 99; fourth
selection, 100; and the fifth selection, 202 names for a total of 600
selected names. Using this sampling procedure, data were secured from
106 families in Saginaw. A table which accounts for all names collected

from the original list is located in Appendix G.
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The interviewers participated in sampling the potential respond-
ents. They determined whether or not a household was eligible to
participate in the study based on the eligibility criteria set for
families. Interviewers were given eligibility sheets without names for
them to fill out and to state reasons for a household's non-participa-
tion in the survey.

Data gathering was terminated after the 106th household. The
project leader believed that six extra households were sufficient as
possible substitutes for incomplete schedules among the 100 already
collected. All 106, however, were found to have complete data, and

constituted the final sample for the regional study.

Research Subsample

The sample for the present study consists of 66 intact families,
a subsample of the 106 that participated in the regional research pro-
ject. The 66 families selected from the 106 who participated in the
regional research project met the criteria set for the resource exchange
study, namely: a) both father and mother had completed either Instru-
ments A or B; b) if present, a child 12-18 completed the same question-
naire as parents'; and c) complete data were obtained on the resource

exchange questionnaire.1

1Forty of the families from the 106 regional sample were dropped
for the following reasons: 18 families (11 father and mother teams
participated; the rest, only one parent cooperated) used an early version
of the instrument. However, this was found to be unwieldy as a result
of experience during the beginning stages of the data gathering process
(see Development of the Measuring Instruments section). In one family
only a teenager participated by answering the old instrument. Eight
families were asked to omit the old version of the resource exchange in
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Fathers and mothers (and a teenager, 12-18, if there was one in

the family), were the final respondents for this study.

Since two

measuring instruments, A and B, were randomly administered to the 66

families, respondents were grouped as A and B.

Table 1 shows the total

number of respondents from whom final data for this study were analyzed.

Table 1. Total Number of Families

Group A B
Individual Family Members
Fathers 34 32
Mothers 34 32
Teenage sons 7 7
Teenage daughters 9 7
Total 84 78
Individual Families
Father + mother of preteensa 18 18
Father + mother + teen son teams 7 7
Father + mother + teen daughter
teams 9 7
Total 34 32
3preteens did not complete any instrument.
the instrument while a revised version was being prepared. In 13 famil-

ies data were not useful because four father and mother teams used dif-
ferent instruments. Only one spouse in five families participated in
the study. Parents and teens in three families used different instru-

ments. In one family, only a teen daughter cooperated.
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The Development of the Measuring Instruments

The present study used the survey method with interview and self-
report techniques of data gathering. Part I of the interview schedule
dealt with the respondents' socioeconomic and demographic characteris-
tics. This section of the instrument was part of the NC-128 research
project's primary instrument. Part II, the resource exchange instrument
proper, was of two types: first, an adaptation of Foa and Foa's (1974,
pp. 398-405) Social Interaction for Exchanges of Giving, to be referred
to as Instrument A; second, an instrument developed by the researcher
for this study, referred to as Instrument B. Instruments A and B con-
sisted of questions about the six resources considered in this study,
namely: love, status, services, information, goods, and money. The
following paragraphs briefly describe Instrument A, an adaptation of

Foa and Foa's Social Interaction Inventory.

Instrument A

The items in Instrument A were adapted from those designed by Foa
and Foa to record preferences in general hypothetical situations, for
receiving a certain resource in return for the resource given by one
person to another. Each of the six resources (love, status, services,
information, goods, and money) assumed to be given by the actor is
described. For purposes of the present study, the resource given will
be termed as "specific resource exchanged (SRE)." Following each SRE
are six statements, each describing a resource (love, status, services,

information, goods, and money), which can be received in return.
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These resources which can be received in return are termed as ''resource
alternatives (RAs)" in the present study. A copy of Instrument A
appears in Appendix E.

Each RA appeared five times throughout the instrument, but was
described by a different statement. Foa and Foa used the paired-compar-
isons technique for gathering their data. Since there were six resource
classes, each with five RAs, 30 RAs followed each SRE. These were
paired randomli resulting in 15 pairs. The 30 RAs were randomly paired
each time they appeared after each SRE. The respondent was asked to
choose a preference from the paired RAs. This procedure of choosing
one RA in each pair was followed for all 15 pairs. The highest number
of times a resource could be chosen over others was five; the lowest,
one. The resource class with the highest frequency was considered to be
the most preferred in return for an SRE.

Since the present study is concerned with parent-child interaction,
both actor and object of the action in Instrument A were adapted to
parent-child relationship. Hence, the giver or recipient of the act was

either the parent or the child, as the case may be.

Instrument B

Because the researcher wanted to examine parent-child exchanges in
the Mexican American culture, and since it was believed that an instru-
ment developed for Anglo American college students would not adequately
tap exchanges in Mexican American families, the researcher formulated

another instrument patterned after that of the Foas.
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Instrument B was geared specifically to the Mexican American
parent-child situation. The researcher first started out by making a
list of statements, each describing a specific resource class based on
the Foas', which she believed would be descriptive of the Mexican
American parent-child interaction.1 In order to explore more situa-
tions involved in parent-child interactions, 10 statements were listed
for each of the resource classes.

Since child rearing 1is culture, process, and resource bound, a
panel of three Mexican American homemakers was used in pretesting.2
Each was given a checklist of 60 statements, each statement describing
a resource alternative (RA). The panelists were asked to assess each
statement by identifying which resource each best described, for which
age group (either below 6 years, or 6-12 years of age) each statement
was most appropriate, and to evaluate each in the context of the
Mexican American culture's parent-child interaction. Another panel of
three Anglo American women was given a copy of the checklist given to

the Mexican American panel.3 They were also asked to assess each

1The similarities in historical and cultural background between
Mexico and the Philippines, the researcher's home country, helped facili-
tate this initial step in formulating the Mexican American instrument.

2TW0 members of the Mexican American panel were mothers of young
children; one mother was also a professor. The third Mexican American
had no children, was married and a master's degree candidate.

3Two members of the Anglo American panelists were Ph.D. candidates
who were familiar with the Foa and Foa (1974) theory of resource exchange.
One also had young children. The third, also the mother of a preteen
son, worked in the Family Living Program of the Michigan Cooperative
Extension Service.
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statement as to the resource it best described, and the age group for
which the behavior described was most appropriate. Comments and sugges-
tions were encouraged from the panelists.

Data obtained from the panelists were tabulated (Appendix D).
Statements that were considered vague and/or that described more than
one resource, were revised to reflect a specific resource. Comments
and suggestions from the panelists were also used in developing the
subsequent versions of the instruments.

The pretest instrument initially developed was a checklist con-
sisting of the same 60 statements found in the checklist given to the
panelists. This instrument asked for the frequency with which respond-
ents did each activity for their children. It also asked for the fre-
quency with which their children did each of these activities for them
in return. The possible responses were: Always/Almost always,
Frequently, Sometimes, Rarely/Seldom, Never/Almost never. This initial
instrument was pretested among eight Mexican American staff members at
Michigan State University who had at least one child, 18 years or
younger, living at home. Initial contact with the pretest respondents
was made over the telephone. Those who agreed to participate in the
study were mailed a copy of the questionnaire. Out of the eight mailed
questionnaires, only three completed ones were returned.

The second pretest instrument consisting of 60 statements, was
developed and revised based on the findings obtained from the panelists
and the first pretest. This was administered by the researcher to four
mothers who were staff members of the Cristo Rey Community Center in

Lansing, Michigan, who agreed to be interviewed. The respondents were
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encouraged to react and comment on the different statements. Results
were tabulated and are reported in Appendix D.

The third pretest instrument consisted of 42 statements. Of this
number, 39 were obtained from the results of the second pretest, while
three new statements were added based on reactions obtained in the
second pretest. The other remaining 21 statements out of the original
60, were dropped for various reasons such as, similarity of statements
or inappropriateness of the behavior in the context of the Mexican
American culture (Appendix D). The third pretest instrument was also
administered to staff members of Cristo Rey Community Center who did not
participate in the second pretest. Four mothers were also interviewed
by the researcher. Comments and suggestions were also elicited. The
instrument that evolved after the third pretest used the paired-
comparisons format developed by the Foas. This was also pretested with
three Mexican American individual parents at Michigan State University
who had not participated in previous pretests. It was first planned
that this instrument would be used to gather data for the study.
However, it was necessary to make a change.

Three weeks after the start of the fieldwork, interviewers and
respondents felt that the paired-comparisons format of both instruments
on resource exchange was too long, confusing, and repetitious. Inter-
viewers were therefore asked to omit the section on resource exchange
in their interviews while a new version was prepared. Data obtained
from the 29 parents and 12 teens who used the old format were nonethe-
less analyzed and are reported in Appendix D, although not used in the

dissertation. All data reported in the dissertation were obtained from
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the self-report of the respondents who used the final measuring instru-

ments A and B.

The Final Measuring Instruments: A and B

The instruments underwent a major revision in format. A forced-
choice ranking technique was adopted, consisting of the same specific
resources exchanged (SREs) and resource alternatives (RAs) used in the
instruments during the start of the fieldwork. The forced-choice method
had a number of advantages over the paired-comparisons technique. In
addition to obtaining the same answers on resource exchange patternings,
the forced-choice version was much shorter (pretest took between 12-14
minutes, while the paired-comparisons interview version, 30-35 minutes),
was less repetitious and boring, and lent itself to easier data process-
ing.

Although the same SREs and RAs were used, Instrument A, at first,
presented a problem. The final number of RAs in the original Foa instru-
ment was only 30, and 36 such RAs were needed for the final forced-choice
version. In order to obtain the needed additional six RAs, each of the
five RAs describing a resource, was numbered. Since there were six
resources, six groups were formed, each with five RAs. One RA from each
group was selected at random. These comprised the six RAs for the sixth
SRE in Instrument A.

As in Instrument A, 36 RAs were needed in order to revise Instru-
ment B. These six RAs were retrieved from the 21 RAs dropped after the
second pretest. The choice of the six RAs was based on the degree to

which each discriminated between respondents, i.e., those who answered
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always/almost always and never/rarely. These six RAs were used for the
sixth SRE for Instrument B.

Instruments A and B for the teenagers were also revised in the
same manner as that of the adults. The SRE and the different RAs were
presented at random (Table 2). There was no definite pattern in which
they were presented in the questionnaire. All SREs and RAs in the
different instruments followed the same sequence for ease in coding the

data.

Pretest of the Final Instruments: A and B

These forced-choice instruments were pretested by being self-
administ:ered.1 Results of the final pretest on these instruments are
incorporated in Appendix D. After revisions of the instruments based on
comments received from the pretest respondents, the final forced-choice
version on resource exchange was incorporated with the instruments being
used in the regional study. Copies of the final forced-choice instru-

ments appear in Appendix E.

1The final pretest respondents included four Mexican American

mothers of young children, who were staff members of the Latin American
Affairs Department in Saginaw, Michigan. The other four were female
Mexican American interviewers (three had young children; the fourth did
not) for the regional project in Saginaw. Instruments A and B were
alternately administered to each respondent. Four adolescents, equally
chosen between the sexes and who were children of the interviewers,
filled out the questionnaires left with their mothers. The completed
questionnaires were received three days later.
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Table 2. The Final Instrument Items for A and B

Item Sequence
Series of RA in the
Number Questionnaire Resource Alternative (RA)
Love
1 4 A--Your child says he/she is very fond of you.
B--Your son/daughter walks with you in public
and enjoys being with you.
2 4 A--Your child gives you the feeling that you
are very likeable.
B-~Your son/daughter seeks you out when he/she
arrives home.
3 3 A--You are made to feel that your child enjoys
your company.
B--Your son/daughter embraces and hugs you.
4 3 A--You receive affection from your child.

B--He/she spends some time with you to make
you feel loved.

5 5 A--Your child indicates that he wants to be
your friend.

B--Your son/daughter takes care of you when
you are sick.

6 1 A--Your child says that he/she is very fond of
you.
B--He/she makes you feel loved by giving you
something special.

Status
1 5 A--Your child tells you that he/she respects
you.
B--Your son/daughter speaks well of you before
his/her friends.
2 1 A——-Your child praises you.
B--Your son/daughter flatters you to make you
feel good.
3 1 A--Your child tells you he/she has confidence
in your abilities.
B--He/she asks your opinion on something you
know.
4 6 A--Your child expresses his/her esteem for you.
B--He/she cheers you up when your spirits are
low.
5 4 A--Your child gives you prestige.

B—Your son/daughter gives you approval to
show appreciation for you.
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Item Sequence
Series of RA in the
Number Questionnaire

Resource Alternative (RA)

Status (continued)

6 3
Services
3
2 3
3 6
4 2
5 1
6 2
Information
1 6
2 6
3 2
4 4

A—Your child expresses his/her esteer for
you.

B--Your son/daughter makes you feel that he/
she respects what you can do.

A--Your child does something for you.
B--He/she puts away things after using them.

A--Your child runs an errand for you.
B--He/she runs errands for you.

A--Your child repairs something for you.
B—Your son/daughter helps you clean up his/
her mess.

A--Your child makes himself/herself available
to do some work for you.

B--Your son/daughter helps you with work at
home.

A--Your child provides you with some service.
B--Your son/daughter helps you repair some of
his/her things.

A--Your child makes himself/herself available
to do some work for you.

B--Your son/daughter helps you fix yourself,
e.g., straightening your suit.

A--Your child provides you with the opportun-
ity to acquire some new information.

B--Your son/daughter informs you about activi-
ties in the neighborhood.

A--You are given new information.
B--Your son/daughter explains to you things
you need to understand.

A--Your child tells you something that you
didn't know beforehand.

B--Your son/daughter informs you about activi-
ties in school.

A--Your child makes you familiar with new
facts.
B--He/she shows you how to do things correctly.
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Item Sequence
Series of RA in the
Number Questionnaire

Resource Alternative (RA)

Information (continued)

5 2
6 4
Goods
1 2
2 2
3 5
4 5
5 6
6 5
Money
1 1
2 5
3 4
4 1

A--Your child gives you the benefit of his/her
familiarity with a certain subject.

B--Your son/daughter gives you information you
request.

A--Your child gives you the benefit of his/her
familiarity with a certain subject.
B--He/she shares ideas with you.

A--Your child provides you with some desirable
wares.

B--Your son/daughter shares with you his/her
school materials.

A--You receive some object from your child.
B--He/she shares with you some favorite things.

A—Your child gives you a certain product.
B~-Your son/daughter shares with you his/her
things.

A--Your child gives you some merchandise.
B--Your son/daughter gives you gift items on
Christmas.

A--You receive some goods from your child.
B--Your son/daughter gives you gift items on
your birthday.

A--Your child gives you a certain product.
B--He/she buys you a piece of jewelry.

A--A money order is made out to you by your
child.
B--He/she gives you money as gift on Christmas.

A--You receive a check from your child.
B--Your son/daughter gives you money on your
birthday.

A--Your child gives you money.
B--He/she gives you money for personal use.

A--You receive cash from your child.
B--He/she gives you money to use for enter-
tainment, e.g., movies.
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Table 2--continued

Item Sequence
Series of RA in the
Number Questionnaire Resource Alternative (RA)

Money (continued)

5 3 A--You receive payment from your child.
B--Your son/daughter gives you money for your
savings.
6 6 A--You receive a check from your child.

B--Your son/daughter gives you money on
Mother's/Father's Day.




Differences Between Instruments A and B

A basic question that the study needs to answer is: are there
significant differences in data yielded by instruments that are general
or situation-specific in nature? This question tries to find out
whether respondents consistently make a hierarchy in the ranking of the
RAs presented in Instruments A and B for each SRE. The first hypothesis
is:

Hypothesis 1. There will be significant differences in resource

exchange patternings with respect to data gathered

by instruments that are general or situation-
specific in nature.

This hypothesis was formulated for the following reason:
Instrument A has RAs that are general in nature; Instrument B's are
situation-specific. In order to answer this question, 16 Mexican
American respondents in Alma, Gratiot County, Michigan, 12 of whom were
adults (8 were females; 4 males), and four teenagers (3 were males,
the other, a female), were asked to rank the different RAs in the two
instruments., The self-administered instruments were alternately given
to each respondent.1

Responses obtained from the two instruments completed by each
respondent were analyzed using the Kappa (K) statistic (Light, 1973) in

order to determine the degree of agreement between the two

1For example, the first respondent answered Instrument A first,
and then immediately went on to answer Instrument B. The second
respondent had Instrument B as first, followed by Instrument A. This
alternate pattern was used for all respondents. In the end, an equal
number of respondents answering Instruments A or B first was obtained.
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instruments.1 Kappa was used instead of the usual Spearman's rank
correlation for two reasons: first, the respondents were the same
persons who answered the two instruments; and second, Kappa is more
sensitive than the Spearman rank correlation since the former makes
provisions for disagreements, i.e., it tends to penalize the respondent
for making disagreements.

Table 3 reveals an item by item analysis of the degree of agree-
ment between the rankings of the RAs obtained from the two instruments.
The results support the hypothesis of significant differences between
Instruments A and B. Although the intra-resource patternings generally
reveal similarities in the ranking of the different RAs in both instru-
ments, Kappa values show differences that are very highly significant
(.001) for the following: status, services, goods, and money.
Information as an SRE shows patternings that are significantly different
at a high (.01) level. Love reveals the least level of significant
difference at .05 among the six SREs. This implies that in both instru-
ments, RAs for love were ranked more similarly than respondents ranked
the RAs in the other five SREs.

The differences in which the RAs in all SREs were ranked in the
two instruments are shown in Table 4. Although Instrument A's total

resource patternings fit the overall patterning for the two groups very

1Kappa statistic is not part of the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie et al., 1975). The researcher, who was
trained to do the computations by the statistical consultant for the
present study and by one of the Office of Research Consultants (ORC),
did the analyses manually. Computations were checked and levels of
significance of differences between the rankings of RAs were determined
by the ORC consultant.
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Table 4. Total Resource Patternings for Groups A and B

Resource Group

Alternative Grand Overall
(RA) Sum® Rank Sum® Rank Total Rank
Love 173 1 228 2 401 1
Status 213 2 223 1 436 2
Services 314 3 329 4 643 3
Information 383 4 320 3 703 4
Goods 423 5 435 5 858 5
Money 510 6 481 6 991 6

aThe lower the sum, the higher the preference for the resource alterna-
tive; while the higher the sum, the lower the preference.
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well, Instrument B shows a patterning different from that of Instrument
A. The ranking of the first four resources, i.e., love, status, serv-
ices, and information, in the two instruments differed. Respondents
ranked status and information in Instrument B higher than in Instrument
A. On the other hand, love and services were ranked higher in Instru-
ment A than in Instrument B. In both instruments, however, goods and
money were ranked as fifth and sixth, respectively.

Since Instruments A and B were significantly different in all six
RAs, data obtained from each instrument were separately analyzed.
Hence, tests of hypotheses were made separately. Discussion of findings
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