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ABSTRACT

This research examined the effects of spousal self-disclosure,
self-esteem, and love/sex attitude similarity on marital satisfaction.
Married couples were recruited through a variety of local sources,
including samples from several clinical settings and divided into
three independent groups utilizing the mean husband-wife Global
Distress Scale score from the Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI)
(Snyder, 1981).

Following Snyder's clinical breakdown, the groups

reflected satisfied, moderate, and distressed couples.

Couples were

also administered the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965), the Opener
Scale and Discloser Index (Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983), and the
Love/Sex Attitude Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1984).

A comprehensive

demographic questionnaire was also given.
Utilizing a correlational design, the dependent variables of
self-disclosure, self-esteem, and love/sex attitude similarity were
analyzed by an analysis of variance.

Each dependent variable was also

correlated with the mean husband-wife marital satisfaction level.

An

intercorrelation matrix for all variables and composite variables was
computed and a stepwise regression analysis was applied post hoc.
Results of this research support the importance of communication
in marital satisfaction.

When sex differences were examined, this

effect was far greater for wives than for husbands and appears to
apply more to the elicitation (opening) of self-disclosure, as
compared to the expression of disclosure.
iv

Opener scores for both

husband and wife were also correlated with their spouse's individual
marital satisfaction scores.

(The relationship was greater for wives'

opener scores with husbands' marital satisfaction.)

Self-esteem

proved to be significantly related to marital satisfaction for
husbands and wives.

Differences between husband and wife self-esteem

levels were not noted among the three couple groups.

Individuals'

ratings "as if" spouse were rating their self-esteem differed across
the three groups.

Love/sex attitude similarity differed significantly

for sex attitudes only (not for love attitudes) with greater distress
with greater husband-wife attitude differences.

Results of the

regression analysis indicated that the wife's communication eliciting
ability accounted for nearly 50 percent of the couples' mean marital
satisfaction variance.

The second highest amount of variance was

accounted for by husbands' level of self-esteem with 13 percent of the
mean marital satisfaction variance.

Results are discussed from an

interpersonal and individual perspective.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The topic of marital satisfaction and divorce is a significant
social phenomenon.

Nearly every American is likely to be directly or

indirectly affected by the dissolution of a marriage.

Contemporary

society is faced with alarmingly high divorce rates.

Cherlin (1981)

cites figures through 1973 which indicate that nearly 50 percent of
all new marriages will end in divorce.

This figure has increased 5-

fold over the last century, with 48 percent of those married in 1970
eventually getting divorces.

More recent data suggest slightly lower

rates, with a decrease from 5.2 divorces per 1,000 in 1980 to 4.9
divorces per 1,000 in 1985.

Statistics indicate that in 1985 there

were 176,000 marriages with 97,000 divorces during the same period.
This indicates that the divorce rate is 55 percent of the current
marriage rate (National Center for Health Statistics, 1985).
America has the highest divorce rate in the world (Carter &
Click, 1976).

Weiss (1975) has estimated that approximately half of

all American married couples separate at least once.

Aldous (1978)

noted that the typical divorce occurs within the first eight years of
marriage during the early phases of the family cycle when career
development, dual-career considerations, child birth and rearing,
economic establishment, geographic relocation, and other interpersonal
relationships are involved.

These circumstances make divorce disrup-

tive to spouses, children, family members, as well as friends.

In

addition, child support and custody considerations further complicate
the severance of the marital contract.
The question this research addressed involves one factor contributing to the dissolution of a marriage—that of marital distress
versus marital satisfaction (Jacobson, 1978).

It is assumed that

factors involved in a satisfactory marriage are central to assessing
and possibly predicting marital distress and subsequent divorce.
Recent research in the fields of marriage and family therapy,
psychology, and sociology have focused on individual and interpersonal
factors involved in marital satisfaction.

The complexity of the

individual's role in contributing to marital satisfaction becomes more
complicated when interactive and individual elements are considered.
This research examines a spectrum of probable factors involved in
marital satisfaction.

These include self-disclosure, self-esteem, and

attitude similarity.

Marital Self-Disclosure
Markman (1979, 1981) suggested that marital distress and dissatisfaction may be characterized by measurable communication deficits
which could be amenable to marital and premarital interventions.

Of

the 26 couples in his study, only nine couples were included in the
computation of the final results.

The couples were followed over a 5

1/2-year period and were asked to rate the impact of their communication (at 1, 2 1/2, and 5 1/2 years) on a 1 to 5 scale of very positive
to very negative.

This rating was then correlated with marital

satisfaction as measured by a premarital version of the Locke and
Williamson (1958) Marital Relationship Inventory (MRI).
couples were included in computing the final results.

Only nine
This low number

was attributed to subject dropout and missing sessions.
The results indicate a significant correlation between impact
ratings at the initial assessment (premarital) and subsequent relationship satisfaction at 5 1/2 years, £ = .59, £ < .05 (one tailed
test).

The more positively the couples initially rated their

communication, the more satisfied they were after 5 1/2 years.

There

was no correlation between problem intensity (as assessed during the
initial communications task) and subsequent marital satisfaction.
Based on these results, it is communication effectiveness, as opposed
to problem intensity, which predicts marital satisfaction.

In

addition, the patterns of communication appear to be stable over time,
which implies a trait or style as opposed to a state specific
phenomenon.
The above results are consistent with a social learning approach
to marital counseling.

Stewart (1980), Jacobson and Margolin (1979),

and Jacobson (1978) have suggested that both communication and
problem-solving deficits seem to be etiologically and/or subsequently
related to the development and maintenance of marital satisfaction.
There are, however, several key criticisms of the Markman study,
including the small sample size.
be an extraneous variable.

Subject self-selection bias may also

Finally, the study only assessed mildly

distressed couples and may not be a reliable indicator of applicability for more seriously distressed couples.
J Morton, Alexander, and Altman (1976) also claimed that communication is an important factor in relationship satisfaction, and a
crucial aspect of communication is self-disclosure.j As Hendrick
(1981) pointed out, there is no unitary and reliable measure of selfdisclosure.

However, the literature does point to a relationship

between self-disclosure and marital satisfaction (Hendrick, 1981) .
Self-disclosure seems to elicit reciprocal self-disclosure in couples
(Levinger & Senn, 1967; Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983).
"I^e reciprocity in self-disclosure may be seen by many theorists
as analogous to social exchange theory, as well as basic reinforcement
theory,

[jourard and Lasakow (1958) found that disclosure level and

intensity varied as a function of the level of intimacy between dyads,
noting an increased tendency to disclose to the marital partner as
compared to friends, strangers, and parents.

Jourard (1971b) states:

"The optimum in a marriage, as in any relationship between persons, is
a relationship between I and Thou, where each partner discloses
himself without reserve"J(p. 46).
Self-disclosure may be seen as an aspect of communication with
costs and benefits to both listener and discloser (Hatfield, Utne, &
Traupmann, 1979).

It may also be hypothesized that self-disclosure

represents a recursive loop functioning as both an eliciting and
expressive factor in contributing to marital satisfaction.! Selfdisclosure stimulates further disclosure in a spouse, which becomes a

reinforcement for continued self-disclosure thereby furthering
intimacy.Jj Although self-disclosure appears to be a significant factor
in contributing to marital satisfaction. Miller, Corrales, and Wackman
(1975) also note that self-disclosure is not sufficient to insure
marital satisfaction.

Hendrick (1981) supports this in reporting that

only 27 percent of the variance in marital satisfaction is accounted
for by self-disclosure. Iperhaps of more importance is how symmetrical
or complimentary those expressions are within each couple.

If both

members of the marital relationship contribute at an equivalent level
of communicational involvement, the likelihood of marital satisfaction
should increase, reflecting the positive mutuality in self-disclosive
behaviors.

It seems likely, based on the available literature, that

marital self-disclosure could be mutual, but that this factor is not
sufficient to account for all of the variance in a satisfied marriage.
Altman and Taylor (1971) developed The Social Penetration Scale
to measure depth and breadth of self-disclosure.

They found at the

initial stages of development of a relationship the breadth of
communicated self-disclosure is greater than at later stages of the
relationship.

As the relationship becomes more intimate, the depth of

disclosure increases, leading to increased intimacy and closeness.
However, the breadth of the disclosure decreases indicating the
possibility of a minimal core of disclosure necessary in contributing
to relationship satisfaction and intimacy.
ICorrales (1974) found that couples using communication styles
^T^involving high disclosure report higher levels of marital satisfaction

than couples in which one or both spouses used low disclosure styles;
sj^ this supports self-disclosure as a key element in marital satisfaction. J Levinger and Senn (1967) found that there was a significant
relationship (r_ = .46, £ < .05) between disclosure and marital
satisfaction.

However, the above data may not be representative as

none of the categories containing unpleasant disclosure reached
significance.

This indicates that marital satisfaction may not be

related to the mere expression of information, but more specifically
to the expression of positive or favorable information.

This is

supportive of Jacobson and Margolin (1979). [it is difficult to
discern whether the lower levels of marital satisfaction are an effect
or a cause in the perception of less positive disclosures.

However,

it seems that affect-oriented disclosures may be more relevant in
predicting marital satisfaction (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979).1 In
addition, Jacobson and Margolin discuss negative tracking as an
attributional explanation for couples viewing positive or neutral
stimuli in a negative fashion.
It is difficult to determine a linear, cause-effect relationship
in an interpersonal phenomenon such as self-disclosure.

A more

dynamic model is necessary to infer interaction between the marital
discloser and listener.

Such interaction may be seen as a circular

movement between spouses, whereby the discloser and listener roles
shift back and forth in a complimentary fashion.

This description

corresponds with Jourard's (1971b) conception of an ideal
relationship.

Obviously, disclosure is important.

The most useful

question is how does it function within a marital dyad to produce
satisfaction?
Hendrick (1981) noted that a problem with previous research is
that it focuses on a cross-sectional as opposed to a longitudinal
sample of data.

This was also stated by Aldous (1977).

Although it

is difficult to obtain long-term measures of self-disclosure (as well
as other variables), it may still be possible to examine this process.
One approach would be to assess the similarities and differences
within a dyad, including aspects of initiation (opening) and response
(disclosure) in the marital system.
Miller, Berg, and Archer (1983) discuss the problem with various
self-disclosure measures.

They point to a lack of predictive and

construct validity with Jourard's (1958) Self-Disclosure Questionnaire
(JSDQ).

Ehrlich and Graeven (1971) and Doster and Strickland (1971)

report no positive relationship (rather a negative relationship)
between the JSDQ and a behavioral measure of self-disclosure.
Chelune's (1976) Self-Disclosure Situations Survey does not perform
much better as it was positively related to men's disclosure, but
negatively related to women's disclosure.
Miller et al. (1983) posited that the difficulty in establishing
good predictive validity with a self-disclosure measure is that such
measures may be reactive or situation specific.

Situational and

interpersonal variables, as well as personality propensities, may
affect disclosure in an experimental setting.

There appears to be

considerable support for this notion (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Archer,

8
1979).

In addition, Holtzworth-Munroe and Jacobsen (1985) critique

the use of "stronger" studies in marital research.
Following Miller et al.'s (1983) argument, one could suppose that
the listener becomes an elicitor by listening and providing an open
context in which the discloser can express her or himself.

It becomes

difficult to separate the elements in the recursions that exist within
a discloser/listener dyad.

Each contributes to the other. However,

the different predispositions, similarities, and differences that each
spouse brings to marital communication are obviously a vital factor.
One partner, both, or neither may be adept at listening and/or
disclosing.
M In order to approach the issue of interaction and situational
specificity, two scales were developed:

an opener (listener/elicitor)

scale and a discloser (expression) scale.

Miller et al. (1983)

demonstrated that low disclosers disclose more when with a high opener
(good listener).

The opener elicits more disclosure which further

elicits opener/listener activity in the partner.

High openers also

tend to be the target of disclosure in more long-term relationships.
With regard to spouses who are in a continuing, intimate relationship,
the complexity is likely to further increase.

In order to infer a

more dynamic interrelationship between spouses, a more complete
assessment needs to be attempted.
study.

This was a goal of the present

It seems likely that a marriage can achieve a high degree of

satisfaction if there is a symmetrical balance between opener and
discloser proclivities.

It could be further hypothesized that higher

levels of experienced marital satisfaction would occur when both
Y

partners exchange roles in a circular fashion (where both spouses are
high openers and disclosers at one time or another).
Levinger and Senn (1967) supported the premise that spouses'
proportions of disclosure are positively correlated.

They found that

both husbands and wives tended to perceive a close correspondence
between output to and input from their spouse.

For total disclosure,

they found high correlations for husbands and for wives (£ = .91 and r_
= .19y

respectively).

Correlations did not significantly differ as to

whether the disclosure was rated as pleasant or unpleasant.
In addition, Levinger and Senn (1967) noted that a spouse's
reported disclosure varies directly with his or her satisfaction.
However, moderate interaction with the favorability of the disclosure
was noted.

The hypothesis was confirmed, indicating a relationship

between marital satisfaction and self-disclosure does exist.
authors report that satisfaction affects disclosure.
easily be the reverse.

The

However, it may

It is probable that this result reflected the

aforementioned reciprocal process, wherein each spouse contributed to
the genesis and maintenance of both self-disclosure and marital
satisfaction.
Levinger and Senn's (1967) work infers interpersonal perception
in self-disclosure and marital satisfaction.

The individual's own

perceptions regarding his or her degree of disclosure were less highly
correlated with marital satisfaction than the perceptions of each
spouse's level of disclosure.

Perhaps how a spouse interprets a
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partner's description of the other's behavior and emotions reveals
more about the status of the relationship than does an individual's
own self-perception.

Disclosive similarity support an interpersonal

explanation for disclosure and its relationship to marital
satisfaction.
Thornton (1977) critiqued a study by Howard and Dawes (1976) that
tried to establish a linear prediction model for marital success and
satisfaction.

The Howard and Dawes article pointed out that correla-

tion did not imply causation.

The authors' stated that research

should ideally be able to demonstrate the circuitous loop that exists
in spousal interaction.

Simple linear prediction cannot fully capture

the breadth of such a complex phenomenon.

Thorton's study supports

the findings of Howard and Dawes.
Additional support for the importance of self-disclosure comes
from a questionnaire study of 138 divorced men and women by Hayes,
Stinnett, and Defrain (1980).

They found several key themes that the

divorced individuals saw as contributing to the demise of their
marriages.

One of the major factors was the lack of reciprocal self-

disclosure, along with the perception that they themselves were open
to listening (a good opener), but their spouses were not.
this perception may reflect a partial reality.

Obviously,

If both partners were

good "openers," the model indicated that they would have had more
mutual self-disclosure.J Again, this result is correlational and
speculative in that it reflects a post hoc analysis.

However, it

seems clear that communication is crucial, whether it is a causative
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or resultant factor is secondary.

What is important is that self-

disclosure was found to be related to feelings of marital satisfaction
from each spouse's perception and rating.
With specific regard to perception of spousal feelings and
behaviors, Christensen and Wallace (1976) found that maritallyadjusted couples were more accurate in predicting the degree for which
certain types of behaviors are rewarding to each other than those
couples who were dissatisfied (as defined by involvement in marital
counseling or seeking a divorce).
Margolin (1979).

This again supports Jacobson and

The above research further illustrates that attribu-

tional accuracy is often more important than self-perception for
marital satisfaction (Levinger & Senn, 1967).

It is necessary that

the relationship between self-perception and attributions regarding
the spouse be addressed.

It appears that the relationship between

perceptual accuracy and satisfaction may reflect a congruence or
similarity factor in that congruence reflects more productive communication.

This study proposed that congruence in perception and rating

within spousal self-disclosure, self-esteem, and attitudes reflects an
inferred representation of the interpersonal mutuality necessary to
maintain a satisfied marriage.
Snyder (1981) reported high intercorrelations between Global
Satisfaction and Affective Communication (r_ = .81), Problem Solving
Communication (r_ = .78), and Time Together (T_ = .76) on the Marital
Satisfaction Inventory (MSI).

These high intercorrelations support a
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significant relationship between global marital satisfaction and
overall communication between spouses.
The linear relationship between marital satisfaction and selfdisclosure was further supported in a study by Jorgensen and Gaudy
(1980) in which two other relationship models were tested:
curvilinear model and a social desirability model.
model proved to be viable.

a

Only the linear

Even after controlling for social

desirability, there was still a significant relationship found.

Also

of note was the increasing strength of the correlation as the marital
satisfaction indicators moved from self-disclosure ratings (r^ = .44)
through how they perceived their spouses were disclosing (r^ = .52),
and finally to a composite score consisting of both self and perceived
spouse disclosure (r = .54). The ascending trend seems to indicate
the increased importance of the perception of spouse disclosure and
the interrelationship between perceptions and self-ratings of disclosure by both spouses.

There appears to be a synergistic disclosure/

satisfaction effect when spouses engage in actual and mutually
perceived disclosure.
Hendrick (1981) found a significant inverse relationship between
a couple's level of self-disclosure and scores on the Marital
Adjustment Inventory (MAI) (Manson & Lerner, 1962; £(50) = -.37, £
< .01). The negative correlation was due to a lower discloser score
on the MAI being correlated with increased satisfaction.

The average

variance accounted for using the Taylor and Altman (1966) Social
Penetration Scale (SPS) to measure self-disclosure was approximately

13
27 percent.

The SPS had three subscales covering:

(a) Own Marriage

and Family, (b) Love, Dating, and Sex, and (c) Emotions and Feelings.
Significant correlations were found between all three disclosure areas
and the MAI, as well as with the Marital Assessment Questionnaire
(MAQ) (Hendrick. 1981).

Self-Esteem
An interesting finding in Hendrick's (1981) study was a nonsignificant relationship between spouses' individual levels of self-esteem.
She did find a significant relationship between each person's selfreported self-esteem and his or her marital satisfaction.

The above

results should be interpreted cautiously, as self-esteem was measured
only by a single self-report item.

The lack of relationship between

husband and wife's self-esteem may be explained by a supplementarity
effect where each spouse contributes to a composite "couple" selfesteem.^ Self-esteem appears to account for as much as 25 percent of
the variance of marital satisfaction as measured by the MAI.
In a recent study, Schafer and Keith (1984) found that unidimensional self-regard was not a comprehensive explanation of how selfesteem functionally operates to contribute to marital satisfaction.
Rather, they propose an interpersonal explanation for the influence of
self-esteem.> It was the perception by marital partners that their
spouses had a positive assessment of them that contributed to the
positive evaluation of themselves and their marital relationship.
Schafer and Keith proposed that under certain conditions marital
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quality may be a function of reciprocity.

Partners who perceive

that their spouses evaluate them highly reciprocate by a positive
evaluation of both their partners' contributions to the marriage and
their own interaction with their partners.
a Blau (1964) noted that in an intimate relationship, partners'
feelings for and commitments to each other are reciprocal and must
develop at roughly the same pace if feelings of exploitation and
entrapment are to be avoided.

In sum, Schafer and Keith (1984) state

that a singular concept of "s^lf" in predicting marital quality is
inadequate.I The actual and perceived appraisals of significant others
(spouses) contribute to the self-concept of an individual, which then
contributes to marital satisfaction.

The concept of a recursive

function in self-esteem may be conceptualized both as a contributor to
and a result of marital satisfaction.
Barnett and Nietzel (1979) found a highly significant relationship (r = .67, £ < .0001) between self-esteem and marital satisfaction.

Self-esteem was measured by the Personality Research Form (PRF)

ANDRO scale (Berzins, Welling, & Wetter, 1978).

Marital satisfaction

was measured by the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) (Locke & Wallace,
1959).

In addition, behavioral measures of marital satisfaction

utilizing the Spouse Observation Checklist (Willis, Weiss, &
Patterson, 1974) correlated significantly (r_ = .48, £ < .01) with
marital satisfaction using the MAT, thus supporting the ability of
paper and pencil tests to assess marital satisfaction.

Self-esteem

was differentially weighted between husbands and wives (r_ = .51, p
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< .05, and r_ = .85, £ < .0001, respectively).

Overall variance

accounted for by self-esteem (averaged across husbands and wives) for
marital satisfaction was 45 percent.

The study supported an inter-

personal hypothesis regarding the contribution of self-esteem of both
husbands and wives to overall marital satisfaction.

This expectation

was also supported by Schafer and Braito (1979).
Hayes et al. (1980) found that divorced individuals reported that
a common failure in their marriages was an insufficient contribution
by their partners to their own self-esteem.

It appeared that in a

distressed relationship each spouse's self-esteem affected the other.
One spouse (typically the male) increased his self-esteem while the
other's self-esteem diminished.

The above statement expresses a

reciprocal and interpersonal relationship between spousal self-esteem
as related to marital satisfaction.
Several recent dissertations support the relationship between
self-esteem and marital satisfaction (Cohn, 1975; Click, 1976).
Ashley (1981) reported significant results regarding systemic interactions between complex psychological factors relating to marital
satisfaction as both an intrapsychic and interpersonal process.

In

support of a reciprocal and an attributional model of self-esteem and
marital satisfaction, Matthews (1981) found that subjects who felt
validated by their spouses reported more relationship satisfaction,
greater relationship stability, more assistance from spouses, and
greater sexual satisfaction.

16
Attitude Similarity/Congruence
Hendrick (1981) noted that little research has focused on a
couple's attitudes and their subsequent relationship to marital
satisfaction.

Byrne (1971) related interpersonal attraction to

attitude similarity.

He stated that the more similar a couple's

attitudes, the more attraction they will have towards one another.
The concept of attraction is discussed in terms of "positive reciprocal rewards."

If attraction and attitude similarity are related in a

causal fashion, then it would follow that marital satisfaction would
also be related to attitude similarity.

Hendrick (1981) pursued this

premise in her multidimensional study of marital satisfaction.
Hendrick (1981) found that both real and predicted attitude
similarity were highly related to marital satisfaction.

Attitude

prediction accounted for 35 percent of the variance in marital
satisfaction.

Real attitude similarity accounted for 15 percent of

the variance in marital satisfaction as measured on a different
instrument.

It seemed that the ability to predict a spouse's

attitudes is as important as the similarity of a couple's actual
attitudes.

Attitude similarity, however, may be contaminated by other

variables, such as self-disclosure, as one cannot know another's
attitudes unless they are communicated in some fashion.

Hendrick

(1981) reported that attitude similarity was basically uncorrelated
with either self-esteem or self-disclosure, indicating that it is
likely to be a unique and independent predictor of marital satisfaction.

It would appear that to be related to marital satisfaction.
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attitude similarity would have to be conveyed in some manner between
spouses.

Attitudes may indeed be a unique variable, but it seems

logical to assume that an interaction exists between communicational
effectiveness and attitude similarity.

The problem is further

complicated by the fact that similarity of attitudes is related to
increased satisfaction, and that increased satisfaction further
contributes to higher levels of attitude similarity via increased
self-disclosure.

A logical conclusion might be that the interaction

produces a reciprocal loop or spiral whereby each further elicits the
other, thereby obfuscating a linear analysis.
Another problem noted by Byrne and Blaylock (1963) is that
correlational designs do not indicate whether attitude similarity
existed prior to marriage (as a mate selection variable) or as a
consequence of marital interactions.

Previous research has either

focused only on political attitudes (Byrne & Blaylock, 1963) or
general attitudes (Byrne, 1971).

Hendrick and Hendrick (1984) have

developed a scale to assess differences between males and females in
love and sex attitudes with the assumption that there may be basic
differences in how men and women think and feel about love and sex.
As indicated in their research, if indeed there are basic
differences in love styles (men are more erotic and game playing,
women are more pragmatic, friendship oriented, and manic), how then
might these differences interact with regard to marital satisfaction?
In addition, it seems plausible that there exist differences between
distressed and satisfied couples with regard to both love and sex
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attitudes.

Following Hendrick's (1981) study, it is likely that there

is a relationship between marital satisfaction and increased congruence in attitudes on love and sex.

Perhaps stylistic differences in

those attitudes between spouses could be indicative of marital
distress.

Love/sex attitudes seem more practical than an assessment

of general attitudes.

Increased love/sex attitude similarity could be

the result of marital interaction, whereas global attitudes could be
less malleable to the effects of time and interpersonal communication.
Further, love and sex attitudes may represent more marriage-relevant
attitudes of an individual.

Spouses may take these attitudes into the

marriage as predisposing factors and it may be that these very
attitudes are what initially attract individuals to each other.

Statement of the Problem
Marital satisfaction and related concepts have been extensively
researched (Hendrick, 1981; Schafer & Keith, 1984; Hansen & Schuldt,
1984; Jorgensen & Gaudy, 1980).

Most research tends to focus on

specific and/or inferred aspects of individual or interpersonal
interaction.

Very few studies, however, have chosen the task of

examining multidimensional and interpersonal elements in marital
satisfaction.

Typically, one or two potential variables are specified

and analyzed.

The problem with this method is that it does not

account for some of the potential variance of marital satisfaction
due to similarity and difference effects between spouses.
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Only a few studies have been conducted that have attempted a
multidimensional analysis model of marital satisfaction.

Hendrick

(1981) has conducted what appears to be the most comprehensive and
multifacited study on marital satisfaction.

She utilized demographic

data (age, sex, years of education, number of children, years of
marriage, income level, and religion), as well as attitude similarity/
congruence, self-esteem, and self-disclosure.
In her study, attitude similarity was measured utilizing Byrne's
(1971) Survey of Attitudes.

This instrument contains 57 items, 45 of

which were selected for use in her study.

Self-esteem was measured

using a single-item, self-report indicator, although she cautions
interpretation of this scale due to its possible lack of reliability
and validity.

Self-disclosure was assessed via the Taylor and Altman

(1966) Social Penetration Scale.

Topics chosen for the study were:

(a) own marriage and family, (b) love, dating, and sex, and (c)
emotions and feelings.

Subjects were asked to rate their willingness

to talk with their spouses about each item on a 5-point scale ranging
from "always would talk about" to "never would talk about." Three
subscale scores were derived which were summed to form a composite
disclosure score.

The final measure of marital satisfaction was

assessed utilizing two scales:

Manson and Lerner's (1962) Marriage

Adjustment Inventory (MAI) and the author's own Marital Assessment
Questionnaire (MAQ) which correlated .48 with the better-validated
Marital Adjustment Inventory.
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Hendrick (1981) found a significant inverse relationship (£(50) =
-.37, £ < .01) between Marital Adjustment Inventory scores and selfdisclosure.

She also reported a significant correlation between

Marital Assessment Questionnaire scores and self-disclosure (£(50)
= .41, £ < .01). An average effect size of 27 percent was reported
for self-disclosure effects on marital satisfaction.

A criticism

addressed earlier is the linear assumption between couple disclosure
level and reported satisfaction.

Although Hendrick's study is

multidimensional, she failed to integrate the complex sources of
variance in a meaningful fashion.

She also failed to suggest how

spousal interaction contributed to the variables she assessed.
Hendrick noted that face attitude similarity showed a positive
correlation of £(50) = .38, £ < .01 with marital satisfaction on the
MAI.

However, a couple's ability to accurately predict each other's

attitudes was not related to marital satisfaction, only the congruence
of their actual attitudes was predictive (this runs counter to other
research findings).
A complicating factor in Hendrick's (1981) measurement of
congruence of attitudes is that it is difficult to ascertain whether
these similarities existed a priori to marriage or, as more likely the
case

due to an interaction effect where spousal attitudes moved

towards congruence through increasing levels of self-disclosure and
time spent together.

As cause and effect are difficult to assess, the

interpersonal element between spouses should be addressed.

Variance
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accounted for by attitude similarity in Hendrick's study was 15
percent.
A similar issue arises when examining self-esteem and its
relative contribution to marital satisfaction (as self-esteem is not
an isolated or constant trait).

Self-esteem, although it is signifi-

cantly related to marital satisfaction (£(50) = .37, £ < .01 on the
MAI), cannot be isolated as a unitary influence.

As Schafer and Keith

(1984) note, there is reason to believe that reflected self-esteem is
more important than one's self-rated self-esteem (reflected selfesteem is the rating of one's self-esteem "as if" your spouse were
rating your self-esteem).
It seems logical that an individual initially develops, and later
attempts to maintain, a distinct and separate identity to that of his
or her spouse.

Elements of one's self-esteem, attitudes, and opener/

discloser ability probably exist prior to marriage.

However, as

Sullivan (1953) noted, a definition of personality without its
interpersonal interaction is impossible.

Systems theory further

states that the contextual framework within which an individual exists
gives distinction and meaning to behavior.
Assuming marital satisfaction is a multidimensional, interpersonal, and reciprocal phenomenon (Snyder, 1979; Hendrick, 1981), any
description needs to address such dimensions.

The problem is that

II A II
statistical prediction follows a basically linear pattern, whereby "A

leads to "B" or "A" is correlated with "B."

It is difficult to

transform a linear concept, such as self-esteem, into a circular/
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recursive theory.

By definition, such a loop has no beginning or end.

At best one can infer an interaction wherein the sum of the components
is different than its constituent parts.

The gestalt of the marriage

in terms of satisfaction or distress is probably tempered by cyclical
patterns of real and perceived interaction.

Each spouse contributes

to each other's self-esteem, level of listening/disclosing, and
congruence of attitude.

Additionally, similarity and differences in

distressed and satisfied couples may prove to reflect "inferential
interaction."
This research acknowledges the inherent limitations of attempting
a multidimensional descriptive study of marital satisfaction.
are no exact beginnings or endings.

There

Rather, there is a contextual

relationship that exists in both contributing to and maintaining an
individual's self-esteem, self-disclosure/listener ability, and
similarity of love/sex attitudes.
Hendrick's (1981) study assessed global attitudes.

For purpose

of parsimony and increased descriptive specificity, only attitudes
regarding love and sex were assessed in the present study.

It was

assumed that such attitudes are not only central to a description of
marital satisfaction, but are a better representation of a full
spectrum of relationship values and beliefs than global attitudes.
Similarity and differences between husband-wife listener and
disclosure level, love/sex attitudes, and self-esteem level were the
key aspects of this study.

An attempt was made to illustrate, albeit

indirectly, the interactive nature inherent in the marital dyad.
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Within this inference of interaction a set of descriptive criteria was
put forth to account for differences between distressed, moderate, and
satisfied couples.
In distressed couples there is a probable discrepancy between
self-rated self-esteem and the individual's rating "as if" his or her
spouse were rating their self-esteem.

This discrepancy is viewed as

an indirect indicator of the interpersonal nature of spousal contribution to an individual's self-esteem and consequent effects on marital
satisfaction.
It is likely that in distressed couples there exists more
incongruent and/or lower levels of communicational effectiveness.
This incongruence and/or poor communication may be the result of a
reduced opportunity for self-disclosure to move freely between spouses
and in a reciprocal fashion.

It is this shifting that Jourard (1971b)

cites as a major contribution to intimacy and relationship satisfaction.

The interaction of the opener and discloser roles supports an

interplay whereby a circular pattern is maintained.

Increased self-

disclosure and listening ability between spouses is expected to form a
communication spiral or loop where the couple experiences increasing
levels of marital intimacy and satisfaction.
The proposed goals of this study were:
1.

To test the importance of interpersonal and reciprocal

elements in self-disclosure, self-esteem, and love/sex attitude
similarity within a marital relationship.
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2.

To test for distinctions between distressed and satisfied

couples in relation to self-disclosure, self-esteem, and love/sex
attitude similarity via husband-wife similarities and differences.
3.

To formulate and test a multidimensional model of marital

satisfaction by establishing descriptor variables and composite
variables.
The following specific hypotheses were therefore posited:
Hypothesis 1:

A significant positive correlation was expected

between the sum of the husband-wife differences on all Marital
Satisfaction Inventory (MSI) subscales with the couples' Global
Distress Scale (CDS) mean score.

(The CDS scale was excluded when

summing MSI subscales as it was already used as an independent
variable.

The Dissatisfaction With Children (DSC) and Conflict Over

Childrearing (CCR) scales were excluded as 28.2 percent of the couples
sampled did not have children.)
Hypothesis 2:

A significant absolute difference between husband

and wife self-esteem scores (DlH-DlW = DlDIF) was expected to be found
for couples across the three levels of marital satisfaction:
fied, moderate, and distressed.

satis-

Greater distress was expected to be

found with greater husband-wife absolute differences in self-esteem.
Hypothesis 3:

There was expected to be a significant absolute

difference between a husband's self-esteem (DlH) and his rating "as
if" his wife were rating his self-esteem (D2H), across three levels of
marital satisfaction.

It was expected that there would be a greater
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D1-D2 difference for husbands within the distressed couples group
compared to moderate and satisfied couples.
Hypothesis 4a:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between the husbands' Opener Scale (ClH) and the corresponding
couples' CDS mean score.

The lower the husbands' Opener Scale, the

greater the couples' marital distress.
Hypothesis 4b:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between wives' Opener Scale (CIW) and the corresponding couples' CDS
mean score.

The lower the wives' Opener Scale, the greater the

couples' marital distress.
Hypothesis 5a: A significant inverse correlation was expected
between the husbands' Discloser Index (C2H) and the corresponding
couples' CDS mean score.

The lower the husbands' Discloser Index, the

greater the couples' marital distress.
Hypothesis 5b:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between the wives' Discloser Index (C2W) and the corresponding
couples' CDS mean score.

The lower the wives' Discloser Index, the

greater the couples' marital distress.
Hypothesis 6:

Couples in which both spouses scored at or above

the 50th percentile on the Opener Scale (CI) and the Discloser Index
(C2) were expected to have significantly lower CDS mean scores when
compared by t-test to couples in which both husband and wife scored
below the 50th percentile on the Opener Scale (CI) and Discloser Index
(C2).

This hypothesis examined only two possible interactions of

husband and wife scores on CI and C2 representing the extreme poles in
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marital communication.

It was also expected that there would be a

significant inverse correlation between the number of CI and C2 scores
(within a couple with a maximum total of four) and the couples' CDS
mean score.

It was expected that couples with a lower number of CI

and C2 scores above the 50th percentile would have lower marital
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 7:

Love (ElDIF) and sex (E2DIF) attitude similarity

was expected to significantly differ across the three couple groups
(satisfied, moderate, and distressed).

Similarity was defined by

computing a mean absolute difference score among each couples'
responses on the Love and Sex Attitude Scales.

Greater attitude

differences were expected in distressed couples.
Hypothesis 8:

A significant inverse correlation was predicted

between a couples' global communication score (GCOM) and the same
couples' love (ElDIF) and sex (E2DIF) attitude difference scores.
GCOM was derived by summing all four communication scale scores:
husband opener (ClH), husband discloser (C2H), wife opener (CIW), and
wife discloser (C2W).

The mean was then computed for each couple.

The mean of the four scores (GCOM) was then correlated with each
couple's ElDIF and E2DIF score.
It is important to note that other factors have been reported as
having an overall effect on marital satisfaction.

Hicks and Piatt

(1970) noted that children tend to detract from marital quality.

This

was supported by Russell (1974) and Rollins and Galligan (1978).

Any

attempt to predict marital satisfaction must first count the number of
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children and test for overall correlation with marital satisfaction.
If it proves to be strongly related, then the number of children could
be statistically controlled for its effect on marital satisfaction.
In addition, it has been reported that there is a linear
relationship between the length of the marriage and overall satisfaction, with a longer length being correlated with decreased satisfaction (Noller, 1980).

This could also be assessed if it were found to

be significantly related to marital satisfaction.
A final note should be made with respect to limitations and
potential pitfalls in attempting to assess recursive or interactive
factors in marital satisfaction.

By nature of systemic logic there is

no clear beginning or end as found in typical linear patterns.

There

are only contributory elements and contextual patterns wherein
behaviors and consequences reside.

It is difficult (if not impossi-

ble) to measure the interactive contributions of self-disclosure,
self-esteem, and love/sex attitude similarity in relation to marital
satisfaction.

The present study does not claim to capture this

complex phenomena.

Rather, it is hoped that the study begins to

illustrate how marital satisfaction (as defined by differences between
satisfied, moderate, and distressed couples) is correlationally
related to the interpersonal elements within a marital relationship.
The present study should be viewed as an initial attempt to analyze
the complexity of marital interaction.
In the present study, it is recognized that there are limitations
of correlational research and that causation cannot be assumed from
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correlational data.

However, it was hoped that by comparing dis-

tressed, moderate, and satisfied couples' responses, important
differences would be found.

It was believed that self-disclosure,

self-esteem, and love/sex attitude similarity serve a functional role
within a marriage (Hendrick, 1981).

The present study attempted to

address only some of the interpersonal elements of how husband-wife
similarities and differences may contribute to the development and
maintenance of marital satisfaction.

Further, the comparison between

distressed, moderate, and satisfied couples will hopefully foster a
better understanding of how satisfied couples differ from distressed
couples with regard to the elements contributing to marital
satisfaction.

CHAPTER II
METHODS

Subjects
There were three subgroups of subjects derived by dividing
couples into three levels of marital satisfaction.

Couples were

recruited from both clinical settings and non-clinical volunteer
sources.
Sources of distressed couples were a local pastoral marriage/
family counseling center, a university counseling center, a spouseabuse group, a marriage and family development center, private
practitioners, a university psychology training clinic, and a VA
hospital.

The satisfied couples were recruited from local churches,

civic and service organizations, the general public, and the university community.

Couples who participated in the study were offered a

free two-hour marital enrichment seminar which was advertised in local
media.

Additional couples were recruited through local contacts and

did not receive the enrichment seminar.

Couples obtained from the

clinical settings also did not receive the enrichment seminar so as
not to conflict with current treatment.
The age range for husbands was 21 to 60 with a mean age of 33.
Age range for wives was 19 to 55 with a mean age of 30.3. Approximately 92.3 percent of couples were white (with one couple mixed black
and white), 4.2 percent were Hispanic, 2.12 percent listed no race,
and 2.12 percent listed "other."

The sample clearly reflects a
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Caucasian majority.

Religion noted by husbands was 63 percent

Protestant, 28.2 percent Catholic, 4.3 percent other, and 4.3 percent
listed no religion.

Religion noted by wives was 73.8 percent

Protestant, 15.1 percent Catholic, 6.5 percent other, and 4.3 percent
listed no religion.

There were 12 marriages where husbands and wives

had mixed marriages with regard to religion.
as follows:

Couple income data was

4.3 percent earned $10,000 or less, 23.9 percent earned

between $10-20,000, 34.7 percent earned between $20-35,000, 23.8
percent earned between $35-50,000, and 19.5 percent earned $50,000 or
greater.

There were 12 couples who did not report the same family

income, in which case an average was taken (see Table 1 for demographics breakdown).

The number of years married ranged from 2 months

to 37 years with a mean of 9.09 years.

In approximately 17 percent of

the couples sampled, one or both spouses were previously married.

The

number of children ranged from 0 to 3 with a mean of 1.06 (see Table 2
for means and standard deviations for years married and number of
children across three levels of marital satisfaction).
There were several criteria couples needed to satisfy in order to
participate in the study:

(a) couples must have been legally married

and living together, (b) both spouses must have fully agreed to
participate in the study, and (c) couples must have released data
collected without direct knowledge of the results.

Data packets were

coded by number and letter for analysis identification purposes.
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TABLE 1.

DEMOGRAPHICS FOR SAMPLE DATA OF N = 47 COUPLES.

Husbands

Age (in years):

Range

Mean

Range

Mean

21-60

33

19-55

30.3

Religion:
Protestant
63.0%
Catholic
28.2%
Other
4.3%
No Religion
4.3%
(Jewish category not included on questionnaire)
Education:
Grade School
Junior High
High School
2-Year College
4-Year College
Grad/Professional School
Income:
$10,000 or less
$10-20,000
$20-35,000
$35-50,000
$50,000 or more
Race:
White, non-Hispanic
(includes one mixed marriage)
Hispanic
Black
Oriental
Other
Blank

Note:

Wives

2.17%
26.04%
10.85%
26.04%
36.89%

4.3%
23.9%
34.7%
23.8%
19.5%

92.3%
4.2%
0%
0%
2.17%
2.17%

Income figures are total joint family income.

73.8%
15.1%
6.3%
4.3%

0%
2.17%
30.30%
21.70%
23.87%
23.87%
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TABLE 2. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR NUMBER OF YEARS MARRIED
(YMAR) AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN (NCHL) ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF
MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

YMAR Mean

SD

0 - satisfied

21

9.01

8.48

.80

.81

1 - moderate

11

11.00

7.81

1.27

.64

2 - distressed

14

7.69

7.13

1.28

1.06

NCHL Mean

SD

Total Sample:

Note:

YMAR Mean

SD

Range

NCHL Mean

SD

Range

9.09

7.85

2-37

1.06

.87

1-3

Sample included 12 couples with at least one spouse previously
married at least one time.
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Instruments
Demographics Questionnaire
The first instrument given was a demographics questionnaire
compiled by this author.

The questionnaire included age of each

spouse, number of previous marriages for each spouse, current joint
income level, education level for each spouse, race, religion(s),
number of children in current marriage, and length of current marriage
(see Appendix A ) .

Other demographics were recorded as well.

The purpose of gathering the demographic data was three-fold:
(a) to provide screening information to increase the chances of
obtaining a heterogeneous mix, (b) to control extraneous sources of
variance when the variable was associated with the dependent measure
of marital satisfaction (e.g., number of years married and number of
children), and most importantly (c) to provide data for future
analysis.

Marital Satisfaction Inventory
The second instrument used was the Marital Satisfaction Inventory
(MSI) (Snyder, 1981).

The inventory was chosen because of several

features which render it unique and appropriate for the present study.
Snyder developed the MSI as an attempt to provide a reliable and valid
multidimensional self-report measure of marital interaction to be used
in clinical and research settings.

He began by constructing sets of

items that represented various aspects of married life.

The final

draft resulted in 280 true-false items divided into 11 subscales.
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The Conventionalization (CNV) subscale assesses an individual's
propensity to distort the appraisal of his or her marriage in the
direction of social desirability.

The scale contains items that

reflect minor, commonly-occurring difficulties.

Elevations on this

scale indicate an unrealistic and idealistic description of the
marriage.

The scale functions as a lie-scale in that it illustrates

response-set bias which attests to the couple's overall response
accuracy as well as social desirability bias.
The Global Distress Scale (CDS) contains items measuring an
individual's overall dissatisfaction with the marriage.

The item

content reflects global marital discontent, chronic disharmony, desire
for marital therapy, and thoughts about separation/divorce.
responses align along two dimensions:

GDS

(a) general unhappiness with

the marriage, and (b) uncertain commitment to the current
relationship.
The Affective Communication Scale (AFC) looks at an individual's
dissatisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding
demonstrated by his or her spouse.

The scale focuses on the process

of verbal and non-verbal communication as opposed to content.

The

scale, therefore, measures expressional behavior as opposed to
intrapsychic emotional states.

The scale is the best single index of

the affective tone in the relationship.
measured:

Three dimensions are

(a) complaints regarding inadequate affection and caring

from the spouse, (b) lack of empathy and understanding from the
spouse, and (c) failure of the spouse to self-disclose.

35
The Problem Solving Communication Scale (PSC) comprises items
assessing a couple's general ineffectiveness in resolving disputes and
pragmatic difficulties.

It measures overt disharmony resulting from

behaviorally determined situations.

Four dimensions are assessed:

(a) minor disagreements become major arguments, (b) differences remain
unresolved or are not discussed, (c) the spouse is overly sensitive to
criticism, and (d) the spouse is overly critical or punitive.
The Time Together Scale (TTO) reflects a lack of common interests
and dissatisfaction with the quantity and quality of leisure time
spent together.

This may be seen as analogous to an imbalance between

affective and instrumental time together, thereby creating dissatisfaction.

Items fall into four dimensions:

(a) insufficient time

together, (b) lack of common interests, (c) desire for the spouse to
participate more in the respondent's own interests, and (d) feelings
that the spouse does not enjoy time together.
The Disagreement About Finances Scale (FIN) measures marital
discord regarding management of family finances.
assessed:

Four dimensions are

(a) poor management of finances by the spouse, (b)

financial insecurity as a major source of marital distress, (c)
inability to discuss finances calmly, and (d) view of the spouse as
extravagant.
The Sexual Dissatisfaction Scale (SEX) is concerned with dissatisfaction with the frequency and quality of intercourse and other
sexual activity.

This scale is very heterogeneous as it encompasses

items from other scales.

Item content falls into five categories:
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(a) general satisfaction with sexual relationship, (b) the spouse's
lack of interest in sex, (c) one's own lack of enjoyment from
intercourse, (d) unresolved sexual differences, and (e) interest and
involvement in extramarital affairs.
The Role Orientation Scale (ROR) reflects the adoption of
traditional versus nontraditional marital and parental sex roles.
Four dimensions are assessed:

(a) rejection of traditional marital

roles, (b) rejection of the homemaker role for women, (c) belief in
shared home responsibilities, and (d) advocacy of career opportunities
for women.
The Family History of Distress Scale (FAM) is comprised of items
reflecting an unhappy childhood and disharmony in the marriages of the
respondent's parents and extended family.

Item content includes:

(a)

the parents' marriage dominated by discord, (b) reports of an unhappy
childhood, (c) eagerness to leave home prior to marriage, (d) lack of
closeness among family members, and (e) marital disruption among
extended family.
The Dissatisfaction With Children Scale (DSC) assesses parental
dissatisfaction or disappointment with children.

This scale assesses

parent-child relationships rather than relationships between spouses.
Four dimensions are assessed:

(a) descriptions of children as

inconsiderate or disrespectful, (b) lack of common interests or
activities with children, (c) disappointment with children, and (d)
dissatisfaction with the demands of child rearing.
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The Conflict Over Childrearing Scale (CCR) is concerned with the
extent of conflict between spouses regarding child rearing practices.
Item content is grouped into four categories:

(a) child rearing

conflicts as a major source of marital discord, (b) disagreement about
discipline, (c) unfair sharing of child rearing responsibilities, and
(d) the spouse's disinterest in children.
The MSI was standardized using two independent samples of married
individuals from the general population.

An extensive validation

study completed at the Lafayette Clinic (Detroit) established separate
clinical correlations and interpretive guidelines for each of the MSI
scales.

The standardization sample (100 couples and 220 individual

husbands and wives) represented a wide range of demographic variables.
The MSI combines, in a multidimensional fashion, several areas of
marital satisfaction and marital therapy literature.

Snyder (1981)

focuses on the key areas that are known to contribute to marital
success and dissatisfaction.

A weakness of his approach is that the

instrument is attitude-oriented and hence neglects the areas of selfesteem and disclosure congruence upon which this study focused.

Some

assessment was made of self-disclosure, but it is included within the
AFC Scale.

The MSI was designed for couples married at least six

months and should be filled out by both individuals, but independently
answered.
The MSI was constructed using a face-valid rational approach
whereby items were chosen that reflected various dimensions of marital
satisfaction.

A total of 440 true-false items were collected and
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divided into 11 non-overlapping scales, each counterbalanced for
scoring in the true and false directions.
reduced its length to 280 items.

Revisions of the MSI

Even after the revision, 90 percent

of each scale's predictive variance was retained.

Internal consis-

tency analysis produced alpha coefficients of .88. The MSI correlated
very highly with the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test (MAT)
(Locke & Wallace, 1959).

Global distress on the MSI correlated .90

and .80 with CNV partialed out with the MAT.

The other MSI scales of

AFC, PSC, and TTO correlated .77, .78, and .73, respectively, and the
remaining scales, FIN, SEX, ROR, FAM, DSC, and CCR correlated .42,
.53, .10, .25, .33, and .52, respectively.

The lower correlation on

the latter scales indicates what seems to be discrete factors
reflecting a less robust relationship than those scales that more
directly relate to marital satisfaction.
The norms were constructed as separate for husbands and wives as
initial analysis had shown significant mean differences between sexes.
However, no significant differences were found between the individual
and the couple normative populations.
The MSI's ability to discriminate between distressed and control
(non-distressed) subjects was found to be significant on every scale.
Therapy couples consistently received higher T-score evaluations than
did non-distressed controls (Snyder, Willis, & Keiser, 1981).
The validity of the MSI is reflected by a rotated factor
structure that illustrates four distinct and dimensional factors
(with the exception of factors three and four overlapping on the
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Dissatisfaction With Children Scale).

The overlap most probably

reflects overall family discord and has variance associated with it
from childrearing difficulties.
The first factor is clearly an affective/satisfaction factor
encompassing CNV, GDS, AFC, PSC, TTO, FIN, and SEX.

This factor

describes an overall degree of satisfaction and adjustment within
several key areas that strongly contribute to marital satisfaction.
Factor two involves dissatisfaction with children and conflict in
rearing techniques.

The third factor reflects a history of familial

distress which also loads on to Dissatisfaction With Children.

One's

experience as a child may color one's subsequent perception of
children.

Unhappy children grow to be unhappy parents and may promote

a similar unhappiness for their own children.

The fourth and final

factor involves Role Orientation, i.e., whether the couple identifies
with traditional or non-traditional roles.

This scale is also

negatively related to the Conventionalization Scale (CNV), as the more
non-traditional in role orientation a couple is, the lower the
Conventionalization Scale will be.

Social desirability often reflects

culturally stereotyped roles within a marriage and is there a relative
factor.
Internal consistency across scales using Cronbach's alpha ranges
from .80 for DSC to .97 for GDS scales.

Test-retest reliability was

assessed on two separate occasions averaging six weeks between
testing.

There exists a high degree of temporal stability ranging
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from .84 for AFC to .94 for FAM, with a mean test-retest correlation
of .89.

(See Appendix B for a copy of the MSI.)

Opener Scale and Discloser Index
The third instrument to be utilized was the Opener Scale and
Discloser Index developed by Miller, Berg, and Archer (1983).

Miller

et al. developed their scales as an answer to the need for a valid and
reliable measure of self-disclosure.

Miller et al. criticizes the

Jourard (1964) and Chelune (1976) disclosure scales as having serious
problems with predictive validity.

In its various forms in some

studies, the classic Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (JSDQ) has
been shown to be highly related to self-disclosure (Jourard & Resnick,
1970; Pederson & Breglio, 1968; Taylor, 1968).

However, other studies

report that the JSDQ was not related to the construct of selfdisclosure (Burhenne & Mirels, 1970; Ehrich & Graeven, 1971;
Vondracek, 1969a, 1969b).

One study even reported a negative

relationship (Doster & Strickland, 1971).
Chelune's (1976) Self-Disclosure Situations Survey fares a little
better.

It is positively related to self-disclosure in an interview

situation for men, but negatively related in the same situation for
women.

Miller et al. argue that the above inconsistencies are due to

a failure to include relevant situational variables, e.g., the type of
person with whom the disloser interacts.
Hendrick (1981).

This was supported by

Miller et al. go on to argue that self-disclosure is

not the product of an individual, but rather of an interaction
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influenced by both members of the dyad (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Archer,
1979; Chaikin & Derlega, 1974).

In addition, Schafer and Keith (1984)

discuss a similar reflection/interaction effect with regard to the
concept of self-esteem and its relationship to marital quality.
In order to investigate the hypothesis of the interactive effects
of a person's ability to "open up" or elicit disclosure from another
person, separate "opener" and "discloser" scales were constructed.
The Opener Scale consists of 10 items, each measured by a 5-point
Likert Scale ranging from 4 (strongly agree) to 0 (strongly disagree).
Item content falls into three areas:

(a) perceived reactions of

others (e.g., "People feel relaxed around me."); (b) interest in
listening to others (e.g., "I enjoy listening to people."); and (c)
interpersonal skill (e.g., "I can keep people talking about themselves.").

In initial studies, the scale was administered to 487

female and 253 male undergraduate students.

Factor analyses using

varimax rotation were done separately for each sex.
all 10 items were unifactoral for each sex.

Results indicate

Using the same 740-person

sample, the internal consistency of the scale (Cronbach's alpha) was
computed.

The values were the same for men and women (.79).

The

test-retest reliability after a 6-week period based on a subsample of
65 men and women was .69.

The Opener Scale appears to be an

essentially unifactoral and reliable instrument.
In the Miller et al. (1983) study, the mean score for women was
significantly higher than for men, £ (739) = 7.2, £ < .001.

This
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finding supported the current sociocultural stereotypes that women are
better listeners than men.
The Self-Disclosure Index was based on previous research which
indicated that the gender of the target would affect the intimacy of
the speaker's disclosures (Brooks, 1974; Hyink, 1975; Inman, 1977).
The familiarity of the target (friend or stranger) also affects the
intimacy level (Jourard, 1961a, 1961b; Richers-Ovsiankina, 1956).

An

instrument was needed that could assess disclosure between same-sex
strangers and same-sex friends.

Previous scales such as the JSDQ were

40 or more items, so a shorter (10 item) scale was constructed.

The

stem of the sentence was modified to refer to a stranger or a friend.
This provided a short target-specific measure of an individual's
tendency to disclose.
Both targets were assessed via administration of the scales to
the same sample of 487 people as used in the Opener Scale.

The extent

of tendency to disclose was rated on a scale that ranged from 0
(discuss not at all) to 4 (discuss fully and completely).

The

internal consistency of each of the indexes was computed for both
same-sex stranger (Cronbach's alpha = .93 for men, .93 for women) and
the same-sex friend version (Cronbach's alpha = .87 for men, .86 for
women).

No gender differences were found.

However, for women and the

same-sex friend target, there was a significant difference.
disclosed more than men, _t (738) = 8.54, £ < .001.

Women

In addition, two

forms of the JSDQ and the Opener/Discloser Scales were administered to
72 men and 84 women.

The JSDQ for willingness to disclose to a
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stranger was highly correlated with the Miller et al. measure—
especially for women (.49 for men, .65 for women).

The correlations

between the Opener Scale and the Self-Disclosure Index indicated that
there was a modest tendency for high openers to disclose to same-sex
strangers (£ = .06 for women, £ = .20 for men) and to same-sex friends
(£ = .19 for women, £ = .27 for men).

In addition, social desirabil-

ity was ruled out as a contributing factor to results on the Opener
Scale and Discloser Index.

The Marlowe-Crowne scale (Crowne &

Marlowe, 1960) was administered to a new sample of 130 men and women
along with the Opener Scale and Discloser Index.

The low correlation

obtained between all the above scales indicates that the Opener Scale
and Discloser Index are measuring more than a social desirability
response set.
In a second study, an analysis of the interaction between the
Opener and Discloser Scales was examined.

A two-by-two analysis of

variance demonstrated that the Opener by Discloser interaction was
significant (F(l,51) = 4.6, £ < .05) with communication efficiency as
the dependent measure.
In a third study, it was found that high openers are disclosed to
by their peers much more than are low openers (F^(l,43) = 4.50, £
< .05. As would be predicted, high disclosers report more disclosure
to their housemate than low disclosers, £(1,43) = 4.50, £ < .05.
There were several results in the Miller et al. study that
rendered their scales particularly suitable to the needs of this
study.

It was seen that high openers tended to be the target of
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disclosure in more long-term relationships.

In such relationships,

high openers (those willing and open to listen) were liked better than
low openers.

This supports the contention that marital satisfaction

(as a long-term intimate relationship) would increase if both partners
would exchange roles of high opener and high discloser.
In the present study, the Opener Scale and Discloser Index were
modified from the Miller et al. original scale.

The core of each

sentence was altered such that the reference was made to a spouse (see
Appendix CI and C2) . A similar modification was also done by Miller
et al. when they originally adapted the JSDQ (Jourard, 1964).

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
The fourth instrument to be utilized in the present study was the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1967).

This instrument

consists of five positive and five negative self-referent items, each
rated on a 4-point scale ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly
disagree."

Total scores can range from 10 to 40, with higher scores

reflecting greater levels of self-esteem.
Rosenberg (1967) utilized Guttman's (1950) scaling to construct
the Self-Esteem Scale (RSE).

Ideally, a Guttman scale is comprised of

items drawn from the same "universe of content."

More specifically,

from the domain of one hypothetically unified construct.

The unified

construct that Rosenberg sought to measure was what he called global
self-regard.

In the idealized Guttman scale, successive items would

represent differing degrees of strength of "self-esteem."

The
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increasing degrees are defined in terms of increasing proportions of
subjects who endorse each successive item.

In an idealized scale, if

items are arranged in rank order of percentage of subjects who endorse
them, one can know from any subject's rank position among subjects
which particular items he endorsed, because he will have endorsed no
item ranking higher than that one (Wylie, 1974).
In reality, such idealized outcomes do not occur, just as one
cannot hope to reproduce a population parameter from sample data.
However, subjects who do not respond in the ideal manner can be
assigned the rank position of the most similar "ideal scale type." An
error is a response by a subject to an item in a manner incongruent
with the scale type to which he has been assigned.
for the entire scale is obtained:

An index of error

coefficient of reproducibility

equals 1 minus total number of errors divided by the number of items
times the number of subjects.
,, ., .
1
total // errors
Coefficient of Reproducibility = 1 - /; items x // subjects
A coefficient of reproducibility (Rep.) of .90 or more was taken
as an arbitrary minimum for a satisfactorily reliable, unidimensional
scale.

Following Suchman's (1950) argument that only a judgment of

content can determine what belongs to a "universe" and, hence, what
should yield a unidimensional scale, Rosenberg explicitly chose items
which appeared to have face construct validity.

This gives the scale

an additional basis for a claim of unidimensionality.
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An internal factor analysis was performed (Kaplan & Pokorny,
1969) on a matrix of intercorrelations of all 10 original Rosenberg
items.

Two uncorrelated factors accounted for 45 percent of the total

variance.

Factor 1 seemed to reflect total self-esteem.

Factor 2

reflected "a posture of conventional defense of individual worth, a
stance which (in view of the statistical independence of the two
factors) is apparently compatible with either high or low scores on
the self-derogation factor" (Kaplan & Pokorny, 1969, p. 425). This
sounds like a social desirability factor.
The RSE's reliability can be assessed in two ways.

Rosenberg

(1965) reports of a Rep. of .92 from 5,024 high school juniors and
seniors from 10 randomly selected public high schools in New York
state (Robinson & Shaver, 1969).

Silber and Tippett (1965) obtained a

two-week test-retest reliability coefficient of .85 for 28 college
subjects.

In addition, 50 young adult volunteers employed by NIMH

filled out the RSE and were independently rated by ward nurses using
Leary Scales (Leary, 1957).

A significant correlation was noted

between subject impressions of depression (as judged by the nurses)
and self-esteem scores on the RSE.

Social desirability factors were

not statistically controlled, but subjects were assured anonymity,
thereby reducing any motivation to endorse items in a socially
desirable direction.
Silber and Tippett (1965) correlated RSE scores against three
other measures of self-esteem:

the Kelly Repertory Test, £ = .67; the

Health Self-image Questionnaire, £ = .83; and the Interviewer's
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ratings of self-esteem, £ = .56. All results indicate good convergent
and discriminant validity, thus supporting the RSE as a valid measure
of global self-esteem.
The RSE was used in a modified fashion in this study.

Each

spouse was given the 10-item scale and was asked to repeat the scale
again with different instructions.

The second administration (with

order of presentation randomized) involved asking individuals to fill
out the RSE "as if" their spouse were rating their self-esteem.

This

second administration was an attempt to tap into a reflected or
perceived self-esteem factor.

It was expected that congruence between

the self-rated and the rating "as if" their spouse were rating their
self-esteem would predict increased marital satisfaction.

There was

reason to believe that the concept of a "looking-glass self" had
validity.

Israel (1956) found that:

(a) the perception of others'

opinions is closely related to formation and change of self-evaluation, (b) the effect of others' perceived opinions in changing the
self-conception is directly related to attractiveness of the group or
person, and (c) the effect of others in changing one's self-concept is
inversely related to the accuracy of perception or to the certainty of
the original self-evaluation.

The above statements lend themselves to

an interpersonal and reciprocal conception of self-esteem, which is
strongly applicable to the marital situation.

Not only is self-esteem

an interpersonal phenomenon, but recent studies (Schafer & Keith,
1984) directly relate marital quality, self-esteem, and reflected
ratings of self-esteem to form a recursive loop.

It was an intent of
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this study that how couples rate how they are viewed would infer a
relationship between marital satisfaction and interactions between
husband-wife self-esteem and perceptions.

Hendrick and Hendrick Love/Sex
Attitude Scales
The fifth, and final, instrument utilized was the Love and Sex
Attitude Scale.

Hendrick and Hendrick (1984) developed the Love Scale

based on Lasswell and Lasswell's (1976) research that originally
produced a 50-item scale measuring Love Attitudes.

An additional four

items were added, providing a total of 54 items which comprise the
current Love Scale.

The Sex Attitude Scale will be discussed later.

The items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from A
(strongly agree) to E (strongly disagree).

The 54-item scale was

administered to introductory psychology and sociology students at the
University of Miami (Miami, Florida).
males and 439 females.

Final samples consisted of 374

The average age of the sample was 19.2 years,

and the sample reflected an ethnically heterogeneous student
population.
The 54 items in the Love Attitudes Scale were analyzed using
three different approaches.

A principal components factor analysis

with varimax rotation resulted in nine factors for each gender.

Only

three items did not load onto a factor for males, and only two items
did not load onto a factor for females.
Cluster analysis was used to further explore the factor structure
with gender combined as done by Hatkoff and Lasswell (1979).

Gender
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differences were noted on 29 out of the 54 love attitude items.

When

items were grouped by sex differences, it seemed that females were
more storgic (friendly) and pragmatic (practical) in their conceptions
of love than males.

There was also a tendency for females to report

more physical-like symptoms—a more manic, possessive, and dependent
love style.

Males tended to be more ludic (game playing) and erotic

(sensual) than females, although these tendencies were not as robust
as the females' pragmatic/storgic descriptors.
The Love Attitudes Scale was revised by adding and deleting items
to achieve a length of conformity for the six major subscales:
Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and Agape (Lee, 1973, 1976).

Eros,

The

original 54-item scale was reduced to 42 items. A second study was
conducted with 341 females and 466 males at the University of Miami.
The 42 items were again subjected to a principal components factor
analysis which resulted in six factors.

These six factors corre-

sponded to Lee's six love styles.

The percentage of variance

accounted for by each factor was:

Eros (6.2), Ludus (6.8), Storge

(4.3), Pragma (9.3), Mania (4.8), and Agape (12.9).

A total of 44.3

percent of the total variance was accounted for across the six love
styles.
A brief description of Lee's (1973, 1976) love typology follows:
Eros is described as passionate love with characteristics of openness,
honesty, and sincerity in the relationship.

There is a strong

physical/sexual component in erotic love; Ludus is a game-playing
love.

Ludic lovers avoid emotional commitment, intense emotions, and
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frequent contacts with one partner.

The ludic lover considers sex

good fun for mutual and casual enjoyment.

Storge, or friendship love,

is a natural love that develops as a gradual extension of friendship.
There are shared activities and interests as opposed to passionate
encounters.

Sex is accepted gradually.

Pragma (compound of Storge

and Ludus) lovers shop for a suitable mate and lover.

Pragmatic

lovers use similarity of interests and background to logically choose
a partner.

Sexual relations are important, but they can also be

worked out logically.

Mania (compound of Eros and Ludus) lovers

express the traditional conception of romantic love, with an emphasis
on possessiveness and dependence.

Insecurity, excitement, and

emotionality are descriptors of a manic lover. Agape (compound of
Eros and Storge) was the rarest of Lee's love styles.

The agapic

lover looks for emotional closeness and relates to his or her lover
cognitively and spiritually rather than physically.

The agapic lover

may experience conflict regarding the place of sex in the love
relationship.
A standard SPSS reliability analysis was performed.

In addition,

test-retest correlations were developed from 112 subjects.

Alpha

coefficients for each of the subscales were above .70, except Storge,
which was .62.
In addition to the 42 items, Hendrick and Hendrick (1984)
included a 17-item "Background Inventory" to assess possible background differences and relationships.

(Examples of both the Love and
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Sex Scale and revised Background Inventory are found in Appendix El,
E2, and A, respectively.)
Additional validity and reliability studies were performed in a
different geographic and cultural environment (Lubbock, Texas) and the
Miami results were replicated (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986).
The Sex Attitudes Scale was constructed by Hendrick and Hendrick
with the goal of producing several clear factors involving sexual
attitudes.

The initial scale had 102 items.

The scale was adminis-

tered to 813 students at the University of Miami in 1982 as part of
the original research on love attitudes. A principal components
factor analysis extracted nine factors; only eight were robust enough
to consider.

Of the 102 items, 74 loaded on one and only one factor.

The factors were as follows:

sexual permissiveness, sexual responsi-

bility, sexual communion, sexual instrumentality, sexual conventionality, sexual avoidance, sexual control, and sexual power.
Sex attitudes demonstrated gender differences as well.
scored in a more permissive direction on the first factor.

Males
Females

endorsed more items reflecting sexual communion, and males, more items
reflecting sexual conventionality.

These results seem to be congruent

with socio-sexual stereotypes in our society.
The Sex Attitudes Scale was revised to include the 58 items that
composed the five strongest subscales, including sexual permissiveness, sexual responsibility, sexual communion, sexual instrumentality,
and sexual conventionality.

The revised scale was administered to

807 students at the University of Miami in 1983 and 1984. The
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best-fitting principal components solution yielded four factors:
Permissiveness (22.5 percent variance), sexual practices (9.8 percent
variance), communion (5.9 percent variance), and instrumentality (3.3
percent variance) for a total of 41.5 percent of the potential
variance.
Reliability analyses indicated the sex scale to be reasonably
reliable.

Alpha coefficients ranged from .71 for sexual practices

to .94 for permissiveness.

Test-retest reliability ranged from .66

for instrumentality to .88 for permissiveness and were reasonably
independent from each other.

Some minor revisions produced the final

46-item scale.
For the purposes of the present study, the Hendrick and Hendrick
(1984) Love and Sex Attitude Scales were treated as scales measuring
global attitudes about love and sex.

The present study was concerned

only in congruence of husband-wife attitudes as predictor variables
for marital satisfaction.

No attempt was made to designate into which

love and sex types couples fell.

In addition, Hendrick and Hendrick

did not originally administer their scales to married couples
(although a marital form has been recently developed).

The present

study attempted to address how distressed, moderate, and satisfied
couples differ with regard to love and sex attitude similarity.

Love

and sex attitudes were chosen because it was felt they reflected the
most relevant relationship measures for attitudinal comparison in
couples.

It was believed that these attitudes may play a significant
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part in contributing to mate suitability and subsequent marital
satisfaction.
Procedures
A total of 47 couples were asked to respond to a set of items
pertaining to marriage.

Subject-couples' participation was rewarded

by offering a free, 2-hour marital enrichment seminar held at the
Texas Tech University Pschology Department in Lubbock, Texas on two
separate occasions.

Approximately 35 percent of the data were

obtained in that manner.

Couples were informed of the marital

enrichment seminar and research questionnaires through various
advertisements, including three television broadcast interviews, as
well as flyers and newspaper ads placed throughout the Lubbock
community.
seminar.

Couples filled out all forms prior to participating in the

Administrations averaged 1.5 hours on both occasions.

discussion between spouses was permitted.

No

Subjects were informed that

the research involved marriage questions and were told they would not
receive specific results regarding their marriage.
It was necessary to obtain additional data to complete the
research.

Additional couples were recruited through the Texas Tech

University Psychology Clinic marital therapy caseload.

Couples

received a 25 percent discount for a session for participation in the
research.

To obtain additional needed subjects, couples were also

recruited by requests for volunteers.

No remuneration was given for

approximately 65 percent of the 47 completed forms.

Other sources for

recruited subjects included various local agencies in Lubbock, Texas,
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as well as volunteers from Richmond, Virginia, who comprised approximately 20 percent of the data (see Subject's section).

Although the

method of obtaining couples required for the study varied, instructions and administration of the instruments remained constant.
couples received a packet containing eight items:

All

(a) a consent for

research participation, (b) general instructions sheet, (c) Marital
Satisfaction Inventory (MSI), (d) Opener Scale and Discloser Index,
(e) Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE), (f) Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
where each spouse rated themselves "as if" their spouse were rating
their self-esteem, (g) Love/Sex Attitude Scales, and (h) a demographic
questionnaire.

The order of presentation of the instruments within

each packet was counter-balanced to control for order and fatigue
effects.

The consent form and general instructions were always first

in the packet.

Husbands and wives were instructed to fill out the

forms separately.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Overview of the Data
Three groups of couples were developed and used as independent
variables.

In the initial stages of development of this research, it

was expected that couples could be divided into two groups:
and distressed.

satisfied

Upon examination of the data, it was found that

couples could not be clearly divided into two distinct groups.

Snyder

(1981) describes his Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI) Global
Distress Scale (GDS) as divided into three levels on a satisfaction
continuum:

satisfied with T-scores below 50, moderate with T-scores

between 50 and 65, and distressed with T-scores above 65.

In the

present study, the GDS scale was used as a singular scale to assess
and assign couples to one of the three groups.

The majority of

hypotheses were generated to examine discrete and continuous differences among the three groups of couples.

The other MSI subscales were

utilized only in Hypothesis 1.
Sample data (see Table 3) obtained in the present study were
divided into the three categories reflecting Snyder's (1981) GDS
breakdown.

To test Snyder's (1981) cutoff scores, standardized

distributions of the sample data were computed.

Results revealed

three distinct groupings with means almost identical to Snyder's
sample.

It was therefore believed that the present study's sample

accurately reflected Snyder's normative sample data.
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TABLE 3.

GROUPS BASED ON HUSBAND AND WIFE GDS MEAN SCORE.

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

2.53

1 - moderate

11

57.68

3.93

2 - distressed

14

71.85

3.53

Note:

GDS Mean

SD

GDS = Global Distress Scale from Marital Satisfaction Inventory
(MSI) .
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The present study's derived group mean cutoff scores on the
Global Distress Scale (GDS) are as follows:

satisfied = •< 47,

moderate = > 47 but _< 61.5, distressed = > 61.5.

(See Figure 1 for

relative comparison of Snyder's and present study's group cutoff
scores.)

Because the cutoff scores were very close, it was decided to

use Snyder's group cutoff scores to breakdown couples into satisfied,
moderate, and distressed couples' groups.

In order to develop the

three independent groups of couples, it was necessary to define one
score with which to differentiate the levels on the satisfaction
continuum.

Initially, it was assumed that both a husband and wife's

GDS scores would fall in a similar range.
supported (see Table 4) .

This was not found to be

It is interesting to note that the lowest

mean discrepancy in husband-wife GDS scores was among the satisfied
couples (2.90) with the greatest discrepancy of 11.72 among the
moderately distressed couples.
wife discrepancy of 5.85.

Distressed couples had a mean husband-

The above result was unexpected and will be

discussed further in a later portion of the text.

(See Table 4 for

means and standard deviations.)
Within the moderate group, there was no difference in frequency
of husbands or wives being the "more distressed" in the couple.
Husbands were more distressed in six couples; wives were more
distressed in five of the 11 couples in the moderate group.

No

pattern was discernable from this small sub-sample.
Due to the unexpected variability in husband-wife differences,
there were several choices as to which score to utilize in dividing
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GDS T-Scores
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Legend:
Snyder's

47

40

"^^//y^

Present Study

35
30
Satisfied

Distressed

Moderate
Grouped GDS Satisfaction Level

Note

Range for sample husbands' GDS scores*:
moderate, 49-68; distressed, 64-84.

satisfied, 41-53;

Range for sample wives' GDS scores*: satisfied, 40-51;
moderate, 44-73; distressed, 59-78.
* Scores reported go outside the cutoff range as GDS mean
cutoffs were used.
FIGURE 1. COMPARISON OF GROUPED MEAN CUTOFF SCORES ON THE GLOBAL
DISTRESS SCALE (GDS) BETWEEN SNYDER'S (1981) AND PRESENT
STUDY'S COMPUTED SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIONS.
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TABLE 4.

MEAN HUSBAND-WIFE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCES IN GDS SCORES
(GDSDIF) ACROSS SATISFIED, MODERATE, AND DISTRESSED COUPLES
GROUPS.

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

2.90 A

2.42

1 - moderate

11

57.68

11.72 B

7.29

2 - distressed

14

71.85

5.85 A

6.53

Note:

GDS Mean

GDSDIF

SD

GDSDIF = absolute difference between the husband and wife's GDS
score (score is reported as a group mean across the three
levels of marital satisfaction).
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
GDSDIF means with different letters are significantly
different, p < .05.
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couples into Snyder's (1981) groups.

Several possibilities existed:

(1) using the highest of the two scores, (2) using a composite mean of
the husband and wife's GDS scores, and (3) utilizing the husband-wife
difference score (GDSDIF).

The high score was rejected as it only

reflected the distress level in one spouse which may or may not
reflect the couple's satisfaction level.

Snyder was contacted by

phone (July 1, 1986) and advised of the problem.

Previous research

using the MSI has focused on husband-wife GDS difference scores and
husband-wife mean GDS scores.

Snyder reported less success with the

GDS difference scores and greater success with the mean GDS score.
Using the highest GDS score as a couple's satisfaction score had not
been done previously.
Following Snyder's protocol, the mean husband-wife GDS score was
chosen to divide couples into the three groups.

The present study

attempted to assess the relevance of various factors on global marital
satisfaction.

To accomplish this, there needed to be a score that

reflected both the husband and wife's subjective marital experience.
The mean had problems as well in that it is not known whether marital
satisfaction is a composite entity.

It is likely that the global

concept of marital satisfaction involves interactive elements that are
not amenable to arithmatic averaging.

(See Table 4.)

However, for

purposes of the present research, the mean score appeared most
appropriate in spite of a potential loss of individual data.
Table 3 for means and standard deviations.)

(See
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Possible subject selection bias should be noted as those couples
who participated (either satisfied or distressed) may represent a
unique subgroup relative to married couples in the general population.
It appeared that any method of recruitment would produce some
selection bias.

This bias somewhat limits the generalizability of the

findings of this study.

Subjects were drawn from a wide variety of

local sources, both clinical and non-clinical.

Additional couples

were obtained (approximately 20 percent) from a somewhat larger city
(Richmond, Virginia; population 250,000) in the Southeastern United
States.

(Lubbock's population is 186,000.)

Due to the disproportionate sampling from white, middle-income,
and Protestant groups, caution is required in generalizing the
results.

Although a wide range of maritally-satisfied couples were

sampled, care must be taken in extrapolating the results to the
general population.

(See Table 1 for demographics breakdown.)

A

conservative interpretation of the results of this study is required.
Some analyses utilized 46 couples while others used the total 47
couples.

This was due to missing data on two scales in one couple's

data.
Main Analysis of Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1:

A significant positive correlation was expected

between the sum of the differences of all MSI subscales (MSIDIF) with
the couple's GDS mean score.

The GDS scale was excluded as it was

already used as an independent variable.

The Dissatisfaction With
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Children (DSC) and Conflict Over Childrearing (CCR) scales were also
excluded as 28.2 percent of the couples sampled did not have children.
This hypothesis related the degree of intratest discrepancy between a
husband and wife's overall MSI profile to marital satisfaction.
Absolute differences were calculated between a husband and wife's
scores on each MSI subscale, and a sum of the differences was
computed.

This sum of the difference scores was then subjected to a

Pearson correlation with GDS mean scores for corresponding couples.
Predictions of the relationship were not supported, £ = .24, £
> .11.

(See Table 5 for means and standard deviations.)

This result

reflects the fact that overall discrepancy between husband and wife
endorsement of items on the MSI does not correspond to the couple's
mean marital satisfaction.

It appears that discrepancy can exist

within a couple's MSI profile with no clear relationship to marital
satisfaction.
(63.81).

The greatest mean MSIDIF was in the moderate group

The moderate group also had the greatest GDSDIF (11.72).

There was a significant positive relationship, £ = .33, £ < .03,
between GDSDIF and MSIDIF indicating that the moderate group had the
greatest degree of discrepancy in GDS scores along with greater
overall differences in MSI profiles.

This result was not hypothesized

a priori, but will be discussed as a post-hoc analysis.
Hypothesis 2:

A significant difference between the husband and

wife's self-esteem scores ((DlH-DlW) = DlDIF) was expected to be
found for couples by an ANOVA across the three levels of marital
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TABLE 5.

MEAN MSIDIF VALUES ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF MARITAL
SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

1 - moderate

11

2 - distressed

14

Note:

GDS Mean

GDS Mean SD

MSIDIF*

MSIDIF SD

2.53

52.95

19.06

57.68

3.93

63.81

17.59

71.85

3.53

61.71

17.52

MSIDIF = the sum of the absolute differences between a husband
and wife's MSI profile (minus the GDS, DSC, and CCR scales).
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
DSC = Dissatisfaction with Children.
CCR = Conflict over Childrearing.
* = indicates no significant differences among any of the
MSIDIF means across the three levels of marital satisfaction,
p < .05.
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satisfaction:

satisfied, moderate, and distressed.

Greater distress

was expected to be found with greater DlDIF scores.
Predictions of the expected differences were not supported by the
data, £(2,43) = 1.00, n.s.

However, upon examining husbands and

wives' self-esteem scores individually, there was a significant
difference across the three levels of marital satisfaction; husbands,
F(2,43) = 12.86, £ < .0001; wives, £(2,43) = 3.99, £ < .05.
Table 6 for means and standard deviations.)

(See

Duncan's multiple range

test and Student-Newman-Keuls analyses noted lower self-esteem scores
for husbands (DlH) in the distressed group (£ < .05) than husbands in
the moderate and satisfied groups. No differences were found between
satisfied and moderate couples. A similar result was found for wives
where a significant difference was noted (£ < .05) with the lowest
self-esteem in the distressed wives as compared to maritally satisfied
wives.

No difference was found between moderate and distressed or

moderate and satisfied wives.
deviations.)

(See Table 7 for means and standard

The Pearson correlation for husbands (DlH) with the GDS

mean was £ = -.62, £ < .0001 and for wives (DlW) was £ = -.37, £
< .01. This result established a continuous relationship between mean
marital satisfaction and husbands' and wives' self-esteem scores.
It should be noted that husband-wife ratings "as if" their spouse
were rating their self-esteem for husbands (D2H) and wives (D2W) were
significantly different across the three levels of marital satisfaction; £(2,43) = 6.74, £ < .001 for husbands; £(2,44) = 8.06, £ < .0001
for wives.

Analysis of means for wives demonstrated a significant
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TABLE 6.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR HUSBAND AND WIFE DlDIF
SCORES ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

1 - moderate
2 - distressed

Note:

GDS Mean

DlDIF Mean*

DlDIF SD

44.16

4.61

4.28

11

57.68

6.18

3.65

14

71.85

6.50

4.41

DlDIF = the absolute difference between a husband and wife's
self-esteem score.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
* = indicates no significant differences among any of the DlDIF
means across the three levels of marital satisfaction, p < .05.
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TABLE 7.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DlH AND DlW ACROSS THREE
LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

1 - moderate
2 - distressed

Note:

GDS Mean

DlH Mean

DlW Mean

44.16

34.33 A

32.95 A

11

57.68

32.09 AB

29.72 AB

14

71.85

26.00 B

28.07 B

DlH = husband's self-esteem score, DlW = wife's self-esteem
score.
GDS = Global Distress Score.
DlH means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
DlW means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
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difference between the satisfied and moderate/distressed groups.
There was no difference between moderate and distressed groups.

For

the husbands, there was no difference between the satisfied and
moderate groups, but there was a significant difference between the
satisfied/moderate husbands and the distressed husbands.

There was

lower reflected self-esteem (D2) overall for husbands and wives in the
distressed groups.

(See Table 8 for means and standard deviations.)

There was no significant difference between self-esteem scores for
husbands (31.24) and wives (30.43) among all couples sampled (N = 47).
Hypothesis 3:

A significant absolute difference was expected

between a husband's self-esteem (DlH) and the same husband's rating
"as if" his wife were rating his self-esteem (D2H) across the three
levels of marital satisfaction.

It was expected that there would be a

greater difference (D1-2DIFH) for husbands within the distressed
couples group compared to the moderate and satisfied couples.
Support for the expected difference was not found for husbands,
F(2,43) = 1.15, n.s. Although not hypothesized, a similar nonsignificant result was found for wives (D1-2DIFW), £(2,43) = .93, n.s.
(See Table 9 for means and standard deviations.)
Hypothesis 4a:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between husbands' Opener Scale (ClH) and the corresponding couples'
GDS mean score.
Hypothesis 4b:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between wives' Opener Scale (ClW) and the corresponding couples' GDS
mean score.
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TABLE 8.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR RATINGS "AS IF" SPOUSE
WERE RATING SELF-ESTEEM FOR HUSBANDS (D2H) AND WIVES (D2W)
ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

GDS
Mean

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

34.19 A

4.40

33.76 B

4.57

1 - moderate

11

57.68

32.63 A

9.74

28.45 A

4.69

2 - distressed

14

71.85

26.14 B

6.02

27.60 A

5.62

Note:

D2H
Mean

D2H
SD

D2W
Mean

D2W
SD

D2H = husband's rating "as if" his wife were rating his selfesteem.
D2W = wife's rating "as if" her husband were rating her selfesteem.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
D2H means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
D2W means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
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TABLE 9.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF D1-2DIFH AND D1-2DIFW
ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

SD

D1-2DIFW
Mean*

SD

Couples Group

N

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

1.85

1.49

2.52

3.61

1 - moderate

11

57.68

5.63

9.10

3.27

3.69

2 - distressed

14

71.85

2.46

2.35

3.53

2.97

Note:

GDS Mean

D1-2DIFH
Mean*

D1-2DIFH = husband's absolute difference between his selfesteem score (DlH) and his rating "as if" his wife were rating
his self-esteem (D2H).
D1-2DIFW = wife's absolute difference between her self-esteem
score (DlW) and her rating "as if" her husband were rating her
self-esteem (D2W).
* = indicates no significant differences among any of the Dl2DIFH or D1-2DIFW means across the three levels of marital
satisfaction, p < .05.
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Predictions of the expected relationships were supported for both
husbands, £ = -.60, £ < .0001, and wives, £ = -.70, £ < .0001.

The

greater the husband or wife's Opener Scale score, the lower the level
of marital distress.

Although not hypothesized, an ANOVA was computed

across the three levels of satisfaction for ClH and CIW; husbands,
£(2,43) = 9.15, £ < .001, and wives, £(2,43) = 20.31, £ < .0001.

Post

hoc Duncan's and Student-Newman-Keuls analysis for wives' opener
scores (ClW) revealed no significant differences between satisfied and
moderate groups nor the moderate and distressed groups.

There was a

significant difference, however, between the satisfied and distressed
couples' groups (£ < .05). For husbands' opener scores (ClH), the
results of Duncan's and Student-Newman-Keuls analyses demonstrated no
difference between the moderate and distressed groups, although both
couples' groups were different from the satisfied couples' group.

An

ANOVA was conducted to examine the degree of linearity between the
Opener and Closer scales and marital satisfaction levels.

(See Table

10 for means and standard deviations.)
Ancillary analyses looked at the relationships between each
husband and wife's Opener Scale score and their spouse's individual
GDS mean score.

Results were as follows:

Correlations between the

husband's Opener Scale (ClH) and the wife's individual GDS score were
r = -.50, £ < .001 and the wife's Opener Scale (ClW) and the husband's
individual GDS score were £ = -.63, £ < .0001.

Correlations between

the husband's Discloser Index (C2H) and the wife's individual GDS
score was £ = -.14, n.s. and the correlation between the wife's
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TABLE 10. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ClH AND CIW ACROSS THREE
LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

GDS
Mean

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

32.42 A

5.22

32.71 A

5.04

1 - moderate

11

57.68

26.72 AB

6.94

24.90 B

6.84

2 - distressed

14

71.65

22.00 B

7.56

22.14 B

3.15

Note:

ClH
Mean

SD

CIW
Mean

SD

ClH = husband's opener scale score.
CIW = wife's opener scale score.
ClH means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
CIW means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
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Discloser Index (C2W) and the husband's individual GDS score was £ =
-.26, £ < .08. The correlations reported are negative as ascending
scores on the MSI Global Distress Scale (GDS) represent increased
marital distress and ascending scores on the Opener Scale and
Discloser Index reflect increased opening and disclosing scores.
Although an indirect hypothesis, the relationship between a
husband's opener score (ClH) and a wife's discloser score (C2W) was
examined, £ = .37, £ < .02. In addition, a relationship between
wives' opener scores (CIW) and husbands' discloser scores (C2H) was
found, £ = .35, £ < .02. Husbands who had high opener scale scores
(ClH) also had high discloser index scores (C2H), £ = .29, £ < .05.
Hypothesis 5a:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between the husband's Discloser Index scores (C2H) and the corresponding couple's GDS mean score.
Hypothesis 5b:

A significant inverse correlation was expected

between the wife's Discloser Index scores (C2W) and the corresponding
couple's GDS mean score.
Predictions of the expected relationships were supported for
wives (C2W) only, r = -.29, £ < .05. Husbands scores (C2H) did not
reach significance, r = -.15, n.s.

Although not hypothesized, an

ANOVA was computed across the three levels of satisfaction for C2H and
C2W to see if nonlinear differences existed among the groups.

Neither

analysis yielded significant differences, husbands £(2,43) = .03,
n.s., wives F(2,43) = 1.15, n.s.
C2W

The significant correlation for

in light of a nonsignificant £-score, reflects the increased
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power achieved when utilizing continuous variables in a correlational
analysis.

The discloser scale for husbands and wives seems to have no

relationship to marital satisfaction in spouses marital satisfaction
scores; husbands £ = -.15, n.s., wives r_ = -.26, n.s.

(See Table 11

for means and standard deviations.)
Hypothesis 6:

Couples in which both spouses scored at or above

the 50th percentile on the Opener Scale (CI) and the Discloser Index
(C2) were expected to have significantly lower GDS mean scores when
compared by _t-test to couples in which both scored below the 50th
percentile on the Opener Scale (CI) and the Discloser Index (C2).
This hypothesis examines only two possible interactions of husband and
wife scores on CI and C2.

These couples represent the extreme poles

in marital communication.

It was also expected that there would be a

significant inverse correlation between the number of CI and C2 scores
(within a couple with a maximum total of four) and the couple's GDS
mean score.

It was expected that couples with lower numbers of CI

and C2 scores above the 50th percentile would have lower marital
satisfaction.
Predictions of the expected relationships were supported, t =
5.08, £ < .0001.

The mean of GDS means for couples with zero CI and

C2 scales below the 50th percentile was 67.06, the mean of GDS means
for couples with four Cl and C2 scales above the 50th percentile was
44.75.

The correlation between the number of Cl and C2 scores above

the 50th percentile (0-4) and corresponding couples' grouped GDS mean
scores was £ = -.98, £ < .05. Only the number of high openers and
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TABLE 11. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR C2H AND C2W ACROSS THREE
LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

GDS
Mean

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

29.66

8.74

32.90

6.91

1 - moderate

11

57.68

31.45

4.88

33.54

23.28

2 - distressed

14

71.65

26.73

10.85

24.73

9.16

Note:

C2H
Mean

C2H = Discloser Index score for husbands,
C2W = Discloser Index score for wives.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.

SD

C2W
Mean

SD
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high disclosers (those spouses above the 50th percentile) were
analyzed.

Husband and wife interaction effects were not examined due

to limited sample size and increasing complexity.

The correlation is

inverse as the greater the GDS mean score, the lower the number of Cl
and C2 scores above the 50th percentile.

(See Table 12 for means,

standard deviations, and group breakdown.)
Hypothesis 7:

Love (El) and sex (E2) attitude similarly was

expected to significantly differ across the three couple groups
(satisfied, moderate, and distressed).

Similarity was defined by

computing a mean absolute difference score between each couple's
responses on the Love and Sex Attitude Scale.

Greater attitude

differences were expected in distressed couples, as compared to
moderate or satisfied couples.
Predictions of the expected differences were supported for sex
attitudes, £(2,43) = 7.07, £ < .001. However, no significant
differences were found for love attitudes, £(2,43) = .45, n.s.
Duncan's and Student-Newman-Keuls analyses yielded significantly
lower levels of husband-wife sex attitude differences in the satisfied
couples group (p < .05) compared to moderate and distressed couples.
There was no difference between moderate and distressed couples,
although the moderate couples group had a slightly higher group mean.
Correlations between E2DIF (husband-wife sex attitude scale score
differences) and GDS mean were £ = .40, £ < .001, reflecting a strong
positive relationship.

Range of response values on the Love and Sex
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TABLE 12.

COUPLES GROUPED GDS MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES BY
NUMBER OF Cl AND C2 SCORES ABOVE THE 50TH PERCENTILE.

Number of Cl and
C2 Scores Within
Couple Above
50th Percentile

Note:

Rank

Sub-group
n. couples

Rank

Sub-grouped
GDS Mean

SD

0

5

8

1

67.06

5.13

1

4

11

2

59.50

12.37

2

3

10

3

56.75

12.31

3

2

7

4

51.71

10.59

4

1

10

5

44.75

4.78

Cl = Opener Scale.
C2 = Discloser Index.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
J. (3) = -1.00, p < .05; Pearson r(3) = -.98
d
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Attitude Scale was 1-5.

(See Table 13 for means and standard

deviations.)
Hypothesis 8:

A significant inverse correlation was predicted

between a couple's Global Communication Score (GCOM) and the same
couple's love (ElDIF) and sex (E2DIF) attitude difference scores.
GCOM was derived by summing all four communication scale scores:
husband opener (ClH), husband discloser (C2H), wife opener (ClW), and
wife discloser (C2W), and computing the mean for each couple.

The

mean of four scores (GCOM) was then correlated with each couple's
ElDIF and E2DIF score.
Global communication (GCOM) was inversely correlated with sex
attitude similarity, £ = -.47, £ < .001. There was no significant
relationship between GCOM and love attitude similarity, £ = -.19, n.s,
Correlations are inverse as greater GCOM scores were related to
increasing global distress scores.

(See Table 14 for means and

standard deviat ions.)

Post-Hoc Analyses
A non-significant relationship was found between the absolute
difference between a husband and wife's GDS score (GDSDIF) and the
couple's corresponding GDS mean score, £ = .28, £ = .06. Although
non-significant, there appears to be a trend.

When a correlation was

computed within each of the three levels of marital satisfaction, a
robust positive relationship was revealed for satisfied couples only,
r = .53, £ < .02.

It seems that within the satisfied couples group
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TABLE 13. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR LOVE (ElDIF) AND SEX
(E2DIF) ATTITUDE SIMILARITY ACROSS THREE LEVELS OF MARITAL
SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

GDS
Mean

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

1.03 A

.26

.88 A

.27

1 - moderate

11

57.68

1.16 A

.32

1.33 B

.47

2 - distressed

14

71.65

1.08 A

.52

1.14 B

.26

Note:

ElDIF
Mean

SD

E2DIF
Mean

SD

ElDIF = love attitudes difference score group mean.
E2DIF = sex attitudes difference score group mean.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
ElDIF means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
E2DIF means with different letters are significantly different,
p < .05.
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TABLE 14. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF GCOM SCORES ACROSS THREE
LEVELS OF MARITAL SATISFACTION.

Couples Group

N

GDS Mean

GCOM Mean

SD

0 - satisfied

21

44.16

31.67

5.11

1 - moderate

11

57.68

27.00

5.32

2 - distressed

14

71.65

23.78

4.79

Note:

GCOM = mean score of all four Cl and C2 scores for husbands and
wives.
GDS = Global Distress Scale.
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(GDS mean score range from 40.50 to 48.00) there existed an increasing
GDSDIF (range from 0 to 11.00).

The relationship leveled off after a

mean GDSDIF of 11.72 and a GDS group mean of 57.68.

It appears that

couples in the moderate group (who make up the smallest number of
couples per group, n = 11) had the greatest husband-wife discrepancy
in their GDS scores.

(See Table 4 and Figure 2.)

The distressed

group yielded slightly greater GDSDIF scores than the satisfied group
(GDSDIF = 5.93).

This did not significantly differ from the satisfied

group (GDSDIF = 2.90).

It appears that the satisfied and distressed

groups are homogenous with respect to endorsement of distress in their
marriages.

The moderate group may reflect a functionally different

group of couples.
A stepwise maximum R-squared regression analysis was performed
for all variables examined in the present study.

A best-fit model

yielded six variables accounting for a combined variance of 74
percent.

The greatest contributor to Global Distress Scale mean

variance was the Opener Scale for wives (CIW) which accounted for 49
percent of the total variance.

This was followed by husband's self-

esteem (DlH) which accounted for 13 percent of the variance; husbands'
opener score (ClH), wives' self-esteem score (DlW), years married
(YMAR), and sex attitude difference score (E2DIF) accounted for 4, 4,
3, and 1 percent of the variance, respectively.

The two greatest

sources of mean martial satisfaction variance (wives' opener scale and
husbands' self-esteem score) were positively correlated, £ = .41, £
< .005.

(See Table 15 for stepwise maximum R-squared values.)
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TABLE 15.

RESULTS OF A STEPWISE MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT MODEL
FOR PREDICTING GLOBAL DISTRESS SCALE MEAN COUPLE SCORES

Variable

Maximum R-Square
Improvement*

Wives' Opener
Scale (CIW)

.49

5.90

1,44

p < .0001

Husbands' SelfEsteem Score
(DlH)

.13

2.13

2,43

p < .02

Husbands' Opener
Scale (CIW)

.04

11.77

3,42

p < .001

Wives' Self-Esteem
Score (DlW)

.04

18.05

4,41

p < .01

Total Year Married
(YMAR)

.03

6.39

5,40

p < .02

Sex Attitude
Difference Score
(E2DIF)

.01

9.69

6,39

p < .16

df

prob > F

* Total variance accounted for by maximum 6-step model - 74 percent.
Note:

0.01 was used as the cutoff for maximum R-square improvement to
the model in the stepwise regression. The regression proceeded
six steps to "account for" a total of 74 percent of model
variance.
Data based on a single, small sample capitalize on chance to
inflate apparent effect sizes.
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regression analysis may be unstable when replicated due to inflated
singular sample effect sizes and regression to the mean.

Although

caution should be exercised in interpreting this regression's effect
sizes, it is likely that the relative strength of effect for wives
opener scores (ClW) and husbands' self-esteem (DlH) would remain
intact.

(See Figure 3 for intercorrelation matrix.)
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of three
levels of marital satisfaction (as defined by Synder, 1981) on the
dependent variables of self-disclosure, self-esteem, and love/sex
attitude similarity.

Marital satisfaction was used as a continuous

independent variable in specific hypotheses.

A couple's satisfaction

score (GDS mean) was derived by averaging each spouse's MSI/GDS score.
The three groups of couples (satisfied, moderate, and distressed) made
up the correlational design's independent variables.

Specific

hypotheses were derived that attempted to address aspects of the
dependent variables in a manner unique to marital interaction.
Marital satisfaction was assessed using the Marital Satisfaction
Inventory (MSI).

Self-disclosure was assessed by the Opener Scale and

Discloser Index which were developed as a means to examine the
reciprocal elements in communication, based on the assumption that
ideally each person in a communicational dyad will open (elicit) and
disclose (express) in communication.

The Opener Scale attempts to

measure each spouse's eliciting of disclosure from one another.

The

Discloser Index attempts to measure the degree of an individual's
disclosure.

The instruments were chosen for their potential ability

to assess communicational interaction.

Self-esteem was assessed by

the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE); the RSE was modified in an
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attempt to assess an individual's rating "as if" his or her spouse
were rating their self-esteem (as compared to self-rated self-esteem).
Overall levels of each spouse's self-esteem were examined in relation
to marital satisfaction.

Love/sex attitude similarity was assessed by

the Love and Sex Attitude Scale which was utilized to measure only the
degree of similarity (by difference scores) between a husband and
wife's love and sex attitude scores.

The various love and sex types

identified on the instruments were not specifically examined.

Discussion of Main Hypotheses
In Hypothesis 1 it was hypothesized that there would be greater
husband-wife differences (MSIDIF) in MSI profiles (excluding the GDS,
DSC, and CCR scales) in distressed couples as compared to both
moderate and satisfied couples.

The expected effects were not found,

suggesting that differences in how couples report their marital status
was not related to their overall level of mean marital satisfaction.
Apparently, husbands and wives can display either disparity or
similarity in their assessment of their marriage across the range of
marital satisfaction.

The concept of satisfied couples having a

homogeneous assessment of their marriage was not supported.

Upon

examining the means (see Table 3) more closely, one notes a larger
MISDIF for moderately distressed couples. As supported throughout the
study, couples in the moderate group of marital satisfaction seem to
be experiencing the greatest incongruence in the perception and rating
of the marital relationship (as reflected in the larger MSIDIF and

89
other scores).

The above result indicated that absolute difference

scores alone do not reflect what occur in global marital interaction.
In Hypothesis 2 a significant absolute difference between husband
and wife self-rated self-esteem scores was expected for couples across
the three levels of marital satisfaction:
distressed.

satisfied, moderate, and

Greater distress was expected to be found in couples with

greater differences between the husband and wife's self-esteem.
The hypothesis was not supported in the present study.

Couples

did demonstrate greater mean differences between husband and wife
self-esteem when means were examined for satisfied, moderate, and distressed couples, although it was not statistically significant (see
Table 4 ) .
Differences were expected to be greater in distressed couples as
it had been previously found that self-esteem of individual spouses
had a significant relationship to marital satisfaction (Hendrick,
1981; Barnett & Nietzel, 1979).

It seemed logical to assume that in

distressed couples there would be less convergence between the husband
and wife's self-esteem.

Blau (1964) noted that an intimate relation-

ship denotes reciprocal development.

Schafer and Keith (1984) stated

that couples do not have a singular concept of self, rather they
proposed a recursive explanation as to the mechanism of function of
self-esteem in a marital dyad.

Greater self-esteem differences in the

present study were assumed to reflect less reciprocal exchange between
partners.
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The present study supported Hendrick's (1981) finding that there
was no relationship between a husband and wife's individual level of
self-esteem.

Hendrick's caution regarding her use of a single self-

report item to assess self-esteem appeared unnecessary as the lack of
relationship between the husband and wife's self-esteem was supported
in the present study.

The present study also supported Hendrick's

finding of a significant relationship between each spouse's selfesteem and the couple's marital satisfaction.

The above relationship

does support a mutuality hypothesis in the relationship of self-esteem
to marital satisfaction as the mean satisfaction score used in this
study was a composite containing input from both husband and wife.
The lack of support for significantly greater husband-wife selfesteem differences in distressed couples indicated that difference
scores did not tap into the significance that self-esteem has in
effecting marital satisfaction.

The intention of this hypothesis to

assess how each spouse's self-esteem interplayed in contributing to
marital satisfaction was not successful.

The present study confirmed

Hendrick's (1981) finding that couple self-esteem was related to
marital satisfaction.

Pearson correlations were significant for both

husbands and wives although a more significant relationship existed
for husbands (-.62 versus -.37).
Nietzel (1979).

This result supports Barnett and

Overall, self-esteem variance appeared to be signifi-

cantly related to marital satisfaction.

It seemed that distressed

couples did have lower husband and wife self-esteem.

This supports

the involvement between an individual phenomena (self-esteem) and an
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interactive phenomena (marital satisfaction).

What is not known is

the dynamic function of self-esteem within the marriage and what
changes take place when a couple is distressed.

A path analysis would

be a logical step to assess which variable precedes the other in
relative contribution.

At the present time, one must concede that

individual self-esteem is related to marital happiness, with a
significant decrease among distressed couples for both husbands and
wives.

Hayes (1980) found that divorced couples (who were presumably

distressed) attributed a common failing in the marriage to be a lack
of contribution by their spouses to their individual self-esteem.
Schafer and Keith (1984) supported the relationship between selfconcept (self-rated and reflected) to marital quality using a
recursive path analysis.

There does exist a relationship between

self-esteem and marital satisfaction.

It is not known what moderator

or mechanism accounts for the clear relationship.
In Hypothesis 3 a significant absolute difference between a
husband's self-esteem and the husband's rating "as if" his wife were
rating his self-esteem was expected.

The predicted differences across

the three marital satisfaction levels were not found.

Schafer and

Keith (1984) stated about their research:
This study indicates that in the husband-wife relationship it is not just high regard for self that contributes to perception of marital quality; rather it is
the perception by marriage partners that their spouses
have a positive assessement of them in the first place
that contributes to the positive evaluation of the
spouse and the marital relationship.

92
It was hoped that the present study would replicate the above
finding (which was derived using a path analysis).

The attempt to

assess ratings "as if" their spouses were rating their self-esteem was
intended to support a reciprocal explanation of the contribution of
self-esteem to marital satisfaction.

Results reflected a greater mean

difference in the moderate group suggesting that the moderate group
reported greater disparity on most variables in the study.

The fact

that Schafer and Keith arrived at a significant correlation between
the self-rated self-esteem and the ratings "as if" their spouses rated
them may suggest an inability for the modified Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale (1965) to assess the complexity of the hypothesis.

Upon

examining the comments made by subjects (both written and oral), it
seems that the revised Rosenberg scale did not adequately measure the
desired construct.

The wording was apparently unclear as to what was

desired of the subject.

An additional possible confusion was a

request for a rating of a perception of a spouse's rating (extending
two levels beyond the individual).

When the questions were examined,

it was unclear if the subject was to rate his or her spouse or state
the spouse's perception of him or herself.

Also of note was the

possible contamination of rating self with rating how one's spouse
would rate oneself.

A degree of dissonance may have been created if a

spouse noted discrepancies between these ratings.

Following Schafer

and Keith's (1984) argument, one would have expected more consistant
results regarding reflected self-esteem.

A more appropriate method in

assessing an individual's rating of their perceptions of their
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spouse's ratings needs to be developed.

Perhaps a validation measure

whereby husband and wife ratings were compared with opposite spouse
ratings to assess possible discrepancy would be helpful.

Better

measures are needed as well as a less complicated presentation.

A

similar explanation may also be given for wives, although they were
not included in the original hypothesis.

It was felt that the

hypothesis was a generic one, whereby wives would be likely to respond
in a similar fashion to husbands, which is what occurred.
Hendrick (1981) found that similarity between a spouse's real
attitudes and what he or she perceived his or her spouse's attitudes
to be was positively correlated with marital satisfaction.

The

present study attempted to apply this logic to how similar a spouse's
self-esteem was as compared to his or her rating of how they perceived
their spouses would rate them.

Apparently, congruence between self-

esteem and ratings "as if" their spouse were rating them was not
related to marital satisfaction, whereas global attitude discrepancy
was related to marital satisfaction (Hendrick, 1981).
Individual levels of husband and wife self-esteem were related to
mean marital satisfaction in the present study which also supports
Hendrick's (1981) findings.

This simply reflects self-concept as

interacting to a significant degree with marital interaction.
In Hypothesis 4a/b a significant inverse correlation was expected
between the husband's Opener Scale scores and the couple's corresponding GDS mean score. A similar result was expected for the wives.
Results supported the expected relationships for both husbands and
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wives (although the effect was somewhat greater in wives than for
husbands).

The finding supported previous research that cites the

strong relationship between self-disclosure (communication) and
marital satisfaction (Markman, 1979, 1981; Hatfield, Utne, &
Traupmann, 1979; Hendrick, 1981).
Communication is situation specific and complex (Miller, Berg, &
Archer, 1983).

Self-disclosure is a form of communication that

involves inferred interaction and recursion.

Following Miller et

al.'s argument, self-disclosure was broken into two elements:
(eliciting) and disclosing (expressing).

opening

It was hypothesized that by

dividing self-disclosure into its component parts, a more accurate
analysis of the reciprocal nature of marital communication would be
achieved.

This was successfully supported indirectly in this study.

Opener ability (listening/eliciting) was strongly related to a
couple's mean marital satisfaction scores.

For husbands in satisfied

couples, there were significantly greater opener scores as compared to
distressed and moderate couples (which did not differ).
somewhat different result.

Wives had a

Distressed and moderate wives were the

same but both significantly differed from satisfied couples in opener
scores.

(For wives the moderate and distressed groups were essen-

tially the same with respect to opener scores.)

For the husband's

opener score, only the two extreme levels of satisfaction (satisfied
and distressed) differed.

The ability to open or elicit communication

differentiates distressed and satisfied couples quite well.

This
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supports the importance of marital communication as significant in
marital interaction and the quality of the relationship.
In order to examine communication and marital interaction more
fully. Hypothesis 4a/b was examined in a slightly different manner
post hoc.

Communication, or opener ability, was related to mean or

shared marital satisfaction.

A relationship was also found between a

husband or wife's Opener Scale score and increased marital satisfaction scores of the opposite spouse.

This supports the direct positive

relationship between listening and eliciting communication and marital
satisfaction between husbands and wives.

This result implies that

communicational recursions may operate within a marital dyad.

Thorton

(1977) critiqued a study by Howard and Davis (1976) which attempted to
develop a linear prediction model for marital satisfaction.

Thorton

stated that a model should attempt to demonstrate the circuitous loop
that exists in a spousal interaction.

Hayes, Stinnett, and Defrain

(1980) also supported the results of the present study in their
argument that a lack of reciprocal self-disclosure, along with good
listening ability, was deemed as highly important by a sample of
divorced individuals.

Perhaps, this reflects a lack of good

listening.
Findings in Hypothesis 4a/b support the importance of eliciting
self-disclosure in spouses for both individually experienced marital
satisfaction as well as for a couple's mean marital satisfaction.
present study supports Miller et al,'s results in that females are
better or more consistant openers than males, perhaps reflecting

The
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sociocultural factors where females may be adept at communication in
general.
Hypothesis 5a/b attempted to replicate Miller et al.'s findings
regarding the reciprocity between individuals in eliciting (opening)
and expressing (disclosing).

However, Miller et al.'s research was

not normed on marital couples. Although Miller et al. did find a
significant interaction between the Opener Scale and Discloser Index,
the present study did not attempt to replicate this with the married
couples sampled.
It was expected that there would be a significant inverse
correlation between the husband's Discloser Index scores and the
corresponding couple's GDS mean score.

The same result was expected

for wives (although Miller et al. reported that females were more apt
to disclose than males).

The present study supported the inverse

relationship for wives, but not for husbands (the results are inverse
as greater distress is measured by increasing scores on the MSI Global
Distress Scale).

Self-disclosure, when split into its component parts

of opener and discloser, was related to marital satisfaction only for
wives.

When an analysis of variance was conducted for the Disclosure

Index across the three levels of marital satisfaction, no significant
differences were noted.

This was due to the correlational analysis

using marital satisfaction as a continuous variable allowing for less
restriction of variance, thus allowing for a significant effect.
It appears that self-disclosure is a less critical variable in
assessing marital satisfaction across the three couple groups.

The
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relationship between opener scores for husbands and wives and
discloser scores for wives supported the overall importance of marital
communication.

It seems that when correlations are compared, opener

scores are more important than discloser scores in relation to marital
satisfaction.

Perhaps previous research that noted the importance of

marital communication was assessing the listener/elicitor levels in v
spouses as opposed to disclosure.

The present study suggests that

opening of communication as compared to disclosure is the factor that
differs between satisfied and distressed couples.

Disclosure may

function as a secondary element or as a reciprocal response to the
opening of marital communication.
Results support a relationship between husband and wife opener
scores (across the entire sample) when correlated with the spouse's
discloser scores. As husbands and wives open or disclose more, their
spouse increases in the opposite area.

For example, the more a wife

opens or elicits communication, the more her husband discloses (across
46 couples).

The more a husband opens or elicits communication, the

more his wife discloses.

Though causality cannot be assumed, a

relationship does exist, supporting Levinger and Senn's (1967) finding
that self-disclosure proportions between spouses are positively
correlated.
What was different in the present study was the breakdown of
self-disclosure into two discrete parts—each having an effect upon
the level of the other.

Also, as previously noted, the opener

(elicitor) aspect of self-disclosure was more relevant in
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differentiating satisfied from distressed couples and more salient for
wives as compared to husbands. Although opening does correlate with
disclosing, it appears that opening is more descriptive in marital
interaction.

The above result supports Gouldner's (1960) reciprocal

theory of marital interaction.

Results of both Hypothesis 4a/b and

5a/b support Hendrick's (1981) findings of the significance of selfdisclosure in relation to marital satisfaction.
Hypothesis 6 assessed the relative contribution of high Opener
Scale and Discloser Index scores for husbands and wives.

It was

expected that the greater the number of high opener and high discloser
scores (from 0-4) for a couple, the greater the couple's GDS mean
score would be.

The entire sample of 46 couples was divided into five

subgroups each representing the five possible numbers of husband and
wife Opener and Discloser scores above the 50th percentile (high was
defined as scores at or above the 50th percentile).

Once the group

was defined, a subgroup mean GDS mean score was derived to assess how
the number of high Opener and Disclosers within a couple related to
grouped GDS mean scores (GDS mean is the mean husband-wife Global
Distress Score on the MSI).
Results supported the relative contribution of the number of
Opener and Discloser scores above the 50th percentile to increasing
marital satisfaction.
subgroups:

Initially, a _t-test was performed between two

the subgroup that had zero opener or discloser scores for

either husband or wife above the 50th percentile (n = 8) and the
subgroup that had four opener and discloser scores for husband and

I. lilMLt^
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wife above the 50th percentile (n = 10). The _t-test was significant,
demonstrating that a significant difference in the subgroup's GDS mean
scores existed.
To test for expected linearity, a correlation was performed
between the number (0-4) of opener and discloser scores above the 50th
percentile in a couple and the corresponding subgroup's mean GDS
scores.

The resultant correlation was highly significant, further

illustrating the overall importance of self-disclosure components
(opening/eliciting and disclosing/expressing) in marital satisfaction.
The more high opener and discloser scores above the 50th percentile
for a couple, the greater was the couple's mean marital satisfaction.
Apparently, marital communication has quantitative as well as
qualitative elements.

It seems the more opening and disclosing

partners are within a marital dyad, the more satisfied they are.
Morton, Alexander, and Altman (1976) noted that communication is an
important factor in marital relationship satisfaction and that selfdisclosure is a key aspect of such communication.

Hendrick (1981)

identified that there was no unified and reliable measure of selfdisclosure.

The present study supported her statement and posited

that the utilization of a broader definition of self-disclosure, using
the Opener Scale and Discloser Index, further illustrates how selfdisclosure may function dynamically within a marital relationship.
Communication may be divided into discrete units as measured by a
husband or wife's high score on the Opener Scale or Discloser Index.
Couples who maintain greater quantities of both have greater marital
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satisfaction.

The effect appears to be additive as the total

contribution to communication and subsequent marital satisfaction
appears to be linear.
Hypothesis 7 predicted that love and sex attitude similarity
would differ significantly across the three levels of marital
satisfaction.

Similarity was defined as the degree of numerical

congruence between item endorsement on both the Love and Sex Attitude
Scales.

Greater attitude differences were expected in distressed

couples as compared to moderate or satisfied couples.
The results supported only the expected differences for sex
attitudes.

No effects were found for love attitudes.

Post hoc

analysis yielded a significant difference for sex attitudes with
greater husband-wife attitude disparity in moderate and distressed
couples as compared to satisfied couples.

No differences were found

for sex attitudes between the moderate and distressed couples,
although the greatest sex attitude disparity was in the moderate
group.

With regard to sex attitudes, the moderate and distressed

groups were similar, perhaps due to the greater degree of overall
disparity found in the moderate group on several of the other measures
in the present study.

Sex attitude similarity correlated strongly

with a couple's mean marital satisfaction, which may have been
confounded by increased communicational effectiveness.
The absence of a difference in love attitudes across the three
levels of marital satisfaction suggests less significance for love
attitudes in predicting marital satisfaction.
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Hendrick (1981) found no relationship between attitude similarity
(as measured with Byrne's Survey of Attitudes, 1971) and self-esteem
or self-disclosure.

The present study found a significant relation-

ship between self-esteem (for husbands and wives) and sex attitude
similarity.

Self-disclosure (for husbands and wives on the Opener

Scale and for wives on the Discloser Index) was related to sex
attitude similarity as well.

The above result suggests that, contrary

to Hendrick's (1981) results, self-esteem, self-disclosure, and
attitude similarity (specifically sex attitudes) do interact and may
share some common variance.

The relationship may also be spurious.

In addition, Hendrick (1981) surveyed general attitudes, whereas sex
attitudes are likely to be more directly weighted toward importance in
marital satisfaction.

Perhaps the situtional specificity of sex

attitudes contributed to their relevance to marriage, thereby obfiscating the measurement of "attitude similarity."

The present study

may be focusing on the importance of sex in general in contributing to
marital satisfaction.

It may not be relating marital satisfaction to

sex attitude similarity.

Clearly, communication is involved in the

process, either prior to marriage or as the result of marital
interaction.

Without premarital and subsequent post-marital measures,

one cannot hope to examine the causal connection between marital
satisfaction, attitude similarity, and communication.

The present

study simply supported a significant relationship between sex attitude
similarity and marital satisfaction.

Byrne (1971) related interper-

sonal attraction to attitude similarity and stated that similarity of

^ ^ 1 .
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attitudes exists a priori to marriage, functioning as an initial
interpersonal attraction.

The present study is unable to infer any a_

priori hypotheses.
An additional difference between love and sex attitudes is that
in love attitudes social desirability may become a more significant
factor, e.g., idealized conceptions of love and marriage.

Perhaps sex

attitudes reflect a more applicable appraisal of baseline individual
attitudes.

Previous research has not compared love and sex attitudes

in differing levels of maritally satisfied groups. As previously
noted, Hendrick and Hendrick are presently developing a scale to
measure love/sex attitudes in married couples.

The scale utilized in

the current study was designed for individuals and modified from its
designed purpose when used to assess attitude congruence in married
couples.
Future implications of the above results might include a
translation of the Hendrick and Hendrick (1984) love and sex styles to
assess similarities and differences in love and sex styles for
husbands and wives.

It was assumed that love and sex attitudes were

highly relevant to marital interaction.

Other areas might need to be

included to expand the scales to reflect global relationship concerns,
e.g., child rearing, financial practices, religious beliefs, environmental preferences, and sociocultural attitudes.

Snyder's (1981)

Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI) measures attitudes and practices
encompassing some of the aforementioned examples.

As found in

Hypothesis 1, overall similarity across the MSI (excluding the
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Dissatisfaction With Children and Conflict Over Childrearing scales)
did not prove to be significantly related to marital satisfaction.
Perhaps, if the MSI sexual satisfaction scale was assessed for
similarity of scores between husbands and wives, a more behaviorial
assessment of this study's findings may be assessed.

A final

consideration is the fact that attitudes may or may not be tranferable
into behavior.

Couples appear to differ more with regard to sex

attitudes when distressed but one can only suppose (although it makes
intuitive sense) that their sexual behavior is also incongruent and
distressed.
Hypothesis 8 predicted greater love and sex attitude similarity
scores for couples with higher Global Communication Scores (GCOM).

It

was hypothesized that an inverse relationship would exist between
global communication (defined by deriving the mean for each couple's
opener and discloser scores) and love and sex attitude similarity
scores.
No relationship was found between love attitude similarity and
global communication scores. However, a significant relationship was
found between sex attitude similarity and couples' global communications scores.

The above finding further supports the relationship

between communication and attitude similarity.

It seems that sex

attitude similarity may be more responsive to communicational interaction than love attitudes.

Love attitudes may be less affected by

communication and therefore may reflect a more stable attitudinal
state.

It is unclear as to why love attitude similarity was not
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related to global communication and marital satisfaction, whereas sex
attitude similarity was related to global communication.
The total number of children living with the couple and total
years married was subjected to an ANOVA across the three levels of
marital satisfaction.

Total years married yielded:

1^(2,44) = .65,

n.s.

Total number of children living home yielded:

n.s.

Years married did not correlate with mean couple satisfaction

(GDS mean), T_ = -.09, n.s.

1^(2,44) = 1.95,

There was a slight positive correlation

between number of children and mean couple distress (GDS mean), _r
= ,29, p < .05.

The relationship was positive as greater GDS mean

scores indicated greater marital distress.

The results seem to imply

that marital satisfaction is not differentiated with respect to number
of children and total years married.

It appears that there is little

need to assess those areas further as related to the present sample
studied.

It is of little surprise that more children correlated with

greater distress.

Children require' time and energy that might

otherwise be focused on marital interaction.

One should note that

this result is based on a small number of couples within this sample
and has a greatly restricted range (0-3 children).

Post Hoc Discussion
A non-significant relationship was found between the absolute
difference between the husband and wife's global distress scores
(GDSDIF) and the couple's corresponding GDS mean score. A correlation
was computed between GDS mean and GDSDIF scores within each group of
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couples.

There was a robust positive relationship for the satisfied

couples' group.

It seems that among satisfied couples greater

disparity between a husband and wife's GDS score reflected increasing
marital dissatisfaction.

Apparently, a ceiling effect exists (above

GDSDIF level of 11.72) which corresponds to a mean global distress
level approaching the distressed group.

It appears that as couples

become more distressed, the degree of incongruence with regard to said
distress levels off.

There were no sex differences with regard to

directionality of distress in the moderate group.

This finding

supports this study's attempt to demonstrate the effects of husbandwife difference scores on marital satisfaction.

The result may simply

reflect more acute disagreement, where increasing disagreement
reflected increased marital distress and an acceptance of mutual
dissatisfaction.

(See Figure 2.)

A developmental model of marriage may exist assuming this study
was sampling couples from three distinct stages on a marital satisfaction continuum.

There may exist two separate populations:

satisfied

and distressed.

The moderate group may be comprised of those

individuals who belong to different populations resulting in greater
discrepancy in scores as well as greater distress.
In an attempt to partially replicate Hendrick's (1981) study, a
Stepwise maximum R-squared regression analysis was performed for all
variables examined in the present study using husband-wife mean
marital satisfaction (GDS mean) as the dependent variable.

rv

A best-fit

106
regression model yielded six primary variables accounting for 74
percent of the model's variance.
It was expected that the regression analysis results would
support Hendrick's (1981) study.

Of the 46 couples (92 subjects) in

the present study, opener ability accounted for 53 percent of mean
marital satisfaction variance (wives contributed 49 percent, husbands
contributed 4 percent).

This supports Hendrick's findings (27 percent

for couples) that self-disclosure is a significant contributor to
marital satisfaction.
by opener/discloser.

Hendrick did not divide disclosure by sex or
It is noteworthy that the bulk of the self-

disclosure variance is accounted for by wives' opener/elicitor
ability.

Hendrick also found self-esteem to be a major contributor to

marital satisfaction (20 percent for couples).

The present regression

analysis found that self-esteem (measured by the RSE) accounted for 17
percent of the mean marital satisfaction variance (wives contributed 4
percent, husbands contributed 13 percent).

The two most powerful

predictors of a couple's mean marital satisfaction variance for this
sample was wives' opener ability and husbands' self-esteem.
The regression analysis excludes all overlapping variance,
however, it is interesting to note that the two greatest contributors
to mean marital satisfaction variance are highly correlated.

The

greater the wife's opener score was, the greater the husband's selfesteem score was.

The reverse was not true.

No correlation existed

between a husband's opener score and a wife's self-esteem score.
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Results of the regression analysis, indeed the entire study,
support what may be viewed as a traditional view of marital satisfaction.

Wives' opener ability (those who elicit disclosure and listen

well) and husbands' self-esteem predicted 62 percent of the samples'
mean marital satisfaction variance.

This may suggest a model which in

couples where the wife listens, there will be a husband who has higher
self-esteem and greater marital satisfaction.

The additional four

variables in the regression analysis accounted for only 12 percent
additional predictive variance, further supporting the importance of a
wife's opener scores and a husband's self-esteem scores as measured in
the present study.

There is greater probability of future diminished

importance of the other variables noted due the relatively low
proportion of variance they accounted for in this sample.

Summary and Integration
The present study supports several variables as relevant to the
analysis and prediction of marital satisfaction.
demonstrated to be less relevant.

Other variables were

Overall discrepancy or difference

scores across the Marital Satisfaction Inventory did not differentiate
maritally distressed from satisfied couples.

It was thought that

differences in and of themselves would be indicative of a degree of
disagreement between spouses.

This study clarifies that it is not

simple differences in scores or score clusters that differentiate
marital satisfaction from marital distress.

It appears that inter-

personal perceptions, correlations, and interrelationships may be a

i«V
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more accurate means to differentiate couples' satisfaction levels.
There were several variables that demonstrated strong relationships to
marital satisfaction.

The most fruitful were the variables that were

better able to address the interplay between responses by husbands and
wives,
Self-esteem was related to marital satisfaction for both husbands
and wives, but more so for husbands.

Perhaps this reflects the

relative degree of importance of self-esteem for husbands as compared
to wives in marital satisfaction.

It is difficult to separate

husband/wife from male/female roles as the sex differences found in
this research are most likely to be confounded by role factors.
However, it may be implied that husbands indeed draw more self-esteem
from their marriage (which was measured by a mean score containing
input from the wife as well).

(Or, their self-esteem has a greater

effect on marital satisfaction—the reverse.)
Apparently difference scores between spouses with regard to selfesteem are not relevant to marital satisfaction.

Husbands and wives

also do not need to be similar with respect to self-esteem levels.
They are related individually but not jointly.

Self-esteem, there-

fore, may be seen more as an individual phenomena as opposed to an
interactive variable.

Self-esteem does, however, interact with other

variables, particularly communication.
Differences between husbands and wives' self-esteem scores and
their rating "as if" their spouse were rating their self-esteem did
not prove important in marital satisfaction.

'^v

The scale that was
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designed to assess the "reflected" self-esteem may not have adequately
assessed the desired measure.

This is assuming the reported impor-

tance of perceptions of spouse appraisals is accurate.
When looking at the relative effects of self-disclosure via a
husband and wife's opener and discloser scores, the contribution
shifts to wives.

Wives appear to be better openers than males.

Both

spouses' opener scores affect marital satisfaction (though more for
wives),

This supports both a sex and/or role difference as well as an

indication of the relevance of communication (opening) for females as
compared to males in relation to marital satisfaction.

Self-

disclosure was only relevant for wives in differentiating marital
satisfaction from distress.

The relevance of expression of disclosure

seems to be limited to females, again supporting a stereotype of males
as less expressive.
Perhaps most interesting were the correlations between a
husband's opener score and his wife's individual marital satisfaction
score and a wife's opener level and a husband's level of individual
marital satisfaction.

Both relationships are highly significant

supporting a relationship between individual spouse behavior and
reactions in their partners level of marital satisfaction.

Appar-

ently, if husbands and wives listen and elicit communication, greater
marital satisfaction is likely.

Discloser scores were not related to

marital satisfaction for either spouse, indicating that expression may
be secondary to having a context for self-disclosure.
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In addition, there is a positive relationship between husbands'
opener scores and wives' discloser scores, as well as wives' opener
scores and husbands' discloser scores, again implying a reciprocal
relationship between elicitation and expression of self-disclosure.
The greater the number of opener and discloser scores above the
50th percentile in a couple, the greater the corresponding couple's
global distress mean score.

This supports a linear relationship

within the couple in contributing to global communication, thereby
enhancing marital satisfaction.

Reciprocity in marital communication

may indeed function additively.
Sex attitude similarity differed across the three levels of
marital satisfaction, as well as correlating with marital satisfaction
as a continuous variable.

Love attitude similarity did not differ

across the various marital satisfaction levels.

Sex attitude simi-

larity was related to increased global communication as well.

No

relationship was found between love attitudes and other variables in
the study.

Apparently, love attitudes similarity does not reflect

aspects of marital interaction in a descriptive manner, but it may be
relevant as an individual score which was not assessed in the present
study.
Although no consistant differences were found between the
moderate and distressed groups with regard to any of the dependent
measures, there was a greater degree of husband-wife discrepancy on
the global distress scale for couples in the moderate group.

Perhaps

the moderate group can be subsumed under the distressed group, but it
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does appear to have some unique characteristics.

There were consis-

tently greater husband-wife difference scores for couples in the
moderate group.

The moderate group may reflect an acute or transi-

tional state where there is greater disparity between husband and wife
scores, but with somewhat lower global distress mean scores.

Snyder's

(1981) three-level breakdown may have less utility in assessing the
variables analyzed in this study due to its clinical nature.

Global

communication did significantly differ across the three levels of
marital satisfaction supporting the relationship between husbands and
wives communication and marital satisfaction when looking at a total
communication indicator.
Perhaps the most inferential suggestion of the mutuality of
marital interaction was the use of the mean husband and wife global
distress scale scores from the MSI. All dependent variables and
composite variables are being related to a score that truly reflects
input from both spouses.

The study assessed couples' dependent

variables across independent and continuous couple GDS scores, thereby
supporting husband-wife interaction in making predictive judgements
(although the study has not measured actual interaction) about marital
satisfaction.
A comprehensive integration of the data in the present study is
found in the regression analysis.

From a total of 19 possible

variables, six were found to be significantly predictive of couples'
mean marital satisfaction.

The most significant variable contributing

the most variance was wives' opener ability followed by husbands'
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self-esteem, husbands' opener ability, wives' self-esteem, years
couple was married, and sex attitude differences.

The model reports a

strong support of the importance of listening/eliciting in a marriage
(although more for females) and self-esteem (although more for males).
There is a small degree of variance accounted for by how long a couple
has been married and how similar their attitudes about sex were.
Opener ability (listening and eliciting) for husbands and wives does
correlate well with husbands' self-esteem but not with wives' selfesteem, implying a relationship between the communicational elements
of the relationship and the husbands' level of self-esteem. ^In sum,
if a couple has a wife who elicits self-disclosure from her husband,
he is likely to have a higher level of self-esteem.

The couple is

also likely to have greater similarity of sex attitudes and greater
marital satisfaction./ The number of years married represents a minute
degree of unique variance, which cannot be isolated from what occurs
as a result of being married longer (e.g., getting older and other
time-based changes occurring to both spouses).
statistical artifact due its small effect size.

It is likely to be a
(See Table 15 for

regression results and Figure 3 for intercorrelation matrix.)

Present Limitations and Implications
for Future Research
Several limitations and methodological considerations of the
present study follow.
1) The subjects who self-selected for the study may not be
reflective of a wide range of maritally satisfied and dissatisfied
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couples.

Although "samples were drawn from two geographic regions,

subjects for the most part were volunteering and/or receiving some
form of remuneration (marital enrichment workshop).

The sample did

replicate Snyder's (1981) couples' group breakdown.

However, for most

of the variables in the present study, the moderate couples group did
not differ from the distressed couples group.

Skewed demographics

also limits the generalizability of this study.
2) No comprehensive pilot study was performed.

Had this data

been available, instruments could have been fine-tuned to assess
applicability of each instrument to the desired measure.

In addition,

a more accurate instrument or method of assessing reflected selfesteem needs to be developed.
3) In order to more accurately assess the effective contribution
of self-esteem, self-disclosure, and love/sex attitude similarity,
pre-test measures prior to marriage would be helpful.

Although it

seems that self-esteem and love attitude similarity are more stable
traits, self-disclosure and sex attitude similarity could be assessed
prior to marriage to obtain a baseline.
tudinal design which is more cumbersome.

This necessitates a longiA criticism of the present

study is that it sampled couples in a cross-sectional manner.

Thus,

the study may not have assessed couples in a wide range of situations.
The sample of couples did, however, have a wide range with respect to
individuals' age and length of marriage, thereby assessing couples
from different developmental periods.
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4) The complete sample (47 couples, 94 individuals) was large
enough to test the hypotheses in this study.

However, a larger sample

from a greater variety of ethnic, geographic, economic, and religious
groups would improve this study's generalizability to a broader
population (although the preset sample is likely to adequately reflect
some aspects of middle America).
5) By utilizing the GDS mean score of husbands and wives, data
may have been lost.
GDS differences.

The moderate group had the greatest husband-wife

In utilizing the mean score, data regarding individ-

ual spouse's GDS scores was modified.

Analysis could be performed

looking at the GDS score for individual spouses as well as the mean in
future research (although one could not delineate couples' groups with
two different scores).
6) Future research may only need to utilize two groups of
couples.

The moderate group did not offer clear and consistant

results.

Perhaps, if a larger subsample of moderate couples was

obtained, more consistent results would have been found.

However, the

moderate group did reflect some unique factors that warrant further
investigation, particularly the greater husband-wife differences on
most of the variables assessed.
a normal distribution however.

This may be a statistical artifact of
Moderate couples did seem to display

more acute distress and disparity in their scores, perhaps reflecting
a more active or exaccerbated phase in the satisfaction-distress
continuum.

On some measures the moderate group was statistically

similar to the distressed group, while on others it was similar to the
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satisfied group.

On no occasion was the moderate group completely

unitary and independent.
7) The interactions and interrelationships became cumbersome for
succinct interpretation.

Although it was a multidimensional study,

perhaps single variables could be assessed in smaller groups
completing the research with a comprehensive regression analysis.

In

addition, the relationships within couples and between variables were
highly complex.

Implying reciprocation and interpersonal dynamics

does not lend itself to traditional linear designs.

More complex

designs are needed to begin to look at the complex phenomenon of
marital satisfaction.
8) Interaction effects need to be addressed between opener and
discloser levels for husbands and wives, as well as between the other
variables of self-esteem (self-rated and reflected) and love/sex
attitude similarity.

Interactions between various levels of opener

and discloser scores requires a larger sample but may prove fruitful
in showing optimal combinations of opener and discloser levels.
9) A broader representation of attitudes could be used; ones that
are not so heavily weighted in marital interaction effects and that
perhaps reflect a more individualized representation.

Behaviorally-

oriented measures could be utilized (such as the Spouse Observation
Checklist or the MSI Sexual Satisfaction subscale) to assess if
behaviors are similar in their relationship to marital satisfaction to
attitudes.

Further research is needed in assessing what attitudes are
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most relevant to marital satisfaction, as well as similarities/
differences between attitudes and behavioral measures.
10) There is indeed some question as to the overall generalizability of the results of the present study in predicting marital
satisfaction.

The best that can be said is that several examined

variables clearly differentiate the clinical and non-clinical samples
included in the present study.

Future research needs to be broad in

its scope while remaining specific in viewing the complexity of
marital interaction.

We do not know from this research what cause

leads to which effect; causality can only be inferred.

There are,

however, clear differences noted between and within couples who are
satisfied and those who are not.
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1.

I am a:
A. Male
B. Female

2.

My religious heritage is:
A, Protestant (Baptist, Lutheran, etc.)
B, Catholic
C, None
D, Other

3.

How
A,
B,
C,
D,
E,

4.

My ethnic heritage is:
A, B l a c k
B,
White-non-Hispanic
C,
White-Hispanic
D,
Oriental
E,
Other

5.

What is your age?

6.

I was raised in an area that was:
A, Farm or small village
B, Town of 10,000 or less
C, Town of 10,000 to 50,000
D, City of 50,000 to 200,000
E, City of 200,000 or more

7.

My family's total income last year was:
A. $10,000 or less
B. $10,000-$20,000
C. $20,000-$35,000
D. $35,000-$50,000
E. $50,000-up

8.

My parents' educational level is:
A. One or both have graduate degrees
B. One or both graduated from college
C. One or both had some college
D. One or both graduated from high school
E. Neither parent completed high school

religious do you consider yourself?
Very religious
Moderately religious
Neutral
Moderately anti-religious
Very anti-religious
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9.

The quality of my parents' marriage is/was (if deceased or
divorced):
A. Very good
B. Good
C. Average
D. Poor
E. Very poor

10. How
A,
B,
C,
D,
E,

many brothers and sisters do you have?
None - only child
One
Two
Three
Four or more

11. Are you now married?
A, No
B, Yes
12.

Have you ever lived with someone of the opposite sex without
being married?
A. No
B. Yes

13.

How
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

many times have you been in love?
None
One
Two
Three to five
More than five

14.

Are
A.
B.
C.
D.

you in love now? If "Yes," how long?
No
Yes, one month or less
Yes, one to three months
Yes, over one year

15.

How
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

quiet or outgoing would you describe yourself?
Very outgoing
Outgoing
Average
Quiet
Very quiet
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16,

The
A,
B,
C,
D,
E,

way I feel about myself generally is:
Very positive
Positive
Average
Negative
Very negative

17,

I would describe my life right now as:
A. Very happy
B. Happy
C. Okay
D. Unhappy
E. Very unhappy

18,

How long have you been married?

19,

If you have been previously married, how many times?

20.

What is the highest you have gone in your formal education?
(check one)
grade school
junior high
high school
2-year college
4-year college
graduate-professional school

21.

How many children do you have?
marriage)

22.

How many children are living with you currently?

(include previous and current
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DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON 1 HIS BOOKLET
I. I believe our marriage is reasonably happy.
2. My spouse almost always responds with understanding to my mood at a given moment.

3. Our marriage has never been in difficulty because of
financial concerns.
4. 1 he husband should be the head of the family.
5. I had a very happy home life.
6. There are some things my spouse and I just cant
talk about.
7. Our sex life is entirely satisfactory.
8. I have never thought of my spouse or me as needing
marital counseling.
9. My spouse and I don't have much in common to
talk about.

26. All the marriages on my side of the family appear
to be quite successful.
27. My mate rarely does things which make me angry.
28. My spouse is forever checking up on how I spend
our money.
29. Our arguments often end with an exchange of
insults.
30. Most women are better off in their own home than
In a job or profession.
31. My spouse occasionally is unable to become stiffi
ciently aroused for us to have satisfactory intercourse.
32. I wish my spouse would confide in me more.
33. There are some important issues in our marriage
which need to be resolved.

10. It is sometimes easier to confide in a friend than
in my spouse.

34. My spouse and I spend a good deal of time together
in many different kinds of play and recreation.

11. Our income is sufficient to meet necessary expenses.

35. I here are times when my mate does things that
make me unhappy.

12. My spouse and I often remain silent for long periods
when we are angry with one another.
13. A preschool child is likely to suffer if the mother
works.
14. I am quite happily married.
15. My spouse has never been sexually unfaithful.
16. My spouse and I enjoy doing things together.
17. The members of my family were always very close to
each other.
18. My spouse and I need to improve the way we settle
our differences.
19. My spouse has no common sense when it comes to
money.

36. My spouse frequently misinterprets the way I really
feel when we are arguing.
37. Serious financial concerns are not likely to destroy
our marriage.
38. Some things arc too up.setting to discuss even with
my spouse.
39. Two married persons should be able to get along
better than my mate and I.
40. My spouse sometimes likes to engage in sexual
practices to which I object.
41. I am quite satisfied with the amount of time my
spouse and I spend in leisure.

20. I have never felt better in my marriage than I do now.

42. During an argument w ith my spouse, each of us airs
our feelings completely.

21. Sometimes my spouse just can't understand the way
I feel.

43. I here are some things about my mate that I do not
like.

22. A husband should take equal responsibility for feeding and clothing the children.

44. A woman should take her husband's last name after
marriage.

23. 1 he one thing my spouse and I don't really fully discuss is sex.

45. My spouse and I seem to have little in common
when we are not busy with social activities.

24. My spouse does not take criticism as a personal
attack.

46. I've gotten more out of marriage than I expected.

25. Every new thing I have learned about my mate has
pleased me.

47. When upset, my spouse sometimes does a lot of
little things just to annoy me.
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48. I have never been sexually unfaithful to my spouse.
49. I feel as though we outlive our financial means.
50. Some equality in marriage is a good thing, but
by and large, the husband ought to have the main
say-so in family matters.
51. My spouse feels free to express openly strong feelings of sadness.
52. At times I have very much wanted to leave my
spouse.
53. My childhood was probably happier than most.

72. My spouse and I rarely argue about money.
73. There are some sexual behaviors I would like but
which my spouse doesn't seem to enjoy.
74. My spouse is so touchy on some subjects that I can't
even mention them.
75. My marriage has been disappointing in several ways.
76. My spouse and I rarely go for walks together.
77. Basically, most men still desire nurturant and
"traditional" women.

54. My spouse has no difficulty accepting criticism.

78. It is unusual for my spouse to openly express strong
feelings of tenderness.

55. Our marriage has never been in trouble because of
our sexual relationship.

79. There are some things about my mate that I would
change if I could.

56. My mate and I seldom have major disagreements.

80. There are some serious difficulties in our marriage.

57. My spouse and I frequently sit down and talk about
pleasant things that have happened during the day.

81. My spouse often fails to understand my point of
view on things.

58. If a child gets sick and the wife works, the husband
should be just as willing as she to stay home from
work and take care of the child.

82. My spouse is sometimes overly modest or prudish
in his (her) attitude toward sex.

59. My mate completely understands and sympathizes
with my every mood.
60. Frequently when we argue, my spouse and I seem to

go over and over the same old things.

83. Our financial future seems quite secure.
84. Women who want to remove the word "obey" from
the marriage service don't understand what it means
to be a wife.

61. I trust my spouse with our money completely.

85. Whenever I'm feeling sad, my spouse makes me feel
loved and happy again.

62. I have important needs in my marriage that are not

86. My marriage could be much happier than it is.

being met.
63. My parents' marriage would be a good example to

follow for any married couple.
64. My spouse can usually tell what kind ofday I've had

87. My spouse and I seem to get carried away in an
argument and say things we don't really mean.
88. I have never regretted my marriage, not even for a
moment.

without even asking.
89. My parents' marriage was happier than most.
65. My spouse and I rarely have sexual intercourse.
66. When my spouse and I disagree, my spouse helps us
to find alternatives acceptable to both of us.

90. I nearly always gain complete sexual satisfaction
from intercourse with my spouse.
91. My spouse keeps most of his (her) feelings inside.

67. I am fairly satisfied with the way my spouse and I
spend our available free time.
68. I have wondered, on several occasions, whether my
marriage would end in divorce.
69. If a mother of young children works, it should be
only while the family needs the money.
70. There is never a moment that I do not feel "head
over heels" in love with my mate.
71. My spouse has never taken pleasure in hurting me
personally.

92. The future of our marriage is too uncertain to make
any serious plans.
93. Our daily life is full of interesting things to do
together.
94. When my spouse and I have differences of opinion,
we sit down and discuss them.
95. The most important thing for a woman is to be a
good wife and mother.
96. I confide in my mate about everything.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

97. I had a very unhappy childhood.
98. My marriage is less happy than the very successful
ones.
99. I would like to improve the quality of our sexual
relationship.
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120. There have been moments of great happiness in tny
marriage.
121. My mate has all of the qualities I've always wanted
in a mate.
122. My parents had very few quarrels.

100. My spouse is pretty good when it comes to saving
money.

123. I sometimes am reluctant to express disagreement
with my spouse for fear that he (she) will get angry.

lOI. A lot of arguments with my spouse seem to be about
trivia.

124. My spouse has too little regard sometimes for my
sexual satisfaction.

102. There are some things about my marriage that do
not entirely please me.

125. My spouse and I argue nearly all the time.

103. My spouse can always be trusted with everything I
tell him (her).
104. Even when I am with my spouse I feel lonely much
of the time.
105. My spouse readily admits an error when he (she)
has been wrong.
106. My spouse seems to enjoy sex as much as I do.
107. It is often hard for my spou.se and me to discuss our
finances without getting upset with each other.
108. Only in emergencies should the wife contribute to
the financial support of the family.
109. The unhappiest moments of my life are often caused
by my marriage.
MO. My spouse takes quite seriously my feelings and
thoughts about an issue.
111. My spouse doesn't take enough time to do sotne of
the things I'd like to do.
112. There are times when I do not feel a great deal of
love and affection for my mate.
113. My spouse and I communicate very little simply
through the exchange of glances.
114. I have never felt our marital difficulties were piling
up so high that we could not overcome them.
115. I would prefer to have intercourse more frequently
than wc do now.
116. My spouse often insists on getting his (her) own way
regardless of what I may want.

126. I wish my spouse shared a few more of my interests.
127. My spouse does many different things to show me
that he (she) loves me.
128. A major role of the wife should be that of housekeeper.
129. Minor disagreements with my spouse often end up
in big arguments.
130. My spouse and I nearly always agree on how frequently to have intercourse.
131. I might be happier if I weren't married.
132. Sometimes I feel as though my spouse doesn't really
need me.
133. My spouse doesn't seem to understand the importance of putting money into savings.
134. A woman's place is in the home.
135. I feel sometimes like my spouse is "lecturing "at nte.
136. I get pretty discouraged about my marriage sometimes.
137. We are as well adjusted as any two persons in this
world can be.
138. Our sexual relationship does not lack at all in
variety.
139. My spouse and I seem able to go for days sometimes
without settling our differences.
140. The recreational and leisure life of my spouse and
myself appears to be meeting both our needs quite
well.

117. My spouse is a very good manager of finances
141. My spouse does many things to please me.
118. A woman should be able to choose a career outside
the home just as her husband does.
119. It seems that we used to have more fun than we
do now.

142. Sometimes I wonder just how much my spouse
really does love me.
143. My parents never really understood me.
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144. When arguing, wc manage quite well to restrict our
focus to the important issues.

168. I am certain our decision to get married was the
right one.

145. A wife should not have to give up her job when it
interferes with her husband's career.

169. I might have been happier had I married somebody
else.

146. I am somewhat dissatisfied with how my spouse and
I talk about better ways of pleasing each other
sexually.

170. When I'm upset, my spouse usually understands
why even without my telling him (her).

147. My spouse and I are happier than most couples I
know.

171. Faming the family income is primarily the responsibility of the husband.
172. My spouse sometimes buys too much on credit.

148. Trying to work out a family budget makes more
trouble with my spouse than it is worth.

173. My spouse desires intercourse too frequently.

149. I feel free to express openly strong feelings of sadness to my spouse.

174. I have known very little unhappiness in my
marriage.

150. We gel angry with each other sometimes.

175. I sometimes am reluctant to discuss certain things
with my spouse because I'm afraid I might hurt his
(her) feelings.

151. My spouse sometimes seems intent upon changing
some aspect of my personality.
152. I am thoroughly committed to remaining in my
present marriage.
153. My spouse likes to share his (her) leisure time
with me.

176. My mate occasionally makes me feel miserable.
177. I h e responsibilities of motherhood are a full-time
job.
178. I sometimes avoid telling my spouse things which
put me in a bad light.

154. I wish sometimes my spouse would take more initiative in our sexual relations.

179. My marriage is as successful as any I know.

155. Whenever he (she) is feeling down, my spouse
comes to me for support.

180. I often wonder what it would be like to have intercourse with someone other than my spouse.

156. My spouse often complains that I don't understand
him (her).

181. My spouse and I decide together the manner in
which the family income is to be spent.

157. I usually feel that my marriage is worthwhile.

182. Even when angry with me, my spouse is able to
appreciate my viewpoints.

158. A husband and wife should share responsibility for
housework if both work outside the home.
159. My spouse doesn't always appreciate the importance of keeping good financial records.
160. I have never seriously considered having an affair.
161. In most matters, my spouse understands what Im
trying to say.
162. My spouse and I enjoy the same types of amusement.
163. My mate rarely does things which make me unhappy.
164. I'm not sure my spouse has ever really loved me.
165. My parents didn't communicate with each other as
well as they should have.
166. My spouse seems committed to settling our differences.
167. I enjoy sexual intercourse with my spouse

183. I was very anxious as a young person to get away
from my family.
184. I spend at least one hour each day in an activity with
my spouse.
185. The good things in my marriage seem to far outweigh the bad.
186. I don't think any couple could live together with
greater harmony than my mate and I.
187. A lot of our arguments seem to end in depressing
stalemates.
188. I am sometimes unhappy with our sexual relationship.
189. A wife's career is of equal importance to her
husband's.
190. My spouse has much difficulty keeping our checkbook balanced.
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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191. My spouse and I have never come close to separation or divorce.
192. My spouse sometimes seems to spend more time
with his (her) friends than with me.

214. My spouse rarely nags me.
215. I would like my spouse to express a little more
tenderness during intercourse.

193. My marriage could be happier than it is.

216. I think my marriage is less happy than most
marriages.

194. I often wondered whether my parents' marriage
would end in divorce.

217. When disagreements arise they are always settled in
a peaceful, fair, and democratic manner.

195. Our arguments frequently end up with one of us
feeling hurt or crying.

218. I am apt to hide my feelings in some things, to the
extent that my spouse may hurt me without his(her)
knowing it.

196. We seem to do more arguing than a couple should.
197. My spouse sometimes shows too little enthusiasm
for sex.

219. Before marrying, I was quite eager to leave home.

198. Just when I need it the most, my spouse makes me
feel important.

221. My marriage is an unhappy one.

199. A woman should expect her husband to help with
the housework.

220. My spouse's feelings are too easily hurt.

222. Where a family lives should depend mostly on the
husband's job.
223. My spouse invests money wisely.

200. My spouse buys too many things without consulting with me first.

224. My spouse rarely refuses intercourse when I desire it.

201. Durine our marriage, my spouse and I have always
talked things over.

225. We sometimes seem unable to settle calmly even our
minor differences.

202. About the only time I'm with my spouse is at meals
and bedtime.

226. I have often considered asking my spouse to go with
me to seek marital counseling.

203. I believe that our marriage is as pleasant as that
of most people I know.

227. We just don't get the chance to do as much together
any more.

204. I certainly hope our marriage turns out better than
the marriages of some of my relatives.

228. My marriage is not a perfect success.

205. There are times when 1 wonder if I made the best
of all possible choices.

229 It's only natural for a man to be bothered if his wife
makes more money than he does.
230. My spouse doesn't take me seriously enough some-

times.

206. Talking about sexual performance with my spouse
is not difficult.

231. Frankly, our marriage has not been successful

207. My spouse and I are often unable to disagree with
one another without losing our tempers.

232 My spouse and I almost always discuss things together before making an important decision.

208. My spouse is often loo concerned with financial
matters.

233. 1 here is nothing I would like to change about our

209. If it weren't for fear of hurting my mate, I might
leave him (her).

234. My parents loved each other.

210. There should be more daycare centers and nursery
schools so that more mothers of young children
could work.
211. My mate and I understand each other completely.
212. My spouse and I sometimes enjoy just sitting down
and doing things together.
213. We could have many fewer marital difficulties if

our family income were larger.

sex life.

235. Such things as laundry, cleaning, and childcare are
primarily the wife's responsibility.
236. My spouse seems to enjoy just being with me.
237. There are many things about my marriage which
please me.
238. T here is a great deal of love and affection expressed
in our marriage.
239. My marriage has been very satisfying

Couples WITHOUT CHH.DREN should STOP here.
All couples WITH CHILDREN should continue to answer EACH of the following items.
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240. Having children has increased the happiness of our
marriage.

261. My spouse and I decide together what rules to set
for our children.

241. My spouse and I nearly always agree on how to
respond to our children's requests for money or
privileges.

262. Having children has interfered with pursuit of my
own career.

242. For the most part, our children are well-behaved.

263. My spouse and I assume equal responsibility for
rearing the children.

243. Our children often manage to drive a wedge between my spouse and me.

264. Words don't scetn to have any impact on kids these
days.

244. Raising children is a nerve-wracking job.

265. The children and I often work together in the yard
or on projects around the house.

245. Our children seem to fight among themselves more
than children in other families.
246. My spouse and I rarely disagree on how much time
to spend with the children.
247. My children and I don't have very much in common
to talk about.
248. My spouse doesn't assume his (her) fair share of
taking care of the children.

266. My spouse shows a great deal of enthusiasm in our
children's interests and accomplishments.
267. I sometimes think my spouse and I should have
waited longer before having children.
268. Our marriage has never been in difficulty because
of Ihe children.
269. Our children rarely fail to meet their responsibilities
at home.

249. Having children has not brought all of the satisfactions I had hoped it would.

270. Sometimes my spouse really spoils the children.

250. A large portion of argtiments I have with my spouse
are caused by the children.

271. I fre()ticnily get together with one or more of the
children for fun or recreation at home.

251. I wish my children would show a little more concern
for me.

272. My spouse and I always try to stipport each other
when one of us praises or punishes our children.

252. My children have learned that if they can't get
something from me they can often get it from my
spouse.

273. Our children do not show adequate respect for their
parents.

253. Having children has not kept my spouse and me
from doing as much together as we used to do.
254. My spouse doesn't spend enough time with Ihe
children.
255. Our children don't seem as happy and carefree as
other children their age.
256. Most of the work involved in caring for the children
falls on my shoulders.
257. Our marriage might have been happier if we had
not had children.
258. My spouse and I rarely argue about the children.
259. My children rarely seem to care how I feel about
things.
260. Quite frequently mychildrencomeand talk with me
about routine events in their daily lives.

274. My spouse doesn't display enough affection towards the children.
275. My children's value systems are very much the same
as my own.
276. My spouse and I seem to argue more frequently
since having children.
277. Before having children. I didn't realize how much of
a burden raising a family could be.
278. My spouse and I nearly always agree on what our
children's responsibilities at home sliould be.
279. My children consider me an important part of their
lives.
280. My spouse and I rarely disagree on when or how to
punish the children.

END
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Instructions: To what extent do the statements below reflect your
relationship with your husband/wife? Circle one for each statement
Scoring Key:

4
3
2
1
0

=
=
=
=
=

strongly agree
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly disagree

0 12 3 4

1.

My spouse frequently tells me about him/herself

0 12 3 4

2.

I've been told I'm a good listener by my spouse

0 1 2 3 4

3.

I'm very accepting of my spouse.

0 12 3 4

4.

My spouse trusts me with his/her secrets.

0 12 3 4

5.

I easily get my spouse to open up.

0 12 3 4

6.

My spouse feels relaxed around me.

0 12 3 4

7.

I enjoy listening to my spouse.

0 1 2 3 4

8.

I'm sympathetic to my spouse's problems.

0 12 3 4

9.

I encourage my spouse to tell me how he/she is
feeling.

0 12 3 4

10.

I can keep my spouse talking about him/herself.

APPENDIX C2
DISCLOSER INDEX
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Instructions: To what extent are you willing to discuss the following
with your husband/wife? Circle one for each statement.
Scoring Key:

4
3
2
1
0

=
=
=
=
=

discuss fully and completely
discuss most things
discuss somewhat
discuss a little
don't discuss at all

0 12 3 4

1.

My personal habits

0 12 3 4

2.

Things I have done which I feel guilty about

0 12 3 4

3.

Things I wouldn't do in public

0 12 3 4

4.

My deepest feelings

0 12 3 4

5.

What I like and dislike about myself

0 12 3 4

6.

What is important to me in life

0 12 3 4

7.

What makes me the person I am

0 12 3 4

8.

My worst fears

0 12 3 4

9.

Things I have done which I am proud of

0 12 3 4

10. My close relationships with other people

APPENDIX Dl
ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
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Instructions: For each item below, circle the choice which indicates
how you feel about yourself.

1.

I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal basis
with others.
1.

2.

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

4.

Strongly
disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

I wish I could have more respect for myself
1.

9,

Strongly
disagree

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
1.

8.

4.

I take a positive attitude toward myself.
1.

7.

Disagree

I feel I do not have much to be proud of.
1.

6.

3.

I am able to do things as well as most other people.
1.

5.

Agree

All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
1.

4.

2.

I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
1.

3.

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

I certainly feel useless at times.
1.

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

145
10.

At times I think I am no good at all.
1.

Strongly
agree
^

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
,.
disagree

APPENDIX D2
REVISED ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
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Instructions: Please rate yourself on each item as if your husband/
wife were describing you. Important: Answer the question as if it
were your husband or wife answering them. In other words, what you
think they would write.

1.

I feel that my mate is a person of worth, at least on an equal
basis with others.
1.

2.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2. Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

On the whole, my mate is satisfied with him or herself.
1.

8.

4.

My mate takes a positive attitude toward him or herself.
1.

7.

Disagree

My mate does not have much to be proud of.
1.

6.

3.

My mate is able to do things as well as most other people.
1,

5.

Agree

All in all, my mate is inclined to feel that he/she is a failure.
1.

4.

2.

I feel that he/she has a number of good qualities.
1.

3.

Strongly
agree

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree

My mate wishes he/she could have more respect for him or herself.
1.

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

4.

Strongly
disagree
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9.

My mate certainly feels useless at times.
1.

10.

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

At times my mate thinks he/she is no good at all
1.

Strongly
agree

2.

Agree

3.

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

APPENDIX El
HENDRICKS AND HENDRICKS' LOVE ATTITUDE SCALE
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Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes
about love. For each statement fill in the response on the answer
sheet that indicates how much you agree or disagree with that
statement. Some of the items refer to a specific love relationship,
while others refer to general attitudes and beliefs about love.
Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current mate in
mind. Circle one for each statement:
A
B
C
D
E

=
=
=
=
=

Strongly agree with the statement
Moderately agree with the statement
Neutral - neither agree nor disagree
Moderately disagree with the statement
Strongly disagree with the statement

A B O D E

My mate and I were attracted to each other immediately
after we first met.

A B O D E

My mate and I have the right physical "chemistry" between
us.

A B O D E

Our lovemaking is very intense and satisfying.

A B O D E

I feel that my mate and I were meant for each other.

A B O D E

My mate and I became emotionally involved rather quickly.

A B O D E

My mate and I really understand each other.

A B O D E

My mate fits my ideal standards of physical
beauty/handsomeness.

A B O D E

I try to keep my mate a little uncertain about my
commitment to him/her.

A B O D E

I believe that what my lover doesn't know about me won't
hurt him/her.

A B O D E

I have sometimes had to keep two of my mates from finding
out about each other.

A B O D E

I can get over love affairs pretty easily and quickly.

A B C D E

My mate would get upset if he/she knew of some of the
things I've done with other people.

A B C D E

When my mate gets too dependent on me, I want to back off
a little.
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A B O D E

I enjoy playing the "game of love" with a number of
different partners.

A B C D E

It is hard to say exactly where friendship ends and love
begins.

A B O D E

Genuine love first requires caring for awhile.

A B O D E

I expect to always be friends with the one I love.

A B O D E

The best kind of love grows out of a long friendship.

A B O D E

Our friendship merged gradually into love over time.

A B O D E

Love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious,
mystical emotion.

A B O D E

My most satisfying love relationships have developed from
good friendships.

A B O D E

I consider what a person is going to become in life
before I commit myself to him/her.

A B O D E

I try to plan my life carefully before choosing a mate.

A B O D E

It is best to love someone with a similar background.

A B O D E

A main consideration in choosing a mate is how he/she
reflects on my family.

A B O D E

An important factor in choosing a partner is whether or
not he/she will be a good parent.

A B O D E

One consideration in choosing a partner is how he/she
will reflect on my career.

A B C D E

Before getting very involved with anyone, I try to figure
out how compatible his/her hereditary background is with
mine in case we ever have children.

A B O D E

When things aren't right with my mate and me, my stomach
gets upset.

A B O D E

When my love affairs break up, I get so depressed that I
have even thought of suicide.

A B O D E

Sometimes I get so excited about being in love that I
can't sleep.
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A B O D E

When my lover doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick
all over.

A B C D E

I cannot relax if I suspect that my mate is with someone
else.

A B O D E

If my mate ignores me for awhile, I sometimes do stupid
things to try to get his/her attention back.

A B O D E

I try to always help my mate through difficult times.

A B O D E

I would rather suffer myself than let my mate suffer.

A B O D E

I cannot be happy unless I place my mate's happiness
before my own.

A B O D E

I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my
lover achieve his/hers.

A B C D E

Whatever I own is my mate's to use as he/she chooses.

A B O D E

When my lover gets angry with me, I still love him/her
fully and unconditionally.

A B O D E

I would endure all things for the sake of my mate.

APPENDIX E2
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Listed below are several statements that reflect different attitudes
about sex. For each statement fill in the response on the answer
sheet that indicates how much you agree or disagree with that
statement. Some of the items refer to a specific sexual relationship,
while others refer to general attitudes and beliefs about sex.
Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current partner in
mind. Circle one for each statement.
A
B
0
D
E

=
=
=
=
=

Strongly agree with the statement
Moderately agree with the statement
Neutral - neither agree nor disagree
Moderately disagree with the statement
Strongly disagree with the statement

A B O D E

I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex
with him/her.

A B O D E

Casual sex is acceptable.

A B O D E

I would like to have sex with many partners.

A B O D E

One-night stands are sometimes very enjoyable.

A B C D E

It is okay to have ongoing sexual relationships with more
than one person at a time.

A B O D E

It is okay to manipulate someone into having sex as long
as no future promises are made.

A B O D E

Sex as a simple exchange of favors is okay if both people
agree to it.

A B O D E

The best sex is with no strings attached.

A B O D E

Life would have fewer problems if people could have sex
more freely.

A B O D E

It is possible to enjoy sex with a person and not like
that person very much.

A B C D E

Sex is more fun with someone you don't love.

A B O D E

It is all right to pressure someone into having sex.

A B C D E

Extensive premarital sexual experience is fine.

A B O D E

Extramarital affairs are all right as long as one's
partner doesn't know about them.
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A B O D E

Sex for its own sake is perfectly all right.

A B C D E

I would feel comfortable having intercourse with my
partner in the presence of other people.

A B O D E

Prostitution is acceptable.

A B O D E

It is okay for sex to be just good physical release.

A B O D E

Sex without love is meaningless.

A B C D E

People should at least be friends before they have sex
together.

A B O D E

In order for sex to be good, it must also be meaningful

A B O D E

Birth control is part of responsible sexuality.

A B O D E

A woman should share responsibility for birth control.

A B O D E

A man should share responsibility for birth control.

A B O D E

Sex education is important for young people.

A B O D E

Using "sex toys" during lovemaking is acceptable.

A B O D E

Masturbation is all right.

A B O D E

Masturbating one's partner during intercourse can
increase the pleasure of sex.

A B O D E

Sex gets better as a relationship progresses.

A B O D E

Sex is the closest form of communication between two
people.

A B O D E

Orgasm is the greatest experience in the world.

A B O D E

At its best, sex seems to be the merging of two souls.

A B O D E

Sex is a very important part of life.

A B O D E

Sex is usually an intensive, almost overwhelming
experience.

A B O D E

During sexual intercourse, intense awareness of the
partner is the best frame of mind.

A B O D E

Sex is fundamentally good.
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A B O D E

Sex is best when you let yourself go and focus on your
own pleasure.

A B O D E

Sex is primarily the taking of pleasure from another
person,

A B O D E

The main purpose of sex is to enjoy oneself.

A B O D E

Sex is primarily physical.

A B O D E

Sex is primarily a bodily function, like eating.

A B O D E

Sex is mostly a game between males and females.
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Texas Tech University
Department of Psychology
Box 4100/Lubbock, Texas 79409-4100/(806) 742-3737

CONSENT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION
The present study consists of responding to Iteras concerning marriage.
You will be asked to rate the importance of various activities that occur in
marriages. We are interested in discovering which of these activities you
view as being important in making a marriage successful. You will find a wide
array of activities noted in the questionnaire, so feel free to take your time
in deciding which of them are important. No identifying information will be
requested of you, although we will ask you to fill out some demographic items
to help us get a picture of some of the characteristics of the people responding
to the questionnaire.
Participation in the study is totally voluntary. Participation in the study
will however allow couples to attend a two-hour Marital Enrichment Seminar covering
communication strategies and problem solving techniques. You may withdraw from
the study at any time. There is no consequence for deciding not to fill out the
materials.
David Greenfield (742-3737) and Dr. Cal Stoltenberg (742-3766) are in charge
of this study, and have agreed to answer any inquiries I may have concerning the
procedures and have informed me that I may 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, TX
79409, or by calling 742-3884.
If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this
project, treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the
Student Health Center, nor is there necessarily any Insurance carried by the
University or its personnel applicable to cover any such injury. Financial
compensation for any such injury must be provided through the participants own
Insurance program. Further information about these matters may be obtained from
Dr. John Darling, Vice President for Academic Affairs and Research, 742-2184,
Room 108, Administration Building, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 79409.

David Greenfield, Principal Investigator

Research Participant

Date read and signed

"An Equal Opponunity/AHIrmative

Action

(mployer"
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Please read carefully.
1.

Please be sure to fill out all of the forms separately; do not
discuss your answers with your spouse.

2.

Please read the instructions carefully on each form; this is very
important because each form has a very specific purpose. Some of
the directions will differ in very small ways.

3.

For the form that says "Marital Satisfaction Inventory" (Appendix
B ) , you will need an answer sheet with a lot of circles to fill
in; this answer sheet is at the end of the questions. Simply
pull the answer sheet out in order to answer the questions. When
you are finished, please slide the answer sheet back into the
packet. Make sure it is handed in with the rest of your forms.

4.

It is extremely important that you fill out all of the materials
you have been given. If any forms are left blank, this will
invalidate the rest of the materials you worked on.

5.

Remember all of your responses are anonymous; you do not need to
put your name anjn^^here. You will not be called or questioned
after filling out the form.

6.

Thank you for participating in this study on marriage; the
information you will provide will be invaluable in helping to
understand marital relations more fully. These forms should only
take you 45 minutes to 1 hour to fill out. Please fill out the
forms properly and hand them back as quickly as possible.

7.

Should you wish to participate in the FREE Marital Enrichment
Seminar, please contact David Greenfield at 742-3737; leave your
name and phone number and I will get in touch with you.

8.

Please be sure to fill out the consent form which acknowledges
that you understand what is involved in participating in this
research.

9.

Again, thank you for your time and effort.

