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ABSTRACT 

This study examined cultural factors (individualism and collectivism) and 

marital dynamics (self-disclosure and conflict management) among Chinese and 

Americans spouses. One hundred ninety-eight couples (Americans = 54, 

Chinese residents = 64. Chinese natives = 80) completed a questionnaire packet 

which assessed individualism, collectivism, self-disclosure, active conflict tactics, 

and passive conflict tactics. 

To examine group differences in the cultural values and marital behaviors, 

a repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted, controlling for length of 

marriage. Follow-up repeated measures ANCOVAs were conducted to test each 

hypothesis. The results indicated that the Chinese native and American groups 

were similar in cultural values, but the Chinese resident group had the highest 

rates of both individualism and collectivism. When examining marital behaviors, 

the American and Chinese resident groups self-disclosed to a similar extent, but 

the Chinese native group had the lowest self-disclosure rates. In relation to 

active conflict tactics, the two Chinese groups reported using more active conflict 

tactics than the American group, but the two Chinese groups were similar in the 

extent to which they used these tactics. With regards to passive conflict tactics, 

the Chinese native group had the highest rates, the Chinese resident group had 

moderate rates, and the American group had the lowest rates. 

IV 



Overall, these findings indicated a similarity between the Chinese and 

American spouses in cultural values, but a difference in marital processes. The 

Chinese resident spouses adopted both types of cultural values, and were more 

similar to Americans in self-disclosure but more similar to Chinese natives in 

conflict tactics. Further research will enhance our understanding of cross-cultural 

patterns of Chinese and American familial relations. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Cross-cultural research is becoming increasingly important. Racial/ethnic 

minority groups constitute a growing portion of the total U.S. population. In 1980, 

minority groups were 19% of the American population, and are expected to 

constitute 30% in the year 2010 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995). Such 

statistics highlight the importance of conducting cross-cultural research on social 

relationships. 

In the past, relatively little attention has been given to racial/ethnic groups. 

Social scientists have been criticized for being too ethnocentric (Hatfield & 

Rapson, 1996). According to Smith and Bond (as cited in Hatfield & Rapson, 

1996), America has dominated psychology since the end of World War li. 

Researchers have studied thousands of American college students and they 

have generally assumed that their findings would generalize to Americans, to the 

West, and even to the entire world. However, this assumption may not be 

correct. 

Fortunately, researchers have recently started to call for the systematic 

study of cross-national and cross-cultural groups (Smith & Bond, as cited in 

Doherty, Hatfield, Thompson, & Choo, 1994). Our understanding of 

psychological processes can benefit from cross-cultural research which identifies 

cultural universals as well as uniqueness within social relationships. Given the 

importance of such research, and given that Chinese and American cultures are 



perceived to be quite distinct, our understanding of relational dynamics may be 

enhanced by examining marital relationships in both cultures. 

There are indications that there is an increasing need for research on the 

relationships of Chinese and American couples. First, the Chinese population is 

one of the fastest growing minority populations in the United States (Ferguson, 

1995; Juang & Tucker, 1991). There was a significant increase in the number of 

Asians and Pacific Islanders between 1970 and 1980, with Chinese and 

Japanese being the fastest growing racial groups (U.S. Bureau of the Census as 

cited in Ferguson, 1995). As Chinese families become a more prominent portion 

of Americans, it will be useful to gain a better understanding of the nature of their 

relationships. 

Second, since the Chinese and the American cultures have unique 

features, it is reasonable to expect some differences in relationship dynamics. 

As Juang and Tucker (1991) noted, Chinese marriage and family customs are 

generally very different from those of American families. For example, in the 

Chinese culture marital partners have been discouraged from engaging in open 

emotional expression towards each other, while such interactions play an 

important part in American couples' marital life (Hsu, as cited in Juang & Tucker, 

1991). 

Third, Chinese-American interracial marriages are increasing substantially 

due to society's greater tolerance for interracial relationships (Sung, 1990). For 

instance, in Hawaii 75% of all marriages are Chinese interracial marriages; in Los 

Angeles, the rate is more than 40%; and in New York, the rate exceeds 25% 



(Sung, 1990). However, the divorce rate is also higher among Chinese 

interracial marriages than among inmarriages (e.g., Schwertfeger, 1982). This 

may reflect the challenge of understanding and incorporating interracial couples' 

cultural expectations into their current relationship. For example, if one partner 

expects to find emotional fulfillment, intimacy, and companionship through 

marriage (as in the American culture) but the other partner marries as a means to 

fulfill family obligations and duties (as in the Chinese culture), they are likely to 

develop relational problems when they find their partners acting in a way 

incongruent with their own cultural expectations. 

One way in which to conceptualize the differences between the Chinese 

and American cultures is to consider the degree of collectivism-individualism. 

According to Hofstede (as cited in Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 

1994), collectivism is characteristic of societies in which people are integrated 

into strong, cohesive ingroups which offer protection in exchange for loyalty. 

Collectivist societies stress group-consciousness, collective identity, emotional 

dependence, group solidarity, sharing, obligations, and group decision-making. 

The Chinese culture is considered a classic example of collectivism and these 

values are strongly emphasized in social relationships, ^dividualism, on the 

other hand, is characteristic of societies in which the ties between individuals are 

loose and people are expected to take care of themselves and their immediate 

family. Individualistic societies stress self-consciousness, autonomy, emotional 

independence, self-initiative, privacy, and pleasure (Hofstede, as cited in Kim et 



al., 1994). The American culture provides a typical example of individualism, 

which is reflected in social relations (Triandis, 1995). 

The theoretical framework of collectivism-individualism has been widely 

used in cross-cultural research. Researchers have examined how collectivism-

individualism influenced distributive behaviors (Leung & Bond, 1984; Hui, 

Triandis, & Yee, 1991), attribution (Kashima & Triandis, 1986; Al-Zahrani & 

Kaplowitz, 1993), communication (Gudykunst, Yang, & Nishida, 1987; Triandis, 

1988), and values (Schwartz, 1990). Although individualism-collectivism has not 

been widely used in the study of intimate relationships, it provides a useful 

theoretical framework to guide such research. 

As the theory of collectivism-individualism suggests, cultures differ in the 

importance placed on features of personal relationships, including marriages. 

Triandis (1995) elucidated the ways in which collectivism-individualism may 

influence marital relationships. In collectivist cultures, emotions are more 

restrained (a reflection of self-discipline and maturity), while shared values and 

intellectual pursuits play a more prominent role in romantic relationships. In 

addition, romantic love is devalued while kinship ties are strongly emphasized. In 

contrast, in individualistic cultures, emotions are expressed more readily in 

intimate situations, and sharing interests and activities is key to a satisfying 

relationship. Also, romantic love is highly valued and kinship ties are relatively 

weak (Ting-Toomey, as cited in Triandis, 1995). 

These general cultural differences in marital relationships can be 

manifested in specific relationship dynamics of Chinese and American couples. 



For example, self-disclosure may occupy a different place in American and 

Chinese marriages. Since Americans are socialized to be open, direct, and 

assertive in their communication (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995), self-disclosure serves 

as a fundamental means for developing marital intimacy and reducing emotional 

distance. According to Rosenfeld and Bowen (1991), self-disclosure between 

marital partners fulfills a number of functions, such as coordinating 

plans/activities through revealing expectations and needs. Furthermore, it helps 

reduce marital partners' stress and promotes identity formation. It also helps 

partners to obtain emotional support and validation from each other (Rosenfeld & 

Bowen, 1991). 

The fulfillment of these functions can promote satisfaction in marital 

relationships. Researchers have examined the impact of self-disclosure on 

marital relationships and consistently found that self-disclosure was related to 

greater satisfaction among American couples (Chelune, Sultan, Vosk, & Ogden, 

1984; Hendrick, 1981; Levinger& Senn, 1967; Pittman, Price-Bonhan, & 

McHenry, 1983). These studies underscore the importance of self-disclosure for 

marital quality among Americans. 

In contrast, Chinese couples may well find it less important to self-disclose 

to their partners. Chinese individuals are socialized to be more restrained and 

reserved in their interactions (Chen, 1995) and to frown upon autonomy and self-

disclosure (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995). According to Chen (1995), the Chinese 

tendency to discourage self-disclosure in interpersonal relationships may be 

traced to the influence of long-standing Confucian and Taoist thoughts, such as 



"much talking will lead to a dead end" and "words are the ladders leading to 

disorder" (p. 86). Such philosophical acculturation, along with the socialization of 

individuals to be collectivistically-oriented, may have helped produce a culture 

where individuals are expected to engage in less self-disclosure in intimate 

relationships. 

This argument has been supported by research on patterns of self-

disclosure among Chinese individuals. For example, in a study of differences in 

self-disclosure patterns among American and Chinese individuals, Chen (1995) 

found that the Americans consistently reported a higher level of self-disclosure 

than the Chinese on a variety of topics (e.g., opinions, financial issues) and 

across target relationships (e.g., parents, intimate friends). Similarly, Wolfson 

and Pearce (1983) found that compared to Americans, Chinese participants felt 

more constraint on their behaviors in low-disclosure communication. In addition, 

Ogawa (1979) found that Asian Americans were more reluctant than Americans 

to express themselves verbally and showed greater self-restraint in 

communication. Thus, compared to Americans, Chinese couples would be 

expected to engage in less self-disclosure. 

Cultural differences in marital relationships may also be reflected in 

conflict management among American and Chinese couples. According to 

Triandis (1995), individualistic cultures, such as the United States, emphasize 

individual gain and an internal locus of control. This is reflected in the 

expectation that individuals should make an active effort to solve problems. 

Accordingly, Americans have been socialized to expect that directness, clarity, 



assertiveness, and the ability to argue well are essential skills in conflict 

management (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995). Such emphasis on assertiveness and 

direct communication may further promote the use of active tactics in managing 

conflict. In this cultural context, American couples may utilize more active tactics, 

such as exit and voice, to address relationship conflicts. 

In contrast, collectivistic cultures (such as China) emphasize group 

interests and an external of locus of control (Triandis, 1993; 1995). Furthermore, 

the Chinese tend to have a belief in fate (Triandis, 1993). For example, Ting-

Toomey (as cited in Triandis, 1995) noted that collectivists manage marital 

conflict in such a manner that they often allow fate to solve problems, accepting 

the ups and downs of the relationship. Moreover, Chinese people are socialized 

to be indirect, nonassertive, and nonconfrontational in interactions and 

emphasize group harmony (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995; Ting-Toomey, 1988; 

Triandis, 1995). One way in which to promote harmony is to engage in conflict 

tactics that are not likely to offend or upset the partner. Further, as there is a risk 

that active conflict tactics may be offensive and upsetting to others, such cultural 

beliefs could discourage active engagement in conflict management and 

encourage more passive tactics. Given these cultural conditions, it seems 

reasonable to expect that Chinese couples would be more likely to utilize passive 

tactics, such as neglect and loyalty. 

Overall, it seems reasonable to predict that there will be significant 

differences among Chinese and American couples. Chinese and Western values 

differ in significant ways, which can influence marital experiences and 



expectations (Feldman, Mont-Reynaud, & Ronsenthal, 1992; Shek, 1996). 

However, there is increasing evidence that Chinese citizens are exposed to 

Western values (Chia, Chong, & Cheng, 1986). This is particularly true for 

Chinese couples living in the United States, as they are routinely exposed to 

American values and interpersonal behaviors. According to Feldman, Mont-

Reynaud, and Ronsenthal (1992), this repeated contact may contribute to 

acculturation, which reflects the adoption of the dominant culture's values and 

shifts away from the culture of origin's values. Thus, we might expect that 

acculturation may be associated with greater individualism, self-disclosure, and 

active conflict resolution among Chinese couples in America. 

In sum, there is a general need to conduct cross-cultural research and 

much can be gained from studying Chinese and American couples. 

Individualism-collectivism provides a theoretical model to guide such research. 

Given the differences between the individualistic American culture and the 

collectivistic Chinese culture, and given the impact of acculturation on Chinese 

couples, the following hypotheses were generated: 

Exploratory Hypothesis 

1. There will be significant differences in acculturation for Chinese native (CN) 

spouses and Chinese resident in American (CRA) spouses. CRA spouses 

will be more acculturated to Western values than CN spouses. 
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Primary hypotheses 

1. American and Chinese spouses will differ in the degree of individualism. 

American spouses (AM) will be the most individualistic, Chinese resident in 

American spouses (CRA) will be moderately individualistic, and Chinese 

native spouses (CN) will be the least individualistic. 

2. American and Chinese spouses will differ in the degree of collectivism. 

CN spouses will be the most collectivistic, CRA spouses will be moderately 

collectivistic, and AM spouses will be the least collectivistic. 

3. American and Chinese spouses will differ in the extent to which they engage 

in self-disclosure. AM spouses will engage in the most self-disclosure, 

CRA spouses will engage in a moderate degree of self-disclosure, and 

CN spouses will engage in the least self-disclosure. 

4. American and Chinese spouses will differ in the degree to which they engage 

in active conflict tactics. AM spouses will most frequently utilize active conflict 

tactics, CRA spouses will use active conflict tactics to a moderate degree, 

and CN spouses will use active conflict tactics least frequently. 

5. American and Chinese spouses will differ in the degree to which they engage 

in passive conflict tactics. CN spouses will most frequently utilize passive 

conflict tactics, CRA spouses will utilize passive conflict tactics to a moderate 

degree, and AM spouses will utilize passive conflict tactics least frequently. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides a review of the literature on Chinese and American 

relationships. The first section discusses the history of marriage practices in 

China. The second section summarizes cross-cultural research on modern 

Chinese and Western marriages. The third section examines cultural differences 

in individualism-collectivism. Finally, acculturation of Chinese residents in 

America is reviewed. 

The History of Mate Selection in Chinese Marriages 

Traditional or arranged marhaqes (before 1919) 

Arranged marriages were the norm in China from the ancient times until 

the early years of this century. The arrangement was generally made by the 

bride and groom's parents. According to Freedman (1970), there were certain 

procedures (or rituals) involved in these arranged marriages. For example, there 

were inquiries into each family which focused on genealogical and horoscopic 

details. The data on two families were further examined for proper matching by 

social status. Sometimes the arrangement was made by the parents when the 

daughter or son was still very young or even before the child was born. In many 

cases, these arranged marriages were "blind marriages," such that the bride and 

groom did not even meet each other until the day of wedding (Whyte, 1990). 

These arranged marriages often had a strong financial component, in which the 
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boy's family was expected to provide gifts prior to marriage and the daughter's 

family to provide a dowry at the time of marriage (Whyte, 1990). 

Freedman (1970) described the change in a woman's status after 

marriage. When her family sent her off, she became an outsider, moving from 

the status of cherished daughter to that of potential enemy: ritual acts were 

performed to prevent her from taking away any of the prosperity of her natal 

house, and the doors were shut behind her to insure that its fortune did not follow 

her. By the time she had been stripped of the malignities she might have brought 

with her and made to express her promise to produce peace, she stood on the 

verge of being bound to her husband and the new house by their joint worship of 

Heaven and Earth, the ancestors of the house, and the Kitchen God. 

Once married, traditional families were governed by Confucian dogmas. 

The three cardinal guides dictated that "ruler guides subject, father guides son, 

and husband guides wife" (Wei, 1990, p. 495). Obviously, under such cardinal 

guidance, the wife's position was very low. As Wei (1990) noted, women were 

supposed to be obedient to the father before marriage, to the husband after 

marriage, and to the son after the husband's death. Under these conditions, 

marital success reflected the nature of arranged unions, the importance of 

harmony (he xie), and the emphasis on family lineage (chuan zong jie da). 

Reformation in marriages (May Fourth Movement in 1919) 

On the fourth of May, 1919, China witnessed a great event in its history. 

Under the leadership of a group of progressive youths, thousands of students in 

11 



Beijing united in a great movement against the imperialist oppression from 

outside and feudalist oppression at home. The most spirited attacks of the May 

Fourth reformers centered on the system of arranged marriages, including lavish 

wedding feasts and patrilocal post-marital residence (Whyte, 1990). 

With the event of the May Fourth Movement, there was increasing 

emphasis on exposure to Western ideals of the freedom of mate choice, romantic 

love, and neolocal post-marital residence. As a result, some Chinese came to 

see changed marriage customs as a requirement for modernity (Whyte, 1990). 

Although changes did take place in some marital customs, "feudalist" practices of 

arranging marriage by parents never really completely ended (Whyte, 1990). 

Revolutionary marriages (1949 - early 1980s) 

Arranged marriages were again under attack when the Chinese 

Communist Party took over the country from Kuomingdang in 1949. The 

Marriage Law of 1950 was established to prohibit arranged marriages, 

mercenary marriages, child marriages, and to advocate marriage of free-choice 

(Yuan, 1995). The Chinese Communist Party, while working to ensure the 

enforcement of the Marriage Law, inculcated in the mind of young people the 

ideal of "revolutionary" marriage. 

In order to set the Chinese young people on the "revolutionary" path of 

marriage, the Chinese Communists "induce the population to replace the old 

'feudal' or 'bourgeois' marriage customs with socialist practices" (Whyte, 1990, 

12 



p. 183). The desired socialist marriage practices included (a) freedom of mate 

choice, (b) marriage only in adulthood, (c) the absence of financial transactions in 

marriage, (d) mate selection based on comparability, and political/moral similarity 

rather than wealth or attractiveness, and (e) simple/frugal wedding celebrations 

without traditional ritual activities (Whyte, 1990). For example, a person would 

make a good marital candidate if he/she worked hard for the revolution, served 

the people without any selfish interest, and put the interests of revolutionary 

cause above anything else. Compared with these "revolutionary" qualities, 

personal characteristics such as physical appearance and abilities were greatly 

downplayed (Lu, 1969). In addition, financial assets were less important 

because most of the population was at the same economic level. 

According to Lu (1969), the most important criterion for marital success 

under the revolution was agreement on political views. Spouses were expected 

to give in on minor daily matters. If something was not an important question of 

politics or character, then disputes between husbands and wives were 

considered less important. Spouses were also expected to be considerate, 

respectful, and helpful. Helpfulness focused on aiding the partner to overcome 

his/her shortcomings and to correct his/her mistakes patiently (Lu, 1969). 

Although the Chinese Communist Party and the government pronounced 

guidelines for mate selection and marriage, traditional influences in marital affairs 

have never died. Even if Chinese young people are marrying partners of their 

own choice more frequently, this cannot be equated with marrying someone of 

their own initiation. Courtship is considered a community affair and the role of a 
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match-maker remains prominent (Honig & Hershatter, 1988). According to 

Hornig and Hershatter (1988), only about 30 percent of all marriages in 1986 

were fully free of family influence, 15 percent were completely arranged, and 55 

percent were "half-free" (p. 91), which means they were marriages in which 

families played a very important role. Honig and Hershatter (1988) contended 

that the continuing activity of match-makers reflected a society in which members 

of the opposite sex still found it extremely difficult to meet or interact casually. 

This highlights the powerful cultural factors that constrained male-female 

interaction since early childhood. 

Modern marriages: East versus West 

During the last two decades, there has been some attention to 

Eastern/Western differences in marriage. One focus of such research has been 

the examination of attraction/preferences for mate selection. For example, 

Thakerar and Iwawaki (1979) compared Chinese and British female students' 

preferences toward males to see whether the features of attractiveness were of 

the same import to Western and non-Western women. Seventeen British and 10 

Chinese female students rated 10 photographs of males on the basis of physical 

attractiveness. They also rank-ordered their preference for 36 physical and 

personality traits they would seek in a male partner. The results indicated that 

there were no significant differences on attractiveness ratings of the 

photographs. However, there were significant group differences on trait 

preferences. For the British respondents, physical characteristics had higher 

14 



rankings for an ideal man. In contrast, the Chinese participants ranked 

psychological conditions (e.g., intelligence, confidence) as more important in an 

ideal mate. 

In the same fashion, Goodwin and Tang (1991) examined preferences for 

partners among British and Hong Kong university students. Forty British and 48 

Hong Kong Chinese students completed a 15-item preference questionnaire. 

The results showed that the British respondents stressed sensitivity and humor in 

romantic partners, while the Chinese respondents emphasized money-

mindedness and creativity. An implication of this finding could be that British 

individuals place less emphasis on practical issues than Chinese individuals in 

selecting a relationship partner. 

The emphasis upon traits such as money-mindedness and intelligence is 

consistent with a recent development in criteria for marriage partners. According 

to Hershatter (1983), marriage in China today is much more materialistic than in 

previous periods, and economic considerations are an important criterion as 

young adults seek partners. Since a change in residence or job is very difficult to 

attain, marriage provides a special opportunity to improve one's quality of life and 

elevate one's status (Hershatter, 1983). According to Chu (1985), this emphasis 

reflects cultural changes in which people are encouraged to expect a life of 

sufficiency and achievement. Given these conditions, it makes sense that 

Chinese women would focus on psychological traits that may promote their 

mates' likelihood of financial success. Although material gain is not an exclusive 

15 



consideration in Chinese marriage, it is clearly a central interest in mate 

selection. 

Another area of research in Chinese marriages has focused on examining 

expectations/orientations that can influence the relationship. Chia, Moore, Lam, 

Chuang, and Cheng (1994) examined cultural differences in gender role attitudes 

between Chinese and American students. Two hundred sixty-nine American and 

396 Chinese (Taiwan) students responded to questionnaires that measured 

masculinity, femininity, and male-female relations. The Chinese sample used a 

translated version of the questionnaires. The results indicated that in both 

cultures, women were significantly more liberal than men in attitudes toward 

marital roles, but Chinese subjects were comparatively more traditional than 

Americans. 

In another study, Chia, Chong, and Cheng (1986) examined how Western 

influences (e.g., culture) affected marital attitudes among Chinese married 

individuals. The sample consisted of 220 male and 158 female Chinese 

(Taiwan) students. All the questionnaires were presented in Chinese. The 

measures included the Traditionality-Modernity Scale (Yang & Hchu, 1974) and 

the Marriage-Role Attitude Scale (Jacobson, 1952). They found that individuals 

who adopted more Westernized values had more egalitarian attitudes toward 

marriage. 

Chia, Chong, Cheng, Castellow, Moor, and Hayes (1986) also examined 

Chinese and Americans college students' attitudes toward marriage roles. Sixty 

American students participated in the 1962 survey, and 351 American and 343 
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Chinese students participated in 1984. Consistent with the previous study, they 

found that, compared to American students in 1962, American students in 1984 

held more equalitarian attitudes toward marital roles and that compared to 

American students in 1984, Chinese students in 1984 held a more male-

dominant attitude toward marital roles. In addition, women in both cultures at 

both times were found to be more egalitarian. 

Levine, Sato. Hashimoto, and Verma (1995) employed the theory of 

individualism-collectivism to guide their research on love and marriage in eleven 

cultures (including the collectivist Chinese and the individualistic American 

cultures). Eleven hundred seventy-three undergraduate students completed a 

questionnaire assessing the importance of love in decisions about marital status. 

The level of individualism-collectivism of the eleven nations was obtained from 

the ranking order provided by Hofstede (1980). The results indicated that love 

was valued the most as a prerequisite for marriage in countries that were more 

individualistic (Western and Westernized nations) and least valued in countries 

that were more collectivistic (underdeveloped Eastern countries). China (Hong 

Kong) and Japan fell in the middle, indicating that love as a prerequisite for 

marriage is less important for Chinese (and Japanese) than for Americans. 

Shaver, Wu, and Schwartz (1992) explored similarities and differences in 

emotion and its representation between Chinese and Americans. They asked 

100 Americans to sort 135 named emotions into similarity-based categories. 

They also recruited 104 Chinese students to sort 110 Chinese emotion terms. 

Interestingly, the Chinese emotion hierarchy was found to be different from the 
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American emotion hierarchy. While American love was itself a positive category 

that included many attributes (e.g., affection), Chinese love was one of the many 

attributes that made up the positive category of joy/happiness. More surprising 

was the finding of a negative category of "sad love" in the Chinese sample that 

included attributes such as infatuation, unrequited love, nostalgia, and 

sorrow/love, but such a negative category was not found in the American sample. 

Dion and Dion (1993) used Lee's (1973) typology of love in their 

comparative study of love styles in Asian and Western cultures. Respondents 

(Anglo-Celtic=51, European=63, Chinese=28, other Asians=26) completed a 

questionnaire of the love styles. They found that across the four cultures, 

women's view of love was more storgic, more pragmatic, and less permissive 

than men's view. Regarding cultural differences, they found that the Chinese 

and other Asian respondents of both gender were more storgic in their love 

relationships than the Anglo-Celtic and European respondents, but there was no 

difference between the Chinese and other Asian respondents, or between the 

Anglo-Celtic and European respondents. This study seems to be consistent with 

collectivistic cultures' deemphasis on passionate love between marital partners. 

Using the same theory, Cho and Cross (1995) investigated the role of love 

styles in Chinese relationships. A sample of 99 Chinese (Taiwan) students in 

America completed a set of questionnaires measuring love styles, self-esteem, 

relationship satisfaction, and conflict. Factor analysis of the Love Attitudes Scale 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1990) indicated that Chinese participants' love styles were 

somewhat similar to those of Americans. For example, the Chinese friendship 
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style was very similar to the American Storge style. The Chinese obsessive and 

conflictual style was very similar to the American Mania style. Also, the Chinese 

uncommitted style and the American Ludus style were similar. 

However, there were two distinct Chinese love styles: (a) a romantic and 

considerate style (a combination of Western Eros and Agape), and (b) an 

obligatory style (a combination of Western Pragma and Agape). There were no 

gender differences in the endorsement of the six Chinese love styles, but the 

romantic/considerate style and the friendship style were found to be more 

strongly related to relationship satisfaction for men. In addition, respondents with 

higher self-esteem were more satisfied with their relationship and had fewer 

conflicts. For respondents with low self-esteem, the uncommitted love style was 

more strongly related to the frequency of conflicts. This study enhances our 

understanding of the role of love in Chinese marriages. 

Lin and Rusbult (1995) used the Investment Model (Rusbult, 1983) in their 

study of commitment to dating relationships and cross-sex friendships in America 

and China. One hundred fifty-five American students and 130 Chinese (Taiwan) 

students completed a questionnaire which assessed commitment level, 

investment size, centrality of the relationship, self-esteem, gender roles, 

empathy, normative support, and satisfaction. Results showed no cultural 

differences in commitment level, investment size, or centrality of the relationship. 

Compared to the Chinese subjects, the Americans were more satisfied, 

empathic, and androgynous. The Americans also had higher self-esteem, 

femininity, and greater normative support. In addition, femininity was associated 
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with satisfaction among the Americans, but not among the Chinese. These 

results advance our knowledge about relationship characteristics among Chinese 

marriages. 

Shek (1995a, 1995b) explored the relationship between marital 

adjustment and psychological well-being among Chinese adults. In one study 

(Shek, 1995a), 1,501 married adults (Hong Kong) completed a set of 

questionnaires, which were translated for a Chinese sample. These 

questionnaires assessed marital adjustment, physical and mental health, and 

midlife crisis. It was found that, compared with those who were better adjusted to 

their marriage, those who were less adjusted reported more psychiatric as well 

as midlife crisis symptoms, had lower levels of purpose in life and life 

satisfaction, and perceived their health as relatively poorer. Such findings 

indicate the importance of marital adjustment in Chinese marriages. 

In a second study, Shek (1995b) investigated gender differences in marital 

quality and well-being in Chinese spouses. Fourteen hundred ninety-nine 

married individuals were interviewed and completed measures of marital quality, 

psychological well-being, and perceived health status. Males were found to be 

better adjusted and more satisfied with marriage. Also, it was found that length 

of marriage was positively related to dyadic consensus and affectional 

expression in men, but negatively related to marital adjustment and marital 

satisfaction in women. In addition, women showed more psychiatric symptoms, 

midlife crisis problems, lower levels of positive mental health, and poorer 

perceived health status than men. This study sheds some light on the role of 
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gender in marital relationships of Chinese couples, suggesting that marriage may 

have more negative effects on women than men. 

In sum, the literature indicates that there are both differences and 

similarities in relationship development between Chinese and Western cultures. 

Chinese young adults are more pragmatic and more influenced by parents/third 

parties than Americans/Europeans. Chinese spouses are more storgic and value 

love less than Westerners as well. Chinese spouses are also less satisfied with 

their marriages than Americans. Interestingly, Chinese and American marriages 

are similarly affected by gender. More specifically, women tend to adopt more 

egalitarian/liberal attitudes toward marriage and are less satisfied than men in 

both cultures. 

Interpersonal processes in marriage 

Self-disclosure in American marriage 

There has been a long history of research on American marriages. This 

research has identified relationship processes that contribute to marital quality 

and stability. Two key processes are self-disclosure and conflict management. 

Self-disclosure refers to the purposeful revelation of personal information to 

another person. Disclosure is widely considered a central process in relationship 

development (e.g.. Waring & Chelune, 1983) and relational outcomes (e.g., 

Rosenfeld & Bowen, 1991). According to Murstein and Adier (1995), self-

disclosure is one of the most frequently studied social phenomenon and plays a 

prominent role in marital relationships. 
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Burke, Weir, and Harrison (1976) examined why spouses disclose to each 

other. Via a questionnaire, 189 married couples indicated their reasons for 

disclosing or not disclosing problems/tensions to their partners, the extent of self-

disclosure, and the level of satisfaction. The husbands and wives identified the 

same primary reasons for disclosing to their partners. More specifically, the most 

frequently cited reasons were (a) releasing tensions, (b) increasing partner's 

understanding, (c) seeking advice, and (d) complying to the pair norms. When 

the reasons for not disclosing were examined, gender differences were apparent. 

The two most common reasons for husbands' disclosure restraint were (a) 

perceptions that partners lacked knowledge on a topic, and (b) problems should 

not be brought home. On the other hand, the wives most frequently hesitated in 

disclosing because they did not want to worry their partners and perceived that 

their partners were not interested. Marital satisfaction was positively associated 

with the tendency to disclose. These results provide further evidence for the 

importance of self-disclosure in relationship quality. 

Chelune, Sultan, Vosk, Odgen, and Waring (1984) conducted a study in 

which they investigated self-disclosure among distressed and nondistressed 

couples. Twenty married couples (10 clinical and 10 nonclinical) were 

videotaped while participating in a structured interview and the data were content 

analyzed, utilizing the Self-Disclosure Coding System (Chelune, 1976). 

Compared to the clinical couples, the nonclinical couples spoke for longer 

periods of time and with more verbal and affect congruence. This study indicates 

that greater self-disclosure may be beneficial to marital relationships. 
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Hendrick (1981) investigated how psychological and interpersonal 

characteristics influenced relationship outcomes. Fifty-one couples completed a 

set of questionnaires which assessed self-disclosure, marital satisfaction, 

similarity of attitudes, and self-esteem. The results indicated that greater marital 

satisfaction was associated with more self-esteem and self-disclosure, as well as 

less spousal discrepancy on attitudes (differences between one's own attitudes 

and partner-perceived attitudes). Further, women self-disclosed to a greater 

extent than men, but both men and women's satisfaction was positively related to 

their partners' self-disclosure. The results of this study underscore the 

importance of self-disclosure exchange in marital satisfaction (Hendrick, 1981). 

Antill and Cotton (1987) conducted a study which examined the 

relationship among communication, personal characteristics, and marital 

relations. One hundred eight couples were interviewed at their own homes and 

completed a questionnaire which assessed self-disclosure, gender roles, and 

marital satisfaction. The findings revealed that androgynous spouses disclosed 

more and received more disclosure than masculine, undifferentiated, and 

feminine spouse. When spousal scores were paired, high femininity couples 

self-disclosed the most, whereas low femininity couples self-disclosed the least. 

Both self and partner disclosure were positively related to marital satisfaction, but 

the self-disclosure-satisfaction relationship was stronger. The relationship 

between androgyny, femininity, and disclosure is not surprising. Androgynous 

and feminine individuals share the capacity to be expressive, open, and nurturing 
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in relationships. Self-disclosure may be one way to enact these capacities in 

marriages. 

Rosenfeld and Bowen (1991) examined the impact of disclosure on 

relationship outcomes. Nine hundred twenty-eight randomly selected couples 

completed a setof questionnaires which measured marital disclosure and marital 

satisfaction. The authors found that for both husbands and wives, low levels of 

disclosure were related to less marital satisfaction. Also, husbands with low-

disclosure wives were significantly less satisfied than those with mid- or high-

disclosure wives. Similarly, low-disclosure wives were not as satisfied as mid- or 

high-disclosure wives, and wives with low-disclosure husbands were not as 

satisfied as those with mid- or high-disclosure husbands. This study points to the 

importance of both self- and partner-disclosure in marital satisfaction. 

Guided by equity theory. Davidson, Balswick, and Halverson (1983) 

examined the relationship between self-disclosure and marital satisfaction. One 

hundred sixty-two couples independently completed a questionnaire which 

measured marital adjustment, affective self-disclosure, and perceived partner 

affective disclosure. The results indicated that greater discrepancy in couple's 

affective self-disclosure was associated with less marital adjustment, regardless 

of perceived equity. Also, overbenefitted spouses tended to underestimate and 

underbenefitted spouses tended to overestimate spouse-disclosure, regardless 

of marital adjustment. The results of this study suggest that compared to actual 

couple disclosure similarities, the perceived similarity of disclosure exchange 

may have a greater impact on marital adjustment (Davidson et al., 1983). 
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In sum, these studies indicate that self-disclosure plays an important role 

in American marital relationships. The results of these studies clearly indicate 

that low levels of disclosure (given and received) were detrimental to marital 

quality. Research also indicates that individual characteristics, such as gender 

roles, have an influence on the behavioral patterns in self-disclosure. Wives 

disclose more than husbands, and they tend to have different reasons than 

husbands for disclosure restraint. Overall, there is a trend which suggests that 

greater disclosure enhances marital quality among American couples. 

Cross-cultural research on self-disclosure 

Our understanding of self-disclosure is further informed by cross-cultural 

research. Chen (1995) examined cultural differences in self-disclosure patterns. 

A sample of students (200 American and 144 Chinese) completed a measure of 

self-disclosure on six topics (opinion, interests, work, financial issues, 

personality, and body) for each of four target relationships (parents, strangers, 

acquaintances, and intimate friends). The results demonstrated that the 

American participants self-disclosed to a greater extent than the Chinese 

participants on all six topics across all relationships. This trend toward 

comparatively less disclosure for Chinese individuals is likely to be reflective of 

marital communication as well. 

Wolfson and Pearce (1983) examined self-disclosure and conversational 

logic among American and Chinese individuals. The participants (American=29, 

Chinese=29) read two dialogues (one low-disclosure and one high-disclosure) 
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which ended with an open line for one relationship partner. The participants 

were asked to imagine that they were the partner and write the next line of the 

dialogue. They also completed a questionnaire which assessed their reasoning 

for the written response. This questionnaire assessed the degree to which 

obligation, self-image, or relationship development was associated with 

disclosure. The subjects additionally completed a questionnaire which assessed 

perceptions of three features of the dialogue quality (valence, harmony, and 

intimacy). 

The results indicated the Chinese participants perceived both low- and 

high-disclosure dialogues more negatively and less harmoniously than the 

Americans. They also felt more obligation to act in the high-disclosure situation 

than the Americans. Finally, they perceived the link between their act (response) 

and subsequent relationships with the other person as weaker than the 

Americans. These results seem to suggest a relatively less positive attitude 

among Chinese people toward self-disclosure, which might also influence 

disclosure in marital relationships. 

Juang and Tucker (1991) conducted a study in which 62 Chinese and 62 

American married students completed a questionnaire that measured 

verbal/nonverbal communication and marital adjustment. Their results 

demonstrated that American couples had significantly higher verbal 

communication scores than the Chinese couples, although there were positive 

relationships between verbal communication and marital adjustment for both 

Chinese and American couples. There was also a positive relationship between 
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nonverbal communication and marital adjustment for the Chinese couples, but 

not for the American couples. These results seem to suggest that verbal self-

disclosure is more important to American spouses than to Chinese spouses. 

In sum, cross-cultural research indicates that culture exerts an impact on 

self-disclosure. In general, Chinese individuals self-disclose to a lesser extent 

than American individuals. This difference is also apparent in marital 

relationships as well. However, research on self-disclosure across cultures Is still 

sparse. Further examination of Chinese and American couples will enhance our 

understanding of culture-specific as well as universal features in self-disclosure. 

Conflict management in American marriage 

The second key process which has an impact on marital quality and 

stability is conflict management. Conflict refers to a relationship process that 

occurs when one partner's activities are incompatible with those of the other 

partner (Deutch, 1969; Peterson, 1983). It is one of the primary foci of 

researchers who study close relationships (Richardson, Hammock, Lubben, & 

Mickler, 1989). Researchers have given particular attention to conflict 

management among American romantic partners. 

For example, Gottman, Notarius, Markman, Bank, Yoppi, and Rubin 

(1976) conducted two studies which examined differences in conflict tactics 

among distressed and nondistressed couples. In one study, 85 distressed and 

102 nondistressed couples (as defined by the Lock-Wallace Marital Relationship 

Inventory [Burgess, Locke, & Thomes, 1971]) completed a series of decision-
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making tasks (three in low-conflict context and three in high-conflict context). 

While engaging in these tasks, each partner coded the valence of her/his 

intended as well as received messages. The results showed that nondistressed 

couples were more likely to perceive their partners' behaviors as positive and 

less likely to perceive their behaviors as negative. 

In the second study, additional 30 couples (14 clinic and 16 nonclinic) 

went through the same procedure. The findings revealed that nondistressed 

couples tended to see their partners as more positive and less negative than 

distressed couples. In addition, the high-conflict tasks discriminated distressed 

from nondistressed couples better than the low-conflict tasks. These results 

seemed to suggest that in a nondistressed marriage, couples were more likely to 

perceive their partners as positive, regardless of the valence of the intended 

message (Gottman et al., 1976). The results of these two studies highlight the 

differences in the use and perception of conflict tactics among distressed and 

nondistressed couples. 

Gottman and Krokoff (1989) conducted a longitudinal study to examine the 

impact of marital interaction on satisfaction. Fifty-five couples completed a 

questionnaire which assessed marital satisfaction. They were either audiotaped 

at home (interactions were coded for valence of speaker's comments) or 

videotaped in a laboratory (interactions were coded for valence of behavioral, 

compliance, conflict engagement, withdrawal defensiveness, and stubbornness), 

as they engaged in a discussion of marital disagreement. Three years later, they 

again completed the same questionnaire on marital satisfaction. Gottman and 
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Krokoff (1989) found that both partners' conflict engagement was negatively 

correlated with concurrent marital satisfaction, but positively related to 

satisfaction over time. Furthermore, they found that withdrawal had a negative 

influence on marital satisfaction over time. These findings seem to suggest that 

handling marital disagreements in accordance with individualistic socialization 

(e.g., directness and assertiveness) could be beneficial to relationship quality. 

Another longitudinal study was conducted by Gottman (1993) to examine 

the impact of various conflict tactics on relationship stability. Seventy-three 

couples were observed for 15-minutes as they engaged in discussion of neutral, 

pleasant, and problematic topics. Based on the valence and frequency of couple 

conflict tactics, Gottman (1993) created a marital typology: (a) engagers, where 

both spouses had both positive speaking and listening patterns; (b) avoiders, 

where both spouses had positive speaking but different listening valence; 

(c) hostile couples, where both spouses had positive listener but different 

speaking valence; and (d) hostile/detached couples, where spouses had different 

speaking and different listening valence. Both the hostile and hostile/detached 

couples showed a great deal of direct engagement in conflict, but the 

hostile/detached couples were comparatively more negative. Four years later, 

these couples completed a measure of marital status. Gottman (1993) found that 

engagers and avoiders were significantly more stable in their relationships than 

hostile and hostile/detached couples. These findings indicate that positive 

speaking valence on both sides may have a positive impact on relationship 
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stability, whereas a mixture of positive and negative speaking valence may have 

a negative impact on relationship stability. 

Rusbult and Zembrodt (1983) conducted a series of studies which 

examined individuals' responses to dissatisfaction in romantic relationships. In 

the first study, 50 students provided a written description of how they respond 

when they are dissatisfied with their romantic relationship. These responses 

were then evaluated on the degree of similarity among tactics by a second 

sample of 200 students. Analysis of the similarity ratings identified four major 

conflict strategies: exit (actively abusing or ending the relationship), voice 

(actively attempting to improve conditions), loyalty (passively waiting for 

conditions to improve), and neglect (passively allowing the relationship to 

deteriorate). Rusbult and Zembrodt (1983) argued that these conflict strategies 

could be further classified across two dimensions: constructiveness vs. 

destructiveness and activity vs. passivity. The exit and voice responses were 

viewed as more active, while the loyalty and neglect responses were regarded as 

more passive. Similarly, the voice and the loyalty were regarded as more 

constructive, while the exit and the neglect were more destructive. 

In the second study, the researchers conducted telephone interviews with a 

random sample (n=28) to assess responses to relationship dissatisfaction. 

Eighty-four students then rank-ordered these responses in terms of their 

similarity. The results were consistent with the previous study, which led Rusbult 

and Zembrodt (1983) to conclude that the typology of exit, voice, loyalty, and 
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neglect meaningfully describes the behaviors people enact as they become 

dissatisfied with their romantic relationships. 

Rusbult, Johnson, and Morrow (1986) investigated the impact of couple 

patterns of conflict management on relationship functioning among distressed 

and nondistressed dating couples. Sixty-eight university dating couples 

completed a questionnaire which measured self and partner's tendencies to 

engage in the exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect conflict tactics. They also 

responded to twenty open-ended items that assessed their tendencies to engage 

in these tactics in reply to their partner's behaviors. Further, they completed 

measures of commitment, liking, loving, and conflict management efficacy. 

Based on the level of relationship functioning, they were divided into distressed 

and nondistressed groups. 

The results demonstrated that the distressed couples used more 

destructive responses (exit and neglect). Couple functioning was weakly related 

to voice and unrelated to loyalty tactics. In addition, nondistressed couples 

perceived partners as utilizing more constructive and fewer destructive tactics. 

Finally, distress was associated with a mixed valence pattern, in which 

individuals destructively responded to partner's constructive tactics. These 

findings indicate that couples' conflict management may influence their 

relationship functioning. Further, destructive responses may be more powerful in 

determining relationship functioning than constructive tactics. 

Billings (1979) conducted a study on conflict management by distressed 

and non-distressed couples. Twenty-four couples (12 distressed and 
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12 nondistressed) were videotaped and audiotaped while they were engaging in 

conflict resolution situations. Each act was coded along a friendly-hostile and a 

dominant-submissive dimension, and into one of six resolution behavioral 

categories (cognitive, resolve, reconcile, appeal, reject, and coercion-attack). 

Billings (1979) found that distressed couples performed significantly more hostile 

acts (hostile-dominant and hostile-submissive), but significantly fewer friendly 

dominant acts than nondistressed couples. He also found that distressed 

couples performed significantly fewer cognitive acts than nondistressed couples. 

Further distressed couples tended to engage in more negative, fewer positive, 

and fewer cognitive problem-solving communications than those who had a 

satisfactory marriage. The results of this study highlight the relationship between 

marital quality and conflict management, with better marital quality associated 

with more positive conflict management. 

Markman (1979) also conducted a study which examined the impact of 

interaction patterns on marital satisfaction. Twenty-six couples who were 

planning marriage completed questionnaires on problem intensity and 

relationship satisfaction. They also negotiated solutions to five tasks in a 

laboratory exercise and rated the impact of their partner's statements. They 

completed measures on relationship satisfaction and relationship status one year 

after, and again two and half years after the initial study. The results revealed 

that lower problem intensity and higher relationship satisfaction at time 1 were 

associated with higher relationship satisfaction at time 2, but there was no 

association between time 1 impact ratings and time 2 relationship satisfaction. 
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Also, there was no relationship between time 1 problem intensity and time 3 

relationship satisfaction, but the more positively the couples rated their 

communications in negotiation tasks at time 1, the more satisfied they were with 

their relationship time 3. The findings of this study indicated that unrewarding 

verbal exchanges had a negative impact on relationship satisfaction (Markman, 

1979). They also seem to suggest that positive perceptions of partner behaviors 

in a conflict situation are conducive to relationship satisfaction. 

A longitudinal study by Kelly, Huston, and Gate (1985) attempted to 

identify how relationship dynamics influence relationship satisfaction and 

relationship adjustment across the transition to marriage. Retrospective 

interviews were conducted with 21 newlywed couples about their courtship 

processes. The couples completed a series of questionnaires that measured 

love, maintenance, conflict, ambivalence, and relationship adjustment at each 

premarital stage (casual dating, serious dating, commitment to marry). 

Approximately two years later, they again completed measures of relationship 

dynamics and marital adjustment. The findings showed that premarital conflict 

during the serious dating and commitment to marry stages was associated with 

greater conflict during marriage. They also demonstrated that greater premarital 

conflict, especially during the period after the partners had committed to 

marriage, was related to less love at follow-up. Such findings indicated that 

conflict had a negative impact on relationship quality over time, eroding the 

affection that partners had for one another (Kelly, Hutson, & Gate, 1985). 
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Lloyd and Gate (1990) studied the developmental course of conflict in 

dissolution of premarital relationships. A sample of 97 students completed the 

Retrospective Interview, which reconstructed the developmental course of a 

relationship that recently ended (Fitzpatrick & Surra, 1981; Huston, Surra, 

Fitzgerald, & Gate, 1981). During the interview, respondents also completed a 

questionnaire which measured conflict, love, maintenance, and ambivalence at 

each specific relationship stage (casual dating, couple-like, committed, uncertain 

of future relationship, and certain of ending the relationship). The authors found 

that greater conflict predicted more maintenance and ambivalence in the casual 

stages as well as ambivalence in the couple and committed stages. Yet, as the 

relationships began to dissolve, conflict was no longer related to maintenance 

and ambivalence, but became negatively associated with love. Thus, Lloyd and 

Gate (1990) concluded that greater conflict indicated greater ambivalence about 

increasing interdependence, but it stopped bearing such a relationship as the 

partners moved into the dissolution stage. 

Honeycutt, Woods, and Fontenot (1993) studied communication conflict 

rules among engaged and married couples. Forty-three engaged and 56 married 

couples were classified as traditional or independent couples, according to the 

Relational Dimensions Instrument (Fitzpatrick, 1988). They completed a 

questionnaire assessing various dimensions of conflict rules (e.g., positive 

understanding, rationality, conciseness, and consideration). The authors found 

that traditional couples endorsed more conflict rules than the independent 

couples. They reasoned that since traditional couples relied on conventional 
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rules (Fitzpatrick, as cited in Honeycutt et al., 1993), these couples may take for 

granted their consensus on conflict management rules. However, the 

independents may see differences in consensus and attitudinal values, due to 

their assertiveness and openness. Thus, the independent couples' lower level of 

rule endorsement for conflict management could result in more active conflicts 

(Honeycutt etal., 1993). 

Richardson, Hammock, Lubben, and Mickler (1989) investigated the 

relationship between love styles and conflict tactics. One hundred forty-eight 

students completed the Love Attitude Scale (Hendricks & Hendricks, 1986). 

They also completed two questionnaires (one for friend and one for romantic 

partner) which measured conflict tactics, such as integrating, obliging, 

compromising, dominating, and avoiding. The results indicated that those who 

scored high on Eros and Agape reported relatively frequent use of obliging and 

integrating responses to conflict. In contrast, Ludic individuals used more 

dominating and avoiding tactics and fewer integrative tactics. Finally, Agapic 

love was negatively related to dominating. These findings indicate the relevance 

of personal characteristics in the use of conflict tactics. This line of research on 

conflict management helps us understand relationship dynamics among 

American marriages. 

Cross-cultural research on conflict 

Our knowledge of marital conflict may be further broadened by examining 

other cultures. A comparative study was conducted by Kumagai and Straus 
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(1983) to examine conflict resolution tactics in Japan, India, and the United 

States. High school students (Japanese=635. Indian=319, US=139) completed 

the Family Conflict Resolution Study Questionnaire (Straus, 1974), which 

assessed family power structure, conflict resolution tactics, parental socialization 

practices, and parent-child relationships. Back-translated versions of the 

questionnaire were used in the Japanese sample, but the English version was 

used in India and the U.S.. The results indicated a similar overall pattern in the 

use of conflict patterns across the three countries. Reasoning was used most 

frequently, followed by verbal aggression, and physical violence. However, 

physical violence was used more often in the U.S. than in India and Japan. This 

result may imply a greater tendency of American married individuals to use more 

active tactics, in comparison to Japanese and Indian married individuals. 

Leung (1988) also examined conflict tactics among Hong Kong Chinese 

and American individuals. The participants (Hong Kong Ghinese=168, 

American=168) read a scenario in which two persons (a buyer and seller) were 

having an argument. They were told that the disputants were either strangers or 

good friends. Then, they imagined themselves to be the buyer and indicated the 

likelihood of suing the seller. The results indicated that the participants from both 

cultures were more likely pursue the conflict with a stranger than a friend. They 

were also more likely to pursue the conflict when the size of the loss is greater. 

However, compared to the Americans, the Chinese subjects demonstrated more 

conflict avoidance with friends, but less avoidance with strangers, which reflects 

the Chinese culture's emphasis on ingroup harmony. 
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Ting-Toomey et al. (1991) conducted a study in which they examined 

cultural variations in interpersonal relations across five countries (Japan, China, 

South Korea, Taiwan, and the United States). Nine hundred sixty-five students 

(American = 220, Japanese = 197, Chinese =117, Korean = 207, Taiwanese = 

224) participated in this study. Cultural variability (individualism-collectivism) was 

measured by the respondents' native culture. Conflict styles were measured by 

a modified version of the Rahim Organization Conflict Inventory-ll (Rahim, 1983), 

in which the respondents reported how they might react to a hypothetical conflict 

with a classmate. This inventory assessed five conflict styles: dominating, 

integrating, obliging, avoiding, and compromising. The results indicated that the 

American students selected the dominating style more frequently than the 

Japanese and Korean students. In contrast, the Chinese and Taiwanese 

students selected the obliging and avoiding styles more frequently than the 

American students. These findings seem to suggest that individualistic cultures 

may have a greater tendency to use active tactics, while collectivistic cultures 

may have a greater tendency to use passive tactics. 

In sum, the literature indicates that there is considerable cross-cultural 

variation in the use of specific conflict tactics among married couples. This 

variation is closely associated with the relational and personal characteristics of 

the two partners involved, such as the relationship stage, love style, marital 

ideology, and cultural background. The literature also indicates that conflict 

tactics may have an impact on the quality of romantic relationships. Specifically, 

constructive conflict tactics tend to be associated with better relationship quality, 
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whereas destructive conflict tactics tend to be associated with poorer relationship 

functioning. Since there is a paucity of research on marital conflict management 

across cultures, further study of conflict tactics among Chinese and American 

couples will advance our understanding of marital dynamics and outcomes. 

Collectivism-Individualism 

Each culture emphasizes a cluster of attitudes, beliefs, norms, roles, and 

values through which citizens are socialized. According to Triandis (1995), 

collectivism and individualism represent two distinctive cultural clusters. People 

in collectivistic cultures perceive themselves as interdependent on one another in 

a group. They emphasize group needs, interests, and goals. Their behaviors 

are guided by cognitions focusing on norms, obligations, and duties. All these 

aspects point to the importance of group identity, harmony, integrity, and 

attachment in collectivistic cultures. 

In contrast, people in individualistic cultures perceive themselves as 

independent from a group. They emphasize personal needs, interests, and 

goals. Their behaviors are guided by cognitions which focus on attitudes, rights, 

and contracts. These tendencies underscore the importance of individuality, 

autonomy, freedom, and personal fulfillment in individualistic cultures. 

Much research attention has been given to the importance and utility of 

the theory of collectivism-individualism in conducting cross-cultural studies. 

Triandis (1989) examined the effect of collectivism-individualism on the 

perception of the self Students from various countries (America=159, Hawaii 
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(Chinese background)=64, Greece=118, Hong Kong=112, China=34) completed 

twenty open-ended ("I am...") which allowed them to describe their 

characteristics. These responses were coded for identification of groups 

associated with self-perception (e.g., family, ethnicity group, occupation, religious 

group). More group-referenced statements were reflective of greater 

collectivism. The results indicated that the Chinese students made the largest 

proportion of group references, followed by Hawaiian, Hong Kongese, mainland 

American, and Greek students. Indeed, Chinese students made more than twice 

as many group references as mainland American participants. The results of this 

study reflect the interplay between self and group identity in collectivism. 

Hui, Triandis, and Yee (1991) conducted a study in which they examined 

the impact of collectivism-individualism on distributive behaviors. One hundred 

sixty students (Chinese=72 and American=88) completed a questionnaire which 

assessed the participants' levels of collectivism in relation to co-workers (Hui, 

1988). They also responded to a scenario in which they imagined that they had 

to do a work task. The subjects were divided into two groups. The high 

performance group was told to imagine that they had completed 4 times more 

work than a co-worker on the task. The low performance group was told imagine 

that they had completed 4 times less work than a co-worker on the task. 

Subjects in both groups were then asked to indicate how payment for work 

should be distributed to themselves and co-workers. 

The results indicated that compared to the Americans, the Chinese 

participants were more collectivistic. Specifically, the Chinese high performers 
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used the equality rule (equally splitting pay) more than the American high 

performers, while the Chinese low performers used equity rule (splitting pay 

according to contribution) more than the American low performers. In each 

group, Chinese subjects made payment choices which emphasized shared gains 

rather than self-gain. This is consistent with the collectivistic values of group 

harmony, solidarity, and cohesion (Leung & Bond, 1984). 

Al-Zahrani and Kaplowitz (1993) investigated the role of collectivism-

individualism in attributional biases. University students (American=163 and 

Saudi=162) completed a measure of the tendency to make internal attributions 

for which they imagined different types of people (e.g., a family member, 

a foreigner) in a variety of situations (e.g., other-pleasing, other-harming, failure, 

success). They also completed a measure of collectivism-individualism (Triandis 

et al., 1988). The results indicated that compared to Saudi participants, the 

American respondents were more individualistic and more likely to make internal 

attributions across all situations and target persons. This is consistent with 

Americans' emphasis on self-directedness and personal gain. 

Matsumoto (1989) examined the perception of emotions in 15 cultures, 

including the Chinese (Hong Kong) and American cultures. Collectivism-

individualism was measured by Hofstede's (1983) ranking of nationalities, which 

classified America as an individualistic culture and Hong Kong as a collectivistic 

culture. Perception of emotions was assessed by the (a) percentage of people in 

each culture who correctly identified a set of facial expressions and (b) the mean 

intensity level attributed to each of the expressions. The results indicated that 
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people in individualistic cultures were more likely to identify happiness, and less 

likely to identify sadness. They also had higher intensity ratings of anger and 

fear. According to Matsumoto (1988), collectivistic cultures regard 

communicating negative emotions as a threat to harmony and solidarity, whereas 

individualistic cultures allowed greater freedom to express and perceive negative 

emotions, so that such emotions did not seriously threaten the group. It seems 

to follow that such differences in expression may also have an implication for 

perceptions of the intensity of negative emotions. The collectivistic tendencies to 

avoid expression of negative emotions among group members might be 

strengthened by selective inattention to others' negative emotions. Such 

inattention may promote greater harmony in social interactions. 

Wheeler, Reis, and Bond (1989) examined cultural differences in 

interactions among Chinese and American individuals. A sample of students 

(68 Chinese and 96 American) kept a record of every interaction that lasted for 

10 minutes or longer on a daily basis. The results indicated that the Chinese 

participants had fewer interactions than the Americans for the same-sex, 

opposite-sex, and mixed-sex interactions. Across these relationships, the 

Amencans had two and half times as many interactions as the Chinese 

participants. This is consistent with the concept of individualism. Because 

Americans typically do not identify themselves as part of a single group (Triandis, 

1993), they are freer to pursue interactions with more people (e.g., friends, peers, 

acquaintances). 
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Although the Chinese participants had fewer interactions per day, they 

had a higher proportion of group interactions. In addition, compared to the 

Americans, the Chinese participants tended to have longer interactions, fewer 

interaction partners, more task interactions, and fewer recreational interactions. 

As lengthy conversations with fewer people may be one means to promote group 

harmony and cohesiveness, these communication patterns are consistent with 

collectivistic values. 

Gudykunst et al. (1992) examined the influence of collectivism-

individualism on communication in various relationships. Students 

(American=224, Australian=194, Japanese=221, Hong Kongese=211, and 

Taiwanese=192) imagined that they were communicating either with a member 

of an ingroup or a member of an outgroup, and completed a questionnaire which 

measured communication factors, such as perceived similarity (e.g., attitudes, 

values), interrogation (tendency to ask about the other person's background), 

shared networks, and self-disclosure. Collectivism-individualism was measured 

by Hofstede's (1980) rankings of nationalities, which classified America and 

Australia as individualistic, and Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Japan as collectivistic 

countries. The results indicated that subjects from collectivistic cultures (Hong 

Kong, Taiwan, and Japan) generally scored higher on the communication factors 

when communicating with ingroup members than outgroup members. For 

collectivistic individuals, perceived similarity among ingroup members may help 

promote group cohesiveness and solidarity. Interrogation may also indicate 

concern for group members, which may help to bond the members to each other. 
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In contrast, subjects from individualistic cultures did not differ in communications 

among ingroup or outgroup members. This is consistent with Gudykunst and 

Nishida's (1987) observation of individualistic cultures, in which relationships with 

ingroups are not emphasized or perceived as important. 

Ting-Toomey (1991) examined how collectivism-individualism influenced 

relationship processes. Seven hundred eighty-one individuals (American=256, 

Japanese=279, and French=246) participated in the study. Collectivism-

individualism was measured by Hofstede's (1980) ranking of nationalities, which 

classified America as an individualistic culture, Japan as a collectivistic culture, 

and France as more individualistic than Japan but less individualistic than 

America. The respondents completed Braiker and Kelley's (1979) relational 

intimacy scale. The results indicated that overall, both the American and French 

respondents reported greater love and disclosure than the Japanese 

respondents. Compared to the Japanese respondents, the American 

respondents reported greater ambivalence in close relationships, but there was 

no difference between these two cultures on conflict. 

These results are reflective of individualistic values. More specifically, 

greater disclosure and affection may enhance personal fulfillment and hedonism 

in intimate Western relationships. However, close relationships simultaneously 

threaten autonomy and individuality, and this contradiction in values may 

promote ambivalence. In contrast, collectivistic values may promote Japanese 

respondents' understanding of obligations toward their partners. As there is less 

emphasis on individual gain or happiness within relationships, they are likely to 
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express less ambivalence. An emphasis on affective restraint is also consistent 

with less love. Further, as the Japanese culture tends to be more subtle and 

discreet in communication than Western cultures (Ting-Toomey, 1991), it makes 

sense that the respondents should self-disclose less than American respondents. 

The results of this study advance our understanding of relationship dynamics 

among Eastern and Western marriages. 

In sum, the literature indicates that individuals within Eastern/Western 

cultures differ in collectivistic and individualistic values. These differences inform 

our understanding of the variation in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors across 

cultures. To date, little research has examined how marital dynamics are 

influenced by collectivism-individualism. Additional research could further our 

understanding of how these values influence Chinese and American marriages. 

Acculturation 

While people acquire attitudes, beliefs, and values consistent with the 

culture in which they are raised, they also adopt new ones as they are exposed 

to a new cultural environment. This process, by which individuals are educated 

and assimilate the values of another culture (Yu & Berryman, 1996), has been 

referred to as acculturation. According to Inkeles and Levenson (as cited in 

Chia, Chong, & Cheng, 1986), acculturation occurs as individuals in the same 

society increasingly share experiences and adopt similar values and traits. This 

process assumes that contact with the dominant culture will lead to a shift away 

from the culture of origin's values and a shift toward the dominant culture's 
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values (Feldman, Mont-Reynaud, & Rosenthal, 1992). This is particularly salient 

for immigrants as they are continuously exposed to the social expectations of the 

dominant culture. 

Recently, researchers have given attention to the acculturation of Chinese 

immigrants in the United States. For example, Feldman, Mont-Reynaud, and 

Rosenthal (1992) examined acculturation of values among Chinese immigrants 

in the U.S. and Australia. Participants (Chinese Americans=130, Chinese 

Australians=96, Euro-Americans=155, Anglo-Australians=96, Hong 

Kongnese=109) completed a questionnaire which assessed major Chinese and 

American values. Compared to Americans and Australians, Hong Kong 

participants placed more emphasis on tradition, prosocial behaviors, and 

extended family, and less emphasis on outward success. In comparison with the 

Hong Kong participants, the first-generation Chinese immigrants in both the U.S. 

and Australia placed less emphasis on tradition and extended family, and more 

emphasis on outward success. Extended family was valued more by the first-

generation than by the second-generation Chinese immigrants. However, even 

the second-generation Chinese immigrants in both countries continued to place 

more value on extended family than Australian or Euro-American respondents. 

Further, the second-generation Chinese immigrants in the U.S. continued to 

place less value on outward success than the Americans. The results of this 

study indicated that acculturation was evident by the first immigrant generation, 

but the rates and the extent of acculturation differed across value domains 

(Feldman etal., 1992). 
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Tsoi-Pullar (1995) examined a sample of 324 Chinese Americans, who 

completed measures of acculturation, ethnic identity conflict, and psychological 

well-being. The results indicated that the Chinese Americans were most 

acculturated in the dimensions of language and behavior, and least acculturated 

in the dimensions of ethnic identity and ethnic pride. Psychological well-being 

was positively related to the acculturation dimensions of language, self-

identification, and values. Well-being was inversely related to ethnic identity 

conflict. These results highlight the importance of acculturation in the lives of 

Chinese immigrants. 

Atkinson and Gim (1989) examined the effects of acculturation on 

attitudes toward seeking professional help. A sample of Asian Americans 

(Chinese=263, Japanese=185, Korean=109) completed a measure of 

acculturation (e.g., language, identity, behaviors) and a measure of attitudes 

toward professional services (e.g., need, stigma, openness). Across the three 

ethnic groups, lower levels of acculturation were related to less perceived need 

for professional help, tolerance of the clinical stigma, and openness about 

problems. These results are consistent with collectivism, as these three cultures 

share the values of submergence of individuality, fear of bringing shame to the 

family, and self-control to resolve problems (Atkinson & Gim, 1989). Such values 

would be contradictory to acculturation and the use of Western counseling 

services. 

Yu and Berryman (1996) conducted a study to investigate how 

psychological and adaptive factors affected recreational activities among 
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Chinese immigrants. Chinese adolescents (n=117) responded to a questionnaire 

which assessed self-esteem, acculturation, and patterns of recreation. The 

results indicated a positive association between self-esteem and recreation 

participation. Further, acculturation was positively related to sports participation 

and affiliation with recreational clubs. This is consistent with Western views of 

children's recreation, which is action-oriented and focuses on interactions outside 

the family. There was also evidence that adolescents having difficulty in 

acculturation engaged in more home/indoor recreational activities. This is 

consistent with Chinese preferences for passive recreation and limited social 

interactions with outsiders (Yu & Berryman, 1996). These results suggest that 

active participation in social recreation may facilitate the acculturation process for 

adolescents (Yu & Berryman, 1996). 

Ma (1996) investigated the relationship among acculturation, gender roles, 

and marital satisfaction. The participants (n=11 Chinese couples) completed a 

set of questionnaires which assessed dyadic adjustment, acculturation, and 

egalitarianism. The results demonstrated that acculturation was positively 

associated with egalitarianism. This is not surprising, since collectivistic cultures 

place greater emphasis on traditional gender-based roles than individualistic 

cultures (Triandis, 1993). This is also consistent with previous findings that 

Americans are more egalitarian in gender roles than their Chinese counterparts 

(Chia, Chong, & Cheng, 1986). Further, acculturation was positively related to 

marital satisfaction. This is consistent with Triandis' (1995) claim that marriages 

in individualistic cultures are characterized by greater love, affection, and life 
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satisfaction than couples in collectivistic countries, such as China, Japan, and 

Korea. 

Kjellander (1995) conducted a study to examine how acculturation 

influenced relationship processes. Ninety-seven Chinese individuals completed 

measures which assessed acculturation, private self-consciousness, face 

concerns, general self-disclosure, distress disclosure, and self-concealment. 

The results indicated that higher levels of acculturation were associated with 

more general self-disclosure, but acculturation was not related to self-

consciousness or face concerns. Non-first-generation subjects were less likely to 

engage in self-concealment than first-generation subjects. Since the level of 

acculturation increases with the length one is exposed to a culture (e.g., Velez, 

1995; Yang, 1993; Yu & Berryman, 1996), later-generation Chinese respondents 

may be more individualistic than first-generation Chinese respondents. 

Consistent with individualistic values, they may be more open and willing to 

engage in several types of self-disclosure. These results also seem to be 

onsistent with previous findings in cross-cultural research on self-disclosure 

which indicate that higher levels of individualism are associated with more self-

disclosure (e.g., Chen, 1995; Wolfson & Pearce, 1983). 

Summary 

In sum, the literature elucidates the importance of acculturation of Chinese 

individuals residing in the United States. There is evidence for the shift toward 

individualistic attitudes and behaviors among Chinese immigrants. Further, 
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acculturation may be a positive experience for Chinese immigrants, as it is 

associated with more disclosure, affiliation, openness, and well-being. However, 

they are not completely Americanized: they are more individualistic than Chinese 

natives, but still less individualistic than Americans. This seems to suggest that 

acculturation for Chinese immigrants may reflect an integration of the values of 

the dominant culture with those of their culture of origin, rather than a complete 

abandonment of the Chinese values. Further research will inform our 

understanding of how acculturation influences marriages among Chinese 

residents in America. 

This literature indicates that there have been some substantial changes in 

Chinese marriages over the years. However, there remain some consistencies 

in current Chinese marriages. Compared to other Western cultures, Chinese 

marriages are characterized by greater restraint in affection and communication. 

When specifically compared to modern American marriages, Chinese marriages 

are characterized by less self-disclosure. Although there is less comparative 

research on conflict, there are general differences that are consistent with 

expectations that Chinese marriages might experience less active conflict 

resolution. These behavioral differences are consistent with value differences in 

collectivism and individualism. Across studies, Americans were routinely more 

individualistic and less individualistic than Chinese citizens. These differences 

were still apparent, although relatively weaker, when acculturation among 

Chinese individuals was examined. 
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These studies enhance our understanding of marital relationships of 

Chinese and American spouses, but there are some conceptual/methodological 

issues that should be considered. First, much of this research is exploratory in 

nature (e.g., Chia etal., 1986, 1994; Juang & Tucker, 1991; Shaver et al., 1992; 

Shek, 1995a, 1995b; Thakerar & Iwawaki, 1979). Indeed, due to the lack of 

cross-cultural theory, some researchers are reluctant to develop specific 

hypotheses to examine in relationship research (e.g., Sprecher et al., 1994). 

Since theories are useful in providing explanations for empirical regularities 

(Hempel, as cited in Lerner, 1986), further research guided by a relevant cross-

cultural theory might advance our understanding of the similarities and 

differences of Chinese and American marriages. 

Second, due to the lack of measures that are especially developed for the 

Chinese population, researchers have exclusively used Western instruments in 

their study of Chinese marriages, and most studies have used non-translated 

versions of the instruments (e.g., Cho & Cross, 1995; Dion & Dion, 1993; Doherty 

etal., 1994; Goodwin & Tang, 1991; Juang & Tucker, 1991; Levine etal., 1995; 

Thakerar & Iwawaki, 1979). However, there has been little effort to ensure that 

all Chinese respondents have adequate language skills to comprehend Western 

surveys. Thus, further research using the Chinese version of an instrument 

(through a back-translation procedure) may improve the quality of our research 

by decreasing the likelihood of misinterpretations. 

Third, most of this research has examined either Chinese native versus 

American samples, or Chinese residents in America versus American samples. 
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Seldom has it examined these three groups within a single study, which may 

raise some concern about the role of acculturation in the research findings. 

While many marital factors have been assessed in past research, there has been 

little effort to conduct integrative research which assesses both values and 

behaviors in cross-cultural relationships. The present study represents such 

research. 
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CHAPTER I 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants of this study consisted of 80 Chinese native couples (CN), 

64 Chinese resident couples in America (CRA), and 54 American couples (AM). 

The CN sample (n = 80) was composed of couples in which both spouses were 

employees of a large manufacturing company in Xiangtan City, Hunan Province, 

People's Republic of China (mainland) and at least one spouse had a minimum 

of a bachelor's degree. They were recruited from the factory because they were 

more likely to be married than Chinese native college students. The mean age of 

the CN spouses was 35.53 years and the mean length of marriage was 9.82 

years. 

The CRA sample (n = 64) was predominantly graduate students (91%) 

recruited from universities in various U.S. states (e.g., Alabama, California, 

Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Texas). They were all first-

generation U.S. residents from Mainland China and were all Chinese couples. 

The mean age of the CRA spouses was 31.02 years and the mean length of 

marriage was 5.51 years. The mean length of residence in the U.S. was 3.12 

years (SD = 2.1, range = 0.6-9.5). 

The majority (98%) of the AM sample was graduate students recruited 

from Texas (n = 53). Forty-seven AM couples (87%) were White Caucasians, six 

couples (11%) were inter-racial (in which one spouse was White Caucasian and 

52 



the other spouse was Hispanic, African American, or multiracial), and one couple 

(2%) was African American. The mean age of the AM spouses was 32.44 years 

and the mean length of marriage was 7.05 years. 

A snowball sampling technique was utilized to recruit the couples. 

Specifically, participants were recruited and then asked to identify other couples 

who might be interested in the study. Each participant was personally contacted 

by a recruiter. According to Ellis (1994), this sampling technique offers the 

advantages of building the sample size expeditiously, and reaching subject pools 

that would typically be difficult to locate. This technique was particularly salient 

to the study of Chinese populations because it was more consistent with social 

norms. All of the recruiters for the CN and CRA samples were also of Chinese 

descent, and more likely to be perceived as ingroup members. With ingroup 

status, participants were more likely to respond to recruiter requests. 

Measures 

Translation of the guestionnaire 

There were two versions of each questionnaire package. The original 

English measures were used for the American sample, while a translated version 

was used for the Chinese native and Chinese residential couples. The Chinese 

version was derived from a procedure called back-translation or double-

translation. More specifically, the English measures were first translated into 

Chinese by the primary investigator, who was conversant in both English and 

Chinese. Then the Chinese version was translated back into English by an 
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equally conversant colleague to check the accuracy of the terminology. Where 

disagreement occurred, consultation with additional bilingual colleagues was 

conducted to obtain consensus on the translation. In addition, the questionnaire 

was pretested by five CRA spouses and minor changes were made in response 

to their feedback. The use of back-translated measures helped overcome the 

limitation in some cross-cultural studies that assumed Chinese participants had 

proficient English skills, and did not offer questionnaires in their native language. 

Demographic guestionnaire 

The respondents completed a demographic questionnaire in which they 

were asked to provide information on their own as well as their spouses' age, 

education, ethnicity, employment status, birthplace, and length of residency in 

the United States. They were also asked to report the number of children and 

joint annual income. 

Individualism-collectivism 

Individualism-collectivism was measured by selected items from the Value 

Scale (VS; Schwartz, 1992). The original scale contains 56 value items which 

are judged on the extent to which they are regarded as a guiding principle in the 

respondent's life. According to Triandis, McCusker, and Hui (1990), the 

underlying reasoning is that more collectivistic respondents would emphasize 

values that promote group welfare, and more individualistic respondents would 

emphasize values that promote personal interests. These items reflect 10 
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domains: 5 domains represent individualism (self-directional, 6 items; 

stimulation, 3 items; hedonism, 2 items; achievement, 6 items; power, 

5 items), 3 domains represent collectivism (benevolence, 9 items; tradition, 

6 items; conformity, 4 items), and 2 domains represent a blend of individualism 

and collectivism (security, 6 items; universalism, 9 items). 

There was evidence for the validity of this value scale as a measure of 

individualism-collectivism. Triandis, McCusker, and Hui (1990) reported 

evidence of convergent validity between the Value Scale and the Twenty 

Statement Test (TST), another measure of individualism-collectivism. In this test, 

participants complete open-ended statements about identity, which are coded for 

references to group membership. Thus, higher scores represent greater 

collectivism. The results indicated that TST scores were negatively related to the 

VS individualistic cluster and positively related to the VS collectivistic cluster. 

Content validity was also established by the range of items that reflected each 

domain of individualism and collectivism. 

For the present study, all of the original 22 items from the five domains 

that assess individualism were retained and summed to create an individualism 

scale (range = 22-154). Similarly, all of the original 19 items from the three 

domains that measure collectivism were retained and summed to create a 

collectivism scale (range = 19-133). The two domains that reflect a blend of 

individualism and collectivism were not included. The value items were scored 

on a seven point Likert scale (1=not important, 7=of supreme importance). The 

individualism scale had adequate internal consistency (AM-husbands = .91; 
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AM-wives = .84; CRA-husbands = .91; CRA-wives = .87; CN-husbands = .85; 

CN-wives = .80). The coefficient alphas for the collectivism scale were also 

adequate (AM-husbands = .90; AM-wives = .86; CRA-husbands = .86; 

CRA-wives = .79; CN-husbands = .82; CN-wives = .80). A summary of the 

mean, standard deviation, and range of all the variables were presented in 

Table 1. 

Self-disclosure 

A shortened version of Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (SDQ; Jourard & 

Lasakow, 1958) was utilized to assess self-disclosure. The original SDQ has 60 

items measuring self-disclosure on a variety of topics (attitudes/opinions, 

tastes/interests, work/studies, money, personality, and body). Pedersen and 

Higbee (1968) reported evidence for the SDQ's convergent validity, as the SDQ 

scores were positively related to scores from two other self-disclosure measures. 

Its predictive validity was supported by significant relationships between past 

disclosure to parents and best friends with current disclosure (Cozby, as cited in 

Gudykunst etal., 1985). 

This study used a modified version, which contained 18 items (#1, #4, #8, 

#13, #15, #16, #21, #27, #29, #33, #39, #40, #46, #49, #50, #52, #54, #58 from 

the original scale), with three items in each of the six self-disclosure topics. The 

items were scored on a seven point Likert scale (1=told nothing, 7=told full 

detail). A single self-disclosure score was obtained by summing the item scores 

(range = 18-126). The modified SDQ demonstrated high internal consistency. 
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For the present study, internal consistency reliability coefficients were .84-.93 for 

the subsamples (AM-husbands = .93; AM-wives = .89; CRA-husbands = .91; 

CRA-wives = .90; CN-husbands = .88; CN-wives = .84). 

Conflict tactics 

The 28-item Conflict Tactic Scale (CTS) developed by Rusbult, Johnson, 

and Morrow (1986) was utilized to assess conflict tactics. This scale consists of 

four subscales: exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect. The exit and voice subscales 

measure the tendency to use active conflict tactics and the loyalty and neglect 

subscales measure the tendency to engage in passive conflict tactics. There 

were indications that the active and passive scales were valid measures of 

passive and active conflict tactics. Convergent validity was supported by the 

concordance between self and spouse reports of tactic utilization (Rusbult, 

Johnson, & Morrow, 1986). Support for divergent validity was also obtained 

when correlation of the CTS with measures of different constructs (e.g., social 

desirability) resulted in small coefficients of .01-.18 (Rusbult, Johnson, & Morrow, 

1986). 

Participants completed all four subscales of the original scale. Each item 

was scored on a seven point Likert scale (1=never do this, 7=always do this). 

For the present study, the exit and voice subscales were combined to create a 

single active scale, and the loyalty and neglect subscales were combined to 

create a single passive scale. This was necessary because the reliabilities for 

the four subscales were inadequate (as low as .42) in some subsamples to 
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accurately examine group differences in conflict tactics. As Rusbult et al. (1986) 

identified exit/voice as active and loyalty/neglect as passive, subscales were 

combined to create active and passive scales. The subscales were also 

summed in this way because it was consistent with the literature that suggests 

that Americans are more active/direct while Chinese people are more 

passive/indirect in relationships. 

To attain adequate internal consistency across the subsamples, five active 

items and four passive items were deleted from the original scales. Thus, the 

modified version of the active scale contained 7 exit items (#1, #5, #9, #13, #17, 

#21, #25 from the original exit scale) and 2 voice items (#2, #26 from the original 

voice scale). The modified version of passive scale contained 5 loyalty items 

(#3, #7, #11, #15, #23 from the original loyalty scale) and 5 neglect items (#4, 

#12, #20, #24, #28 from the original neglect scale). 

For the active scale, internal consistency reliability coefficients were 

.74-.86 for the subsamples (AM-husbands = .86; AM-wives = .75; 

CRA-husbands = .80; CRA-wives = .75; CN-husbands = .74; CN-wives = .76). 

For the passive scale, internal consistency reliability coefficients were somewhat 

lower, but acceptable, given the small number of items in this scale 

(AM-husbands = .67; AM-wives = .70; CRA-husbands = .76; CRA-wives = .72; 

CN-husbands = .65; CN-wives =.64). 
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Acculturation 

A modified version of the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity Acculturation 

Scale (SL-ASIA; Suinn, Rickard-Figueroa, Lew, & Vigil, 1987) was used to 

measure the level of acculturation among the Chinese resident and Chinese 

native participants. The original SL-ASIA has been modeled on an established 

measure for Hispanics, so the underlying theoretical rationale should be 

justifiable (Suinn et al., 1987). This scale is a 23-item, multiple-choice 

questionnaire that assesses acculturation in a variety of domains (e.g., language, 

identity, attitudes). For each item, there are five choices which are arranged in 

an ascending order of acculturation (five point Likert scale). The SL-ASIA is 

meant to be used as a single scale (Suinn et al., 1987). Indirect support of the 

validity of the modified acculturation scale was provided by Suinn et al. (1992), 

who found that SL-ASIA scores were highly correlated with demographic 

variables, such as age of entry and total years of school attendance in the United 

States, years living in the United States, years living in a non-Asian 

neighborhood, and self-rating of acculturation. Such results provided support for 

the concurrent validity of the measure. 

As there was no variation for the Chinese resident sample on three items 

and no variation on additional six items for the Chinese native sample, these 

items were deleted from the acculturation scale. An additional item was removed 

to further enhance reliability. Thus, for the present study, 11 of the original 21 

items were retained for reliability improvement (#1, #2, #3, #4, #5, #6, #7, #8, 

#15, #16, #20 from the original scale). The modified SL-ASIA had acceptable 
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internal consistency for the Chinese resident and Chinese native samples. The 

internal consistency reliability coefficients were .63-.74 (CRA-husbands = .74; 

CRA-wives = .63; CN-husbands = .69; CN-wives = .74). 

Marital satisfaction 

Although it was not related to the hypotheses, a measure of satisfaction 

was included for further analysis at a later date. Marital satisfaction was 

measured by the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS; Shumm, Paff-

Bergen, Hatch, Obiorah, Copelan, Meens, & Bugaighis, 1986) for the American 

sample and was measured by the translated Chinese KMSS (C-KMSS; Shek, 

Lam, Tsoi, & Lam, 1991) for the two Chinese samples. This measure consisted 

of three items that assessed respondent's satisfaction with their partner as a 

spouse, their marriage, and their relationship with their spouse. 

There was evidence for the validity of the KMSS as well. According to 

Sabatelli (1988), construct (convergent) validity was established through 

correlation with Norton's (1983) Quality of Marriage Index and Spanier's (1976) 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale in studies by Grover, Paff-Bergen, Rusell, and Schumm 

(1984) and Schumm et al. (1986). There was additional evidence of criterion 

validity of the KMSS, in that it was able to discriminate wives from intact 

marriages and wives who recently separated (Mitchell et al., as cited in Sabatelli, 

1988). For the C-KMSS, Shek, Lam, Tsoi, and Lam (1991) obtained evidence for 

the discriminant validity of the C-KMSS via significant correlation with the 

frequency of seeking help from the spouse but nonsignificant correlation with the 
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frequency of seeking help from other people. In addition, the C-KMSS was able 

to distinguish between those who took care of the children alone and those who 

shared care-giving tasks. This was evident of the C-KMSS' construct validity, 

since sharing household tasks was commonly used to indicate marital quality 

(Shek&Tsang, 1993). 

The items were scored on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = extremely 

dissatisfied, 7 = extremely satisfied), with higher scores indicating greater marital 

satisfaction. The scores on the three items were summed to create a composite 

score (range=3 to 21). In the present study, the KMSS was internally consistent. 

The internal consistency reliability coefficients were .88-.97 (AM-husbands = .96; 

AM-wives = .96; CRA-husbands = .97; CRA-wives = .93; CN-husbands = .95; 

CN-wives = .88). 

Procedure 

Data collection for this study took place in Summer 1997. A recruiter in 

each location was designated to assist in participant identification and data 

collection. Each recruiter contacted individuals who met the criteria (e.g., marital 

and educational status) and described the study as outlined in the recruitment 

script. When the individuals agreed to participate, each spouse was given a 

research packet. Each packet contained a letter of introduction, questionnaire, 

and return envelope. This letter explained the purpose of the study, and 

requested that each spouse complete the questionnaire separately, place them 

in separate envelopes, and return them to the recruiter within one week. 
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The recruiters conducted follow-up telephone calls to each participant to 

ask him/her to consider completing the questionnaire if he/she has not already 

done so. The participants were also asked to provide the name and phone 

number of other individuals who might be interested in the study. The recruiters 

were asked to follow the same procedure to continue participant recruitment. 

Responses from the American and Chinese resident spouses were 

directly returned to the primary investigator. However, due to the Chinese 

censorship on mail going out of the country, all responses from the Chinese 

natives were first returned to the recruiter, who arranged to have them brought to 

the United States. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Husband-wife concordance 

Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted to examine the 

concordance of husband and wife scores for all samples (see Table 2). The 

analysis indicated that most correlations were modest, suggesting low husband-

wife concordance. Therefore, all further analyses were conducted separately for 

husbands and wives. 

Demographics 

To determine if there were significant group differences in demographics, 

three ANOVAs were conducted. In these analyses, group membership was the 

independent variable, while age, length of marriage, and education were the 

dependent variables respectively. The results indicated that there were group 

differences in age (F(2, 392) = 16.19, p <. 0001), length of marriage 

(F(2, 391) = 16.96, R <. 0001), and education (F(2, 392) = 72.75, p <. 0001). 

More specifically, the Chinese native spouses were significantly older, married 

longer, and had less education than the American and Chinese resident 

spouses. In order to identify potential confounding effects, further correlational 

analyses (by group and gender) were conducted. Age and length of marriage 

were found to be related to acculturation, cultural values, and conflict tactics 
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Table 2. Correlation between husband and wife scores of each variable 

Variables 

Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-disclosure 

Active tactics 

Passive tactics 

Acculturation 

(AM) 
(n=64) 

.33* 

.28* 

.11 

.23 

.14 

** 

.42 

(CRA) 
(n=80) 

.30* 

.08 

.32** 

.26** 

.26 

** 

.31 

(CN) 
(n=80) 

^ o * * * * 

rA**** 

.27** 

Afy**** 

.35** 

.23* 

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese residents Spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native spouses. 

p̂ <.05 **B < .01 ***p <.001 "U < .0001 
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across subsamples (see Table 3). These results indicated a need to control for 

age and length of marriage. However, since age and length of marriage were 

highly correlated (r = .86, p < .0001), only one of the two factors need to be 

controlled. Length of marriage was controlled because it was conceptually more 

relevant to the study of marital interactions. This was because length of marriage 

may affect marital dynamics across time. For example, Carstensen, Gottman, 

and Levenson (1995) reported that there were differences in emotional 

expressiveness in shorter and longer marriages. Thus, it seemed prudent to 

control for marital length in the present study. In addition, education was 

significantly correlated with acculturation in four of the subsamples, and was thus 

controlled in analyses of group differences in acculturation. 

Acculturation 

To test the differences in acculturation between the Chinese resident and 

Chinese native groups (exploratory hypothesis), a repeated measures ANCOVA 

was performed, controlling for length of marriage and level of education. In this 

analysis, group membership was the independent variable; acculturation was the 

dependent variable; and length of marriage and level of education were the 

covariates. There was significant group effect (F(1, 140) = 58.38, p < .0001). 

Also there were significant covariate effects for length of marriage 

(F(1, 140) = 8.70. p < .01) and level of education (F(1, 140) = 9.81, a < 01). 

Length of marriage was negatively and level of education was positively 

associated with acculturation. Follow-up univariate F-tests indicated that such 

66 



CD 
(/) 

E" 

o 

"o o 

E" 
CO 

"TO 

• g 
' > 
TO 

c" 
g 

03 

3 
o 
o 03 
.c 
^ • ^ 

^ 
c 
o 

•4-^ 

03 
O 
3 

• o 
CD 

t ^ _ 

O 

"03 

le
v 

T3 
(_ CU 
-

CD 

03 

03 

F 
14— 

o 
CO 

03 
CD 

ag
e 

>4— 

o 
r 
o 

• ^ 
(U 
a) 

o 
O 

cd 
CD 

JD 
03 

CO 

o 
"o 
m 
.̂ ^ 
(1) 
> 
CO 
CO 
03 
ex 

• o 
c 
(U 

in 
u 
o 
03 

• - » 

CD 
> 
C) 
03 
-CD 

-J 
CO 
o 
o 
CO 

• D 

CO 

J ^ 
ro 

03 

> 
g 
'jz 
d. 
03 
i_ 
cn 
o 
E 
CD 

Q 

g 
'-4-J 
03 
O 

• o 
LU 

a 
c 
CD 

CD 

CX 

o 

CO 

03 
> 

O 

* * 
* * CN CO i n 

T - CO CO 

* 
CsJ CD 
•«- CM 

* * 
* * 

r̂  in CN 
• r - CO CO 

i ' 

* * 
CO CN 0 0 
-«- T - CO 

T - CJ) CD 
O O CN 

i n 
CN o 

* 
* 
in 
CO 

CO i n i n 
T - T - CN 

< 

O O 

c 
o 
03 

3 
O 
O 

< 

m CO ^ 
O T - T -

0 0 O CM 
O CO o 

I I 

h - C35 - ^ 
CN T - x -

CD i n CM 
O CM O 

CO T - CO 
•r- CM •<-

i ' i ' I 

< 
2 cc z 
< o o 

E 
CO 

ID 
r j 

• g 
> 

C 

CO 
CN 

O) O CN 
O O 

T - O 
O T -

O " ^ CD 
• t - T - O 
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differences existed for both husband (F(1, 140) = 28.23, p < .0001) and wife 

(F(1, 140) = 43.31, p < .0001) subsamples. Further one paired-comparison 

within each gender was conducted. The means (adjusted for length of marriage 

and education) and t-values were reported in Table 4. For both husbands and 

wives, Chinese residents were more acculturated than Chinese natives. Thus, 

the exploratory hypothesis was confirmed. Further, exploratory analysis 

indicated that length of residence in the United States was significantly correlated 

with the level of acculturation for the CRA husbands (r = .44, p < .001), but not 

for the CRA wives. 

The strength of association between acculturation, the value factors 

(individualism and collectivism), and marital factors (self-disclosure, active 

conflict tactics, and passive conflict tactics) was tested through correlational 

analyses (see Table 5). For Chinese resident husbands, acculturation was 

negatively related to collectivism (r = -.30, p < .05) and self-disclosure (r = -.27, 

p < .05). Given these differences, all further analyses were conducted separately 

for Chinese native and Chinese resident spouses. 

Correlation among cultural and marital variables by group 
and gender 

To examine the relationship among cultural factors (individualism and 

collectivism) and marital factors (self-disclosure, active tactics, and passive 

tactics), a correlational analysis was conducted and the results were presented in 

Table 6. Individualism and collectivism were positively correlated for all the 
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Table 4. Comparisons on acculturation between Chinese resident spouses 
and Chinese native spouses, adjusted for length of marriage and 
education 

Husband 

Wife 

CRA 
(n=64) 

28.01 

26.41 

Acculturation means 

CN 
(n=80) 

22.82 

20.88 

t-value 

5.31**** 

6.58**** 

Note: CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and CN = Chinese native spouses. 

****p < .0001 
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Table 5 Correlation of acculturation with individualism, collectivism, self-
disclosure, active tactics, passive tactics, and satisfaction by Chinese 
group and gender 

Acculturation 
with variables 

Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-disclosure 

Active tactics 

Passive tactics 

CRA-H 

.01 

-.30* 

-.27* 

-.20 

-.01 

CRA-W 

-.02 

-.14 

-.23' 

.09 

.09 

CN-H 

-.02 

-.16 

.02 

.10 

-.12 

CN-W 

.04 

-.05 

.09 

.13 

-.14 

Note: CRA-H = Chinese resident husbands; CRA-W = Chinese resident wives; 
CN-H = Chinese native husbands; and CN-W = Chinese native wives. 

'p < .09 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 ****p < .0001 
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Table 6. Correlation of individualism, collectivism, self-disclosure, active tactics, 
and passive tactics 

AM spouses 
(n=54 for husbands and wives) 

Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-disclosure 

Active conflict tactics 

Passive conflict tactics 

Ind. 

— 

.21 

.21 

.09 

-.02 

Col. 

.42** 

— 

.21 

.06 

.07 

S-D 

.38** 

.47*** 

— 

-.18 

-.24' 

Active 

.02 

-.02 

-.13 
— 

.14 

Passive 

.01 

-.06 

-.27* 

.05 

— 

CRA spouses 
(n=64 for husbands and wives) 

Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-disclosure 

Active conflict tactics 

Passive conflict tactics 

— 

.30* 

.28* 

.26* 

.04 

48**** 

— 

.32** 

-.15 

.01 

.23' 

.34** 
— 

-.04 

-.19 

.18 

.10 

.13 
— 

.01 

.17 

.23' 

.03 

.35** 
— 

CRA spouses 
(n=64 for husbands and wives) 

Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-disclosure 

Active conflict tactics 

Passive conflict tactics 

— 

•J A * * * * 

^ o * * * * 

.04 

.21' 

.60**** 

— 

43**** 

-.12 

.27* 

.21' 
43**** 

— 

-.10 

-.06 

.00 

.19' 

-.10 

— 

.07 

-.02 

.02 

-.16 

-.14 

— 

Note: The correlations above the diagonal refer to husband and the 
correlations below the diagonal refer to wives. 

'p < .09 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 ****p < .0001 
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subsamples except for American wives (r = .42, p < .002, AM husbands; r = .48, 

p < .0001, CRA husbands; r = .30, p < .05, CRA wives; r = .60, p < .0001, 

CN husbands; r = .71, p_< .0001, CN wives). Individualism and self-disclosure 

were also correlated for three subsamples (r = .38, p < .01, AM husbands; 

r = .28, p < .05, CRA wives; r = .43, p < .0001, CN wives). For Chinese 

husbands, the correlation neared significance (r = .23, p < .07, CRA husbands; 

r = .21, p < .06, CN husbands). The correlation between individualism and active 

tactics only approached significance for Chinese native wives (r = .21, p <. 06). 

Collectivism was positively correlated with self-disclosure for all the 

subsamples except for American wives (r = .47, p < .001, AM husbands; 

r = .34, p < .01, CRA husbands; r = .32, p < .01, CRA wives; r = .48, p < . 0001, 

CN husbands; r = .48, p < .0001, CN wives). Collectivism was also positively 

correlated with passive tactics for Chinese native wives (r = .27, p < .05), but 

there was a trend for Chinese resident husbands (r = .23, p < .07). Self-

disclosure was not correlated with active tactics for any subsample, but it was 

correlated with passive tactics for American husbands (r = .27, p < .05). 

Hypotheses Testing 

Test of the overall group effect on cultural and marital factors 

The results of the preliminary analyses shaped the selection of analytical 

procedures to test the hypotheses. More specifically, a multivariate approach 

seemed most appropriate because the cultural and marital factors were 

interrelated. Second, the low concordance between husband and wife scores 
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indicated that the analyses should be conducted separately by gender. Although 

the concordance was low in the present sample, it could be greater in the 

population. Therefore, repeated measures analysis was conducted to take into 

account the possibility of greater husband-wife concordance in the population. 

Third, since length of marriage was correlated with acculturation, cultural factors, 

and conflict tactics across subsamples, it should be treated as a covariate. 

Given these considerations, the use of repeated measures MANCOVA was 

appropriate. More specifically, a 3 (group) X 2 (gender) repeated measures 

MANCOVA, controlling for marital length, was conducted to test group 

differences in cultural and marital factors. In this analysis, group membership 

was the independent variable; individualism, collectivism, self-disclosure, active 

conflict tactics, and passive conflict tactics were the dependent variables; and 

length of marriage was the covariate. 

The results revealed a significant main effect for group 

(F(10, 380) = 11.06, p < .0001) as well as a significant main effect for gender 

(F(5, 190) = 8.86, p < .0001). There was also a significant group-by-gender 

interaction (F(10. 380) = 2.47, p < . 01). Given these results, five 3 (group 

membership) X 2 (gender) repeated measures ANCOVAs, controlling for marital 

length, were conducted to examine group differences in individualism, 

collectivism, self-disclosure, active conflict tactics, and passive conflict tactics. 
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Individualism (HI) 

The first repeated measures ANCOVA tested the hypothesis which 

predicted that American (AM) spouses would be the most individualistic, Chinese 

resident (CRA) spouses would be moderately individualistic, and Chinese native 

(CN) spouses would be the least individualistic. Group membership was the 

independent variable, individualism was the dependent variable, and length of 

marriage was the covariate. The results indicated a significant main effect for 

group (F(2, 194) = 3.60, p < .05): The CRA group had higher ratings than the 

AM and CN groups, but the AM and CN groups were not significantly different 

from each other. There was also a significant main effect for gender 

(F(1, 194) = 6.60, p < .01): The husbands had higher ratings than wives. 

However, there was a significant group-by-gender interaction (F(2, 194) = 3.76, 

P < .05). More specifically, the CN husbands were significantly more 

individualistic than the CN wives, but there were no significant gender differences 

for the CRA and AM group. In addition, there was a significant covariate effect 

for marital length (F(1, 194) = 5.72, p < .05): the longer the marriage, the lower 

the individualism score. Further three paired-comparisons within each gender 

(see Table 7) indicated that contrary to the hypothesis, both Chinese resident 

husbands and Chinese native husbands were more individualistic than American 

husbands, but the two Chinese husband groups were not significantly different 

from each other. Chinese resident wives, as expected, were more individualistic 

than Chinese native wives, but they were no less individualistic than American 
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Table 7. Paired comparisons on individualism by gender among American, 
Chinese resident, and Chinese native spouses, adjusting for length 
of marriage 

Spouse AM 
(n=54) 

Individualism means 

CRA 
(n=64) 

CN 
(n=80) 

t-value In relation to 
hypothesis 

Husband 112.21 119.93 -2.89^ 

112.21 118.01 -2.25^ 

119.93 118.01 .76 

Wife 113.79 117.09 •1.35 

113.79 111.82 0.83 

117.09 111.82 2.21* 

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native; 
+* = in the expected direction and was significant; 
+ = in the expected direction but not significant; 
~* = in the opposite direction and was significant; 
- = in the opposite direction but not significant. 

*p < .05 **p < .01 
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wives, which was not expected. Overall, the hypothesis on individualism was not 

supported. 

Collectivism (H2) 

The second repeated measure ANCOVA tested the hypothesis which 

predicted that CN spouses would be the most collectivistic, CRA spouses would 

be moderately collectivistic, and AM spouses would be the least collectivistic. 

Group membership was the independent variable, collectivism was the 

dependent variable, and length of marriage was the covariate. There was a 

significant main effect for group (F(2, 194) = 3.66, p < .05), with the CRA group 

having higher ratings than the AM and CN groups, but the AM and CN groups 

were not significantly different from each other. There was no main effect for 

gender or the covariate, but there was a significant group-by-gender interaction 

(F(2, 194) = 3.59. p < .05). The American wives had higher ratings on 

collectivism than American husbands, while there were no such differences for 

the CN and CRA groups. More specifically, three paired-comparisons within 

each gender (see Table 8) indicated that as hypothesized, Chinese resident 

husbands were more collectivistic than American husbands, but they were 

unexpectedly more collectivistic than Chinese native husbands as well. Also, 

both Chinese resident and American wives were unexpectedly more collectivistic 

than Chinese native wives, but they were not different from each other. The 

second hypothesis was partially supported. 
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Table 8. Paired comparisons on collectivism by gender among American, 
Chinese resident, and Chinese native spouses, adjusting for length 
of marriage 

Collectivism means 

Spouse 

Husband 

AM CRA 
(n=54) (n=64) 

95.85 

95.85 

102.32 

CN 
(n=80) 

102.32 

97.63 

97.63 

t-value In relation to 
hypothesis 

-2.70** +* 

-.77 + 

2.08* 

Wife 103.24 103.43 -0.09 

103.24 99.11 2.06* 

103.43 99.11 2.21 

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native; 
+* = in the expected direction and was significant; 
+ = in the expected direction but not significant; 
~* = in the opposite direction and was significant; 
~ = in the opposite direction but not significant. 

*p < .05 **p < .01 
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Self-disclosure (H3) 

The third repeated ANCOVA tested the hypothesis which predicted that 

the AM group would self-disclose most frequently, CRA group would self-disclose 

moderately, and CN group would self-disclose least frequently. Group 

membership was the independent variable, self-disclosure was the dependent 

variable, and length of marriage was the covariate. A significant main effect for 

group was found (F(2, 194) = 15.85, p < .0001), with the CN group self-disclosing 

significantly less than AM and CRA groups, but the AM and CRA groups were 

not significantly different each other. There was also a significant main effect for 

gender (F(1, 194) = 19.09, p < .0001), with wives self-disclosing significantly 

more than husbands, but no group-by-gender interaction or covariate effect for 

marital length was found. More specifically, three paired-comparisons within 

each gender (see Table 9) indicated that as expected, American husbands and 

wives as well as Chinese resident husbands and wives self-disclosed 

significantly more than Chinese native husbands and wives. However, American 

husbands and wives did not self-disclose significantly more than Chinese 

resident husbands and wives, which was not expected. Thus, the third 

hypothesis was partially supported. 

Active conflict tactics (H4) 

The fourth repeated measures ANCOVA tested the hypothesis which 

predicted that the AM group would use active conflict tactics most frequently, 

CRA group would use active conflict tactics moderately, and CN group would use 
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Table 9. Paired comparisons on self-disclosure by gender among American, 
Chinese resident, and Chinese native spouses, controlling for length 
of marriage 

Souse AM 
(n=54) 

Self-disclosure means 

CRA 
(n=64) 

CN 
(n=80) 

t-value In relation 
hypothesis 

Husband 96.48 95.98 0.16 

96.48 82.62 4.49 * * * * 

95.98 82.62 4.43 * * * * I * 

Wife 101.07 103.67 -0.9 

101.07 92.06 3.25^ 

103.67 92.06 4.29^ 

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native; 
+* = in the expected direction and was significant; 
+ = in the expected direction but not significant; 
~* = in the opposite direction and was significant; 
~ = in the opposite direction but not significant. 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 ****p < .0001 

79 



active conflict tactics least frequently. Group membership was the independent 

variable, active conflict tactic was the dependent variable, and length of marriage 

was the covariate. A significant main effect was found for group 

(F(2, 194) = 23.17, p <. 0001), with CN and CRA groups using active tactics 

significantly more than the AM group. A near significant main effect was found 

for gender (F(1, 194) = 3.72, p <. 06), with wives having higher ratings than 

husbands, but there was no covariate effect for marital length. In addition, there 

was a significant group-by-gender interaction (F(2, 194) = 3.66, p < . 05). For the 

CRA group, wives used active tactics significantly more than husbands, but there 

were no such differences for the AM and CN group. Specifically, three paired-

comparisons within each gender (see Table 10) indicated that contrary to the 

expectation, American husbands and wives had lower mean rates of active 

tactics than the Chinese resident husbands and wives as well as the Chinese 

native husbands and wives. Unexpectedly, there were no significant differences 

in the use of active tactics by the Chinese resident and Chinese native spouses. 

Thus, the fourth hypothesis was not supported. 

Passive conflict tactics (H5) 

The fifth repeated measures ANCOVA tested the hypothesis which 

predicted that the CN group would use passive conflict tactics most frequently, 

CRA group would use passive tactics moderately, and AM group would use 

passive tactics least frequently. Group membership was the independent 
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Table 10. Paired comparisons on active tactics by gender among American, 
Chinese resident, and Chinese native spouses, adjusting for length 
of marriage 

Spouse AM 
(n=54) 

Active tactics means 

CRA 
(n=64) 

CN 
(n=80) 

t-value In relation to 
hypothesis 

Husband 19.06 24.17 -3.41 * * * 

19.06 26.11 -4.89** * * 

24.17 26.11 •1.38 

Wife 20.48 29.81 -6.05 * * * * 

20.48 27.89 -4.97^ 

29.81 27.89 1.34 -I-

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native; 
+* = in the expected direction and was significant; 
+ = in the expected direction but not significant; 
~* = in the opposite direction and was significant; 
~ = in the opposite direction but not significant. 

'p < .001 ****p < .0001 
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variable, passive conflict tactics was the dependent variable, and length of 

marriage was the covariate. There was a significant main effect for group 

(F(2, 194) = 25.47, p < .0001), with the CN group using significantly more 

passive conflict tactics than the CRA group, followed by the AM group. There 

was also a main effect for gender (F(1, 194) = 7.68, p < .01), with husbands 

having higher ratings than wives. In addition, there was a significant covariate 

effect for marital length (F(1, 194) = 16.68, p < .0001): Longer marriages were 

associate with greater likelihood to use passive conflict tactics. No group-by-

gender interaction was found. Specifically, three paired-comparisons with each 

gender (see Table 11) indicated that Chinese native husbands and wives were 

the most passive while the American husbands and wives were least passive in 

managing marital conflict. Chinese resident husbands and wives were less 

passive than Chinese natives, but they were more passive than Americans. 

Thus, the fifth hypothesis was fully supported. 
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Table 11. Paired comparisons on passive tactics by gender among American, 
Chinese resident, and Chinese native spouses, adjusting for length 
of marriage 

Passive tactics means 

Spouse AM 
(n=54) 

CRA 
(n=64) 

CN 
(n=80) 

t-value In relation to 
hypothesis 

Husband 34.35 38.90 -2.99** +' 

34.35 

38.90 

41.65 

41.65 

-4.99 

•1.92' 

* * * * 

Wife 31.77 34.94 -2.12^ 

31.77 40.64 -6.15 * * * * 

34.94 40.64 -4.05^ +' 

Note: AM = American spouses; CRA = Chinese resident spouses; and 
CN = Chinese native; 
+* = in the expected direction and was significant; 
+ = in the expected direction but not significant; 
~* = in the opposite direction and was significant; 
~ = in the opposite direction but not significant. 

'p < .06 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 ****p < .0001 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to examine cultural and relational differences 

among Chinese and American spouses. Past research on Western (including 

American) marriages has largely presumed that relational patterns generalized 

across cultures and failed to examine cross-cultural patterns. Comparatively, 

there has been less research on Chinese marriages and the few extant studies 

have given little attention to the central marital relationship processes. Given 

these gaps, this study is a step fonA/ard in broadening our understanding of the 

cultural differences in marital communications. 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths 

The first strength of this study lies in its utilization of an established theory, 

namely, individualism-collectivism (e.g., Triandis, 1989,1990, 1993, 1995). Most 

previous research on Chinese and American marriages has been atheoretical. 

However, this theory provided a rationale for expecting differences among the 

Chinese and American spouses. It led to the generation of hypotheses on the 

cultural and marital factors, and explained why we might see different marital 

patterns in the current study. Although the individualism-collectivism hypotheses 

were not confirmed, this study may still have heuristic value for future research 

(e.g., modification of the theory, refinement of the measures). 

84 



The second strength is the identification and assessment of important 

marital processes across cultures. Previous cross-cultural research on Chinese 

and American marriages has focused primarily on relationship attitudes, mate 

selection, or relationship outcomes. It has given little attention to relationship 

processes, such as self-disclosure and conflict management. This study 

identified cross-cultural differences in dynamics considered essential to 

relationship functioning (e.g., Cate & Lloyd, 1992), which contributes to our 

understanding of Chinese and American marriages. 

The third strength is the effort to improve the validity of cross-cultural 

measurements via back-translation of the questionnaire. Due to the lack of 

measures that were specifically developed for Chinese populations, researchers 

have exclusively used Western instruments in their study (including the present 

researcher). The majority of investigators have failed to translate the 

questionnaires (e.g., Chen, 1995; Cho & Cross, 1995; Dion, & Dion, 1993; 

Doherty etal., 1994; Coodwin & Tang, 1991; Juang & Tucker, 1991; Levine et 

al., 1995; Thakera & Twawaki, 1979; Wolfson & Pearce, 1983). This may be an 

indication of their assumption that Chinese respondents had adequate 

knowledge of English and interpreted the questions in a manner similar to 

Western respondents. However, this assumption may not be accurate. To avoid 

potential disparities, a back-translation method was utilized in the current study to 

create a Chinese version of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was also 

piloted with bilingual Chinese residents and modifications were made to reflect 
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their feedback. These revisions increased the likelihood that the Chinese and 

American versions were tapping into the same phenomenon. 

The fourth strength is the inclusion of cross-cultural samples in a single 

study. Most previous research has either compared Chinese residents and 

Americans, or Chinese natives and Americans; however, no study could be 

located that examined all three groups. The present study allowed us to examine 

American/Chinese differences, but by examining Chinese resident/Chinese 

native spouses, it provided some indications of how cultural transitions affect 

marriage. This latter issue has received relatively little attention and the present 

study makes a contribution to intracultural and intercultural comparisons. 

The fifth strength is the collection of data from both marital partners. 

Nearly all the past comparative research on Chinese and American marriages 

has relied on responses from one relationship partner. The present study 

gathered data from both spouses, which allowed us to identify similarities/ 

differences among husbands and wives in cultural values and marital 

communications. This provides a more complete picture of the relational 

experiences of Chinese and Americans. 

Weaknesses 

In addition to the strengths, there are some weaknesses that should be 

considered. First, there are some limitations to the sample. Due to the 

difficulties in identifying married graduate participants (particularly Chinese 

resident couples), it was not possible to randomly select participants. Rather, a 
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snowball sampling technique was used. Although this procedure seemed most 

appropriate for the confines of this study, it likely limited the subsamples to fairly 

homogeneous groups (couples know and are likely similar to the recruiters). 

Additionally, those who chose to participate may differ in significant ways from 

nonrespondents or the larger populations of Chinese and American couples. For 

example, couples who are willing to participate in marital research may have 

more satisfying, less conflictual, and more stable marriages than 

nonrespondents. Another limit of snowball sampling was the small subgroups. 

Despite repeated efforts to recruit participants, data could be obtained from only 

54 American and 64 Chinese resident couples. It is possible that extant 

differences between American and Chinese populations might have been 

identified with a larger sample. 

Second, this study utilized self-report as the data-gathering method. 

According to Harvey, Hendrick, and Tucker (1988), one major concern with self-

report in relationship research is the respondent accuracy. Because the 

investigator had no contact with the participants, there is no way to detect if 

memory distortions, errors in calculation of events, or questionnaire response 

biases occurred. Such errors may contribute to reliability/validity problems 

(Harvey, Hendrick, & Tucker, 1988). Overall, the measures in the current study 

had adequate reliability, but interpretation of the findings should be made with 

these considerations in mind. 

Third, different data return techniques were used across subsamples. For 

the American and the Chinese resident samples, all the responses were returned 
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directly to the primary investigator, and their anonymity was assured because the 

recruiters had no access to their responses. This may have elicited more open 

responses. However, for the Chinese native sample, all the responses had to be 

returned to the recruiter first, who then arranged to have the questionnaires 

delivered to the investigator. This was necessary due to the mail censorship of 

the Chinese government. As the Chinese natives knew the person to whom they 

returned the questionnaire, it is possible that they provided more socially 

desirable responses. 

Fourth, it should be noted that the geographical context of the samples 

may limit generalizations to the populations of Chinese and American spouses. 

For example. West Texas is not necessarily representative of the U.S., and 

Xiangtan is not necessarily representative of China. It is possible that another 

study might find greater differences between spouses in different regions of each 

country. Further, Lubbock is relatively less populated than Xiangtan and it is 

possible that rural/urban differences in these communities may be reflected in 

this study. For example, residents of Chinese cities, such as Xiangtan, may have 

greater exposure to Westernization, and be more individualistic than rural 

residents of the culture. Given these sampling weaknesses, generalizations to 

other populations should be made with caution. 
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Interpretation of the findings 

Acculturation (Exploratory hypotheses) 

The exploratory hypothesis predicted that the Chinese resident in America 

(CRA) group would be more acculturated than the CN group. This hypothesis 

was supported. The CRA group mean was higher than the CN group mean on 

the acculturation scale. This is not surprising because the CN group would likely 

have less exposure to Western cultures than the CRA group. To assess the 

strength of association between acculturation and the cultural/marital factors, 

correlations were conducted, but were found to have little influence on these 

factors: of 20 correlations, only two were significant. More specifically, 

acculturation was negatively related to collectivism and self-disclosure for CRA 

husbands. 

It is unexpected that acculturation was not related to more of the 

cultural/marital factors. This may be due to the nature of the measured used, 

which emphasized external behaviors (e.g., preferences for language, 

music/movie, food, and community). It is possible that a scale assessing 

acculturation within family relations may detect the expected relationship 

between acculturation and martial communications. Therefore, further 

refinement of acculturation measures seems warranted. 

Alternatively, it may be difficult to identify concurrent relationships because 

the process of acculturation for the CRA group may be in flux. The CRA 

respondents lived in the U.S. for a mean of 3.1 years, and it is possible that the 

effects of acculturation are not yet readily apparent. Longitudinal research may 
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help identify these effects over time. Additionally, it is possible that there are 

significant differences in acculturation among CRA subgroups. For example, 

some Chinese spouses may adopt a more American lifestyle for relations with 

outsiders, but retain a traditional Chinese home. Indeed, some Chinese spouses 

may actively resist acculturation, particularly if they perceive their residence in 

the U.S. as temporary. For these spouses, acculturation would be unrelated to 

marital dynamics. In contrast, acculturation would play a greater role in the lives 

of Chinese spouses who are integrating American values into all aspects of their 

lives. Further study of the acculturation process among Chinese spouses will 

clarify the relationship between culture and marital dynamics. 

Individualism (HI) and collectivism (H2) 

The first and second hypotheses examined cultural differences in values. 

It was hypothesized that the American (AM) spouses would be most 

individualistic, the Chinese resident (CRA) spouses would be moderately 

individualistic, and the Chinese native (CN) spouses would be the least 

individualistic. The results provided little support for this hypothesis. Overall, the 

CRA group was most individualistic and the AM group was no more 

individualistic than the CN group. In general, wives were less individualistic than 

husbands. When gender subgroups were examined, it was evident that the AM 

husbands were even less individualistic than the CN husbands. 

It was also hypothesized that the CN group would be the most 

collectivistic, the CRA group would be moderately collectivistic, and the AM 
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group would be the least collectivistic. The results also showed little support for 

the second hypothesis. Again, it was the CRA group who was the most 

collectivistic and the CN group was no more collectivistic than the AM group. 

Also, wives were more collectivistic than husbands. In examining gender 

subgroups, the results indicated that the CN wives were even less collectivistic 

than the AM wives. The only finding that was consistent with the hypothesis and 

past research was that the CRA wives were more individualistic than the CN 

wives (e.g., Hui, Triandis, & Yee, 1991; Domino, 1992). 

Such results are puzzling because literature on individualism and 

collectivism has indicated that Chinese are more collectivistic and less 

individualistic than Americans. There are several explanations that may help us 

understand this puzzle. First, increases in cross-cultural exposure may 

contribute to increases in Chinese individualism. According to Hatfield and 

Rapson (1996), the world has been becoming increasingly "Westernized," which 

includes the exposure and integration of Western ideologies, including 

individualism. Such Westernization has happened at such an alarming rate that 

in some non-Western cultures, changes that have taken the West over 500 years 

are now occurring in less than 50 years (Dunn, as cited in Hatfield & Rapson, 

1996). According to some researchers (e.g., Leung & Iwawaki, 1988; Pye, 

1966), during the process of modernization, different cultures may adopt similar 

values. Thus, the Chinese people who have been collectivistically-oriented for a 

long time, when facing rapid modernization, may be adopting more individualistic 
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values of the West. Thus, it should not be surprising if the Chinese culture has 

been moving toward greater individualism. 

On the other hand, it is important to recognize that the integration of 

cultural values is not unidirectional. Rather, this may be a bidirectional process. 

Thus, as Americans participate in Westernization, they increase their exposure to 

Eastern cultures and values. This means that Americans may become 

increasingly collectivistic. Under these conditions, it would be less surprising that 

the present study found no differences between the CN and the AM groups on 

individualism and collectivism. 

It is also possible that differences exist, but were not detected. For 

example, a distinction can be drawn between cultural values and behaviors. 

According to Lau (1992), Chinese people are not necessarily more collectivistic 

in their desires/goals, but their society is designed such that collectivistic 

behaviors are more efficient and successful. Consistent with the present study, it 

is possible that Americans and Chinese share sensibilities about individualism 

and collectivism, but differ in their choice of strategies. As the present study did 

not assess individualistic and collectivistic behaviors, any extant differences may 

not have been adequately identified. 

It is also possible that extant differences were not detected because of the 

nature of the cultural measure. The Value Scale (Schwartz, 1992) utilized in this 

study assessed general perceptions of individualistic and collectivistic values. 

This scale was used because previous research indicated that it had adequate 
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reliability and validity, and was an accurate measure of cultural values. However, 

this scale fails to assess values in the context of specific relationships 

(e.g., marriage). Utilizing a relationship-specific measure, Hui (1988) reported 

that compared to Chinese respondents, Americans were more collectivistic 

toward parents, kin, and neighbors, but less collectivistic toward spouses, 

friends, and co-workers. However, such relationship-specific measures suffer 

from reliability and validity deficiencies. As Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and 

Gelfan (1995) commented, individualism-collectivism constructs are too broad for 

easy assessment (especially at the individual level). Further refinement and 

specification of value measures would enhance our understanding of the role of 

individualism and collectivism. 

Another possibility is that the individualism/collectivism theory does not 

apply to cultural differences in marital relationships. As mentioned in the 

introduction, the individualism-collectivism theory has been employed in a variety 

of social areas (e.g., reward allocation, attribution, decision-making) and there 

has been evidence of its utility in those areas. However, no study could be 

located that applied the theory to research on marital interactions across 

cultures. The lack of support for the theory of individualism-collectivism in the 

present study may be an indication of the inappropriateness of the theory for the 

study of marital relationships, although it may have been successful in other 

social areas. Alternatively, the theory may be applicable only at the cultural level, 

not at the individual level. Indeed, expected differences have been obtained 

when individualism-collectivism is measured at the cultural level (e.g., Al-Zahrani 
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& Kaplowitz, 1993; Gudykunst et al., 1992; Mann, 1986; Ting-Toomey et al., 

1991; Wheeler, Reis, & Bond, 1989). Given these considerations, future 

research on Chinese and American marriages may need to examine the utility of 

other theories in understanding marriages across cultures. 

Among the differences detected, it is interesting to note that wives were 

more collectivistic and less individualistic than husbands. It is possible that 

women and men are socialized in similar ways in Chinese and American 

cultures. Women are encouraged to be more relational and other-oriented, while 

men are encouraged to be more independent and dominant (e.g., Chodorow, 

1978; Honig & Hershater, 1988; Dion & Dion, 1993). Such gender differences 

may indicate that future research on Chinese and American marriages should 

also examine gender differences in order to gain a more complete picture of 

cultural influences on marital relationship processes. 

It is also interesting to note that the Chinese resident group had the 

highest mean scores on both individualism and collectivism. Given the 

opportunity to be fully exposed to multiculturalism, they are in the frontline of 

value exchange. Compared to Chinese natives, the Chinese residents would 

likely have more exposure to Western values. Indeed, to successfully function in 

the American society, they may have to adopt some degree of individualism. On 

the other hand, their existence in the United States may also create challenges 

not faced by Chinese natives. Separated from family and long-term friends, 

living in a foreign country, and adapting to a Western culture, they may 

experience greater vulnerability and a greater need for connectedness/ 

94 



interdependence with a group (e.g., Chinese neighbors, work colleagues, 

American friends). Thus, in their efforts to balance a bicultural existence, 

Chinese residents may place a greater emphasis on both types of cultural 

values. 

Self-disclosure (H3) 

The third hypothesis tested group differences in self-disclosure. It was 

hypothesized that the AM spouses would self-disclose most frequently, CRA 

spouses would self-disclose to a moderate degree, and CN spouses would self-

disclose least frequently. This hypothesis was partially confirmed. The CN 

group self-disclosed significantly less than the AM group and CRA groups, but 

there was no significant difference between the AM and CRA groups. Also, 

wives self-disclosed more than husbands, but no group-by-gender interaction 

was found. 

That the CN group self-disclosed than less the AM group is consistent with 

the literature (e.g., Chen, 1995; Wolfson & Pearce, 1983; Ogawa, 1979). These 

results may reflect the differential socialization of the Chinese and American 

culture. As indicated earlier, Americans are socialized to be open, direct, and 

assertive in their communication (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995). This cultivation may 

result in Americans' greater disposition to self-disclose, particularly in marital 

relationships. Indeed self-disclosure has been considered an essential means 

for American spouses to develop marital intimacy, to reduce emotional distance, 

to achieve marital coordination through revealing expectations, and to obtain 
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support and validation from each other (e.g., Rosenfeld & Bowen, 1991). In 

contrast, Chinese people are encouraged to be more restrained and reserved in 

their interactions (Chen, 1995), and discouraged from self-disclosing (Hooker & 

Wilmot, 1995). Consistent with these notions, Juang and Tucker (1991) found 

that the American spouses engaged in more verbal communications than the 

Chinese spouses. It is possible that verbal communication is less important to 

marital adjustment for Chinese spouses than American spouses. Given these 

considerations, it is not surprising that Chinese native spouses self-disclosed 

less than the American spouses in the present study. 

Also consistent with the hypothesis is the finding that the CRA group had 

a significantly higher self-disclosure rate than the CN group. It is possible that 

CRA spouses are more comfortable self-disclosing. It is also possible that 

studying and living in a foreign country, the Chinese residents do not have as 

many disclosure-targets as the Chinese natives, who can constantly 

communicate with parents, siblings, relatives, or friends. Thus, comparatively 

elevated self-disclosure by the Chinese residents may indicate that their 

interactions are more restricted to their spouses, while Chinese natives' self-

disclosure is dispersed across a wider range of targets. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, there was no significant difference between 

the CRA and AM groups. This may reflect the CRA spouses' restrictions of self-

disclosure targets or it may reflect a genuine emphasis on self-disclosure. Self-

disclosure may be one of those behaviors which Chinese residents have found 

helpful or pleasing and adopt as they reside in the United States. 
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An analysis of overall gender differences indicated that wives self-

disclosed significantly more than husbands. This is consistent with past research 

(e.g., Dindia & Allen, 1992; Miller & Miller, 1988; Murstein & Adler, 1995). 

Researchers (e.g., Jourard & Richman as cited in Taylor &Altman, 1987) have 

noted that men and women are socialized differently in the American culture. 

American women are socialized to be more open, self-disclosing, and empathic 

while American men are socialized to have greater control of emotions and 

concealment of self-disclosure intimacy. Similar to such Western socialization, 

Chinese women have been described as "loving to talk," "understanding of other 

people's feelings," and "extremely devout," while Chinese males have been 

described as "seldom expressing feelings," "not easily influenced," and 

"extremely dominating" (Honig & Hershatter, 1988, pp. 35-36). Given such 

convergence in the socialization of men and women across the two cultures, it is 

not surprising to find that wives self-disclosed more than husbands in this study. 

Active (H4) and passive (H5) conflict tactics 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that the AM spouses would use active 

conflict tactics most frequently. CRA spouses would use the tactics to a 

moderate degree, and CN spouses would use the active tactics least frequently. 

The results did not support the hypothesis. Overall, the CRA spouses and CN 

spouses had similar ratings of active conflict tactics, and both groups used these 

tactics more frequently then the AM group. In addition, women used more active 
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tactics than men. In examining group X gender interactions, the CRA wives had 

higher active tactics ratings than CRA husbands. 

As noted previously, there is a dearth of cross-cultural research on conflict 

management and only two studies could be identified that examined American 

and Chinese differences in hypothetical conflicts with strangers/friends (Leung, 

1988) and classmates (Ting-Toomey et al.,1991). No study could be located that 

examined actual (or hypothetical) spousal conflict across both cultures. The 

research on American marriages suggests that certain active tactics are 

associated with positive marital outcomes (satisfaction, stability). Given these 

limitations of the literature, the hypothesis seemed reasonable. 

There are several interpretations that may clarify the results. First, it is 

possible that Chinese (resident and native) spouses are more direct in resolving 

marital conflicts than Americans. Much of the past research on Americans 

suggests that they are rather active in conflict resolution, but this research has 

lacked cultural comparisons. Although Leung (1988) and Ting-Toomey et al. 

(1991) reported that Chinese natives are more avoidant than Americans with 

outsiders (e.g., strangers, friends, classmates), it is possible that Chinese 

spouses are more active in solving problems in intimate relationships. If Chinese 

spouses are highly motivated to restore harmony when a problem has arisen, 

then the greater use of active tactics may expedite this process. In contrast, 

Americans may have a greater tolerance for direct conflict with strangers, but 

may use more indirect tactics with spouses. Comparatively, then, Americans 

may engage in less active conflict resolution than previously supposed. 
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It is also possible that the hypothesis was sound, but was not adequately 

tested with the current measure. Rusbult et al.'s (1986) conflict measure was 

utilized in the present study because it assesses both active and passive conflict 

tactics. The active scale is designed to measure two types of active tactics: 

voice (attempts to improve communication) and exit (abusing/ending the 

relationship). This scale may have failed to assess an adequate range of active 

conflict tactics. For example, the scale does not assess the strategies of 

negotiation, reasoning, criticism, yelling/shouting, etc. These tactics are typical 

of Western couples (e.g., Acitelli, Donovan, & Veroff, 1993; Bunnk, Schaap, & 

Prevoo, 1990; Gottoman, 1993). Thus, a measure which assessed a broader 

range of active tactics may have identified higher frequencies for American 

spouses. 

There were further limitations to the use of the Rusbult et al.'s (1986) 

measure in the present study. There are 14 items in the original scale, but five 

items were deleted from the present study to increase reliability of the measure. 

Of the remaining items, the majority assess exit tactics. Further examination of 

the exit tactics indicates that they focus primarily on cognitions/conversations 

about ending the relationship (e.g., talk about breaking up, consider dating 

others). Therefore, it may be more accurate to state that the present study 

indicated that Chinese natives and Chinese residents consider termination more 

frequently than American spouses. It is important to note that although Chinese 

respondents may engage in more exiting cognition, Chinese spouses actually 

have lower divorce rates than Americans (10% vs. 51%, 1995 Demographic 

99 



Yearbook). Thus, the conflict measure may not adequately distinguish between 

cognitive and behavioral active tactics. Clearly, greater refinement of an active 

tactics scale is crucial to the assessment of conflict management in American 

and Chinese marriages. 

The last hypothesis predicted that the AM group would use the passive 

tactics least frequently, CRA group would use the passive tactics to a moderate 

degree, and CN group would use the passive tactics most frequently. This 

hypothesis has received full confirmation. Indeed, the CN group used the 

passive tactics significantly more than the CRA group, followed by the AM group. 

Overall, husbands were more passive than wives, and no group-by-gender 

interaction was found. This is consistent with the notion that Westerners are 

socialized to be direct, clear, assertive, and to argue well (Hooker & Wilmot, 

1995). It is also consistent with the notion that Easterners are socialized to be 

indirect, nonassertive, and nonconfrontational, as well as allowing fate to solve 

relationship problems (Hooker & Wilmot, 1995; Ting-Toomey. 1988; Traindis, 

1995). Given these cultural differences and given the process of acculturation, 

the identified differences appear fairly reasonable. 

One interesting finding was that the CN group tended to have high ratings 

on both active and passive tactics. One explanation is that Chinese natives find 

conflict so aversive, that they may be more willing to do anything to bring it to an 

end. Thus, they may endorse a broader repertorie of conflict tactics. It is also 

possible that a more complete measure of active tactics might have detected a 

lower rate of active tactics for Chinese native spouses. 
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Another interesting finding was that wives tended to use more active 

tactics and husbands tended to use more passive tactics. While the gender 

difference was significant only for the CRA group, the AM and CN wives also 

reported using more active tactics than husbands. Overall, the results of this 

study are consistent with previous research, which found that wives were more 

likely to confront marital disagreement (e.g., Burke, Weier, & Harrison, 1967; 

Huston & Ashmore, 1986; Gottman, 1989). It is consistent with Rusbult and 

Marrow's (1986) study, in which women were found to engage in voicing 

problems more frequently and engage in neglect tactics less frequently than 

men. It appears that there are gender similarities in conflict management styles 

across cultures. 

Overall, the results of the present study do indicate some cultural 

differences in marital interactions. In comparison with the Americans, the 

Chinese native spouses are less likely to self-disclose, but more likely to utilize 

both active and passive conflict tactics. Like the Chinese natives, the Chinese 

resident spouses are more likely to utilize both types of tactics than the 

Americans. 

Future Direction 

This study has examined cultural differences in marital communications of 

Chinese and American spouses from the theoretical perspective of individualism-

collectivism. Given the strengths and weaknesses of the present study, cross-
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cultural researchers may find it useful to incorporate the following suggestions 

into future study of Chinese and American marriages. 

First, the theory of individualism-collectivism may continue to be a useful 

heuristic tool in examining cross-cultural differences, but further refinement and 

specification of individualism-collectivism measures for the study of marriage is 

warranted. However, it is also possible that individualism-collectivism captures 

differences in general sociological phenomenon, but lacks the subtlety to detect 

cultural differences in marital relationships. Therefore, other theoretical models 

might be more relevant to relationship research. For example, symbolic-

interactionism might be utilized to guide research on how Chinese and American 

spouses create meaning, roles, and expectations for their marriages 

(e.g., Walsh, 1982). 

Second, it will be helpful to develop marital measures that include items 

that are appropriate for both Chinese and American spouses. As noted earlier, 

America has dominated psychology for the past half century (Smith & Bond, as 

cited in Hatfield & Rapson, 1996). While cross-cultural research may be 

considered an effort to change this situation, much research has relied on 

measures that have been developed for studying American relationships 

(including the present study). Although utilization of back-translated and piloted 

measures may likely increase relevance to both cultures, it is still possible that 

these measures fail to tap into some important aspects of Chinese marital 

relationships. For example, mediation by a third party (ingroup member) may be 

common to conflict resolution among Chinese spouses, but no Western marital 
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measures could be located that assesses this process. Additionally, self-

disclosure among Chinese spouses may focus primarily on functional aspects of 

co-existence (e.g., work, chores), rather than revelation of personal information. 

Therefore, researchers should focus on the development of measures that 

assess both common and unique dimensions of Chinese and American 

marriages. 

Third, researchers may find it beneficial to utilize multiple data collection 

methods. Cross-cultural research on Chinese and American marriages have 

typically utilized questionnaire self-report as the major data collection method. 

While useful, this method suffers from some shortcomings, such as superficiality 

in the coverage of complex topics, inability to deal with the context of real life 

(Babbie, 1992), and social desirability. Thus, questionnaire methods may be 

complemented by the use of observational study, which would afford an 

outsider's perspective on the specific behavioral exchanges that occur during 

self-disclosure and conflict resolution. Due to its personalizing nature 

(e.g., Patton, 1980), the interview method may be a good choice for the study of 

Chinese and American marriages as well. As the interviewer becomes familiar 

with the respondents, they have greater trust in him/her, and may give more 

detailed responses. This may be especially helpful in the study of Chinese 

spouses because over time, the respondents are more likely to treat the 

interviewer as an ingrouop member. This, in turn, may increase the likelihood 

that the respondents will provide more information to the interviewer. 
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Fourth, future research should examine gender influences on marriage in 

more detail. This study found some gender differences across the two cultures. 

For example, women self-disclosed and used more active tactics than men, and 

men used more passive tactics. It has been speculated that differential 

socialization of men and women contributed to these patterns, but the present 

study failed to assess gender roles. Thus, researchers may find it relevant to 

examine gender roles as they examine Chinese and American spousal 

interactions. 

Fifth, researchers should conduct longitudinal studies to examine how 

cultural values and interpersonal processes affect marital quality and stability 

over time. For the three groups in the present study, the mean length of 

marriage was less than 10 years. It is possible that as they move along their 

marital paths, the patterns of cultural values/marital behaviors may change for 

both American and Chinese spouses. This may be of particular importance for 

Chinese resident spouses, since they are most in flux (e.g., bicultural 

experiences), and their marital relationship may be further influenced by a return 

to Chinese society. Clearly, it is important to study Chinese and American 

spouses at various marital stages. 

In sum, this study has made a contribution to the study of Chinese and 

American spouses. It overcame some of the limitations of previous research and 

enhanced our understanding of cultural values and marital dynamics. This study 

suggested that Chines natives and Americans might be more similar in cultural 

values than previously supposed, but there remain cultural differences in self-
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disclosure and conflict behaviors in intimate relationships. The study of Chinese 

resident spouses delineated the ways in which they share some characteristics 

of each of the native (Chinese and American) cultures. Further improvements in 

cross-cultural research will no doubt enhance our understanding of marital and 

familial relations in Eastern and Western worlds. 
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Subject 

Did you read and agree to the letter of introduction? If No, do not answer any more questions. 
If Yes, please fill out the rest of this form. Thank you. 

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following values is a guiding principle in your life by 
circling the appropriate number on the right of each statement. 

NOT 
IMPORTANT 

i 

OF 
SUPREME 

IMPORTANCE 

i 
i 1 i SOCIAL POWER (control over others, dominance) i 1 i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 2 i PLEASURE (gratification of desires) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 3 i FREEDOM (freedom of action and thought) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

î  4 i A SPIRITUAL LIFE (emphasis on spiritual, not material matters) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 5 ! AN EXCITING LIFE (stimulating experiences) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 ! 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 6 i MEANING IN LIFE (a purpose in life) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 7 i POLITENESS (courtesy, good manners) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 8 i WEALTH (material possessions, money) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 9 i SELF-RESPECT (belief in one's own worth) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 10 i CREATIVITY (uniqueness, imagination) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 11 i RESPECT FOR TRADITION (preservation of time-honored customs) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 12 i MATURE LOVE (deep emotional and spiritual intimacy) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 13 i SELF-DISCIPLINE (self-restraint, resistance to temptation) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 14 i DETACHMENT (from worldly concerns) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 15 i SOCIAL RECOGNITION (respect, approval by others) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 16 i A VARIED LIFE (filled with challenge, novelty, and change) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 17 i AUTHORITY (the right to lead and command) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 18 i TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close, supportive friends) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 19 i INDEPENDENCE (self-reliant, self-sufficient) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 20 i MODERATION (avoiding extremes of feeling and action) i 1 i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 21 i LOYALTY (faithful to my friends, group) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 22 i AMBITIOUSNESS (hardworking, aspiring) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 23 .1 HUMBLENESS (mo^^ | l...i...2..|....3 J 4 j 5̂^̂̂ ^̂̂  

i 24 i DARINGNESS (seeking adventure, risk) i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 

i 25 i INFjAJENCE (haying an i j ^ i l...[....2..i....3 [ 4 j 5 [ 6 [̂  7 

L...26..L...HpNORING PARENTS^A^ i 1..1....2.i....3 [ 4 j 5 | 6 J 7 J 

i ....2Z...1....CM0Q.S.!.NG pyVN GOA^ 1 1..[....2..[...3 i 4 J 5 i 6 J 7...I 

i .28 [ H E A L T H (not being sic^ i l..[....2.i ...31 4 i 5 [ 6 ] 7...i 

L...29...i....CAfjABIUTY ( c q m p ^ ; 1 J....2[....3 [ 4 J 5 [ 6 J 7 J 

1 30 i ACCEPTING MY PORTION IN LIFE (submitting to life's i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 
i circumstances) 
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NOT OF 
IMPORTANT SUPREME 

IMPORTANCE 

__ _ __J i 
.31 I.....HONESTY (genuine, s i n c ^ i 1 i 2 ! .3 J 4 ]. .5 J 6 ] 7 j 

.32 i..PRESERyiNGPUByC IMAGE (prote^^ i 1 [...2 .j. .3 [ 4 | 5 [ 6 [ 7 J 

.33 i...OBEpiENCE (dutiful, m^^ i 1 [ .2 j 3 [ 4 i 5 [ 6 i 7 J 

.34 i...Mi!::yGE.N.CE.(!ogic, thinking) | 1 [...2 j 3 [ 4 j 5 [..6..] .7..] 

.35 [...HELPFULNESS (working for i 1 [..2 J 3 [ 4 i 5 [ 6 i 7 j 

.36 i... EN JOYING UFE (enjoyi j 1 [ ...2 j 3 [ 4 i 5 [ ..6 j 7 j 

..37 i...DEyoyTNESS (holding to rehgiou^^ | 1 [..2 j 3 i 4 i 5 [ 6 ! 7 j 

.38 i...RESPONS|B!UTY(dependable,^re^^ i 1 [...2 j 3 [ 4 i 5 [..6 j 7 J 

.39 !...CyRIOS!TY (interested in e ^ i 1 [...2 j 3 [ 4 i 5 [ 6 [ 7 J 

.40 i...O?RG.[yENiSS .(wNling to pardo^ i 1 [...2 j 3 [ 4 i 5 [..6 j 7 J 

41 i...SyCCESS(a^ievinggqals)^ [ 1 [..2 [ s J .4 i 5 [ 6 [ 7 ] 

Please indicate the degree to which you have talked to your spouse about each topic by circling the appropriate 
number on the right of each statement 

TOLD 
NOTHING 

TOLD 
FULL 

DETAIL 

i i 
i 1 

i 2 
i 3 

i 4 

1 5 

i 6 

! 8 

i My likes and dislikes in music. 

i The kinds of movies that 1 like to see best; the TV shows that are my favorites. 

i My tastes in clothing. 

i What 1 find to be the worst pressures and strains in my work. 

i My ambitions and goals in my work. 

i How 1 feel about the choice of career that 1 have made—whether or not I'm 

i Any problems and worries that 1 had with my appearance in the past. 

i 1 

i 1 

i 1 

i 1 

i 1 

i 1 

^ 1 

i 2i 
i 2i 
i 2 i 

i 2 i 

i 2 i 

i 2i 

i ? i 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

i 4 
i 4 

i 4 

i 4 

i 4 

1 4 

^ 4 

i 5 
i 5 
i 5 

i 5 

i 5 

i 5 

^ 5 

i 6 
i 6 
i 6 

i 6 

i 6 

i 6 

i 7 i 
i 7 i 
i 7 i 

i 7 i 
i 7 i 

i 7 i 

^ 7 ^ 

9 i Efforts .to keep fit, healthy, and attra 

10 i What I think and f^^ 

11 i My personal standards of attractiveness; what I find desirable in the 
i 9PP0?.'*l?..?:^.; 

12 i My feelings about hoyyparê ^̂ ^ 

13 i What it takes to hurt^m^ 

"I"* i T.!?.6...ki.n.ds.of things that̂ î ^̂ ^̂  
15 i The kinds of things that make me especially proud of myself, elated, 

i full of self-esteem or ŝ ^̂ ^ 
16 i Whom I own money at present; or yyhqm 

"i^ i '^.y...n[!9?.t.p.[?.?.?.i(?.9...n.®.®.^..^9.r...'i!9.n!?y: 
"•8 i How.Lbydget money. 

\ i...2i 3 [ 4 i 5 î  6 i 7 

JI [...2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 i 6 [ 7 

1 i 2 i 3 i4 i s i6 i7 

2 ! 3 14 15 

2 ] 3 i...4 i 5 i 

6 i 7 j 

..., ....6....i...7 i 

.1 i...2] 3 [ 4 1 5 [ 6 i 7 | 

1 i 2 i 3 i 4 i s i e i 7 | 

1 i...2i 3 [4 [5 [6 (7 i 
1 [...2] 3 [..4 J 5 [6 [71 
1 i 2 i 3 i 4 i s i 6 i 7 i 

120 



Please indicate the degree to which you engage in each behavior during disagreements with your spouse by 
circling the appropriate number on the right of each statement. 

NEVER 
DO THIS 

ALWAYS 
DO THIS 

i i 
1 y i When I'm unhappy with my partner, 1 consider breaking up. i i i 2 ^ 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 ^ 7 ^ 

i 2 i When my partner says or does things 1 don't like, 1 talk to him/her about i . \ ^ i ~ i . i c \ Q \ J \ 
[ \ what's upsetting me. i i i i i i l 

i 2 i When we have problems in our relationship, 1 patiently wait for things to i i i ? i 7 i 4 ^ 5 i 6 ^ 7 i 
i improve. i i i l i i i 

i ^ i When I'm upset with my partner, 1 sulk rather than confront the issue. i . \ ^ \ ^ ^ A i s i f i ^7 ^ 

i g i When I'm angry at my partner, 1 talk to him/her about breaking up. ^ ^ 2 ^ 3 ^ 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 ^ 

i g i When my partner and 1 have problems, 1 discuss things with him/her. i . \ ^ i o \ A i K i c i 7 ^ 

i J i When I'm upset about something in our relationship, 1 wait awhile before i . i ^ i o \ A i g i g i 7 i 
i saying anything to see if things will improve on their own. 

i g i When I'm really bothered about something my partner has done, 1 criticize i . \ ^ \ ^ \ . i c i e i y i 
i him/her for things that are unrelated to the real problem. 

i Q i When we have serious problems in our relationship, 1 take action to end i , i , i ^ i , i c i e i y i 
i ^ i the relationship. i i i i i i i i 

i ._ i When 1 am unhappy with my partner, 1 tell him/her what is bothering me. i . \ ^ ! _ i . i c i e i y i 

i . . i When my partner hurts me, 1 say nothing and simply forgive him/her. i , i _ i _ i . i c i e \ -7 \ 

\ .y i When I'm upset with my partner, 1 ignore him/her for a while. i . \ ^ \ ^ \ . i c i e l y i 

i .^ i When I'm irritated with my partner, 1 think about ending our relationship. i . i „ i „ \ . i ^ i e i y \ 

\ .. i When things aren't going well between us, 1 suggest changing things in i . i _ i _ i i i - \ i 
i The relationship in order to solve the problem. 

i .c i When my partner and 1 are angry with each other, 1 give things some i . i » i _ i . i c i e i y i 
i time to cool off on their own rather than take action. 

i .p i When 1 am really angry, 1 treat my partner badly (for example, by ignoring i . i _ i _ i i i i i 
i him/her or saying cruel things). 

i .̂  i When we have problems, 1 discuss ending our relationship. i . i - i 3 i ^ i c i g i y i 

i - i When my partner and 1 are angry with one another, 1 suggest a compromise i . i _ i ^ \ A i c i e i y \ 
! solution. 

i - i When there are things about my partner that 1 don't like, 1 accept his/her i . \ ^ i „ i i i \ \ 
\ i faults and weaknesses and don't try to change him/her. [ [ j i i i i i 

i - - i When we have a problem in our relationship, 1 ignore the whole \ . j - i o i ^ i c i e i y i 
i thing and forget about it. i i ] i i i i i 

i y. \ When things are going really poorly between us, 1 do things to drive my i i i 2 ^ 3 ^ 4 ^ 5 i 6 i 7 i 
i partner away. j [ ] i i i i i 

i 22 i When we've had an argument, 1 work things out wi^^ i 1 [2: i 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 \ 7 \ 

i 23 i When my partner is inconsiderate, 1 give him/her the benefit of the doubt i l i 2 \ 3 \ 4 \ 5 \ 6 \7 i 
[ \,s!}dJo\-ge\abqu\Jl. i j ] j i i i ! 

i 24 i When 1 am angry at my partner, 1 spend less time with him/her (for example, i l i 2 i 3 i 4 i S 16 17 i 
! 1 spend more fime with my friends, watch a lot of television, work longer 
1 hours, etc.). ; [ ] [ ] i 

i 25 [..yyhen rm djissatisfied .9ŷ .̂ !?!.?̂ !9.̂ .sh.i,P .̂!..99nsider datin^^ i 1 \ 2 [ 3 i 4 i 5 i 6 i 7 i 
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NEVER 
DO THIS 

ALWAYS 
DO THIS 

i 
\ 7 26 : When we have serious problems in our relationship, I consider getting 

: advice from sqmeorie else 

..?.7..]...yy.'l.6.n..yy!r..l?.?.y.6...t[9yb!es-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ l am loyal to my partner. 

i 1 4 i 5 i 6 

..?.§...i...yy.t).®.n...rP.Y.P.3.'1.n.9.r...a.n.d..l...h.aye p rqW 

1 [ 2 i s i 4 15 i 6 1.7. 

1 i 2 i 3 i 4 i s i e i 7 

Please indicate the degree to which you are satisfied with your marriage by circling the appropriate number on the 
right of each statement. 

EXTREMELY 
DISSATISFIED 

EXTREMELY 
SATISFIED 

I i 
i 1 

i 2 

i 3 

How satisfied are you with your marriage? i 1 

How satisfied are you with your husband/wife as a spouse? i 1 

How satisfied are you with your relationship with your husband/wife? i 1 

2 i 3 

2 i 3 

2 i 3 

4 i 5 

4 i 5 

4 i 5 

6 i 7 i 

6 i 7 i 

6 i 7 i 

Now we would like to ask you some basic infomriation about you and your spouse. Please answer these questions by writing 
the infonnation in the blank space on the right of each question, or by circling the number that best fits you. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

Are you a man or woman? 

Are you currently married? 

How long have you been married? 

(1)-Man (2)-Woman 

(1)-Yes (2)-No 

Years 

What is your age? Years 

What is your racial/ethnic background? 

(1)- White/Caucasian 

(2) - Chinese (from mainland) 

(3) - Taiwanese/Hong Kongese 

(4) - Non-Chinese Asian (Specify 

(5) - Hispanic/Mexican-American 

(6) - Black/African-American 

(7) - American Indian/Native American 

(8) - Multicultural 

(9) - Other (Specify 

5. 

7 

Months 

What is your spouse's age? Years 

What is your spouse's racial/ethnic background? 

(1)- White/Caucasian 

(2) - Chinese (from mainland) 

(3) - Taiwanese/Hong Kongese 

(4) - Non-Chinese Asian (Specify ) 

(5) - Hispanic/Mexican-American 

(6) - Black/African-American 

(7) - American Indian/Native American 

(8)- Multicultural 

(9) - Other (Specify ) 

8. Do you have any children? (1)-Yes (2)-No (If YES, how many? J 
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9. What is the highest educational level you've 
Completed? 

(1)- Some high school 

Vocational school (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

High School 

Associate's degree (2 year college) 

Baccalaureate/Bachelor's degree 

Master's degree 

Doctorate degree/Professional degree 

10. What is the highest educational level your spouse 
completed? 

(1)- Some high school 

(2) - Vocational school 

(3)- High School 

(4) - Associate's degree (2 year college) 

(5) - Baccalaureate/Bachelor's degree 

(6) - Master's degree 

(7) - Doctorate degree/Professional degree 

11. Are you currently a graduate student? (1) - Yes (2) - No 

If NO, what is your occupation? (You may consider housewife or househusband an occupation.) 

12. Is your spouse currently a graduate student? (1)-Yes (2) - No 

If NO, what is your spouse's occupation? (You may consider housewife or househusband an occupation.) 

13. What is your combined (husband and wife) annual income? 

(1)- less than $10,000 (4)- $30,001-$40,000 

(2)- $10,001-$20,000 (5)- $40,001-$50,000 

(3)- $20,001-$30,000 (6)- More than $50,000 

Please indicate the choice that best fits you in each statement by circling the appropriate number. 

1. What language can you speak? 

(1) Chinese only 

(2) Mostly Chinese, some English 

(3) Chinese and English about equally well 
(bilingual) 

(4) Mostly English, some Chinese 

(5) Only English 

3. Do you 

(1) Read only Chinese language? 

(2) Read mostly Chinese language? 

(3) Read both Chinese and English equally well? 

(4) Read English better Chinese? 

(5) Read only English? 

5. What is your music preference? 

(1) Only Chinese music 

(2) Mostly Chinese music 

(3) Equally Chinese and English 

(4) Mostly English music 

(5) Only English music 

What language do you prefer? 

(1) Chinese only 

Mostly Chinese, some English (2) 

(3) Chinese and English about equally well 
(bilingual) 

Mostly English, some Chinese 

Only English 

(4) 

(5) 

Do you 

(1) Write only Chinese language? 

(2) Write mostly Chinese language? 

(3) Write both Chinese and English equally well? 

(4) Write English better Chinese? 

(5) Write only English? 

What is your movie preference? 

(1) Chinese-language movie only 

(2) Chinese-language movie mostly 

(3) Equally Chinese/English 

(4) English-language movie mostly 

(5) English-language movie only 
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7. What is your food preference at home? 

(1) Exclusively Chinese food 

(2) Mostly Chinese, some American 

(3) About equally Chinese and American 

(4) Mostly American food 

(5) Exclusively American food 

9. How do you identify yourself? 

(1) Chinese 

(2) Asian 

(3) Chinese-American 

(4) Asian-American 

(5) American 

11. Which identification does (did) your father use? 

(1) Chinese 

(2) Asian 

(3) Chinese-American 

(4) Asian-American 

(5) American 

13. Where were you raised? 

(1) In China only 

(2) Mostly in China, some in US 

(3) Equally in China and US 

(4) Mostly in US 

(5) In US only 

15. Do you participate in Chinese occasions, holidays, 
traditions, etc.? 

(1) 

8. What is your food preference at restaurants? 

(1) Exclusively Chinese food 

(2) Mostly Chinese, some American 

(3) About equally Chinese and American 

(4) Mostly American food 

(5) Exclusively American food 

10. Which identification does (did) your mother use? 

(1) Chinese 

(2) Asian 

(3) Chinese-American 

(4) Asian-American 

(5) American 

12. Where were you born? 

(1) China 

(2) Asian country other than China 

(3) Western country other than US 

(4) US 

(5) Other 

14. What contact have you made with China? 

(1) Lived for one year or more in China 

(2) Lived for less than one year in China 

(3) Occasional visits to China 

(4) Occasional communications (letter, phone 
calls, etc.) with people in China 

(5) No exposure or communication with people in 
China 

16. Rate yourself on what you feel primary values to be: 

(1) Highly Chinese 

(2) Mostly Chinese 

(3) Equally Western and Chinese 

(4) Mostly Western 

(5) Highly Western 

Nearly all 

(2) Most of them 

(3) Some of them 

(4) A few of them 

(5) None of them 

17. What was the ethnic origin of the friends and peers you had, as a child up to age 6? 

(1) Almost exclusively Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(2) Mostly Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(3) About equally Asian and Anglo groups 

(4) Mostly Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

(5) Almost exclusively Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

18. What was the ethnic origin of the friends and peers you had, as a child from 6 to 18? 

(1) Almost exclusively Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian Americans 

(2) Mostly Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(3) About equally Asian and Anglo groups 

(4) Mostly Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

(5) Almost exclusively Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 
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19. Whom do you now associate with in the community? 

(1) Almost exclusively Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(2) Mostly Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(3) About equally Asian and Anglo groups 

(4) Mostly Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

(5) Almost exclusively Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

20. If you could choose, whom would you prefer to associate with in the community? 

(1) Almost exclusively Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(2) Mostly Chinese, Chinese-Americans, Asians, Asian-Americans 

(3) About equally Asian and Anglo groups 

(4) Mostly Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

(5) Almost exclusively Anglos, Blacks, Hispanics, or other non-Asian ethnic groups 

21. If you consider yourself a member of the Chinese group (Chinese or Chinese-American, whatever term you prefer), 
how much pride do you have in this group? 

(1) Extremely proud 

(2) Moderately proud 

(3) Little pride 

(4) No pride but do not feel negative toward group 

(5) No pride but do feel negative toward group 

22. Have you ever lived in the United States? (1)-Yes (2) - No 

If YES, how many years have you lived in the United States? 

If YES, how many years has your family lived in the United States? 

If YES, which of the following best describes your family in the United States? 

(1) For some time, but not now. How many years? 

(2) 1st Generation (I'm the first generation to live in the U.S.) 

(3) 2nd Generation (My parents lived in the U.S. before me) 

(4) 3rd Generation (My grandparents lived in the U.S. before me). 

(5) 4th Generation (My great-grandparents lived in the U.S. before me) 

(6) I don't know. 

23. Has your spouse ever lived in the United States? (1)-Yes (2) - No 

If YES, how many years has your spouse lived in the United States? 

If YES, how many years has your spouse's family lived in the United States? 

If YES, which of the following best describes your spouse's family in the United States? 

(1) For some time, but not now. How many years? 

(2) 1st Generation (My spouse's parents were the first generation to live in the U.S.) 

(3) 2nd Generation (My spouse's parents lived in the U.S. before my spouse) 

(4) 3rd Generation (My spouse's grandparents lived in the U.S. before my spouse). 

(5) 4th Generation (My spouse's great-grandparents lived in the U.S. before my spouse) 

(6) I don't know. 

Thank you very much! 
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

You are invited to participate in a study of cultural differences and 

similarities in Chinese and American marriages. Specifically, we are interested in 

learning how cultural values affect marital dynamics and outcomes. If you decide 

to participate, you'll be asked to complete a questionnaire, which should take 

about 20 minutes to do. Please do not discuss your responses with your partner 

and complete the questionnaire alone. This form includes questions about you 

and your relationship with your spouse. Your answers will be combined with the 

responses of all other participants to identify general trends in marriages. 

Your responses to the questionnaire are anonymous. Please do not put 

your name on any part of the form. When you have completed the questionnaire, 

simply place it in the envelope, seal the envelope, and return it to the recruiter 

who contacted you about the study. The recruiters are instructed to mail all the 

questionnaires directly to Shu Liang (the primary investigator). Once received, 

all questionnaires will be kept in a secured setting for the duration of the study. 

Only Shu Liang or her supervisor. Dr. Jacki Fitzpatrick, will have access to the 

information you provide. If you have any questions or comments about this 

study, you may feel free to contact Shu Liang at (806) 742-3000 or 

F6L39(gttacs.ttu.edu at any time. 
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As this study is designed to assess naturally occurring characteristics of 

your marriage, no risks or harm to you are anticipated. However, if you decide 

not to participate, your are free to withdraw from the study at any time without 

penalty. Should you have any questions, you can contact the Texas Tech 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by 

writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas (USA) 79409 or by calling 806-742-3884. 

Shu Liang, Primary Investigator 

Jacki Fitzpatrick, Ph.D., Academic Advisor 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 

I'm inviting you to participate in a study of cultural differences and 

similarities in Chinese and American marriages. Specifically, we are interested in 

learning how cultural values affect marital dynamics and outcomes. If you decide 

to participate, you'll be asked to complete a questionnaire, which should take 

about 20 minutes to do. This form includes questions about you and your 

relationship with your spouse. Your answers will be combined with the 

responses of all other participants to identify general trends in marriages. 

Your responses to the questionnaire are anonymous. I will give you a 

research packet which is only identified by subject number, so please do not put 

your name on any part of the form. The packet contains two copies of a letter of 

introduction and questionnaire, and two return envelopes. I ask that you and 

your spouse review the letter and if you agree to participate, return the completed 

questionnaire in a sealed return envelope to me within one week from today. I 

will mail the questionnaire back to the researcher, Shu Liang, at Texas Tech 

University, and I won't have any further access to your responses. 

Are you interested in participating? 

[If Yes] Here is a research packet. Please contact Shu Liang at (806) 

742-3000 or F6L39(gttacs.ttu.edu if you have any questions or comments about 
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the study. Can you think of anyone else who is also married and one spouse is a 

graduate student/factory worker? Would you mind giving me their names and 

numbers so that I can contact them about this study? 

[If No] Thanks for listening. Even though you've chosen to not participate, 

can you think of anyone else who is also married and one spouse is a graduate 

student/factory worker? Would you mind giving their names and numbers so that 

I can contact them about this study? 
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APPENDIX D 

FOLLOW-UP SCRIPT 
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FOLLOW-UP SCRIPT 

Last week, you received a research packet for a study on Chinese and 

American marriages. I haven't received your return envelope yet. Are you 

planning to participate in this study? 

[If Yes] Great. If you have any questions/problems that have stopped you 

from completing the forms so far, feel free to contact Shu Liang at (806) 742-

3000 or F6L39@ttacs.ttu.edu and she'll be glad to help you out. Please return it 

to me within the next seven days. 

[If No] Okay. Thanks for your time. 
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