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ABSTRAGT

‘The marital adjustment of bicultural and monocultural couples
was evaluated using two well-researched scales, the Dyadic Adjustment
Scale and the.Kansaerarital Satisfaction Scale. Hypotheses focused on
discerﬁing differences in the marital adjustment of two groups of
couples and oﬁ'delineating differences regarding issues. Place of
residence was also considered as a factor of possible inflﬁence on
marital adjustment. Seventy-six couples, composed of four subgroups,
were surveyed. Couples from the United States and Greece, where
spouses came from the same countries, made up two of the subgroups.
Greek/Amerieah éoﬁples where each spouse came from one or the other
country, living in the United States or Greece, made up the other two
subgroups. Significant differences were not substantiated, however
place of residence did indicate some better adjustment in couples
living‘in'the United States. The need for further study with

ethnic groups was most apparent.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since the beginning of recorded time some form of marriage as
an"institution.has existed in practically every known society (Strean,
1985). The different forms that societal institutions such as marriage
.have taken, have often been the expression of culture specific méssages
developed in response to some basic need fulfillment; in this case, the
regﬁlation of the mating urge (Cerroni-Long, 1984).

Marriage between people of different cultures has also long
been a part of our history. The 0ld Testament ﬁentions it in the Boék
of Ruth and historical records across medieval Europe reveal many
intercultural. royal marriages that sealed a political alliance.

Apart from royalty, marriage across cultural lines has been
less favorably viewed, but is a fact of life (Rohrlich, 1988).

Recently higher incidences of social mobility, both voluntary and
involuntary, fostered by conditions ofrindustrial contemporary life,
have created much greater chances for ﬁixed marriages to occur (Cohen,
1982 ;- Lobodzinska, 1988).

The study of marriage has been in the realm of social science
for over half a céntury, with much of the focus on marital adjust-
ment, quality or satisfaction (Filsinger; 1984; Hansen, 1981; L'Abate
& Goodrich, 1980; Spanier, 1979). Factors frequently cited as associ-

ated with a positive adjustment to marriage are: social homogamy or
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similarity of social background and similar and ttaditionél réligibus
beliefs and values (Filsinger, 1984; Lewis & Spaniei, 1979; Medling &
McCarrey, 1981; Stevens & Schoen, 1988).

Differences in religious beliefs and/or value systems may cre-
ate great misunderstandings between couples, and more importantly, may
not be recognized for some time (Tseng, 1977). Other factbrs found to
be important in overallvmarital adjustment are‘educational level and
socioeconomic status. Consistently it has been shown that the higher
the level of education and of the socioeconomic status, the higher the
probability of good maritél adjustment (L'Abate & Goodrich, 1980; Udry,
1974).

Differences between spouses in the areas of education and
socioeconomic status are related to marital adjustment in as much as
the husband’s status is concerned (Udry, 1974). 1If the husband has a
lower educational or socioceconomic level than the Wifé, marital insta-
bility is often indicated. One of the major contribﬁting factors to
marital adjustment has been found to be the husband’s income, with a
higher steady income being associated with better marital adjustment
(L;Abate & Goodrich, 1980).

In general, it has been found that the gréater the differences
between spouses, the less common the pairing, and the greater the
difficulty they will have adjusting (McGoldrick~& Garcia;Preto, 1984).

McGoldrick and Garcia-Preto (1984)‘present an excellent
overview of soie factors affecting the degree of édjustment in

intercultural couples:
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1. The extent of difference in the values betweeﬁ the cultural
group$ ihvolved; |

2, ‘Differencés in the degree of acculturation of each spouse;

3. Religious éifferences in addition to culturai differences;

4. Raciél differences;

5. The sex of the spouse from each background, sex roles tend to
ihtensify certain cultural characteristics;

6. Socioeconomic differences;

7. Familiarity with each others cultural context prior to
marriage;

8. Degree of resolution of emotional issues, about the intermar-

riage, reached by both families prior to the wedding.

Another excellent overview of the intricacies of ‘intercultural
marriage can be found in Tseng, McDermott, and Maretski’s (1977)

Adjustment in Intercultural Marriage.

Over the years researchers, as well as clinicians, have become
increasingly aware of the usefulness of marital adjustment measures
(Filsinger, 1983; L'Abate & Goodrich, 1980). The need to improve
gnderstanding of the dynamics of marriage and family relationships has
become acute with the increase in divorce rates and Wiﬁh counseling and
therapy more available than ever before (Casas & Ortiz, 1985; Spanier,
1979). The usée of such measures is accompanied by some controversy as
to the validity of marital adjustment as a measurable concept (Hansen,
1981; Spanier & Colé, 1976). Trost (1985) claimed that the term is

unclear and therefore unmeasurable.
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Any judgﬁental‘evaluation of a measure requiresran examination
of the measure’s fit with the concept being measured. Traditionally,
conceptual fit has been determined through examination of the evidence
supporting the measure’s validity and the measure's‘reliability (Saba-
telli, 1988). One noticéable 1imitation in existing marital adjustment
measures is that the populations used in the majority of norming stud-
ies have beeh predominantly White middle-class NorthlAmérican couples
{Casas & Ortiz, 1985} Yelsma & Athappily;71988). ' Research relating
specifically to theAﬁarital adjustmentfdf minority or intercultural
marriages is very limited (Casas & Ortiz, 1985; Markides & Hoppe,

1985).

Purvose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare marital adjustment
.factors in mdnocultural couples and bicultural-couplés.’lt was hoped
that the results of such a study would yield valuable information for
marriage counselors working with bicultural couples. It is believed
that a better understanding of the dynaﬁiégjof marital interaction,
including the adjustment process,'willﬂcontribute to more effective
interventions when working with individual, maritalband family problems
(Spanier & Cole, 1976). very little cross-cultural research has been
done regarding marital adjustmént. This study'atteﬁptéd to increase

understanding of aspects of bicultural marital adjustment.
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Hypotheses
vGeneral hypotheées for the study were:
1i Bicultural couples will differ from monocultufal couples in
marital adjustment as measured by the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(Spanier, 1976) and the Kansés Marital Satisfaction Scale
(Schumm, Jurich, & Bollman,‘1981).

2. Adjustment issues will differ between the two types of couples.

Significanée bf.the Study

. Review of pertiment literature indicates that there has appar-
ently been a great increase in thé incidence of intefcultural marriages
(Alba & Golden, 1986; Cohen, 1982; Ldﬁodzinska, 1985; McGoldrick &
Garcia-Preto, 1984). However there is still very limited information
available to therapists, specifically regarding the marital adjustment
or thé marital satisfaction of ethnic intermarriageA(Qrester & Leon,
1982).

This study was designed to élicit information that would
indicate the nature of adjustment~issues in bicultural and mqnocultural
marriages. The knowledge of these issues and how they differ could be
used By therapists in defining therapeutic goals When working with such

couples.

Assumétions 7
VThe following are the assumptiéns upon which this study was
based:
1. Couples will describe themselves candidly on the instruments

. used in the study.



16
Coupleg"culﬁurai-§e1f¥identification is an .accurate refleétion
of their héritagé;
Spouses &ill~answerﬂthe questiomnaires independentiy as is
suggested in the instructions. |
That all COuples,are married.

That the English and the Greek versions of the scale are

comparable.

Limitations

The limitations of the study were:

Nonrandom sample;’ Within the groups centacted, sample
couples WereAvoidnteérs.

Possible effects from gender differences associated with
country of origin. ‘In the majority of the bicu;tural
couples sampled, thg;ﬁéle spouse was Greek.

The scales being used have not been normed on bicultural

populations.

Possibility of cultufally biased items in the scales cannot be
eliminated in a study of this nature.

Cannot account for social desirability factors in this study.
Control variableslwére-limited to the ethmnic backgrounds of the
couples, the place of residence, and the lengﬁh of marriage
being more than one year. These factors were maintained at the

time the couples were accepted in to the study.
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Definition of Terms

Specific terminology, as used in this study, will be reviewed

here in order to further clarify the objectives and goals of the

research.

Marital Adjustment. There is much controversy over the ambiguity of

Marital

this concept (Trost, 1985)~in that it is more of an umbrella
term covering bqsitive and negative aspects in the ever-
changing relationship between'the spouses (L’'Abate & Goodrich,
1980). 'For-the puxposé of this study Spanier’s (1976) defini-
tion will be used: maritq} adjustment is a process, the out-
come of which is determined by the degree of (1) troublesome

marital differences, (2) interspousal tensions and personal

anxiefy, (3) marital éatisfaction, (4) dyadic cohesion,

(5) consehsus on matters of importance to marital functioning.

Satisfaction. Refers to a subjective happiness with the rela-
tionship and a desire for its continuance (Filsinger, 1984;

L'Abate & Goodrich, 1980).

Marriage. May be described as. a type of interpersonal relationship

which a cnlture finds significant enough to regulate by law
(Cushman & Cahn, 1985). Or as Tseng (1977, p. 93) described it
as "a process in whicn two persons learn to live with each
other in order to work toward common goals and achievemenés."
Note: In the Greek and in the Greek-American communities

marriage is closely related to status, especially for women.

For women marriage is considered essential; a woman who has not
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married by age 30 loses status and is criticized for her
spinsterhood (Welts, 1982; Friedl, 1986).
Intercultural. Indicates a multiple cultural context ﬁot specific to
| the two main cultures discussed here (Rohrlich, 1988).
Bicultural. Used to specifically indicate that two distinet cultures
are being repfésented in the marriageé discussed.
Monocultural. Used térindicate couples where both spouses originate
from the same méin culture, and share similar value systems
stemming from that culture.

Conventionality. Described by Edmonds (1967) as “the extent to which

appraisal of a phenomenon is distorted in the direction of

desirability."

Social Desirability. Involves attempting to answer items to present
oneself in the best possible light (Spanier, 1989).
Measurement. The procedure for operationalizing or linking abstract

concepts to empirical indicators (Zeller & Carmines, 1980).

Summary

The advent of the modern era has brdught great technological
advances and a resultant massive increase.in contact among peoples.
These changes have been accompanied By drastic revisions and changes in
traditions, customs, beliefs, practices, and institutions. |

-Marriage-as an institution has been éighifiéantly affected in
that many of the rules and roles previously adhered to have been
unrecognizably altéfed or completely-abblished (Poﬁce,-1977). This

absence of constraint can be associated with an increase in anxiety and
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an uncertainty about making choices, accompanied by an inéreased risk
for efréneous or impractical qhéices (Keiv, 1973).

Another result of thé ghanges in societies is the diminishing
significance of traditional cultural supports. This hés‘led4to the
inéfeased importance of the mental health specialist in‘WQrking’ﬁith ’
personal .and interpersonal problemé (Maretzki, 1977); There is a great
need fér»these specialists to un&erstand the implications of cross-
cultural relations, particularly as they pertain to marriage and the
family: However, there is very little empirical information available
regarding intermarried couples (Hsu, 1977), with the.majority of
marital studies haVing a focus on- white middlé-class Norfh Americans
(Casas & Ortiz, 1985). |

By looking at the marital adjustment and mariféi satisfaction
measures of couples coming froﬁ two distinct cultures and of couples
coming from a blend of those two cultures, this study will attempt to
further delineate specific issues or differences that may emerge.

It is believed that this knowieage can and will assist clinical
specialiéts working with mixed couples from the two reprééented-
cultures. Tt is also believed that the information preseﬁted can be
applied toward the slowly growing body of knowiédge that pertains
generaliy to biecultural and/intercultural marriages.

The following chaptefs include a review of the available
literature, .an overview of thé>methodology employed in the study, the
results and analysis of the_stﬁdy, and finally a discusSiOn-df the

implications of the study and the possibilities for further research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

In this chapter a revieonf the literature perfinent to this
study is described in three par#s. The first part begins‘with a brief
look at marriage as a universal institution, followed by a review of
intercultural marriage and the related issues found to be inherent in
such unions. An overview is presented of the prevailiﬁg éttitudes
toward marriage in each of thé tw§ cultures represented in this study,
Greece and the United States. This section ends with a look at the
limited information available regarding Greek-American marriages
specificéllya

Section two considers marital adjustment, including the histor-
ical development of the concept and the more contemporary uses to date.
Maritél satisfaction is reviewed here as wellg;dE;; scales used in this
study are reviewed briefly.wifh further technical review in Chapter 3.

Finaliy, in the third section, the use of the marital adjust-
ment and marital satisfaction concepts in cross-cultural studies are
discussed énd potential limitations of those studies noted. Literature

on therapeutic interventions with intercultural couples is also

included.
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Marriage Universals

Much éfbfhe literature referé to marriage as an}inétitdtion of
universai propdttiqns with definitions that have varied widely, in many
different cultufes, since thé beginning of recorded tiﬁe (Alexander,
1977; Strean, 1985).

In her essay on marriage Aléﬁander (1977) pointed out that one
‘truly common upivérsal of marriage ig the characteristic of'dufation.
She mnoted thatfthé durability of the relationship requirés that impor-
tant needs and preferences be met, and that societies différ'in the
designation of which needs are to be fulfilled within the relationship
and which needs without.

Another aspect of duration is the inevitable redundéncy that
comes with years of marriage, often resulting in boredom if not 'compen-
sated fo;. Com@ensation for both néedvfulfillment and boredom most
often comes inlsome form of extramarital alternati?e. These alterna-
tives generally fall into symmetrical or complementary forms. Symmet-
rical form means behavior that parallels the marital relationship;
i.e., an affair, or a mutual parficipatidn of the spouses in a revital-
ization activity for their marriage. Com@lementary form'indicates an
exchange of different behaviors that describe the relationship; i.e.,
active involvement in a career and/or group outside of the marriage, or
the development of one’s own uniéﬁe creative nonmarital interests.

Societies usually sanction some‘form or forms of these alterna-
tives; however, it is ultimatély up to the individuai tovchoéée which
one will best fit hié/her situation. ‘Another option, chosen.by some,

is to select none of the alternatives and to simply not resolve marital
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boredom and/or nonfulfillment of unmet.needs; This couid be considered
‘degenerative yet,ddes remain a choice (Poﬁce; 1977).

Strean (1985, p. 1) tended t0'také a more negative view, when
considering the endurance of’mar?iage,bby:going back through history
and noting that "despite shifting roles, arrangements and attifudes
over the centuries, it is virtually impossible to point to an histori-
cal era or a human society where the majority of husbands and wives
consistently enjoyed their marital relatignships."

He emphasized current issues, pfimarily in Western societies,
that seemingly contribute to the continued poor reputationrof marriage.
Issues such as an increased hedonism aided and supported by the media;
the blurring of gender roles with a resultant decrease in clear-cut
prescriptions forrbehavior; and increased longevity which has created
marriages that might last beyond what péoplé.might now consider
realistic.

Strean's prescription for allvthis is psychotherapy for all in
the form of marriage counseling. He supported this with a reference to.
a study (Stern & Stern, 1981) that claims that individuals are happier
and married life more satisfagtofy in sdciefies where psychotherapy is
.mofe popular.

An excellent discussion of marriége'by Cerroni-Long (1984)
takes a different tack with more of a focus on groups rather than indi-
viduéls. She noted that groups need to create regulations regarding
the mating urge as well as rules that regulate the act of'mérriage.

One of the most fundamental rules that societies impose con-

cerns endogamy and exogamy. These concepts are often associated with
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the institution of marriége as a Wéy to ensure the perpetuation of the
group and the staBility of the community. The marital boundaries set
up by societies depend in varying'degrees on such characteristics as
popclationfsize, minoritY/majority stqtus and thé perception of:the
other grcdps available (Cerroni-Long,71934).

Exogamy is’basically seen as an exXtension of a societies’
standing through the créationbof new links and alliances and renewal of
old ones. Endogamy is the maintenance of group boundaries by'forbid-
ding the introduction of outsiders into the kinship network and the
reinforcement of intragroup ties and sense of identity (Cerroni-Long,
1984). 1In this case intermarriage may be feared because it threatens
the survival of the group (McGoldrick, 1980).

All of the_afcrementioned "universals”--the assumed duration of
the relationship, the difficulties experienced by individuals within
the relationship, and the role the relationship plays in different
societies--are important in the understanding of marriage as an outlet
. for culture specific messages. Analyzing the messages can bring a
greater cnderstanding of the general meaning and purpose different
cultures assign to marriage and uitimately enable one to grasp some

of the fundamental tenets of a culture as a whole (Cerroni-Long, 1984).

Intercultural Marriage

Incidence and Conditions
Understanding the different meanings that cultures assign to
the marital role becomes important when considering the intricacies and

problems that might be associated intercultural marriage. Generally
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research seems to delineate three ﬁain forms of intercultural marriage,
interfaith,‘interrace, and interethnie (CerrohifLong, 1984; éordon,
1964). Intereﬁhnic/intercultural»marriages are‘the focus of this
review.

The inéidénce of interculturaljmarriagé hés-Beeh frofoundiy
affected by'$ociocultural and economic changés throughout the United
States and ﬁhé world (AlBa & Golden, 1586; Cétroni—Long, 1984;
Lobodzinska, 1985; fonce, 1977). Technological édvances in travel and
communications (Ponce, 1977) and inéreaséd SOCiéllﬁobility and travel,
both voluntary (business, education, immigration, etc.) and involuntary
(military), have created more opportunities for mixed marriages to
occur than éver before {Lobodzinska, 1985)i

) Man& stﬁdies have cited World War II as ﬁhe turning point
toward an increase in intercultural marriage (Arba & Golden, 1986;
Buttny, 1987;‘Lobozinska, 1985). Thié greater intefcultural exposure
has created irreversible changes  in traditions,‘customs, beliefs, prac-
tices and institutions (Ponce, 1977)f Mény of these changes have
reverberated to the very fundaméntals concerning marriage leaving many
of the couples,'ihvolved in intermarriage, to-create their own rules
and étandgrds for behavior (Maretzki, 1977).‘<‘

By this it can be seen that the éhbiqe_to enter into a mixed
marriage can be a difficult one;‘inflﬁeﬁced bj many complexiésycholog-
ical and sociOcultural factors (Cerrdni—Long,Al984);’ The choice can be
made even more difficult by the view that éuch ﬁhions represent deviant
behavior (Bizman, 1987; Buttny, 1987; Cerroni-Long, 1984; Ponce,

1977).
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It is of note to mention here~tﬁat,iﬁtercultural marriages are
still not considéred a norm (Ponce, 1977),:the teﬁdency remains for
ipeople to marry others who are’similar to themselves and who belong to
‘;tﬁe same group and race (Ahren et al.; lQSl;bHollingshead, 1950).
Nevertheless, intercultural ﬁarriage fateé do .continue to increase
(Mbéoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984), and it is Worthwhile to look first
" at some of the contributing conditionsrfdllowed by possible motives for
these choices.

Alba and Golden (1986) menti‘on'edrzil;l_Athei'r study of ethnic
intermarriage in the United States a number of influences that are
important to. intermarriage. One that is’noted to be critical is group
size; the study showed that numerically smaller groups have higher
rates of intermarriage than larger ones When preferences for in-group
‘marriages are the same.

Barron (1946‘, p. 326) supported this in his study on various
communities where he found that “intermarriage incidence varies indi-
rectly and the breadth of selection variés directly with the relative
size of the group.” He (p. 326) also noted in the same study that
"an unbalénced‘sex ratio induces the ﬁumgfically predominant sex to
marry.ﬁ The éo-called "war bride pﬁendmenon” after World War II
(Kimura, 1957) and the more contemporary marriages bétwéen,U{S.
military personnel and foreign nationalé in countries with U.S. bases
(Buttny, 1987) are given as good illustrations'of.this condition.

Apart from physicél conditions Cerroni-Long (1984) noted actual
‘psychological availability to be important-aS-well;fActual avéiiability

refers to the prevailing "sociocultufal ethos” (Ponce, 1977; p- 27) or
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Whether or not the situation allows Qr_favors the relationship. Here
it is'seeﬁ that incidence of intermarriage is negativel& related to:
strictness of religious, legal or SOCialvpressures regulating iﬁ-group
endogamy, and to residentiai segregation or concentration (Cerroni-
Long, 1984). incidence is positively related to "frequency éf contact
in situatioﬁs conducive to emotionai involvement” (Murstein, 1973, P-
23).

Psychological availability’is'determined by the compatibility
of the two endogamous groups invoIvéd‘(Cerroni—Long, 1984). Barron
(1946) presented the following as a list of factors that greatly
enhance the incidence of marriage‘between two groups: cultural
similarity in general; some economic and educational equilibrium;
amount and duration of residential, oécupational and récreational
propinquity; membership in common iﬁtérest groups; similarity in
language; and similarity in various aépects of material cﬁlture.

In evaluating the compatibility of the couple, Murstein (1973)
and Ponce (1977) presented comparable three-phase assessments. The
first phase could be called the stimulus stage (Murstein, 1973) or "the
getting to know you" phase (Ponce,fl977). During this phase, preestab-
lished values, the set and the setting; and the personalities of the
individuals will influence Whether or not the relationship continues
(Ponce, 1977).

Ifithe“éouple does decide to continue, they will enter the
"value comparison stage” (Murstein,’1973) where things become clearly
interpersonal (Ponﬁe,.l977). Dﬁring fhis time, behavioral, cognitive,

emotional, soc¢ial, and cultural conflicts become prominent. - This phase
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‘generally makes‘or bréaks the relationship (Murstein, 1973; Ponce,
- 1977).
After the interpersonal phase, the couple begins to discuss
-mafriage at which time the impact of 5significaht others” becomes quite
noticeable (Ponce, 1977). The ability to function in expected roles
becomes very important at this time (ﬁurstein, 1973).

Barnett (1963), in his study on international and interracial
vmarriages, noted a few additional associated conditions. He found that
the spouses were often times less religiously devout, ﬁad experienced
somehow dysfunctional childhoods, were urbanites, and generally were

older than the average at the time of the marriage.

Motives

Assessment of conditions only givesrpart of the information
when considering'the incidence of intercultural marriage (Bizman, 1987;
Cetroni-Long, 1984). A study of motives and motivation is essential
to understanding why and how people decide on intercultural marriage
(Cerroni-Long, 1984). However, it ié also important to understand that
motives are often a mixture of several factors, both conscious and’
unconscious, so the given reason may or may not be the real one (Char,
1977).

Char (1977) in his essay on motivations, mentioned that many
motives which apply to any marriage also apply to intercultural mar-
“riages. What follows are some motives he presented as being more
speeific to iﬁterculfural marriage. The first motivevde9cribed'was

love. This is much maligned as romantic, undefinable and ambiguous,
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.yet‘it'repeatedly comes up as a strong motive in research reporfs
(Ponce, 1977). 1In love's defense, Char (1977, p. 34) pointed ogt that
"without the ’'glue’ of love it is doubtful that a mutually satisfying
marriage can continue for long in mixed maﬁriages, because of tﬁe many
iﬂherént problems that can cause dishaerny;;'

It has been sﬁggested that beééﬁse modern views tend to be1iéVe
thatvcouples who marry for love are more coﬁpatible, intercultural
couples tend to emphasize l;ve in order to increase pefceived—compat-
ibility (Bizman, 1977). Another study (Buttny, 1987) involwving U.S.
service men and Philippine women found romanfic love to be the most
frequently cited ﬁotive for marriage.

Other motives were described as follows:

1. Chance and Availability; this again refers to situations like
the "wérbride” phenomenon (Kimura, 1957)

2. The need to be different; this is often a reflection of the
personality, i.ew,'coﬁsidered ad;enturesome, or in the extreme,
an exhibitionist.

3. Practical reasons; this occurs when one or the other or both
spouses are marrying to somehow better .their situation,either
socially, economically, or psychologically ( Char, 1977;
Cerroni-Long; 1984) .

4. Parental Mességes; strong messages received throughout
childhood regarding mate selection, rebellion often plays a
role here (Blood, 1962).

5 Beliefs about :oﬁher cultures; stereotypes are impor_tant here

because they may be distant frbm reality.
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63 <Feélings Bf>sﬁperiorify and/or inferiority; these feelings may
not be bésed:on.réalify and can influence avmarriage choice
often asSbciated»with‘stgreotypes about the culture of the
partner.

7. Active aggression toward another race; this is more commonly
noted in interracial marriages.

8. Idealistiq act; apother example of a common motive in
interracial mafriéges,this could aiso be basédfip a rescue
fantasy.

9. Sadomasochistic reasons; this again may be baéed on~negati§e

complementary needs to hurt one another.

Some further significant information was found in Buttny’s
(1987) study where motives were rated by married U.S. military
personunel and Filipino-femalés. Both sexes agreed that love was the
first motive for'interﬁarriagg. Two separate patterns then emerged
with the males putting denigration of 'U.S. women and denial éf cultural
differences as equal, These are both attributed to‘the:servicemen
being put in the situation of having few American women available,
being considered rich men, and having a stereotype of Philippine women
possessing the feminine traits that U.S. women have "lost.” Denial or
minimization of cultural differences may be due to the common practice
of intermérriage in theAmilitary or the pergeption‘bf‘Filipihos as
“really being American,underneéth" (Buttny, p. 137).

Philippine women's motives were markedly different, economic

security was cited second after love with an emphasis on "a better

.-
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future fof myself,and my children” (Buttny, 1987,-p. 138). Fate was
the third motive which was never mentioned by U.S. men.

Ethnic identity wés discussed as a métive by McGoldrick (1980).
She hypothesiéed that couples who choose to marry interculturally may
be 100king for a rebalance of  the characterisfics of their own ethnic
background. They may be moving away from some valﬁés and toward

others.

Associated Problems

A full understanding of ‘intercultural marriage cannot be had
without considering some of the problems and stressors that may act as
influential factors in the success or failure of the marriage (Cerroni-
Long, 1984; McGoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984). Personal, social, physi-
cal, and economic¢ factors mayvinteract and generéte problems in any |
marriage, but there are certain other factors that'tendrto have special
relevance for intercultural marriages (Markoff, 1977);

To beginrwith communication problems Eave special significance
in intercultural marriage because marriagé ;sually demands that part-
ners communicate their thoughts and feeling to one another (Markoff,
1977). These problems my be focused on the obvious, such as the spoken
language aﬁd the need to have a common ground (Mansikka & Fukuyama,
1985). The couple'needs to understand that people who speak different
languages may»haVe'Very different perceétions of or ways of describing
the same thing (Whorf, 1956).

Common areas of‘difference in communication may be; style of

communication , handling of conflict (i.e., argumentative vs.
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Withdfawal)"éttitudgs'tqward infimacy and de?endance,rgnd attitudés
’towards grief éﬁd sadné;s'(McG61d£ick & Garcia-Preto, 1§84).
| Nonvefbal>§6ﬁﬁuni¢ation is another important consideratiqn
here, this includesAfacial expressions, gestures, dress, body positibn;
ing, voéal inflectiqn»andftype and amount of physical coﬁtact (Markoff,.
1977). Often'nonVe?bal misﬁﬁderstandings are more common because of a
tendency to pay léSS explicit attention to the associated behaviors
(Markoff, 1977).
’Anotherrcommqn.problem frequently mentioned in tﬁe literature
has to dorwifh value differences between couples (Cerroni-Long, 1984;
Markoff, 1977; McGoldrick & Garcia-Preto 1984; Murstein, 1973; Papajohn
and Spiegel, 1975). Value harmony has Been associated with marital
safisfaction and happiness (Fishbein & Burgess, 1963),.and it has Been
observed that'thé gréatet the extent of difference in values the less
common the pairingfand the greater difficuity in adjustment (M¢Goldrick
& Garcia-Prété, 1984).“
| What is néfédAaS'especially problematic with values is the
"quality ofvessential_righthgss" inherent in personal value systems
(Markoff, l977,_p; 55)!' Another related problem is the tendency not to
recognize oneéuown'Values'until they are challenged (Mérkoff, 1977).
McGoldrick and Garcia-Preto (19845 have observed that life
cycle traﬁsitionsltend to heighten éwareness of, and therefore chal-
lenge, values and associated ethnic identity. The potential for
problems is illustrated by the fact that life cycle transitions occur

over many years and that essential value differences may not be
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_discerred until later in marriage (Céhen; 1982; McGoldrick & Garcia-
Pfeto, 1984;:Medling & McCarrey, 1981).

_Different concepts of marriage and associated roles may be
another source of conflict in‘the interculfural marriage (Imamura,
'1986; Markoff, 1977). The flexibility of roles between spouses varies
greatly among different groups (Mchldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1934).

Markoff (1977) noted that cultures may have very différent
prescriptions for the nature of the sexual relationship, the manner in
‘which children shéll.be reared, the diviSion of labor and responsibil-
ity, rules on infideiity, and the naturé,bfrlove and how it.applies‘to
marriage.

In Imamura’'s (1986, p. 46) study of international husband/wife
role misunderstanding, she concluded that "few actual roles may be
visible during courtship and mate seléction follows role anticipation.
As actual roles conme to.differ_froﬁ anticipated, accommodationrtakes
place or the marriage dissolves.”

Cultural practices and traditions autonomous to the marriage
also may create problems for the couple by becoming irritants or even
sérving as vehicles for displacement and substitution when more
substantial problems are present (Mafkofff 1977).

Denial of any cultural difference is another issue that must be
accounted for (Buttny, 1987; McGoldrick, 1980). To not acknowledge
ethnic differences may lead to a misinterpretation of different

behaviors as personal attacks (McGoldrick, 1980).
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Cerrbni-Long (1984) separated different stress factors into
three éatégories: personal, external, and random. Some factors not
vmentioned previously aré in the personal realm:
1. Discrepancy in reglity/stereotyped image of spouse.
2. 'Djscrepancy in reality/expected balance betwéen assets and
liabilities of each spouse. | |
3. TUnbalanced distribution of é%ternal stress between. spouses.
4, Senée of guilt about one's marital choice.
5. Sense of alienation and isolation.
6. Intensification of mental problems as a consequence of
marriage.
In the external realm, Cerroni-Long (1984) noted the fdllowing:
1. Society’s hostility or ostracism.
2. Eamilial disapproval and/or rejection.
3. Discrepancy in attitudes toward relatives.
4. Vicarious suffering through offsprings’ problems of adjustment
in the community.
Random personal problems may come about with a change in personal
affiliation for one or both spouses or a change in enviromment. Random
external problems may derive from unforeseen historical events ér
sociocultural change.
Cohen (1982), in her study of identity in five cross-cultural
marriages; found that the couples represented had common characteris-
tics that all pointed to problems  of identity formation. The four

common points were:
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1. The inability‘to relate'eo both parents (especially the parent
of the same sex).
2. The rejection of the original culture (noted especially in the
wbmén),: |
3. AThe inabflity to adapt to new roles.
4. Attempts to avoid differentiation within the marriage by
escaping conflicts. | | |
All of these were found to indieate problems with personal‘identity
end differentiatien within one's own culture, 1aek of ideetificeeion
with same sex parent, and a tendency to have found in marriage‘the
same conflicts thet,they originally Were‘faced with (Cohen, 1982).
This illustrates the need fof persons considering .intercultural -
marriage to have explored theit’own background and to have ceme to
terms with their own identity‘as much as possible (McGoldrick &
Garcia-Preto, 1984). |
Another point of view was presented by Crester and Leon (1982)
and by Resnick (1933) who found that intermarriage may reflect a high
level of emancipation or differentiation from the familﬁ‘of origin.
Another study by Friedman (1982) found that the person most likeiy'to
marry-out is the child most important to the balance of the parents’
~marriage. The parent who reacts mest strongly usually occupied the
same place in their own familj of origin (McGeldrick’& Garcia-Preto,

1984) .
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Attitudes toward Marriage

American Attitudes

The dominant American culture, With‘an emphasis on the WASP
(ﬁhite Anglo-Saxon Prdtestant), puts grea;‘value on ﬁarital together-

_ neSé, sharing, open cbmmunicafion; andikeéping the romaﬁce going
(MCGoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984). Romance, although historicélly not
considered essential, is of prime concérn in the United States. Love
from marriage "until death do us‘part" is a strong expectation
(Sgdurby, 1984). ~it.must be remembefed here that within this soéiety
‘there afe many subgroups with widely var&ing attitudes that 5fe not all
considered here (McGoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984).

Historicaliy, Burgess and Cottrell (1939) were the first to
observe that marriage was becoming less fegulated by custom and tradi-
tion and'that more énd more couples wefe‘béginning~married 1ife on

Atheir own. A strong sense of independeﬁgé is fostered in children by
the family and often ninimal contact betwéeﬁAfamily members is the rule
(McGoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984).

Egalitarianism is supported more and more with a strong empha-
éis on the "self-made” individual (Welts, 1982).’ Sex roles for'men are
.génerally not authoritarian With ﬁhe majér responsibility_consideréd to
Be work outside of the home, with minimalAinvolvement or feeling of
cémpetency in the rearing of children or the méintaining of sociél
relationships. Supporting the family is of the utmost importance

- (McGill, 1978).
Female roles appear to have changed a little more in the direc-

tion of egalitarianism, although a 1987 study by Weeks and Botkin
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showed diséontinuation of the trend toward egalitarian expectations in
the yeafs.1978-1984;7'it was undetermined in their study whether or not
this indicates a swing backﬁﬁo conservatism or on to more égalitarian-r
ism.

Divorqé in the United S?apés seems to be almost és accepted an-
institution as marriage (Gobde5‘1987; McAuliffe, 1987) buf, as a study
by the National Center fof Health Statistics has shoﬁn, there appeared
to be a slight decline in the number of divorces per/1000 people.
Numbers went from 5.0 in 1985 to 4.8 in 1986; this is the 1owést since
1975 and may indicate a decreése (Goode, 1987). However, the United
States still rates the highest incidence in the world for divorce

(Goode, 1987).

Greek Attitudes

Marital attitudes in,G;eece hiStoric;liy have been influenced
by a lineal hierarchy with a strong patriarchal control (Scourby,
1984). Marriage was considered-essential, especially fbf women and
until recently marriéges were éfrénged (Welts, 1982). ﬁnder these
circumstances love did not have a primary place in thé marital rela-
tionship (Welts, 1982). 3

Marriage contracts were typically arranged with the goal of
insuring the future well being of a daﬁghter and her children (Freidl,
1962). A dowry was used in the contract as a way to increase the worth

of a woman and to obtain a gOOd husband for her (Scourby, 1984).

Campbell (1964, p. 45) wrote “the implicit purpose of the dowry is to



37
compllment the Wealth Wlth ‘which the new famlly 1s/or will be endowed
Wlth by the husband's famlly " |

Pavlides and Hesser (1986) told of how the dowry used to serve
‘as’ a woman's strong coptrlbutlon toward the creation of the interior of
the home. However, with the advent of a strong markét_eéonomy women
went from being creators, provisioners, and guardians of the interiors
of their houses to only being caretakers. Dowrieé also served as a
mechanism . for soc1a1 moblllty (patrllocal) and as a way for daughters

 to inherit property at marrlage (Friedl, 1962).

The coming of World War II and the subsequent civil wars in
Greece affected traditional'ﬁatterns with a resultant change in women's
roles, and new ideas and»expectations that traditional ;oles could not
satisfy (Legg, 1969). One of the more noticeable changes has been the
decrease in arranged marriagés with thg dowry being Iargely'replaced by
edﬁcational degrees and/or nice aparfments in thé city, both of which
are»considered‘to be very Véluable (Scourby, 1984)..

In the iast féW«years manY‘social changes.have beén iﬁstigated
in the direction of social equality and more democracy in the family.
New legislation was enacted in 1984‘regarding this, the impact of which
has not fully been realized~or.studied as of yet (Scourby, 1984).

These -changes will undoqbtedly affect both marital practice and
attiﬁudes in years to come.’

In regards’té'roies Greeks tend to put_great emphasis on the
male as the authority (Mchldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984). Welts (1982,
p. 273) wrote that "Greek men are authoritarian fathers and husbands.

They are loving, but particularly to outsiders appear to be emotionally
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~&istant, They are parsimoniouS’with praise and généfqus with'criti-'
cism”. A Greek provéfb "4 man éhoﬁld love his Wife'ﬁith his heart, but
never his lips” illustrates Greek mens’ feelings (Welts, P- 273).

Husbands are generally considered to be responsible for busi-
ness trénsactions, the welfare of the family, and safeguarding the
family's honor (Friedl, 1967). Honor and loyalty are very important
values to the Greek male (Welts, 1982).

Women are comsidered to beiin a lower social position than
men (McGoldrick & Géréia—?reto, 1984). Much of the WOmen’s value lies
in her being the bearer of children, a sexual companion andvoften a
laborer helping earn the livelihood of the family (Welts, 1982).
Mothefhood is regarded gy mény women as identity fulfillment.

The woman is expected-not to discuss marital tensions outside
the family. Doing so is considered to be defiance of the husband and
would risk bringing shame or criticism to the family (McGoldrick &
Garcia-Preto, 1984). vIﬁ is considered shameful if a*Womanrovertly
shows strength (Scourby, 1984). -However; if the man happens to be
passive the woman can maintain him as a figurehead while she rules.
Another Greek saying that illustrates this is "the husband is the head,
but the wife is the neck which decides which way the'head.will turn.”
(Welts, 1982, p. 275). |

The Greek maritai»relationship,characteristically has been
»dbserved as: "It is seeh as distant, forced, and,miﬁimal, open con-

flict was avoided and disagreements covered up” (Katakis, 1976, p. 5).



39
Divorce‘fates for Greek~marriages”are’quite'1ow-and7reported1y
the lowest in Europe (Hellenic Chronicle, 1980) but risihg rapidly in

the 80's..

Greek-Américan Attitudes

Most'évéilable information refers to Greek-Americans who are
descénded fﬁoﬁ‘Greeks. Generally, the éttitudés are much the same as
Greeks fromjéreeéé; with a consistent belief in the authority of the
male; that status is emphasized over love; and that it is considered
essential for‘a woman to marry and to have children (Welts, 1982).

Intermarriage is feared by many families but the minority group
status of Greeks in the United States makes it inevitable and the rates
‘are Shown-tdrbe increasing (écourby,;l984).. It has béenkShown to be
difficult fo maintain the family values and ethnic loyalty in the face
of the U.S. soctiety where marriage is -strongly consideredvto be a
matter of individual qhoice (Scourby, 1984).

When considering mixed marfiages, it has been observed that for
the woman mérrying a Greek man: she will bé less likely to- remain
securely tied to her family, she may feel very excluded if she does
notvspeak Greek, and her quest for the individuation of her family may
conflict ﬁith the lineal orientation of Greek families and problems may
ensue (Welts, 1982).

For the man who marries a Greek woman: he will most likely get
a good ana lOyél housewife and mother- to his. children, she will prob-
ably be a satisfacfory sex partnef'toofr However, she will‘ndt easily

separate from her family to start an autonomous family unit. If he is
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ﬁnfamiliar With Gréek'customs‘and language he may also feel excluded
aﬁd she may refuse to édé?fyto:ﬁié cultufal éﬁégctations. Generélly,
if his job is professionally demanding, the éoﬁple will probablj work
much betfer (Welts, 1982). - '

Shultz (1979) did a study of marital’ﬁreference in»a grbup of
Greek;Americans in Tucson;'Arizona and gener;lly found a‘strqng'pfef-
erence for ethnic and religious endogahy. If'endogamy was not'ébssi~
ble, a marriage with someoﬁe with weak or'no ethnic ties was preferred
because they could more easily adapt to the Greek ethnic traditions
(Shultz, 1979).

‘ Studies héVe fOunajthat those Greeks who tend to intermarry are
often unfamiliar with customs, language, ethnic celebrations and holy
days. However, their children are often baptized in the Greek church
and raised according to Greek traditions, depending on how it is
defined (Scourby, 1984).

>Divorce in intermarriages of Gréeks_and Americans is reported
to be proportionally greéter than Greek Crthédox divorces, with a 70%
increase between 1970 and 1981 vs. a 50% increase during the samé
period for the Greek Orthodox category (Vital Statistics, 1982).

In the second part of the literétuye review the historical
developmént and the definition of the marital adjustment concept is
addressed. A similar focqs on the concept of marital satisfaction
follows. Then a look at issues in the measuremént of the concepts
ending with a brief overview of the two scalés used in this study, the

DAS and the KMS..
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 Marita1.Adjustment'

Maritaivadjustment as a concépt haslbéen’of much'interest and
study since the‘béginning of -the twentieth century (Burgess & Cottreli,
1939; Filsinger, 1984;,Hamilfon, 1929). Researcﬁers»wéreAthe first to’
egplore the meaning aﬁd the inherent qualities of a sﬁccessful marri-
age, basically looking aé the normative aspects of thé term (L'Abate &
Gdédrich, 1980). It was not unfil the 1960s and 1970s'that clinical
WOrkgrs,began_tb take.morevof an interest in marital adjustment with a
focus on application.to'the'deviant or negati#e gspecté -6f.marriage
A{L'Abate & Goodrich, 1980). fhe aim of these latecomers was to find
ways to improve marital therapy (Filsinger, 1984) and to develope ways
to evaluate énd improve marriages (L’Abate-&.L'Abate,:l977).

The study of marital adjustment first began in response to
changes in society and thé'recognition that patterns of marriage were
léss and 1ess regulated by custom and tradition (Burgess & Cottrell,
1939; Hamilton, 1929). Nollonger was the permanence of mérriage guar-

' anteed by custom and public opinion, but had become more and more a
matter of a personal relationship between husband and wife (Burgess &
Cottrell, 1939). One of the earliest definitions of ﬁafital adjustment
was given by Burgess and Cottrell (1939, p. 10) as follows: “"The inte-
g;ation of the couple in a union in which the two personalities are not
merely merged or submgrged, but interact to complement each other for
mutual satisfaction -and the achievement of cdmmon‘objeéti§éé. The
emphasis is upon intercommunicétion, interstiﬁulétiqn and participation

in common activities.”
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This is just one of many definition§ that have been given fo;
marital adjustment. Spanier and Céle (1976) presented an excellent
review and discussion of the variety of definitions of marital adjust-
ment observed in studies done over the years. One of the consistent
observations throughout the literature is the difficulty of cleafly
defining the concept of marital adjustment (Filsinger, 1984; L'Abate &
Goodrich, 1980; Spanier &>Cole,71976; Udry, 1966). This problem with
the "marital adjustment".concept is related to the "love” concept in
that "everyone seems to know what one is talking about when'oﬁe uses
the term, but the lack of a common definition leads to é lack of
consensus with regard to operationalization and measurement” (Spanier
& Cole, 1976, p. 123).

In view of the controversy regarding the definition of the
term, there has been some support for abandoning the term altogether
(Trost, 1985), however this has been countered by Spanier (1985) with
the recommendation to refine, clarify and improve on the concepts |
already being used rather than to develop new ones.

Success and/or permanence seem to be the ultimate criteria for
evaluating the adjuétment of a marriage (Filsinger, 1984). Bernard
(1964) presented fivevimportant_factors to evaluate the permanence of
a relationship:

1. How well it meets the needs and expectations of society,
2. Performance and endurance,

3. Degree of unity, agreement or consensus between mates,
4. Degree to which it facilitates personality development,

5. Degree of satisfaction or happiness.
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Six ﬁajor factors regarding:marital adjustment considered to be
‘important by Lantz & Snyder (1969) are:

1. Personality charactefistics,

2. Cultural backgrounds, a

3. Sociai participation,

4., Economic status,

5. Response patterns,

6. Sexual factors.

Spanier & Cole (1976) proposed that marital adjustment could be
viewed in two distihct ways, either as a proéess or as a qualitative
evaluation of a state. The first implies the need for longitudinal
studies, since the process is best studied over time. A qualitative
evaluation refers to an observation of the relationship only at spe-
cific points in time along a continuum from good to poor adjustment.

A blending of these bring the notion "that adjustment is an everchang-
ingkprocess with a qualitétive dimension'which can be evaluated at any
point in time onVé dimension from;well-adjusted to maladjusted” (p.
127). |

From this the fbllowing définition emerged, which serves as the:
definition for thié stgdy: Marital adjuStment is a process, the
outcome of which is determinediby the»dégree'of:

1. Troublesome marital differences,
2. Interspousal tensions and personal anxiety,
3. Marital satisfaction,

4. Dyadic cohesion,
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5. Consensus on matters of importance (Spanief & Cole, 1976, p.
127). : y
It is noted in conjunction with this definition that although these
five'cbmponenté are‘thqught.to be‘thekkey criteria influencing marital
adjustment,vthey are not ﬁutually exélusive nor cdllectivély eéhaustive
(Spanier &}Cole, 1976).
Other factors often associated with marital adjustment are
presented by L’Abate & Goodrich (1980). They are:
1. Education. A consistent relationship has been shown between
higher levels of education and better marital adjustment (Udry,
1974) .

2.  Socioeconomic factors. The lower the social class, the less

stéble the marriage and generally the lower the marital adjust-
ment (Udry, 1974).
3. Yocation. The focus here has changed with the increase of
women in the work force, five common dilemmas affecting marital
_adjustment are overload, norms, identity, social mnetwork and
role éycling, with mastery of these increasing marital adjust-
ment for couples (Rappépbrt & Rappaport, 1977).

4. Ethnic/racial factors. This is discussed further in the sec-

tion of marital adjustment in intercultural couples.

5. Physical disorders. There is some evidence (Pratt, 1972) that

better health is shared by better adjusted couples.

6. Psychiatric disorders. _0né study reported 1ess.mental illness
in married couples'genérally (Crago, 1972), but when there was

a mental disorder both spouses were likely to show disturbance.
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7. Communication. Murphy and Mendelson (1973) provided evidence
that faulty communication and marital maladjustment are

related.

Marital Satisfaction,

Marital satisfaction is another factor,frequently used in the
assessment of the marital rélationship (L'Abate-& Goodrich, 1980).

In the lést_twbndecades the'béncépt of marital satisfaction'hésABeén
examined from a variety ofrperépectives (Yelsma & Afhappily; 1988)7

In the available research maritél satisfaction is most often referred
to as a component of mafital.adjustment (Locke -& Wallace, 1959;
Spanier, 1976;,Spanier & Cole,; 1976). However marital satisféction can
be specifically differentiated from marital édjustment when coﬁsidering
the measufement of the concepts (Sabatelli, 1588)} Marital satisfac-
tion is considered a subjective measure of the person’s attitudes
toward the partner or the(relationship (Buir, 1973). Marital édjust—
ment;<on the other hand, is an individuals’ objective,'and presumably
'nonjudgmentéi, report on types of behaviors that characterize their
maritél interaction. Filsinger (1984, p. 688) presented a basic
definition of marital satisfaction as referring to "happiness with the
relationship and a desire for its continuance.”

An area of considerable interest inkconjunétion With'both
marital adjustment and marital satisfaction has been the family life
cycle (Filsinger, 1983; Medling & McCarrey, 1981; Spanier, Lewis, &
Cole, 1975; Rollins & Cannoq,-1974). Filsingér (1983) and Spanier‘

et al. (1975)‘conducted 1ongitudina1 studies of changes in maxital
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adjustment over time ﬁsihggSample populations,éﬁd Vérying stageé of the
‘ family life cycie; Their findings génerally gavé 1iﬁited-support to
previous research that proposed a curvilinear relationship between
marital adjustment and the stages of the family_life cycle (Rollins &
Cannon, 1974).

Studies have generally reported a decrease iHAMarital adjust-
ment during the early years of marriage, particularly wifh the cdming
of the first child (Roilins & Feldman, 1970). Aftef ﬁheﬁdecline some
research sﬁpports a ieveling off in the middle'yearS»followed by an

increase again in the later years (Spanier et al., 1975);

Measurement Issues

Among the first to devise ways to measure the concept of
marital adjustment‘and mari;al satisfaction were Hamilton (1929) and
Bernard (1933), folloWea by Terman (1938), Burgess and Cottréll (1939),
and Locke (1951). 0§ef tﬁe years, measurement of marital adjustment
has become one of theimbst frequently studied aspects of marriage and
family relationships, and remains so today (Spaniéf:‘1§79).

Scales used in the assessment of marital adjustment and marital
satisfaction have varied widely in form and‘content (Spanier, 1979),
and much of the ambiguity associated with the definitions of the
concepts has carried‘oVér‘into the measurement issues (Udry, 1966;
Sabatelli, 1988). Tﬁe primary aSsessmgnt tool used has begn,the self-
report instrument,givén to ‘the individuai, who theﬁ;rates the marriage,
_éommonly using a,Likertftype scale (Bagarozzi, 1985; Spanier & Cole,

1976).
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A frequent criticism of earlier scales is that they were not

adequately evaluated for validity and/or tested for reliabiiity

(Burnet, 1987; Spéniér, 1979). Much'attention.has been directed toward

improving upon new measures in these areas (Sabatelli,'1988).’

Other common criticisms of marital adjustment measures center

around the issues of conventionality, social desirability, the unit of

analysis, differences in perception, and definition.

1.

Conventionality. This issue refers to the belief that many of

the items found Qn marital adjustﬁént measuresrreflectra
conventioﬁal middle class way 6f life (Spanier & Cole,_1976;
Udry,71966). This means that pérsons coming from a more
ponventional background would have a better chance of having a

.

higher marital adjustment score and would therefore be assessed

-as better adjusted (Udry, 1966),

In chailenging this, Murstein and Beck (1972) found that

even though there was a high cofrelation between marital
convéntidnalization and marital adjustment, when marital
conventionalization was partialed out, significant correlations
between marital adjustment énd,the other factors did not
appreciably.;ower. |

Social desirability. This issue refers to the belief that an

individual’s desire to indicate a favorable evaluation of the

marriage.(séanier, 1979), to the reéearcher, may affect some of
the variance in the marital adjustment scores (Lawé, 1971). 1t
is importanf‘to recoghize thatlthe7response set of tﬁerindivid-

ual will be influenced by the circumstances surrounding the
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interview or questionnaire COmpletion>as well as the instrument
(Spanier & Colé, 1976).

The unit of analysis. This issﬁe refers "to the need for thé
researcher to specify exactly‘whose adjustmeﬁﬁ'is being mea-
.sured (Spanier»&‘001e; 1976). It.is_usually assumed that a
marital adjustment mgasure's unit of analyéis’would be the
vdyad; with individual members of the dyad giving~objective
opinions about interactions in thé marriage (Sabatelli, 1988);
However, it is noted that many measures cénfounﬂ things by
including items that require a subjective appraisal of the
individual’s attitudes.and feelings about the relationship
(Spanier & Cole, 1976).

The problem here arises when subjective and objective accounts
of a relationship are combined psychométrically into a single
scale scoré,Aleaving the interpretation'ofgwhat the scale might
be measuring vague (Huston & Robbins, 1982; Spanier & Cole,

1976).

Husband/wife differences in perception. This is a concern in
the reéearch becauée mény studies have only included the
responses éf one spouse usually based on the availability of
the participants (Spanier & Cole, 1976). This practice is based
on the agsumptiqn,thatlthe husband and wife could be expected
to have similar scores, since they wére presumably assessing
the dyad and noﬁ individual attitudes and feelings (Sbanier,
1972). However in a review of studies (Cole, 1973) done on

couples, using both spouses responses, showed a wide variance
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of .04 to .88 in the correlations of spouses responses. This
indicates‘that huéband/wife'diffgrenges are‘importaﬁt in the
interpretatioﬁs of marital adjustment data, aﬁd that it should
be established in each study whether or not an individual’s or
a dyad's-adjustmeﬁt is being assessed (Spanier & Cole, 1976).

5. Ambiguity of termé.

A final common criticism of marital adjustmeﬁt,égales is the
émbiguous distinctién between the variety‘of relafed coﬁcepts
of success, quaiity and satisfaction (Spaniér & Cole, 1976).
This was also feviewed in the section on_ﬁarital adjustment and
generally suppoft is given to improve upon and attempt to
clarify presently employed concepts (Spanier, 1985; Spanier &
Cole, 1976) rather than abandon them for new ones (Lively,

1969; Trost, 1985).

-Dyadic Adiustmentchale

Spanier (1987, p. 52) described the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(DAS) as "an assessment tool for measuring the quélity of adjustment in
marriage and other dyads. This 32-item scale has féur subscales and
can be used with either married or unmarried couples who are living
together in a marital-type relationship.” The norming_éample used in
the development.qf the scale consisted of 218 married persons and 94
divorced persons (Spanier, 1976). The four subscéles were established
fhrough factor analysis and rebresent the féur areaé of dyadic'
consensus, dyadic satisfaction, affectional expression; and dyadic

cohesion (Spanier, 1976).
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" Administration involvéé a pencil-and-paper format and can be
cgmpletéd in 5-10 minutes, eitﬁéf as a self-administered questionmnaire
gf:adapted for use in inter&igw stﬁdies (Spanier, 1979). 'Scale scores
- range from 0-151. o |
| Reliability and validity studies have shown subétahtial results
with a total scale reliability range of .84 (Johnson & Creenberg, 1985)
to .96 (Sharpley and Cross, 1?82; Spanier, 1976). Validity has been
‘'well established in sevéral studies with context, criterion,
cohéurrent, predictive, and convergent validity studies all represented
(Spanier, 1989).
| . Spanier and Thdmpsoﬁ (l982) did a critiéal evaluation of the
DAS and its subscales, 1ooking,at ﬁhe suitability of the faétsr sepa-
rated responses. Findings indicgted that users can be reasonably sure
of the scales overall ability to assess dyadic adjustment, but less
sure of the subscales particularly the affectional expression subscale
(Spanier & Thompson, 1982).

Criticisms of the DAS‘iﬁcluded'lookihg very much like the
Locke-Wallace Marital Adjusﬁment Test (Locke & Wallace, 1959) with some
additional items (Donohue & kyder, 1982) and having iﬁappropriate
weight on the items with 2-point and 5-point scale answers being added
together to form a raw score‘(this could show respéndents to be
quantitatively similar but qualitatively different) (Norton, 1983).

lNorton_also criticized the diffefing lengths of the subscales (ranging
“from 4-13 items per subscale) because they could, therefore, not be
equélly repreéented overall. A‘final criticism found in the literature

was that the mixed use of evaluative and descriptive items in the
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questidpnaire may lead respondents to give both subjective and’
objéqti%g;respohsesi theréby“contaminating fhé measure (Huéton;&
Robbihs, 1982). | |

Sabatelli (1988) évaluated the DAS as being built upon a sound
conceptﬁal foundation and as attempting to address many of the criti-
cisms levied against its p?edgcessor,‘the Locke Wallace MAT‘(Locke:&
Walléce, 1959). Hé also acknowledges many of the criticisms ménfiéned

above as cautionary advice to the potential user.

Kansas Marital Satisfaction

‘The Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS) was designed as a
short and dixect aséessmeﬁt of marital satisfaction (Schumm et al.; |
1981). The theoretical foundation of the measure is based on Spanier
and Cole’'s (1976) conceptualfdistinction between satisfaction'Wifh
spouse, marriage, and the marriage relationship (Saba;elli, 1988).

The scale is a-papér-and-pencil sur&éy with three items and
seven response categories for eachAitem. Score‘range is 1-21,Aand time
of admission is a few-minuteé (Schumm et al., 1981). The authors noted
that this could be a good scale .for studies where questionnaire space
is limited or when a substantially shorter measure is wanted (Burnet,
1987)-

The KMS has been shown to be highly reliable in a series'of
studies (Schumm et al., 1981). 'The norming sample of 181 couples had
alpha coefficients ranging'from .93 for rural wives and .84 f;r rural

and urban husbands (Schumm et al., 1981). Other studies have -also

reported reliable findings, with alpha coefficients ranging from .89 to
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.98 (Schumm, Nichols, et al., 1983; Schectmén et al., 1985;vMitchell,
Newell & Schumm, 1983; Schumm, Scanlon, et al., 1983); In a study on
the test-retest religﬁility, Mitchell et ai. (1983) found a cdefficient
~of .71 after a 1O-Wé§k iﬁterval; |

Validity on the KMS is supported by a study done on the concur-
rent validity of the scale with the DAS and the Quality Marriage Index
(Norton, 1983; Schumm et al!, 1986). Particularly significant correla-
tion with the Dyadic_Sétisfaction subscale was noted (Grover et ai.,
1984;‘Schumm et al., 1986).
| Oﬁe main critiéism of the scaie was ﬁhe tendency for the
distribution of responses to deﬁart significantly from normality in
terms of skewness and kurtosis (Schumm, Scanlon, et al., 1983).

Also reported was a tendency to respond in a socially desirable way
(S¢humm, Nichols, et al., 1983). Sabatelli (1988)treviewed thé scale
and found it to be direct, with é goodvfécus.on the relationship as a
whole with considerable support for its wvalidity.

The second part has reviewed marital adjustment and mérital
satisfaction histofyvand definitions, then measurement issues, related
»tb the two conceptsiWere discussed and'thg section ended with.a brief
overview of the two scales used in ;his étﬁdy, the DAS and the KMS;

In this third'section there is a brief overview of the limited
information found regarding the study of marital adjustment and/or
marital satisfaction in bicultural couples. 'fﬁis is followed by a
review of available literature pertaining specifically to thérapy‘with

bicultural couples.
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Marital Adjustment in Intercultural Couples

Very little information. was found in the literature that per-
tained specifically to interethnic or intercultural couples. Much of
-the information available focuses more on interracial and interfaith

studies. One of the most informative resources was Tseng et al.”s

(1977) Adjustment in Interéulturai Mafriage. One of the essays in this
book was of particular-iﬁterest to this study. McDermétt and Fukunaga
(1977) described some patterns‘of interaction in intercultural marri-
éges, noting that many difficultiésAarise in marriage and marital
adjustment when children arrive.

They reported on a study of how parental interaction in mixed
marriages negatively affect the offspring of those marriages. Three
ﬁatterns of interactions were noted to create dysfunction in the chil-
dren, they were: Competitiveness between the parents causing a with-
drawal of the children; different value systéms being imposed by each
parent causing confusion and withdrawal in the children; and avoiding
direct communication with each other and focusing on the child, causing
the child to attempt anyway to get'out of the limelight.

McDermott and Fukunaga nbted how various adjustment patterns
were used to rééolve the cﬁltural differendeé. The success or failure
of these patterns were dependent on the following: Number of differ-
ences and intensity (again it is nofed here that many differenCes do
not come to light until children arrive); kind of Workiﬁg agreement
employed; and level of satisfaction from the agreement. The adjustment

patterns in brief were:
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1. Destructive pattérns. Kind of a cold war adjustment with each
ﬁarént espousing different values and the kids becominglvery

" confused, .

2. Competitive adjustment. Each partner is competing for leader-
‘ship role, often want the kids to side with one or the other,
poor boundary definitions.

3. Reluctant adjustment. Neither partner takes the lead resulting

in a disorganized family atmosphere.

4. Constructive adjustment. Complementary adjustment with coordi-
nated and consistent leadership; often one leads while the other

supports and models.

5. Additive adjustment. When each spougé.blends the positive

attributes of each culture (McDermott & Fukunaga, 1977).

Tsepg (1977) and Markoff (1977), inAéeparéte essays, supported

thé theory of different adjustment patterns used by intercultural cou- .
ples. Markoff (1977) observed two solutions to problems of intercul-
tural marr;ages, one being symmetrical marriage or Where one partner
gives up his/her culture and adopts the culture of the other. The other
éolution being asymmetrical or where both partners, by a dialectic
process, produce a synthetic new culturg.

| Tseﬁg t1977) further elaboratéd on McDermdtt's and Fukunaga's
- (1977) definitions with the following categories of adjustment:

1. One-way adjustment. Where one partner adopts the cultural

pattern of the other, i.e.: symmetrical (Markoff, 1977).
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2. Alternative adjustment;[ Where sometimes one cultural pattern is
conséiously chosen and at other times the other péttern is
'chosen.

3. Mid-point Compromise. Partners usually agree on a solution

between their respective poéitions.
4., Mixing adjustment. A combination that represents some -of both
cultures is consciously adopted, i.e., additive -adjustment

‘(McDermott & Fukunaga, 1977).

5. Cﬁeative adjustment. Where both partners decide to give up

their respective eﬁltureé in favor of a new behavior’pattern,

i.e., asymmetrical adjﬁstment (Markoff, 1977).
Tseng (1977) emphasizéd'that adjﬁstment in intercultura1‘COuplés takes
time so thatArecognition of differences can go beyond:the éognitive
level:. Factors that may contribute to a successful adjustmént include a
sound motivation, open-minded partiéipants with high tolerances for con-
fusion, an ability to accept areas of dissatisfaction énd the’knowledge
of héw_fo change attitudes:gccqrding to situations of importance. Other
basic factors that assist a good4adjustment are environmenﬁal, i.e;,
family‘énd‘societal acceptance, dccasiona1 vacations to each partners’
own c&lture_to regroup and preparé‘for more change, and of course it is
essential to have two people who are'senéitive to each others needs and
who share common goals toward which they are motivated (Tseng, 1977).

Ovérall the authors iﬁ this book (Tseng et al., 1977) empha-
sized thelpositivé poséibilitieéJinherent in such unions. Tséng (1977)
pointed out that intercultural marriage introduces new stimuli and new

chances for change from the outside. ' McDermott & Fukunaga (1977)
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sﬁressed that by knowing of fﬁe ﬁé#gﬁtial problems that méy arise with
the coming of children, coupleé.caﬁ-géke the time to identify- their own
cultural backgrounds beforehand and possibly create new éyntheses of
their two cultures thereby giving their offspring a new strong identity.

As‘Tsepg (1977) pointed out, a final achievementfdf balance is
to accept-and<to appreciate thé value 6f‘both cultures, aéCept the dif-
ferences between each other without discomfort and also £o be Willihg
to try new behaviors with flexibility. Thus as he says, "the success-
ful intercuitural marriage shouldrbe'considered a good exampie of
masterful intercultural adjustment” (p. 103).

Other studies found varied greatly in focus. Lobozinska (1985)
looked atrfhe.mixéd marriagés of‘PoliSh‘and American“nétiOnals. She
addressed the issue of how goo& a chance for marital adjustment mixed
Polish-American couples could have. This was done bylassessiﬁg a
comparison of values connected With'marital roles as expressed by Poles
and by Americans, independent of whether or not they were intermarried.
The differences in the two‘societies, i.e., one supporting individual-
ism and indi&idual rights andrthejothet emphasizing constraints, social
pressures, duties and obligations appeared to create the main differ-
ences and it was concluded‘that ”aAéouble consisting of an American
husband and a Polish wife would have a better chance oandjusting in
marriage and wou1d>have more in common than a Polish husband and an
American Wife" (Lobozinska, 1985, p. 95).

Few studies were found thaﬁ reported using the DAS and/or the
KMS in cross-cultural studies.  0ﬁ§ by Casas and Ortiz'(1985) pointed

out a weakness of the DAS in that the norming sample to date has been
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limited to white middle-class North Americans. Their study addressédk
two areas, the first was the épbropriaténess of ﬁsing the DAé norming
criteria to assess the level of marital adjustmént émoﬁg a subgroupvof
Mexican-Ameficagsf The Mexican;American sample leaned more toward the
direction of aéjustment when coﬁpared to the norming sample. The
'secopd area assessed was intfagroup differences within the subgroups.
Significant intragroup differencés were found based on gender and on
.place of birth_(United States or Mexico). Overall the Mexico-born
_group displayéd greater adjustment scores, thislﬁas attributed to the
possible'effecté of acculturation oﬁ the U.S.-born group. In other
words, the Uw8; couples may have had lower marital adjustment due to an
‘increased neea for rolé definitions versus the Mexico-born couples who
may still retain the clear and distinct roles set ué for marriageé in
their culture. Generaily; Casas and Ortiz (1985) suggested the need
for furthef research using the DAS with racial/ethnic groups.

Three studies were fbund to have used the KMS. The first (Rho
A& Schumm, in‘pfess) looked atxhow marital satisfaction affected the
family life satisfaction of American husbands and Korean wives. The
findings»show‘that for both spouses marital satisfaction was the most
substantial predictor‘of family life satisfactioﬁ. These findings are
simiiar to studies that had_been"éohducted earliér, using the KMS, in
middle-class>midwestern,American'couples.

The second étudy (Jeong & Schumm, in press) looked at factors
influencing the family satisfaction of 35 Korean wives from Korean-

American marriages. Various factors considered were: the wives’

English proficiency, education, and total family income. All were
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visit to Korea was negatively related to marital satisfactipn. Overall
the results emphasized the importance of education in acculturation to
the U.S. society.

The third study (Schumm et al., 1988) used a part of the KMS to
assess the differences in satisfaétion with family life béfweén Anglo
and Mexiéan—American family members. The KMS item used Waé #1--
Satisfactién with the marital relationship. Random samples of rural
and urban intact families in 14 states were surveyed. Findings indi-
cate that Hispanic family members réport higher satisfaction in most
areas.

Other studies found looked at various aspects and factors
affecting the marital satisfactién or happiness of the intercultural
union. Weller and Rofe (1988) looked at the marital happiness of
homogeneous and mixed couples in Iérael, the mixed couples consisting
of one spouse of Eastern/Oriental origin and the other spouse of
Western American/European origin. The major factor found to affect
marital satisfaction was the level of education, i.e., the higher the
educational level the better the mérital satisfactioni

Rohrlich (1988) and Yelsma and Athappily (1988) looked at the
effects of communication on marital satisfaction, generally finding
that more éffective communication yields better marital satisfaction.

A final study reviewed (Markides & Hoppe, 1985) lookéd’éf
marital satisfaction rates in thfee'generations of Mexican-Americans.
Findings supported the life cycle chaﬁges ﬁentioned earliér>(Filsinger,

1983; Spanier, Lewis, & Cole, 1975) with a U-shaped curve indicating a
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decrease in marital satisfaction in the early years of marriage and an
increase again in the later years.

Therapeutic Interventions with
" Intercultursal Couples '

The literature review concludes with a brief review of sug-
gested therapeutic ihtér&gntions to bé used by ﬁental health profes-
sionals when Working:with couples in mixed marriages.

The 1itetaturé notes the néed for the practitioner to recognize .
and be aware of his/ﬂer own Vélue system (Hsu, 1977;-Papajohn &
Spiegel, 1975) and ethnic identity (McGoldriék & Garcia-Preto, 1984).
It is also very important for the counselor to be aware of the client’s
value orientatioﬁ for his/her group (McGoldrick, 1980).

Great conquién can result when there is an incongruence in the
value orientationé of the therapist and élient (Pépéjohn & Spiegel,
1975). It is difficult to understand the meaning of behavior when the
therapist knows little .about the value orientations of the client’s
group. The same behavior may have very different meaning to families
of different backgrounds (McGoldrick, 1980).

Of special considgration here may be the gender of the thera-
pist and the style‘that‘the therapist chooses to use with different
clients, i.e., directive versus péssive, family versus individual (Hsu,
1977). The;therapist?must learn to separafe from his/her own value
orieﬁtations in order té be éble to understand»the client and to design
an effective intervention strategy (Papajohn & Spiegel, 1975).

Hsu (1977) proposed five stages where couples séek professional

help: premarital, marital, prenatal, preadoptive, and parental.
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He focused on the premarital and marital stages and talks about the

" function of counseling during these stages.

In premarital counseling, if a couple is motivated, many

‘potential problems can be worked out (Hsu, 1977; McGoldrick &

Garcia-Preto, 1984) in advance. Functions in premarital counseling

include the following:

1.

Assessment of motivations. This is very important especially

in terms of exploring with the,éduple exaetly what they are
associating with their reason for'ﬁarrying. Are they
anticipating solutions to their present probiems; are tﬁey
idealistic about exogamy; are they acting lovestruck without a
thought for any consequences. Hsu (1977, p. 124) pointed out
that "although love can exist in isolation to be enjoyed by
itself, marriage cannot.”

The counselor can encourage the couple to get to know each
other's culture as much as possible. They could read about
the culture and associate as much as possible with the other
spouse’s family, friends, énd relaﬁives (Hsu, 1977).
McGoldrick and Garcia-Preto (1984) suggested advising the
couple to keep open relationships with all family members if
possible and that each spouse will have to have flexibility to

deal with the differences in the others background.

An evaluation of the expectations and realities of the couple.
Group and or individual stereotypes can be addressed here.
The counselor can ask the couple to discuss their own attitudes

about sex roles, authority, organization of the family with
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'respect'to,reiatives'and inlaWé, morélit& énd aesthetics, etc.
Sometimes a rundbwh'of-the actual'wedding'pléﬁs, the 1i§ing
arrangements, religious and social aptivities can be helpful in

clarifying issues.

Forewarning the couDle of possible difficultiés in the future.
This is seen as a clear responsibility of thé;therapist. A
review and/orkd13cussion of common sources of conflict such as
money;.children,'inlaws, possible prejﬁdicéé? isolation and

' homesickness; may help the couple to become more aware of
cultural differences (Hsu, 1977).

McGoldrick and Garcia-Preto (1984) point out4£hat for many
couples adjustments of family relationships do not come until
later life cycle phases, and that these are often not a concern
of cbuﬁles who are just considering marriage (McGoldrick,
1980). It isralso noéed that a need‘for é éoéitive sense of
cultural identity‘and continuity‘with the past seems to
increase over time’(Gélfand & Kutzik, 1979);‘_This could
potentially lead toﬁard‘big adjustment problemé in the future
that might be avoided if considered beforehand. Suggesting
that a couple pay attention to the development and/or mainte-
‘nance of rituals and traditions that connect. them to the past
may help them to avoid cultural isolation (McGoldrick.&
Garcia-Preto; 1984)..

Assessment of strength and compatibility of the couple as

individuals and as a pair. Here the codnselor looks at the

couples’ ability to handle the stressors of intercultural
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marriégg_ Strength can be evaluated indiviauaily'lobking at
pastvaajuétments, education‘énd‘WOrk history, inferper;bnal
relétib’nships and coping mechanismsa As a couple an assessment
of the way they deal with differences and the way they treat

and act toward one another are good indicators.

A careful look at the couple'é’faﬁily pattern and lifeétjles
-would help/assesslif their level of,compatibiiity will keep theﬁ
together in spite of fheir differences (Hsu, 1977).

Danger signals in intercultural marriages are much the éame‘as
those observéd in monocultural marriages. Landis and Lahdis (1973)
list some of them as: repeated quarreling with a discernablé pattern,
répeated breakups, a strong desire to change the other, feelings of
dépression and moodiness during the éourtship, and a feeliﬁg_of
regression rather than growing u@.

One danger signal to watch for, particularly in intercultural
marriages is the tendency to defend the partner’s race or culture in
the extreme,‘thisrmay be a. "reaction formation"” to cover up one’'s deep-
seated prejudice toward the partner’s group. Gouples can be encouraged
to be aware of this by paying attention to their reactions when they
encounter unpleéséntness, for example, does the partner’s réce or group
come to mind in a negative way (Hsu, 1977).

When considering marital counseling, Hsu (1977), and McGoldrick
& Garcia-Preto (1984) report two extreme ways of looking at the prob-
lems brought tofcoﬁnseliﬁg by the intermarried couple, 6nétbéing to

blame everything on the ‘culture and the other to completély ignore
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cﬁitural differences. In the first case, if the'difficulty is assessed
to‘be something that cannot be changed like, race or cultural back-
ground of the couple; the counselor could encourage them to focus more
Qh>the tﬁings they could change, such as‘family patterns and lifestyles
(Hsu,'1977).' Ofteﬁ:times the blaming Qf.tﬁeAculture is a way of
'évoiding dealing with other issues of importénce. Couples should be
encouraged to work on old issues with family or culture groups before
marriage if possible (McGoldrick & Garcia-Preto, 1984).

If, however, the cultural differences are being ignored, then
pérhaps bringing them to the awareness of the couple would help them to
be more objective and less emotional (Hsu, 1977). Assist the couple to
explore their different value systems so that they might begin to see
alternatives in problem situations and be éble to find the best
soiutions for them and their environment-tHSu, 1977).

Falicov (1985) noted that.cultﬁralidifferencés and traits can
be considered valuable resources for changé if used strategically, and
that assessing the roles played by different traits is essential to the
counselor.

.Another important aspect of working with intercultural couples
has to do with communication between the spouses. Mansikka and Fuku-
yvama (1985) developed a very useful workshop to deal with these issues.
They encouraged couples to focus on two main areas of communication,
the first being, perceptual differences experienced by people who speak
different languages. This is based on Whorf's (1956) hypothesis that

individuals who speak-different languages have different "world views.”

The second part involved the couples in listing their own "cultural
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beggage," i.e., customs, family, foods, holidays, etc,;;and then
"discussing similarities and/or.differenceé between them. 1Feedback'on
this Qorkshop was reportedly'very positive and helpful torthe couples.

Finally one last piece of literature addresses the intricaqies
of working as a mental health,prdfessional in the Greek-Aﬁerican com-
munity (Welts, 1982). Easically the emphasis is on the need to respect
lineal relationship talues and the need for privacy. Values of
achievement, productivity, cievetness,-seriousness and eﬁemplary honor
must all be supported and the parents, especially thetfather, must
retain control. Types of therapies that WilI‘Work within these bound-
aries are few. One of the most effective has Beentdeﬁeloped by Stagoll
(1979) who, as a physician, used his "benign authoritj“ to reframe the
presenting problems as physical whenever possible. He then joined the
family by encouraging support of the extended family, gradually shift-
ving the focus on transitionaliconflicts. Stagoll was able to;let the
' family maintain a sense of control by emphasizing and acknowledging his
lack of familiarity with ‘Greek tradition and SOIiCitiﬁg their guildance.

When dealing with coﬁples it is suggested that videotapes be
used, with the couple put in active viewing positions and asked to be
in charge (Welts, 1982). Other interventions suggested for when the
couple is locked in rigid blaming, is to aim toward helping to examine
communication and exploring alternative behaviors (Welts, 1982),
patience may be needed hereiﬁue to righteousness of each spouse..

| The Greek-Americaﬁs_use the "white lie" to avoid or minimize
intense feelings, absolute'trethvis not a value of tﬁis culture and

should not be imposed upon them (Samoulidis, 1978).
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Termination will usually occur quickly and a therapist's

suggestion "to bétter'understahd themselves” is likely to be countered

‘with "We know ourselves already.”

parts:

Summary

In summary this literature review has been covered in three

Mafriage and its uﬁiversals--aspects of intercultural marriage
inciuding incidéndegréonditions for,ﬂmotivations for, and
problems of U.S., Greek, and Greek-American attitudes toward
marriage.

The histbricgl develépment and use of the concepts marital
adjustment‘and marital satisfaction, measurement issues of the
two concepts, and brief overviews of the DAS and the KMS.
Marital adgustment.éhd marital satisfaction studies using

intercultural populations, and therapeutic intervenhtions used

specifically with intercultural couples.

Chapter 3 describes the methodology, population sample,

instruments used, and the methods of analysis for this study.
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. CHAPTER 3.
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

For this study of bicu1tura1 and monocultural couples' marital
adjustment, married couples from urban communities in the United States
and in Greece were studied. This_chapter discusses the sample selec-
tion, data collection, iﬁstrumeﬁtation, aﬁd the pfocedurés for

analyzing the obtained data..

Sample Selection and Data Collection

Data were obtained from four specific nonrandom population
samples. Two sample groups of.monécultural couples and two sample
groups of bicultural couples were identified. The first of these were
40 couples where both spouses were of American birth and upbringing.
The second group was made up of one Greek and one American spouse. All
of the members of these first two groups were recruited nonrandomly
from three urban areas of comparaﬁle,size in the United States. Volun-
teers from the first group came primarily from academic institutions,
while volunteers from the;second gfoup were obtained by contact with
local Greek Orthodox religious comiunities and from local members of
the Hellenic Diaspora.

The third group was made‘up of the same configuration as the
second, with the difference being that they were recruited from three
Greek-American organizations located in an urban area in Greece. The

fourth group consisted of'coupleé of Greek origin only. They were made
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up of volunteers solicifed th?oggh»academic institutions and church
éémmunities in Greece.

As part of the seieétiQn process for the samples, leaders in
each of the associated organizations were contacted and asked to assist
in the distribution of a céver letter explaining the sfudy and
requesting participation (Appéndix_A). Interested cpuples were asked
to contact the leader or the reséarcher in order to give an address
_ where the questionnairés éoUld be forwarded. Only éouplés who reported
béing married for more thanii,year were surveyed and,:in the case of
thé bicultural couples, éaéh‘spoﬁse must have been borﬁ and raised in a
different country (the United States of Americé or GreeCe).

Survey materials Were‘either mailed or hand distributed to
participants in packet form (Appendix B) with the assistance of the
organization contacts or from the researcher directly. The packet
contained instructions (Appendix C) and a letter (AppgndiX'D) thanking
the participants and prOviding a clear explanation of'the purpose of
the study. Participantsjwere_assured of their voluntary status and
anonymity. A self-addressed, stamped envelope was ‘provided for each
couple to return the completed duestionnaires to the researcher.

Greek-speaking—pnly'participants were provided with official
translations of all packet materials from English to Gfeek (Appendices
A, C, D, E, F, 6). All translated materials Were’reViewed for accuracy
,By a‘panél of three Greék péychologists (all trained,ih'American

universities) and were deemed to be comparable.
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Instrﬁmgnts
Two established instruments wé?e'used in this stﬁdy along with
- a one-page demographic questionnaire (Apféndix E). Sample‘demographics
inéluded sex, age, education, income, marital history, number of
children, present and past location of résidence, religious and ethnic
identity, and 1énguage'proficiency.

The Dyadic Adjustment Scalet(DAS; Spanier, 1976; Appéﬁdix F)‘
was the primary ;nstrument used tofmeaéure marital adjustment. The DAS
has been used in over 1,000 scientific investigations aé a méasure of
thé quality .of adjustment to marriage and similar dyadié relationships.
There have been translations of the DAS into four languages, French,
German, Spanish, and Polish {Spanier, 1989).

The Kansas Marital Satisfaééion S¢a1e (RMS; Schumﬁ et al.,
1981; Appendix G) was also used for validation purposes. Concurrent
validity of the DAS with the KMS has been established in af least two
available studies (Schumm et al., 1986; Grover et al., 1984). 1In oneb
”study (Grover et al., 1984) the KMS was found to correlate‘signifi—
cantly with six of the seven items from the satisfaction subscale of
the DAS. Five of the correlationSHWere,significant to (g‘<‘.601) and
one to (p %‘.04), In'another‘studyA(Séhumm et al., 1986), the KMS was
found to correlate significantly with the total DAS (.83) and with the
dyadic satisfaction subscale (772) with both correlations significant

at (p < .001).
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The DyadiciAdjustmentchale

ThegDAS Was designed primariiy as‘an‘asséssment tool for
measuring ﬁhe quality‘of adjustment ‘in marriage and other similar dyads
-(Spaﬁiér &ﬁThquaoh, 1982; Spanier, 1987, 1989>.A The saale can give a
‘measﬁre<of'OVerall adjustment or, if the'reseaichéi\has more limited
needs, Sepafate‘éCoreS from four subscales aaﬁ beAusad alone without
losing confidence in the reliability or the validity of the measure
(Spaﬁier,ﬂl976).

The four subscales are Dyadic Consensus, Dyadic Satisfaction,
Affeétional.Expressibn, and Dyadic Cohesion (Sﬁanier, 1976). Reliabil-
ity figures for the subscales are presented in this chapter in the
section-on'raliability for the whole scale. There are no available
figureS‘on,éhe Qalidity of ‘the subscales at this time (Spanier, 1989).

: TheiDAS‘is a pencil and paper test conSiéting of 32 items to be
completed'bj either one or both partners in a relationship. The time
needed to complete the questionnaire is 5 to 10 minutes. The 32 items
are presented with Likert respanse.categorieS'ranging from 2- to 7-
point scales. Respondents are asked to rate thair degiee of agreement
or disagreement to the questions. Scores for the’DASkrange from 0 to
151, with the higher scores indicating a be?ter adjuétﬁent to marriage
(Spaniei, 1989). Methods of administration includeVéelf-administration
of‘adaptation of'the questionnaire to an interview settihg (Spanier,
1976, 1987).

The DAS is recommended for use in the clinical setting to help
formt_;.late treatment plans for therapy (Spanier, 1989); responses to

individual items or subscales could serve. as a basis for discussion and
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planning; The.sﬁrvey can be ﬁsed throughout therapy and at termination
as an objective measure for evaluating changes in the interactions
between partners (Spanier, 1989). OtherAusés of.the DAS iﬁclude:
Measurement.of:mérital distress as a possible precipitant of, or reac-
tion to, a more general psychotic disturbancej as routine screening
when other sYndromes are the presenting problem;,fiﬁally as a research
instruﬁent that.has been used in thousands of sﬁudies of marital

adjustment‘and ﬁérital satisfaction (Spanief, 1989).

The Development of the Instrument. ;The scale was developed by
Spanier (1976) beginning with a pool of 300 items derived from several
marital adjustment measures. Théen by a process of elimination of
duplicate itgms, itéms not having content validity, and items deemed
antiquated for the 19703, a 200-item questiomnnaire was created and
administeréd-td three groups of married, divorcgd, ana cohabitating
petsons in Pennsylvania. Frequency distributions, t-value analyses,
and a factor analysis for adequacy of defiﬁition-brought the final
number of items to 32 (Bagarozzi, 1985; Spanier, 1976).

Spanier'(1989, P. 12) reported that further factor amalysis on
the 32 items prﬁduced the four subscales, reportedly subscale factor
loading can beAvery~useful in determining the extént to -which any
single behaviortéontfibutes to broader categoriesrof interpersonal
problems. A brief deécription of the content covered by each subscale
follows:

1. Dyadic Consensus. Assesses the extent of agreement

between partners on matters important to the relationship, such
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as money, religion, recreation, friends, houSehqld tasks, and
timeAépent together. Inciu&es 13 items: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9,

10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 (Appendix F).

2. Dyadic Satisfaction. Measdres the amount of tension in the
rélétiqnship, as well as the extent to Which’thé individual has
con;idered ending the-felationship. High scores on dyadic
-satiéfa@tion indicate satiéfaction‘with the present state of
the félétibnship and commitment to its continuance. Includes
10 itéms: 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 31, 32 (Appendix F).

3. Affectional Expression: Measures the individual’'s satisfaction

with the expression of affection and sex in the relationship.
Includes four items: 4, 6, 29, 30 (Appendix F).

4. Dyadic Gohesion. Assesses the common interests and activities

shared by the couple. Includes five items: 24, 25, 26, 27, 28

(Spanier, 1989, p. 12; Appendix F).

Reliability. Studies have shown the total scale feli&bilify of
the DAS.to béAquite high. Using Crombach’s (1951) coeffigient_alpha,
internal cqnsisténby has been found to range from .84 to .96 (Spanier,
1989). The s;bscales also do Weli, &ith ranges of .73 to .92 for
Dyadic Consensus, .77 to .94 for Dyadic Satisfaction, .58 to .73 for
Affectional Expression and .72 to .86 for Dyadic Cohesion,(Spaniér,
1989).

Intérrater'reliability has been évaluated (Antill & Cottoﬁ,

1982) by looking at a cross-spousercorrélation of .89 on the total DAS.
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Test-retest réliability studies (Stein,~Girodo;-& Dotzenroﬁh,
1982; Belsky, Spanier, & Rovine, 1983) suggest that DAS scores gré'v

reasonably stable over time.

Validity. The ﬁAS has been established as valid in a number-qf
studies using a number of different techniqueé. Content validity was
first evéluated by the three judges that were involved in the item
selection in the first phase of the instrument development. Items were
included if judged to be (1) relevant measures of dyadic adjustment:fof
contemporary relationships; (2) consistent with the nominal definitions
suggested by Spanier and Cole (1974) for adjustment an& it’s components
(satisfaction, cohesion, and consensus); and (3) carefully worded with
approﬁriate fixed choice responses (Spanier 1976).

Criterion-related validity was also well established'in the
norming sample, using marital status as the extermal criterion. The
married and divorced samples differed significantly (p < .001) in both
the total scores and in the individual item comparison. Further |
evidence is presented in Spanier’s (1989) Manﬁal for the DAS.

Concurrent and predictive validity is evidenced in several
studies where the marital adjustment measures were found to be'iﬁter;
related to such behaviors as; 1levels of‘family violence (Meredith,
Abbott, & Adams, 1986); pre- and postpartum depression.(Dobson, 1987);
interspousal communication (Banmen and Vpgel, 1985);‘socia1 anxiety
(Filsinger & Wilson, 1983) and mény others.

Convergent (Construct) validity was originally-obtained'by

correlating the DAS with the Locke Wallace Marital Adjustment scale:
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(LMAT) (1959).> The correlation between these scales was high at .86
among the married”fespondents and .887a¢6ﬁg‘the divorced reépondents
(,;3_.'<° 001) (Bagarozzi, 1985; Spanier;‘1989). Significant correlation
E %aé also reborted;~bet§een the DAS and the KMS,.by relation‘bgtween the
DAS and the KMS was reported by Schumm et al. (1986) as .83

(p < .001).

Limitatiqnsféf the Instrument. 'éenerally'the DAS is thought to
be a well validaﬁed and reliable instr#ﬁént-fér use .in the'élbbal
assessment of maritai functioning (Spanieri& Thompson, 1982); One of
the most éommon cfiticisms has to do‘with’the content Qalidity of the
four subscales, especially if they are to be considered (as recom-
mended) as unique and separate entities. Tﬁis question is compounded
by the fact that each subscale has a different number of items, ranging
from 4 to 13, and tﬂat the items have diffefént fesponse categories
.(i.e., 0-1, 0-4, 0-5, 0-7). This means ﬁhat‘éven'though the subscales
are touted as being distinct indicators of marital adjustment, they do
not have an equal chance of being represented in the total scofg
(Sabatelli, 1988).

Another reported weakness is the low reliability for the
Affectional Expression subscale indicating a need for care‘iniinter~
preting this subscale (Spanier, 1987; Spanier & Thompson, 1982).

At least one replication study (Sharpley & Cross, 1982) found
‘the DAS to be reliable, yet also found.through analysis of disériminent
function coefficients that only’6 iteﬁsrof the original 32 were really

necessary. This study also claimed that for quick screening purposes,
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item 31 ﬁould belsﬁfficient. This was guggested as a time saving
‘ classificatitn method,
of noté hefé{is the fact that, in spite of the wide use of the
DAS, very few publiéhed'repofts have made reference to its uéé with any
racial, ethnic or miﬁority groups. Casas and Ortiz (1585) did:explore
the appropriateness of using the current DAS norming data to assess the
- level of marital‘adjustment aﬁong a subgroup of Mexican-Americans.
'Generally the findings indicate significant,intergroup differences and
faigreat‘need for more normative work with ethnic groups. |
Also of note is Spanier’s (1989) discussion of the éﬁparent
importance of sex roie differences on marital adjustment. Studies have
demonstrated that couples with similar sex role orientationg tend to be
better adjusted than couples with complementary orientations (Antill,
1983; Murstein'& Williams, 1985). |
These last t&o‘fattors were of some‘importance in evaluating the

results of this study.

Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale

The KMS Was_devgloped as a short.and direct assessment of
Amarital satisfaction, with the thebretical foundation for the measure
extending from Spanier and Cole's (1976) conceptual distinction between
satisfaction with spouse, marriage and the marriage relationship
(Schumm et al., 1986).

.The scale consists of three items Where respondents are asked

directly how satisfied they are with theirimarriage,as an institution,
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their marital rgiationship with their spouse, and with the charécterrof
their spoﬁsé (Séﬁﬁmm‘et al., 1981).
| iThe KMS ‘is é.paper-andupéncil;test and takes about,é to 3
minutes to complete. The three items are presented with 4-,‘5-, and 7-
point Likert responSe categories, with éeven being the most popular.
Responses range fromiextremely dissatisfied to extremely satisfied.
Scoring for the . scale is done by simplyAadding up the- score fér each
item with a boésible total score deBAtb 21 points (Schumm et al.,
1981). | |
The KMS can be used either in interview or questionnaire sur-
veys and is applicable to almost all married'populations_ The survey
has been used quite extensively to date in studies invoIving both

couples and~indiﬁidual spouses.

Reliabilitz. The KMS has been characterized in many'studiés by
high internal consistency reliability with C;onbach Alphas ranging ffom
.89 to .93 (Schumm et al., 1981 Grover et al., 1984; Schumm, Scanlon,
et al., 1983). |

'Test-retest reliability over-a'IO—week interval was found to be
1 (p < .001) indicating a fairly high stability of scores.bver the
testing period beﬁween pre- and posttésts (Mitchell et al., 1983).

The scale has consistently béeﬁ correlated with selected items
from marital and individual social desirability scales as a way of con-

trolling for the influence of social desirability on the reliability.
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Validity. ’Concufrent validity for the KMS has been evidenced
in corrglation studies with Norton’s (1983) Quality MarriagetIndex
(QMI),and the DAS'aﬁdfpafticularly with the DAS Dyadic Satisfaction
sﬁbséale (Grbver et-gl}; 1984 Schumm et al., 1986) correlations ére
;91, ;83; and .%7;’fe5pectively. |

Criterion-related wvalidity for the‘KMS«islsupported in a study
by Schumm et al. (1985) where 212 wives from intact mafriages were

distinguished from 8 wives who had recently separated from their

‘husbands.

Limitations of the Instrument. The most consisteanconcern
about the use éf the scale is the tendency for the distribution of the
résponses to depart significantly from the norm in terms of skewness
and kurtqsis (Séhumm, Nichols, et al., 1983). Another concern,
mentioned Before, islthe tendency of'respondents to respond in socially
‘desirable ways (Schuﬁm et alg, 1981). | |

Of note to this study is the fact that the scale, as with the
DAS, has not been normed on any ethnic groups to date. However, Jeong
and Schumm (in press) did report on a study involving Korean/American
marriages where the KMS produced signifiéant results.

Overall -the instruments chosen seem appropriate for a study of
this type where measures of variability’befweén the groups is the

information desired.

Methods of Analysis
Questibnnaires were coded and enteéred into a data file so that

each spouse would be accounted for singly and as a partner. This code
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was fdllowed by the codédAinfofmation from the demographic sheet and
‘then from the DAS and KMS itéms. |

’ - . t .

‘Data were analyzed uSihg,g tests, Pearson Correlation Coeffi-
cients, déscriptives, and crosé;tabs in the SPSS-X progfém;‘ Demographf
7 ics Wéré outlined With‘the‘helpApf'cross—tabs and describtive tables.A
’Two éomprehensive tables were devised, one outlining général chéracter—
istics of each subgroup. Thekéubg;oups were identified as follows:
American couples = (AA), Greek couples = kGG), Greek—Ametican couples
living in America = (GAA), épduGreek-American couples living,in'Greece
- (QAG) (Tabie 1, p. 8L). Iéble 2 (p. 84) shows reiigioqs differences
"among the groups. |

The first hypothesis‘was addressed in the foiléWing.way:
Couples scores from the DASVand the KMS were evaluated first écéording
to intra-couple measures, 1ookiﬁg at fhe four different groups.

After this initial anaiysis t-tests were used to compare the
intergroup responses of the monocultural and bicultural groups (AA and
GG, GAA and GAG; Table 4, p. 87). Scores were then énélyéed for
soﬁrceslof variation between theitwo groups regarding the influence of
tﬁe hpst country culture (AA and»GAA (Table 5, p. 88) and GG gnd GAG
(Table 6, p. 89). |

For the second hypothesis'a similar process was done with
specific item analysis using the t tests. The t tests .done for i

‘HypétheSis 1 were examined firét and then further analysié examined

Variables believed to be possible sources of influence. The further
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t tests focused on: the influences of resiq§nce, 106king at all the
.‘couflpl_gis living ‘in the United States cdﬁiparéd with éll the couples
1i§iné>iﬁgcreece.‘
“Any further distributions analyzed aré’mentioned in support of

the conclusions.

Summary

‘in this chapter the study was discusséd in terms of how the
'éample was selected, how the data were collectéd, and an indeﬁth
discussion of the two instruments, the DAS and the KMS, and the
'demographic questionnaire. Finally the methods to be used for analysis
were discusSed and delineated.

'In‘Chapter 4 there is a presentation of the results of the
~studyAaégdrding to the guidelines provided7by'th§ hypotheses and the

methods of ‘analysis in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Introduction .

The purpose of this study was to éxamine differences and/or
similarities in the marital adjuétmeﬁt 6f a select group of'mdnocul-
tural and bicultural céuples. Two Wellfresearched scales were used in
the assessment of marital adjustment, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS;
Spanier, 1976) and the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMS; Schumm
et al., 1981).

A demographic description of the sample populations is pre-
sented first, followed by the resultS of the survey. Each hypothesis
will be evaluated and discussed seﬁarately relative to the associated
data. The following data were based on ?nformation obtained from 24
American couples, 18 Greek couples, 9 Greek-American mixed couples
living in the United States, and 25 Greek-American mixed couples living

. in Greece.

Description of the Sample

Participants in this study were married couples, all married
for more than 1 year and all born and raised either in the United
States or in Greece. Sample characteristics are presented in Table 1.

There were four subgroups of couples‘totaling 76 couples.
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"means for select characteristics

- (n = 152)
Subgroup
- Variables AA 66 GAA GAG Total
Males 24 18 9 25 76 -
Females 24 18 g - 25 76
Residence
U.S.A. 48 0 18 0 66
Greece 0 36 0 50 86
Age Range 31-40. 41-50 35-45 41-50 41-50
Education
Mean Years 17+ 13-16 13-16 17+ 13-17+
Income
U.S.A. (yor) $40-45,000 $45-50,000 N/A
Greece {(mo) *(6,880,000) 250,000- (7,520,000) 300,000- .
Drachma 300,000 Drachma 400,000
Drachma - Drachma
*($24,063) ($30,625)
Times Married
First 34 31 13 46 124
Second 11 2 4 4 21
Third 3 0 0 Y 3
Fourth 0 o 1 0 1
Years Married
Mean Years 10-15 15-20 15-20 ~ 15-20 15-20
Children
None 10 6 8 2 26
One or more 38 30 10 48 126
Average/couple 2 1 1-2 o 1-2 1-2
Length of time in residence (yr) - :
’ 25+ 25+ 15-25 15-25 N/A

* Approximates based on exchange rate of 160 drachma/dollar.
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The four subgroﬁps Wefe comprised of: 24 American couples
(AA), both spouses born and raised in the United States; 18 Greek
couples (GG), both spouses born and raised in Greece; 9 Greek-American
couples living in America (GAA), omne spouse born and faised in Greece
and the other spouse born and raised in the United Stated; and 25
Greek-American couplgs living in Greece (GAG), one spouse born and
raised in.Greece and the other borp and raised in thé United States.

The first group of AA's were obtained throﬁgh two academic -
communities in a Southwestern United States urban community and through
volunteers in the community obtained by word of mouth. The GG partici-
pants were obtained through two academic communities iﬁ a large urban
center in Greece.

The GAA's were contacted through the Hellenic biaspora and
Greek OrthodOX'churcH communities in three urban aréas of the Uﬁited
States. The relatively low response here, 11% of total, was possibly
due to the inclusion of code numbers on the questionnaires sent to
participants which might have aroused concerns regarding confiden-
tiality. The GAG's were contacted primarily through three Greek
American women's organizations located in a large urban center of
Greece. The respbnse,here’may have been better due to the exclusion of
the code numbers on the questionnaires. This assumed senéitivity is
supported in the litératufe on Greek characteristicé régarding the
dread of having familyiéecrets exposed. There is a strdng value of
family loyalty (Welts, 1982).

The couples ranged in ages from 20 to 75 with the majority of

the participants being between 31 and 50 years of age. The mean
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éducational level was between 13-17+ yéérs with AA’'s and GAG’'s showing
the highest averages. Income means were separate for therAmerican and
the Greek populations due to currency differences.v The American means
were calculated according to dollars ﬁer.year, and the Gfeék average
income means were calculated in‘dréchmas>§er month. Exchange rates at
the time of the study were approximateiy 160 drachmé/$l.00. (Note:
Greek yeafly income is based on é'lA—month pay period, due to two
yearly bohus'awards.)

The overall group mean for times married was one. Years mar-
ried for the total sample ranged from 1 year to greater than 40 years
with the average length of marriagé being the category.of 15-25 years.

Number of children ranggd'ffom 1 to 6 or more, with the mean
number of children for all groups being 1 to 2. Finally, participants
were asked how long they had lived in their present country of
residence as a way of assessing stability.

Religious affiliations for the different subgroups are
presented’in Table 2. Of interest is the high percentage of Greek
Orthodoxy_reported.émoﬁg tﬁe bicultural couples, possibly indicating
a high rate of conversion that may be a consequence of the close
relation of ethnicity and religion (Scourby, 1984).

It was also of interest to note that the monocultural (AA)
American éouples compared significaﬁtly on the Dyadic Aﬂjustment
subscaleS'aﬁd the DAS total With Spaniers’ (1976) married norming

sample (Téble 3).
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Subgroup
Religion AA . GG GAA GAC Total (%)
Greek Orthodox oAA 35 ' 15 34 84 (55.3%)
Catholic 7 0 - 0 3 10 (6.6%)
Jewish 1 0 0 1 2 (1.3%)
Protestant 25 0 1 8 34 (22.4%)
Agnostic 8 0 2 1 11 (7.2%)
Atheist 1 1 0 2 4 (2.6%)
Other 6 0 0 1 7 (4.6%)
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Dyadic Adjustment Scéle norming data comparison with

Table 3.
’ monocultural AA sample
Subgfoup
Original Married Sample. iMonoAmefican>Couplés
*(N = 218) (N = 48)

Variable Mean D Mean  SD
bASl 57.9 | 8.5 49.0 5.8
DAS2 . 40.5 7.2 39.6 5.9
DAS3 9.0 2.3 8.2 2.7
DAS4 13.4 4.2 16.5 3.7
Total 112.9 15.3

114.8 17.8

% Individuals
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Hypotheses

Hypothesis I

It was hypothesized that bicultural couples would Aiffer sig-
nificantly from monocultural goupleé in marital adjustment. Iﬁ order
to test this first hypothesis, t-tests analysis of the marital adjustf
ment and marital satisfaction scores were done between the-twq~main
groups of monocultural (AA, GG) and bicultural (GAA, GAG) couples. The
findings show no significant differences between the monocultural and
biculturalvcouple groups on the four DAS subscales, the DAS and the KMS
totals (Table 4).

In order to further exaﬁine this issue, comparisons were made
of monocultural and bicultural couples within each host culture. The
results from the American resident_couples (AA, GAA) suggestrthat
differences are minimal (Table 5).

The results from the couples resident in Greece (GG, GAG) were
also not found to be significant (Table 6). Some significant item
differences in this particular analysis seem to indicate again the
findings that the GG couples vary~in their responses to the scales
being used, but do not vary enough to substantiate the Hypothesis I.

Therefore, based on the findings for the data available,
Hypothesis I was not substantiated and it would appear that monocul-
tural and bicultural couples do not differ significantly in their
overall marital adjustment as measured by the scales used in this

study.
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Table 4. . Comparison of DAS and KMS scores for monocultural and
: bicultural couples

Subgroup
Monocultural Couplesh'Bicultural Coupleé
(AA and GG) _ (GAA apd GAG)

" Variable | *N Mean SD - N f Mean SD t value ‘Prob
DAS1 78 48.1 8.4 58 49.3 7.1 .89 .377
DAS2 80 38.0 7.2 60  37.0 6.3 -.98 .331
DAS3 A 82 8.4 2.8 62 8.9 2.1 1.07 .289
DAS4 82 16.0 4.6 63 15.1 3.9 -1.36 174
DAS Tétal 77 110.0 20.5 53 110.6 16.5 17 .864
KMS Tbtal 82 17.6 3.9 .64 17.0 4.0 -.97 .332

%* Individuals.
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Monocultural and bicultural'éouples living in America,

Table 5.
comparison of DAS subscale, DAS total, and KMS total scores
Subgroup
MonoAmerican Couples BiAmerican Couples
(aa) (GAR)

VariablevV.  *ﬁ Mean SD N = Mean SD i.value Prob
DAS1 47 49.0 5.8 18 49.9 7.3 - .50 .619
DAS2 48 39.6 5.9 17 37.1 7.8 1.19 .247
DAS3 48 8.1 2.7 18 9.1 2.1 -1.53 .135
DAS4 48 16.5 3.8 18 16.1 4.1 .31 .758
DAS Total 47 112.9 15.3 17 112.1 18.9 .16 .871
KMS Total 48 18'.5 3.5 18 17.4 5.1 ;81 424

* Individuals
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Table 6. Monocultural and bicultural couples living in Greece,
comparison of DAS subscale, DAS and KMS total scores

Subgroup

MonoGreek Couples BiGreék Couples
(GG) : (GAG)
Variable *N | Meaﬁ SD ‘ N Mgén SD‘ ;,vaiue. Prob
DAS1 32 46.8 11.1 43  49.0 6.9 - .97 .338
DAS2 3 35,7 8.1 47 36.7 5.6 - .67 .506
DAS3 36 8.9 2.8 48 8.8 2.0 .09 .931
DAS4 36 15.5 5.5 49 15.0 41 47 643
DAs Total 31 105.6 26.0 39 110.4  15.1 - .91 .367
KMS Total 36 16.4 4.2 50 17.0 3.5 - .70 .485

% Individuals



89
‘HypotheSis II

It was hypothesized that adjustment issues would differ fetween
monocultﬁral and bicultural couples.‘ In order to examine this hypothe-
sis, item-by-item comparisons Wefe made bétween all monocultural an
bicultural couples combined (AA, GG;:éAA, GAG), and then between mono-
cultural and bicultural couples within each hoest culture (AA, GAA) and
(GG, GAG). The t tests done for Hypothesis I were reviewed and aﬁy
- significant item differences found Between monocultural and bicultural
éduples.grqups Were analyzéd to defermine,howrthe items were rated
differently by the groups.

For the total group, monocultural andAbiculpuralﬁcouples dif-
‘fered on three items (Table 7). The items.had tb'dov&ith agreement on
reiigioug matters, (DAS) D3, and leisure time interests and activities,
'Dl4, and how often the couple works tégether'on a project, D28.

For D3, monocultural couples reported'"occasionally disagree”
and bicultural couples reported "almost always agree.” For D14, both
monocultural and bicultural couples reported “occasionally disagree-
ing,” with bicultural couples having greater agreement. For item D28,
both monocultural and bicultural couples’blaiméd to do this "once or
thiCe‘;-month," with monoculturalicpﬁples‘doing it slighfly more.

At this point it can be ventured that bicultural couples’
marital adjustment issues are not so definitively different from the
issues faced by monocultural couples. This is further illustrated by
'1ooking at the influence of the host culture on the intergroup analysis

of the resident American couples (AA, GAA) and the resident Greek
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Table 7. Issues showing significant differences betWeen monocultural
and bicultural couples

Subgroup-
Monocultural Couples Bicultural Couples
(AA and GG) (GAA and GAG)

Variable *N - Mean  SD N Mean SD t value Prob

D3--Agreement on religious matters

82 3.67 1.30 64 4.22 .79 - 3.1 ©.002
RESPONSE: "Occasionally "Almost,alwayé
disagree” agree"”

D14--Agreement on leisure time
interests and activities

82 3.26 1.12 63 3.63 ,94 2.2 .028

RESPONSE: "Occasionally "Occasionally
disagree” disagree”

D28--How often the couples work
together on a project

82 2.90 1.53 63 2.40 1.31 -2.14 .034
RESPONSE: "Once or twice a "Once or twice a
’ month” month”

*Individuals
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'éoupies (CG, GAG), which produéed~véried‘feéuits (Tablé 8). In‘thev
first group analysis (AA, GAA), only one“éignificant.item appeared
between the two. That item was religious matters, D3. The AA group
rated "occasionally disagree,” while the GAA group were better adjusted
with "almost alWays agree” (p < .033). The GG-GAG group had more
vafiances that were highly reflective of the previous differences that
the GG group has shown in the other analysés already completed.

It is of note that the GG group tétéd higher than the GAG group
invénly two of the six items, D19 and'D28.. D197;Do you confide in your
maté?, GG's answered "most of the time,” and the GAG's answered "more
| often than-not" e < .022). D28--How often do you -work together on a
project?, GG’Q and GAG's both answered "once or twice é month” Witﬁ the

GG's doing it slightly more (p < .022).

Additional-Findings
Along with analysis of adjustment variables, groups were
compared on income and found to be similar within host countries.
The American groups reported:
AA: X = 8.5417 ($40—45{000/yr)? SD = 3.383, and

GAA: X.

9.444 ($45-50,000), SD = 3,382 (p < 4.342).
:The Greek gfoup reported:
| GG: X = 6.8333 (300,000-400,000 Drachma/mo),
'SD = 2.171, and
GAG: X = 6.6400 (300,000-400,000 DR), SD = 1.914

(p < .670).
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Table 8. Issues showing significant differences between monocultural
and bicultural resident couples regarding host culture
influences, United States or Greece

-Subgroup

MonoculturaIVCouples Bicultural Couples

Variable *N Mean SD - N Mean SD t value Prob

U.S. Resident Gouples

AA GAA

D3--Agreement on religious matters

48 3.7 1.1 - 18 4.2 .88 -2.21 .003%
RESPONSE: "Occasionally "Almost always
disagree” . : agree”

Greece Resident Couples

GG ' . _GAG

D11--Agreement on_amount of time
spent together

34 3.2 1.7 49 3.9 .69 245 .019
RESPONSE: "Occasionally . "Almost always
' disagree” agree"

D13--Agreement on household tasks

35 2.9 1.6 50 3.6 .93 -2.48 .017
RESPONSE: "Frequently "Occasionally
disagree” disagree"”

D19--Do_you confide in your mate?

36 4.2 .83 50 3.7 1.9 2.63 .010

RESPONSE: "Most of the time" "Oécasionally"
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‘Subgroup

Monocultural Couples Bicultural Coﬁples

Variable *N Mean SD N Mean SD t value Prob
Greece Resident Couples
GG ' GAG
D23--Do vou kiss your mate?
36 2.6 1.9 49 3.2 1.0 -2.11 -038
RESPONSE: "Occasiénally" "Almost every day”
D28--How often do_you work together
on a_project?
36 3.3 1.9 49 2.4 @ 1.4 2.34 .022
RESPONSE: "Once or twice. a "Once or twice a
week” week”
D31--Level of happiness
36 3.1 1.2 50 3.8 1.14 -2.66 .010
RESPONSE: "Happy"” "Happy"”

* Individuals
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An -additional issue was to see if the place of residence had
any influence on the couples’ marital adjustment scores. Functibnally
this was just doingvan intergréup check on two groups that Were'iooked
at separately in another ;_téét (AA, GAA) and (GG, GAG). Several items
were significantly varied with the couples living in the United States
of America showing significantly more satisfaction and adjustment than
the couples—iiﬁing in Gfeece, -This is not statistically surprising
considefing that the GG gréub has COnsistently éhown lower adjqument
scores,and that the GAG's and the GAA's are about equal on the average.
Specific item issues are of some interest and are listed in Table 9.

The KMS and the DAS2 (Dyadic Satisfaction subscaie)kboth'showed
the .couples in the United States to be signifiéantly more satisfied
within their marital relationship.

From these findings, it can be said thaf Hypothesis II is
substantiated in that there were some differences in the issues of
. monocultural and biéulturalxcouples. ‘However, it must be noted that no
one issue was consistently observed in‘fhe three main analyses done,
and that only two issues éame up twice.

Concurrent Validityvy of the Measures

The concurrent validity of theltwo scales used -in the study,
the DyadiC'Adjustment Scale and the Kansas Marital Satisfaction scale,
is consistenﬁly substantiated throughout the data. It 1s also empir-
ically supported with a Pearson Correlation Coefficient showing signif-
icant correlations both between the KMS and the DAS, and the KMS and
the Dyadic_Satisfactionksubscale. KMS-DAS cérrelation = .7462 (p =

.000). KMS-DAS Satisfaction ‘Subscale correlatibn = ,7673 (p_=.000).



Table 9. Comparison of couple differences by place of residence,
United States or Greece '
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RESPONSE "Almost every day” ™ “Occasionally”

Subgroup
American Couples Greek Couples
Variable *N Mean SD N Mean SD L,Value Prob
D7--Conventionality
66 3.9 .85 79 3.4 1.2 2.36 .009
‘RESPONSE "Occasionally "Occasionally
' disagree” disagree”
D20--Do you ever regret that you married?
66 4.4 1.0 .80 - 3.8 1.3 3.07 .003
RESPONSE "Rarely" "Occasionally”
D21--How often do you quarrel?
66 3.5 .61 80 3.1 .98 2.97 .004
RESPONSE "Occasionally"” "Occasionally”
- D22--How thén do_you get on_each
' other’s nerves?
66 3.5 .71 80 2.7 1.0 5.05 .000
RESPONSE "Rarely" "Occasionally”
D23--Do_you kiss your mate?
66 3.5 .90 79 2.9 1.2 3.45 .001



Table 9.--Continued
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Subgroup

Amefican‘Couples  Greek Couples;
Variéble AN »Mean."SD . N Meén 8D -t Vélue Pfob
D25--How often do_you have a stimulating

exchange’of ideas?

66 3.2 1.1 79 2.5 1.4 3.12 .002

RESPONSE "Once or twice a "Once or twice a
week"” month”

D31--Degree of happiness?

66 4.1 1.4 80 3.5 1.2 3.12 -004
RESPONSE ‘V"Very happy” "Happ&"
D32- -Future éf relationship

66 3.9 .63 78 3.6 -..81 2.49 014
RESPONSE "Will do all I can "Will doAmy fair share

to see it succeed” to see it succeed”

KMS1--Satisfaction with marriage

66 6.0 1.4 80 5.6 1.3 2.15 .034
KMS2--Satisfaction with spouse

66 6.1 1.3 80 5.6  1.37  2.26 .025
KMS3--Satisfaction‘With relationship |

66 . 2.1  1.37 80 5.4 1.4 - 2.86 .005
RESPONSE |

FOR ALL "Very satisfied” "Somewhat satisfied”

% Individuals



97
Summary

The analysis of the data did not substantiate Hypothesis I; no
significant differeﬁces were found in the marital adjustment measures
of a select,grbup of bicultural and monocultural cOuples.

Hypothesis iI, héwever, was supported. Monocultural couples
were found to differ,fromﬁbicultural couples on several specific
’issues. The influéﬁce of the host country culture prodﬁced most of
these differences, particularly in the Greek resident coﬁples.

In Chapter 5 %here follows a review of the'findings, discussion
and conclusions about the findings, limitations of the study, and

recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY; DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

An overviéW(of:the study is presented first, followed by a
éuﬁmary of the findings, a discussion of the results, and recommenda-

tions for further research.

Purpose of the Study

Marital adjustment research has been extensive, especially in
the last 50 years (Filsinger, 1984), but has been generally lacking in
studies that look at interqultural and interethnic marriage issues
(Casas & Ortiz, 1?85).

The rationalg for this study was Baéedron~theﬁassumption that a
better understanding of the dynamics of marital interaction, including
the adjﬁstment process, will contribute to more effective interventions
when working with individual,‘maritalAand family problems (Spanier &
Cole, 1976).

The marifal adjustment and marital satisfaction measures and
issues of select groups of bicultural and moﬁocultural couples were

‘assessed using.the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS;:Sﬁaniér, 1976) and the
Kansas Marital Adqutment scale (RMS; Schumm et al; 1981). A high
score on either.of theSéAscaies indicated a highrlevel éf marital

adjustment/satisfaction, as defined in Chapter 1.
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Hypotheses focused on discerning the differences in
monocultural and bicultural marriages and in delineating any

differences between these groups regarding specific issues.

Sample Groups

A total of 76‘couples made up the four differént subgroups
sgmpled in this study: AA = American coﬁples Wheré;both spouses were
" born and raised'ih'the Uhitéd Stateé; GG = Greek couples Whére ﬁoth
spouses- were born and raised in Greece; GAA = GréekéAmerican couples
living in America, whére-onerspouse was born and-raiéed in the United
States and the otﬂer.géouse ﬁaS'born and raised in Greece; GAG = Greek-

American couples living in Greece, where one spouse was born and
raised in America}and the other spouse was born and raised in Greece.

Sample characﬁeristics were fairly consistent dcross groups in
‘the areas of education; income, and numbér of éhildrén,' There was a
little more Variation in.age, number of years matried,,and religious

affiliations. Nearly all returned surveys were complete and useable.

Measurement
A demographics questionnaire elicited general sample charac-
teristics pertaining to age, gender, marital history; i.e., how iong?,
how many times?, how many children?, education religiods affiliation,
and ethnicity. |
The Dyadic Adjgstment Séale,'a well-researched. 32-item penéil-
and-paper questiohnairez yields a total score for adjustﬁent and four

subscales 'scores: DASl--Dyadic Consensus; DAS2--Dyadic Satisfaction;
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.bAS3--Affectiongl Expression; and‘DAS4-fDYadic Gohesioﬁ. Scores for
the fqll'scale range from;0—151f‘ o
The Kansaé Marital Satisfaétion‘écale is a ﬁell-studied; brief
B-ifem péncil-andrpépér survey, with scores ranging froﬁ 3-21. This
scale was included in this study'primérily~as a measure of concurrent

validity.

Hypothesis T )

It Waéuhypothesized‘that bicultﬁral and monocultural ¢ouples
‘would differ in their marital adjustment. T tests were conducted using
the data available for the total sample and for bicultural and
monocultural couples by country of residence. Results did not support
the hypothesis; overall marital adjustment was not different between
monocﬁltural and bicultural couples, as a whole or by host culture.

It is impoftant to this study to note that the GG monocultural
group consistentlf showed comparably lower marital adjustment and mari-
tal satisfaction as meésured by the instruments in this study than‘the
other three subgfoups measured. Because- ethnic norming data are prac-
tically nonexistent for the instruments used in this study, caution

must be used when intérpreting.thélresults.

. vaotheéis i1
It was hypothesized that adjustment issues would differ between
bicultural and monocultural couples.
Few definitive differences Wére‘foﬁnd among the two main groups
of monocultural and bicultural éoupieé..‘Différences were foéuséd on

agreement regarding religious matters, leisure time interests and
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activities, and‘on:howvoften the couple worked on a project together.
Bicultural couplesﬂfeported better adjustment forrthe first two items,
.and monocultural qouplés Wefe more adjusted regarding the third
item.

When ﬁonocultural and bicultural couples resident in the United
States of AmeriCa'Wére Cdmpared, one‘item yielded significanfly differ-
ent scores. <The_item7had to.dp with agreemenﬁ on religious matters.
The bicultural‘GAA,grouprwasrreported as having more agreement in this
area than the monocultural AA group. |

The Greek resident group showed six issues of difference with
the bicultural couples (GAGs) having better adjustment in the agreement
of household taské and amount of time spent together, and in the activ-
ity of kissing.their‘ﬁate and in their reported level of happiness.
The monocultural bouples (GG's) reported better adjustment in the areas
of_confiding in'fheir mate andrworking on a projecf together with their
spouse.

This data only weakly substantiated Hypothesis IT, indicating
similarity between monocultural and bicultﬁral couples on most issues.

One additional issue addressed had to do with the influence of
residence on marital adjustment. The couples were separated strictly
by place of residence and not by monocultural or bicﬁltural groupings.
Findings indicated genérally better measures of adjustment in couples

living in the United States.
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The Instruments

The instruments used in this study, the’Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(Spanier, 1976) and ﬁhe Kansas Mari;al Satisfaqtion Scale (Schumm et
al., 1981), have been establiShed as Weil-résééréhed measures (Casas & ‘
Ortiz, 1985; Burnett 1987), particularly when used in white middle
class North Amefican populations (Yelsma & Athappily, 1988;'Casas &
Ortiz, 1985),

There has been little or no research done with ethnic groups
using these scales, and there is ﬁo available data regarding the norm-
ing of any ethnic samples using these.measures. With this in mind,
caution must be exercised when interpreting the results of this study.

It was noted ‘in Chapter 4 that the American (AA) sample of this
study significantly matched the norming sample used by Spanier (1976)
in the development of the DAS. It is for this reason that more cer-
tainty exists for American monocultural (AA) responses than for the
Greek monoculturél (GG) responses when interpreting the data.

The KMS was used in the study as a measure of concurrent valid-
ity, and Pearson Correlation Coefficients fof the group were similar to
those previously reported for monocultural samples (Schumm et al.;

1986).

Summary of the Findings

The findings can be summarized as follows: The results showed
that bicultural -and monocultural couples do not display significant
differences in overall marital adjustment and marital satisfaction as

measured by the instruments used in this study.
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Further analysis of the data did, howevér, éhOW that some
discernible différénces could be detected between monocultural and
bicultural cogples,‘particularly where host countryAéulture influences
are considered. |

The'bAS,aﬁ§ KMS weﬁe generally evalqatgq és reliabié and valid
for this étudy as'iongias Caufion was used in theﬁintgrpretation of
resulfs'due to,a'déérth of"ethnic'norming samples in the literature

(Casas & Ortiz, 1935).

Discussion and Limitations

In looking’ovér'the results of this study, there are only a few
issues of difference that seem to constitute usable information for the
counselor‘who might potéhﬁially Work‘Wiﬁh the populafions considered,
in the future._Ba%ically theAitems found Seem to ?oint to more ques-
£ions about why'or-how the.cduples might différ iﬁ»that way.

An eXamfleiwouldAbe why do the biculturélncouples-of each type
(GAA, GAG) both show ﬁbre agreement on religious matters. It can be
seen that there is a high percentage of the population who report Greek
Orthodoxy as‘their religion, and it is knownrthat the Greek sense of
ethnicity is strongly related to the church (Scourby, 1984). There-
fore, perhaps in an‘gffort_to maintain ties with théir ethnic roots,
Greeks in bicultufal:marriages may become more ianlved with the church
and their spouséslmay join4them and find thié séﬁisfying;

Other iééue,differences were confinéd td thg comparison of the
GG and GAG group. The issue of agreement on household tasks may have

been an indication of the more egalitarian influences that the American
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spouse is bringing to the biculturalimarriage. The GAG’'s may have
worked oﬁtvtheir issues and have aéhieVed a balance, or if could simply
be a réflectidn of the rapidly changing role of Greek women and the
family upheaval that bften é;companies such changes (Scourby, 1984).

-Anqtheﬁ example of possibie cultural differences could be the
issue of whether or not the couplé’coﬁfides in each other. GG's
indicated moie of this which may be{a‘reflection of the cultural value
of keeping things in the family (Wélts, 1982; Friedl, 1962).

The one issue that repéatedly came up throughout the study,
indicating the GG couples to be more adjusted than any other group, had
to do with how often one worked on .a project with one's mate. This may
have been a reflection of the attitude in Greece that the family comes
first (Scoﬁrby, 1984 ; Welts, 1982) therefore providing the opportunity
for more joint projects to be worked on together.

Finally, the issue of the level of happiness in the marriage,
being gésubjective one, brings to light the major limitation of this
stué&j. The potential exists for éﬁlturally biased items within the
instruments; ethnic group norms do:not,exist for either scale. The
'potential presence of culture bound_itéms makes interpretation of the
responses tentative because of uncertéinty as to how the reader was
interpreting the questions and from what cultural base.. Not having a
normed sample within the Greek culture makes this a very limited

study.
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‘Conclusions and Suggestions
for Future Research

It can be cnncluded that this study was able to discern few
différencés régarding issues of marital adjustmen£ between the monocul-
tural and bicultural nopulations used. The issueé.that were discovered
are ofrveryrlitfle use as far aé using them in the counseling
situation;

Of more use regarding counseling might be the findings of
relative similarity between the groups, this information together with
some knowledge of cultural differénces; i.e., values, customs, and
traditions may help the counselor to adapt some of theldifferent
theories of”égunseling to the individual situntion.

Most importantly it can be concluded from this study that there
is a great need'for-mdre research innthis area, particularly with the
Greek and binultural Greek-American marriages. .Tbybegin with, the
instrumentsiare in need of some norming samples so as to determine the
true appropriateness of their use with these populations. Other issues
that could be studied more extensively might be the influences of
children, education, and socioeconomic differénces-between and within
the couple types.

The research done in this study is just a beginning in the area
of underStanding marital adjustment in Greek mbnOCultufal and in Greek-
American biéultﬁrél mafriages. What it hgs shown is an absence of
major differences as evidenced by the instruments employed. The hope

is that the study provides a basis from which counselors and couples
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can begin to find some answers to some of the issues they might

encounter as bicultural couples in everyday life.
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 APPENDIX A

. LETTER OF PARTICIPATION
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TO ALL POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS: , &-4-90

We are conducting a study to learn more about marital adjustment and
marital satisfaction. If you and your spouse fit into the second
category listed below and if you have been married for more than one
year, your contribution would be most welcome. If you are interested
in participating, please return this form to the name and/or address
below, or leave a message at the phone number given. If returning the
form, please put your own address in the space provided.

Both. spouses were born and raised in the U.S.A.

One spouse born and raised in the U.S.A., one born and raised in
Greece. Now reside in the U.S.A.

Both spouses born and raised in Greece!

-One spouse born and raised in the U.S.A., one born and raised in
Greece. Now reside in Greece.

Participant Address:

Return to:

‘Phone Contact Number (Messages) 242-2317

Thank You For Your'Consideration,

Maria Wasielewski

Graduate Student

Department of Counseling and Guidance
University of Arizona:
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SE O30YS ETIOYMOYN NA SYMMETAZXCYN :

Ekriovoupe pLa HEAETN MOU aeopd TNV - Mpodapuoyfi KaL  Tov
fadud itKkavormoinone otTig OULUY LKEG OXEOELG.

'ia va pnopelte va OUUUETAECYXETE MPENeL va - glote
navepepuevotr ndvw and €va ¥pdvo KAl va& aQVAKETE O pLa armd Ticg
réooepeuq.napaKdtm KaTnyoplec.

Edv entfupelTe va TPOCPEPETE (E TNV OCUUPETOXH oGacg.
NUPAKCAL CONUELWNOTE TNV KOTNYoep LA TOU MEPLYPAPEL KOAUTEPA £0d&g
Kot Ttov (Tnv) oUTuyd OdC KAl £MLOTEEWTE TO oto appddbio npdcwno
h otnv napakdtw Stevduvon h aphote phvupa EvBLagépoviog oTov
apLOuG 7221265 :

" Karnyepleg:

— Ot oUGuyol Yevvhdnkav kai peydAwoav otig Hvuwpéves ToAiteleq.

‘0 évag ouBuyoc yevvhdnke kat geydiwce otig Hvupéveg TloAl—
Teltec kat o GAAoC Yevvhdnke Kau peEydiAwoce otnv EAA&GSa. To
Teuydpt Twed Brapgéver oTtny Apepuiki.

— Katu ou 600"00§UXOL Yevvhdnkav katL peydiwoav otnv EAA&Da.
O €vac ouluyog xévvﬁﬂnxe KaL peyd&iwoe otig  Hvwpuéveg ToAu—

teleq, o &AAog yevvhdnke «kat peydAwoe otnv EAA&Sa. To
Teuydpt Brapével otnv EAAGSa.

AvedBuvon ou@uer&dxovrq:

AppobrLo npdowro kat Arevduvon: MARIA WASIELEWSKI
KOKKONI 8,

" P. Psychiko 154 52
TnALpwvo XLa,uﬁvaa: 722 1265
EuyapLoTw yLa To eviLagepov oag

Map L BaotAegokt
MeTamTuy Lakfl poLThitpLa
MavernmroTnglou Tng Aptrlovag
Touodv, ApLiova
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PACKET CONTENTS
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Contents of each packet sent to participating couples:

One
One
for

One

:Two

(1)
(L
(L

letter of instruction

letter of explanation of the study andkappreciationr
Participation"

self-addressed (to reséafcher) stamped»envelope,

.sepérate,smail packets, one for. each spouse, each contéiningi—
Demograﬁhics Survey
Dyadic Aﬁjustment Scale

Kansas Marital Adjustment Scale
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- APPENDIX C

INSTRUCTIONS
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INSTRUCTIONS

Enclosed in this envelope you should find a cover letter and
two ‘separate packets - one for each spouse. Please read the‘letter and
cdmplete’the (3 pages.of‘questions as candidly as possible, separately
from your spouse. |

Please postpone any discussion of your answers until after you
have .both completéd and returned the queStiéﬁhaires;

When each spouse hés completed’their~questionnaires, piace:them
all together in the self-éddressed stamped}énvelope provided in the

packet, and mail the envelope as soon as possible.
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OAHI I ES :

EowxAeloupe eva evauepwiikd onpelwpa kat dvo §éxwpiotd
epwtnudtoAéVLa - €va yta Kdeevoﬁguyo,

ﬂapaxaAouueq 6Laﬁéore T0 YPAUUA KAl CUURANPWOTE ttg (4)
‘oehlbeg wuv epwtﬁoewv 000 fLo - €LALKPLVE unopeit€ kdt xwp(g

va entkoLvwvelte HE 10V (tqv) ouguyb gag.

Mapaxkaieloteg, va unv aviaAid€ete anbPerg OXETLKA pe 10

€pWINUATOAGYLO RPLV va 10 1axubpouficete ] entorpeYere.

Otav o Ka0e oﬁguyo§ EXEL CUUMAQPWOEL 1o epwtnuatoAGyLo
tonoBetelote kat ta 660 (2) otov dpaKeAAO pe Ta ypauuat6éonpa
kat tav avaypadbduevg Stedbuvan katr taxudpoufote to

CUVTOMATEPO.



115

APPENDIX D

LETTER OF APPRECIATION AND EXPLANATION
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TO THE PARTICIPANTS: |

Your participétion in this voluntary study is greatly appre-

ciated. The purpose of this study is to learn more about how couples,
where each spouse comes from the same culfure, are similar or different
than couples where each spouse comes from a different culture. Varia-
tions in adjustmentnté marriage and overall marital satisfaétipﬁ will

- be of particular interest in this study.

To date, studieé regarding marital adjustment and marital satis-
faction have focused~primarily on couples where both spouses come from
one culture (monocultural couples). In this study both monocultural
and bicultural couples will be surveyed.

By using inforﬁatiOn'drawn from both groups, we may become better
informed about importanﬁ aspects of similarities or differences
pertaining specifically to bicultural couples.

Please be aware that any information shared in the queStionnaires
provided will be entirgly~COnfidential - NO NAMES PLEASE. By returning
the questionnéireé, YQur consent will be assumed. i‘appreciate your

willingness to contribute to the goals of this study.
Thanking You Again Sincerely,

Maria Wasielewski

Graduate Student

Department of Counseling and Guidance
University of Arizona
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MPOZL TOYZ IYMMETEXONTES :

Kat apxfiv 6a B&Aaue va oag eqxaptotﬁoouue yta tqv
cuuueroxﬂ gag.

Zkondg tdg HeEAETng autﬁg,e[véﬁ va ydf8oupe katd ndéagov ta
;§éuydpta'onou ot agluyot npoébxovrai ano tqv (6ta €Bvikbinta
KatL KouAto0pa étUOL nap6u010-6'6{0¢op5tlxd aro ta geuvdp(a
onou oL oGl{uyot mpoé&pxoviat ano étaﬁopettxﬁ €Bvixdrnia xat
KOUAtOo0pa.

Etbikbtepa evdiadepbuacte yLa tov pBadbud mpoaapuoyfs kat
tov aBub tkavomnolnong otitg ouluyikég oxéoetg.,

Engoﬁugpa oL yeAéteg oxetitkd pe t1ig ouvluytkég oxébet§
a¢qpoﬁoav Zevydpra nou npoépxoviat amo tnv (Sia eBvikdrgra
KaQt KOuAtolpa. | A |

ZtQUjéxkﬁ Hag peAétn ot oculvyikég axéoerg 8a peketnéoﬁv
o€ leuyGpiLa nou mnpoépyovrai aro rqv:téna Kat ano 6yq¢6petlxﬁ
€BuvikdéTnNnra KAt KouAtolpa. - “

FuAAéyoviag oroixela ano ta naparfvw leuydpira Ba
unop&CouVpE va uéG&uue NEPLOCOTEPA. YLA TLG OHOtSTINTES KAt
6rapopés nou xapaktapllouv wn ouluyixd oxfaq otav ot 06§UVOL
e(uot-6L§¢opetLKﬁg €fvikbrnirag. -

©&Xovue va oag tovicoupe ottt k8Be mAgpodopla nov Ba
pag Swocete €lvar anbAvra euntoteuttxﬁ. fta avid to AéyO‘oqg
'ndpoxckoﬁue.varuqv SNADCETE 10 OVvOoud 0ag OT0 €pwINUAToAdyYLO
nou Ba amnavifjocexE. ’

Me euvxdprotl(eg ytia to.evéio&épou gag¢ xat tnv cuupPoldf aag

grnv en(tedgq Twyv otdxwv avifig s peAéng.

Mapla BaotAedokt
Metantuxtakfy dottfhrpLa
lavermiotfuto tag Apitldvag
Toloov, ApLlbva, H.M.A.
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APPENDIX E

DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE



Please.Supply the Following Information as Completely as Possible:

Male _1Fema1é , :
Age:  20-30 41-50 : 61-70 - >.81
' - 31-40 51-60 71-80
Years of Education: ‘ _
___0-8 8-12 13-16 > 17
Total Annual Household Income: IN DOLLARS
0-10,000 20-25,000 35-40,000 50-55,000
10-15,000 25-30,000 40-45,000 __ 55-60,000
15-20,000 30-35,000 45-50,000 > 60,000
How Many Times Married:
1st 2nd ; 3rd
How Long in Current Marriage:
0-1 5-10 A 15-20 25-30 35-40
1-5 ~10-15 7 20-25 30-35 > 40
Number of Children: )
0 -1 2 3 4 5 6 or more.
Nationality at Birth:
U.S.A. _ Greek ‘Other
Where Do Your Reside Now:
U.5.A. Greece
How Long: In Years. :
0-1 1-5 5-15 15-25 > 25
Religious Preference: :
Greek Orthodox Protestant Other (enter below)
Catholic __ Agnostic
Jewish Atheist

What Would You Consider Your Ethnic Identity To Be:

Greek Greek-American American
Polish-American Italian-American __ Anglo
Irish-American German-American . Other

Where Did You Grow Up: 7
Farm _ Town/Village City _ _ Other

You Met Your'Spouse At: (check more than one if applicable)
- _School Travel Work Social __U.s. Greece

How Would You Rate Your Spoken English:

Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good
How Would You Rate Your Spoken Greek:
Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good

Please continue by answering the folloWing (35) questions as
completely as possible:
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Please Sﬁpply the Following Information aslcompletely'as Possible:

Male Female ‘ ,
Age:  20-30 . 41-50 . 61-70 > 81
' 31-40 v 51-60 71-80
Years of Education:
0-8 S 8-12 v 13-16 > 17
Total Monthly Household Income: IN DRACHMA
30,000-60,000 150,000-200,000 __ 300,000-400,000
__60,000-100,000 ___200,000-250,000 400,000-500;000»
~100,000-150,000 ___250,000-300,000 > 500,000
How Many Times Married:
. 1st _ 2nd __ 3rad
How Long in Current Marriage: ,
A 0-1 -5-10 _15-20 25-30 - 35-40

_1-5 10-15 20-25 _ 30-35 > 40

Number of Children: :
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more.

Nationality at Birth: .
U.S.A. v Greek ____ Other

Where Do Your Reside Now:

_U.s5.A. ____ Greece
How Long: In Years. -
~_0-1 _ 1-5 _ 5-15 __ 15-25 ___ > 25
Religious Preference:
____ Greek Orthodox ___ Protestant ___ Other (enter below)
____ Catholic ____ Agnostic " .-
__ Jewish ___ Atheist '

What Would You Consider Your Ethnic Identity To Be:

Greek _ Greek-American American
Polish-American Italian-American Anglo
Irish-American German-American Other

Where Did You Grow Up:
Farm ~ Town/Village City Other

You Met Your Spouse At: (check more than one if applicable)
. School Travel Work Social U.S. __ Greece

How Would You Rate Your Spoken English:

Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good
How Would You Rate Your Spoken Greek: o
Very Poor Poor Average Good Very Good

Please continue by answering the following (35) questions as
completely as possible:

.
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NapaxaA® cvunAnplote to epwtquatokéylo ooo KQAOIGDQ

uuope(te.
AvbSpag _ luvalxa ’ : -
HAwx(a: 20-30 41-50 61-70 81 wat oww

31-40 St-60 ~ 71-80

Ngoa Xpdvia Exeve MapaxoAovBficer ZxoAelo : )
0-8 8-12 : 13-16 17 war ave

flot6 e[va( 10 ZuvoAtkd Mavialo Oixoyeverakd ocag Ecobbqua :
(Ze apaxués)

30,000- 60,000 150,000-200,000 300,000-400,000
60,000-100,000 200,000-250,000 ° 400,000-500,000
100,000- 150,000 250,000-300,000 560,000 Gt oo

N6oeg @opés Exete Mavipeviel;

in 2n 3n
Ndoa XpéVlQ Elote Mall pe tov Twpitvd ocdJuyo;
1-5 10-15 20-25 _ 30-35 _ 40 xat avw
" 5-10 ___ 15-20 , 25-30 35-40 :

fI6ca MatdL§ Exete;
0 1 2 3 4 S 6 i nto noAA4

flotd firav o EBvik6TIN14 cgag Katd tq Tevvno§ oag
Apepiravirfg ) EAAQVLK] AAAq

Mlouv pévete Tapa Kat MNéoov Katpd (xpdvia)

Hvwyuéveg MoActeleg EAAGSa
-1 1-5 5-15 15-25 25 kat dvu
Opfiokevpa 3 .
XpLatiavdg Op866a§og Ayvwotiktotfisg
Xprotiavés KaBoAixbg ABeog
' Eppalog : AAAns Bpnoxelag (BGre xGrtw)
. Arapaptrupbpevog
fMoté Niotetete Nwg Elvat q EBvikf gag PL{Ia : ' .
EAAQvag EAAnvoApeptxdvog - Aueptrdvog
MoAwvoAuepLelvog f taAoApepixkavédsg . - AAXo
- pAavboApepLravéds FeppdvoApeEp Lxavédeg
lov MeyaA@woate;
: Anogovwpévo Xwpid NéAn

. ZTe Mwxpf A6An/Xwp L6 S AAXo (BlAe xGtw)

Mou cuvavifiocate tov (tnv) oGluyo oag.
{(EQUELDOTE MEPLOGGTIEPEG ANO LA ARAVIGOELg ‘av Qﬂattﬁ(tdt)

IxoAelo Tag (b Epyaola - e Kowvuveixfy ExSfAwan
Huwpéveg MoActeleg EAAGSa AAAOG

Noéco Kaid OucAelte AyyAuxé
NMoAG Alyo Alyo MEtpla __ KcAd S  MoAG xaAé

6oo KaAG OutAelte EAAquirE
___ ToAG Alyo Alyo Métpra __ KaAG ____ floAG KalAé

zqg napaxaka ouunxqucte ttg EnGpeveg (35} Eputﬁoetq 0do kaAltepa
Mrope(te€.
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~ APPENDIX F

‘DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE
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DAS by Graham 8. Spanier, Ph D.
Sex: M F Marital Status:

Most persons have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the approximate extent o<agreement or disagreement between you
and your partner for each item on the following list. Circle the star under one answer for each item.

almost Occasion Almost
Always Always ally Frequently Always Always
Agree Agree Disagree
1. Handling family finances. R & - YV
2. Matters of recreation b hd i i * b
3. Religious matters *M "1 3 "mmnmmm
4. Demonstrations of affection ° e b M * *
5. FNends. ...cocoovevvneieriennnn. $ \*vi - em mmm mmmm
6. Sex relationS...nsereeecns — = *® b ® hd ® M
7. Conventionality (correct or proper behavior).. “m W" * Miz1 i *~-MMMM#s# M
8. Philosophy of life ® - . - - -,
9. Ways of dealing with parents or in-laws........... = - *- = mmm xX- F AY mmm
10. Aims, goals, and things believed important.... hd * ® < hd b
11. Amount of time spent together.. - m - m i "V
12. Making major decisions ' ® * b ® e
13. Household tasks mm m ,-mm *MM. *m B -~
14. Leisure time interests and activities-——........... + i © © ® e
15. Career decisions - - X* -*Mm i #0MMmM v Mmm
Alt The Moat Of More Often
The Time Than Not Jy Rarefy Never
16. How often do you discuss or have you considered
divorce, separation, or termination of your relationship?-......... 1 w # 8 *
17. How often do you or your mate leave the house after a fight?- e e * b . e
18. In general, how often do you think that things wM 1
between you and your partner are going welt?..— -----—------- _U(«/ V -
19. Do you confide inyourmale?____ — — b b . ® b hd *
20. Doyou ever regret that you married (or lived together)? mm m Immm mm
21. How often do you and your partner quarrel? * b * he *
22. How often do you and your mate get on each others' nerves?. m < -mm' m mmmm
Every Almost Occeeion-
Pay Every Day atty_____ Rarely Never
23. Do you kiss your mate?.. ~ - %= - a
All Of Moat Of Some Of Very Few None Of
Them Them Them Of Them Them
24. Doyou and your mate engage in outside interests together?-------------------
Once Or
Once Twice Twice Once A More
How often do the following occur between you and your mate? _AMonth A Month AWeek Often
25. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas=---------ereemeee —ene es &mmm $z*m mmm
26 . - . L J L] L J .
27. Calmly dtscusa e imm $ * - F - mmm
- L J - - L 2 L J

28. Work together on a project

These are some things about which couples sometimes agree or disagree. Indicate if either item caused differences of opinions or were problems
in the past few weeks.

29. Being too tired for SeX.....cceovreeens e e —— 1iNMM —

30. Not showing love.. hd hd

31. The stars on the following tin# represent different degrees of hepiness in your relationship. The middle point, 'happy.* represents the degree
of happiness of most relationships. Circle the star above the phrase which best describes the degree of happiness, all things considered.

of your relationship. * | * | * | * 1 * 1 * 1
Extremely Fairly A Little Happy Very Extremely ket
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy Happy

32. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your relationship? Circle the letter for one statement
’ want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length to see that itdoes.
Iwant very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that itdoes.
Iwant very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see that Itdoes.
Itwould be nice if my relationship succeeded, butlcant do much more than Iam doing now to keep the relationship going.
ltwould be nice Ifitsucceeded, but I refuse to do any more than 1am doing now to keep the relationship going.
My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that Ican do to keep the relationship going.

(c) Copyright 1986. 1989. Multi-Health Systems. Inc. In the USA: 908 Niagara Falls Boulevard. North Tonawanda. NY 14120. (800) 666-7007.
USA or Canada: (416) 424-1736. In Canada: 95 Thomcliffe Park Drive. Suite 100. Toronto. Ontario M4H 1L7. (800) 268-6011.
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- ~APPENDIX G

KANSAS MARITAL SATISFACTION SCALE



KANSAS MARTTAL SATISFACTION SCALE e

Extremely Very  Somewhat Sameshat Very Extrenely
ITEM Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Mixed Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1. How satisfied are
you with your
m&ge? & % & * S K A #

" 2, How satisfied are
_you with your

husband/vife as.a 2 v

spouse? , 8 A * S *

3, How satisfied are
you with your
relationship with , .
your husband/wife? * * ® ox ® .. "

8¢1
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° . APPENDIX H

INDIVIDUAL GROUP MEANS AND

STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH ITEM
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6.17

23

Subgroup
AA GG GAA GAG -
*%N = 48 N = 36 N = 18 N =
Tten Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Dyadic Adjustment Scale Ttems (N = 32)
D1 3.60 .77 S 4.19 .82 3.67 .84 3.80 1.21
D2 3.64 .64 ’3.92 .87 3.83 .99 3.63 .67
D3 3.64 1.10 3.75 1.52 4,22 .88 4,20 .78
D4 3.50 1.07 3.72 1.37 3.94 .73 3.65 .93
D5 3.87 .67 3.81 .92 3.44 .98 3.62 .80
D6 3.45 1.18 3.86° 1.33 3.72 1.02 3.79 .98
D7 3.83 .78 3.36 1.38 3.89 1.02 3.51 .94
D8 3.75 .79 3.51 1.27 -3.78 .88 3.52 1.07
D9 3.70 .66 3.94 1.28 3.67 .77 3.84 1.05
D10 4.08 .61 3.89 1.37 4.00 .77 3.86 .91
Dil 3.85 A7 3.21 1.65 3.67 1.33 3.94 .69
D12 3.96 T4 3.75 1.44 4,22 .88 4.10 .98
D13 3.69 .75 2.86 1.59 3.67 1.03 3.60 .93
D14 3.46 74 3.03 1.44 3.89 1.02 3.53 .87
D15 4.04 .97 "3.86 1.36 4.00 .91 4,04 .86
D16 4.25 .83 4,25 1.08 4,28 1.27 4.26 .88
D17 4.33 .98 4.40 1.06 3.94 1.21 4 .50 74
D18 3.88 .82 3.97 1.16 3,71 1.11 3.71 .89
D19 3.90 1.10 4.22 .83 3.89 .83 3.66 1.15
D20 4.38 .98 3.94 1.31 4.39 1.20 3.78 1.18
D21 3.46 .62 2.94 1.15 3.44 .62 3.20 .78
D22 3.54 .65 2.67 1.27 3.22 .81 2.84 .71
D23 3.56 .90 2.64 1.29 3.33 .91 3.18 .99
D24 2.55 77 2.41 1.18 2.56 .92 2.41 .93
D25 3.35 . 1.08 2.28 1.54 2.83 1.15 2.76 1.13
D26 4,06 .98 3.75 1.57 4.28 .83 3.74 1.23
D27 4.00 .99 3.81 1.39 3.83 . .99 3.76 1.15
D28 2.58 1.13 3.28 1.88 2.61 1.29 2.41 1.40
b29 .52 .51 .69 47 .67 49 .69 47
D30 .67 48 .58 .50 .78 43 .67 47
D31 4,31 1.27 3.11 1.21 3.56 1.38 3.80 1.14
D32 3.98 .48 3.66 .91 3.61 .85 3.69 74
Kansas Marital Satisfaction .Scale Items (N =3
Kl 6.10 1.23 .5.56 1.32 5.83 1.69 5.62 1.18
K2 6.23 1.15 5.44 1.56 "5.78 1.70 5.80 1.16
K3 1. 5.36  1.55 5.83  1.72 5.54 1.28
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LETTERS OF PERMISSION TO USE THE
DYADIGC ADJUSTMENT SCALE AND THE

KANSAS MARITAL SATISFACTION SCALE
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g p M H S \Slii;ho%-liﬁc Park Drive.

. Publishers am! Distributors of
Toronto. Ontario

MaH IL7 CANADA Assessment Material and Ctnii/tuier
EALTH Softwarefor Mental Health. Education.

- H
NS INC. (416)424-—17(0 Organizations and Research.

January 15, 1990

Maria C. Wasielewski

530 N. San Rafael

Tucson, AZ 85745

Dear Ms. Wasielewski:

Thank you for your letter regarding your work with the Dyadic
Adjustment Scale. You can translate and use the Greek version of
the scale for your research. Please send us a copy of the Greek
translation and an abstract of your study.

Good luck with your research.

Sincerely,

Rodeen Stein, M.A
Executive Officer

In USA: 908 Niagara Falls Blvd., North Tonawanda, N.Y. 14120-2060
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Department of Human Development
and Family Studies

KA2S1SAS Justin Hall
Manhattan, Kansas 66506

913-532-5510
FAX: 913-532-5504

October 23, 1989

Maria C. Wasielewski
530 N San Rafael
Tucson, AZ 85745

Dear Maria,

Thank you for your letter regarding permission to use the
Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale. Permission is not required but
I do appreciate your professional courtesy in asking anyways. | would
appreciate hearing how your results turn out.

In terms of cross-cultural research with the KVB | have
done studies only with Korean women married to American men. |
have done some work with Hispanics with the Kansas Family Life
Satisfaction Scale which contains one item from the KV (satisfaction
with relationship with spouse). The Korean articles are in press
at this time; if | can find preprints or a galley proof they will
be enclosed #it depends if my search is successful or not in ny
cluttered office!). .

) Thank you for your interest in the KM scale. M best
wishes to you for the success of your research!

Sincerely

Walter R Schumm, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
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