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Abstract 

 
This is a descriptive study that compares interfaith and same-faith married couples’ 

reports of intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation, social network composition, social support, 

conflict communication, and marital satisfaction. Same-faith participants were recruited through 

a church in a large, metropolitan city in the south. There was an announcement placed a local 

church’s weekly mail-out asking for volunteers. In addition, there were announcements made 

within the church during services. Couples who expressed interest in participating were asked if 

they were involved in a same-faith marriage. Interfaith participants were recruited in three ways. 

First, area churches, church organizations, synagogues, and mosques were contacted. Second, an 

advertisement that requests research participants was published in religious organization 

newsletters as well as three local newspapers. Finally, networking procedures allowed for the 

researcher to obtain more participants (N= 197). The results suggest several conclusions. First, 

intrinsic religious orientation is associated with more mutually constructive communication and 

is present more so with same-faith couples than interfaith couples. In contrast, extrinsic religious 

orientation is associated with more demand/withdraw communication and less mutually 

constructive communication. Furthermore, when religious orientation was compared to the 

communication variables in combination with couple type, it was concluded that extrinsic 

interfaith partners reported using more demand-withdraw communication than do intrinsic 

interfaith partners, and extrinsic same-faith partners reported using less demand-withdraw 

communication than intrinsic same-faith partners. Finally, extrinsic same-faith partners reported 

more satisfaction in their marriage than did extrinsic interfaith partners and intrinsic same-faith 

partners reported more satisfaction than intrinsic interfaith partners. Thus, it is concluded that 

same-faith partners report more marital satisfaction overall.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

 There has been little research done on the phenomenon of interfaith married 

couples and their religious orientation impacting their marital satisfaction as a whole. In 

addition, there has been even less research that works to compare the interfaith data to 

data found on same-faith married couples.  In order to avoid possible limitations and to 

provide more validity to the generalizations made, this study will compare results of 

interfaith marriages to same-faith marriages. The same variables will be examined. It is 

likely that in same-faith married couples, both of the partners will report being 

intrinsically religious. In comparison, interfaith couples are more likely to have one 

partner report intrinsically religious while the other reports extrinsically religious. 

Several studies have explored the disposition of religion in marriage; however, very few 

studies have examined the relationship processes among interfaith marriages. Interfaith 

marriages are more likely to end in divorce because they are less durable than other 

marriages (Bahr, 1981; Lehrer & Chiswick, 1993). Interfaith couples report many 

religiously related relationship and family problems. This could certainly be a reason for 

the increase in divorce rates among particular combinations of interfaith marriages. The 

divorce rates for these interfaith marriages are as much as nine times higher than other 

combinations (Ortega, Whitt, & Williams, 1988). Despite these negative statistics, 

however, interfaith marriages are increasing considerably in the American culture. The 

U.S. Constitution, in combination with our culture, does not maintain any laws 

prohibiting intermarriage across religious denominations or other cultural lines, however, 
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endogamy-the norm that states one should marry within one’s own group- is still counted 

among the most predominant norms today (Engelman & Gratzer, 1998).  

There are several reasons offered for the increase in interfaith marriages. Uecker 

(2007) suggests that “the young adult years of many Americans are marked by a clear 

decline in outward religious expression, which is popularly thought to hit bottom during-

and perhaps because of- the college experience” (p.1). In addition, in the 1980s nearly 60 

percent of young adults reported attending church less frequently than they did during 

late childhood (Willits & Crider, 1989). By attending church less frequently, the 

endogamy norm of marrying same-group could become less of a standard for the young 

adults. Hence, this could be a reason for an increase in interfaith marriages.  

Another aspect that needs to be considered is the fact that religion offers individuals their 

identity. Different religions would obviously offer different values for an individual to 

live by. Therefore, in interfaith marriages, contrasting identities would initiate issues and 

conflict, similar to the idea that couples must share a few common hobbies and interests 

to cohabitate happily. With that said, it is important to look at certain aspects of these 

couples’ relationships to determine whether or not the variables are affected one way or 

the other depending on religious orientation. In this study, religious orientation refers to 

being of an intrinsic orientation or an extrinsic orientation.  

 According to Stewart and Roach (1993), religious orientation has proven to 

impact argumentativeness over religious matters. Given this research, it is expected that 

the data that are found regarding same-faith married couples will result with the 

conclusion that same-faith married couples are more satisfied overall. This particular 
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study will look at these data searching for the idea that there is a difference between 

same-faith and interfaith married couples regarding marital satisfaction. 

 

Statement of Problem 

 Interfaith marriages are less resilient and more likely to end in divorce than same-

faith (Bahr, 1981; Lehrer & Chiswick 1993). Regardless of this research, there is still a 

significant increase in reports of interfaith marriage among several faiths and 

denominations. Several reasons are available for explaining the increased incidence of 

intermarriage. However, there are few explanations for why these marriages are seen as 

more challenging than same-faith marriages.  

 Some research has looked specifically at interfaith marriages and the partners’ 

religious orientation and the individual’s self-reported strength of religious commitment 

and the communication and conflict dynamics. Past research has not compared the data 

found on interfaith married couples to data found on same-faith marriages and those 

communication processes. By comparing the data found in these marriages, we would be 

able to understand the influence religion and orientation has not only on marriage, but on 

conflict communication patterns and social support networks as well. Religion is one 

significant aspect in influencing the quality of marriage however, religion’s influences 

and its interaction with other variables, known to influence the condition of marriage, has 

only been looked at in interfaith marriages. Due to the lack of research, it would be 

profitable to measure the same variables of religious orientation, marital satisfaction, 
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social support and social networks, and conflict communication patterns in regards to 

same-faith marriages. The results could then be compared to interfaith marriages. 

  The purpose of this study is to research the relationships between religious 

strength, religious orientations, communicative processes (conflict and communication 

patterns and social support), and marital satisfaction within interfaith marriages as well as 

same-faith marriages. Following the separate examinations of marriages, a comparison of 

the data is necessary to provide more evidence for previous generalizations made 

regarding interfaith marriages and provide evidence that same-faith married couples 

experience a higher quality of marriage. 

 Through the research presented in this chapter, I introduce the relational problems 

that develop in interfaith marriages. The presentation of this research illuminated a point 

of brevity in the literature with regards to the communicative processes of those 

relationships. The lack of valuable research on the communicative processes of those 

relationships introduces the idea that there could potentially be a difference in marriage 

quality between interfaith marriages and same-faith marriages. To conclude this chapter I 

presented the general research objectives of this project and will summarize the intent of 

the next four chapters.  

 Chapter two presents the significant literature on intermarriage, interfaith 

marriage, communication and conflict in marriage, social support and social networks, 

and the need to research these variables in same-faith marriages. This analysis of past 

literature ends in summation and posits a research question about the nature of these 

variables being compared in interfaith and same-faith marriages.  
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 Chapter three explains the methodology of the study including details of the 

design, participants, sample and sampling plan, measures, demographic data, and 

methods for data analysis. Chapter four gives details regarding the results of the study. 

Lastly, chapter five presents the findings, any limitations to the study, and future 

directions for research.  
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Chapter II 

 

Review of Literature 
 

 

An interfaith marriage is any marriage where the marital partners differ in one or 

more religious ways (Hood, Spilka, Hunsberger, & Gorsuch, 1996). An example of an 

interfaith marriage would be where one partner is Christian and the other is Jewish. 

Interfaith marriages are significantly increasing. This change may likely continue as a 

nationwide study reported that less than half of the young adults surveyed “believed that 

it is not important to find a spouse who shares their own religion” (Whitehead & 

Popenoe, 2001, p.6) Educational level is one explanation attributed to the increase of 

interfaith marriages. Maxwell (1997) suggests that one’s higher education level is likely 

to introduce an increase in social and geographical opportunities which would be likely to 

expand one’s chance to meet and marry someone from a different religious background. 

A high level of educational success may also be inversely associated with value and 

belief systems. For example, a higher education may result in more liberal attitudes 

towards young people. This could result in young people being more open-minded and 

unprejudiced towards other view points which may lead to an increase in interfaith 

marriages. A second explanation for the increase in interfaith marriages is the idea of 

proximity. Davidson and Wideman (2002) found that group size influences opportunities 

for interaction and availability of marriage partners. One’s geographical location can 

influence interfaith marriage rates because it affects the types of religious groups and 

individuals available for marriage. For example, Davidson and Wideman’s (2002) study 
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shows that in the northeastern part of the United States, where Catholics are close in 

proximity to Protestants, this closeness allows for more interfaith marriages. A last 

explanation for an increase in interfaith marriages comes from the general pattern of 

marriage and remarriage. Maxwell (1997) refers to this as an “in-marrying, then 

divorcing and out-marrying” pattern. Interfaith couples may be participating in each 

other’s places of worship as well as celebrate holidays from both faith traditions in their 

homes (Comfort, 1999).  

 

Religious Orientation 

Several studies have investigated the nature of religion in marriage; however, very 

few studies have looked at the relationship processes among interfaith married couples. 

According to Allport (1966), people display intrinsic and/or extrinsic orientations to the 

religions. A person who is intrinsically religious is characterized as being resiliently 

committed to their faith. Their religion helps them to gain a feeling of meaning in their 

lives. Intrinsically religious persons also tend to be more mature and have an open mind 

when it comes to tolerating different viewpoints. They deem their religion as vital to 

mental health and attend more religious services. On the other hand, extrinsically 

religious persons view their religion as working towards a personal benefit. They view 

religious gatherings as advancing social relationships with others. In addition, 

extrinsically religious persons tend to not attend a religious service as often and are 

constantly in need of comfort and security (Allport & Ross, 1967). This particular study 

looks at four different variables influenced by the religious orientation of these couples: 
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marital satisfaction, social support satisfaction, social network composition, and conflict 

communication.   

Research suggests that interfaith couples are expected to experience more conflict 

communication than same-faith marriages. Results from a study done on 328 people 

involved in interfaith marriages concluded that there is a significant correlation between 

religious orientation and communication and conflict behaviors (Hughes, 2004). Looking 

at how interfaith partners carry out their respective faiths and incorporate these practices 

into their every day lives may help us to understand the impact religion has on the 

relational facets of interfaith marriages (Hughes & Dickson, 2005). This present study is 

aimed at determining the impact religious orientation has on marital satisfaction, social 

network composition, social support, and conflict communication patterns.  

 

Marital Satisfaction 

Fincham and Bradbury (1987) conceptualize marital quality (satisfaction) as a 

global evaluation of the marriage. For the purposes of this study, marital satisfaction is 

defined in terms of the level of quality of adjustment or adaptation in marital dyads 

(Spanier, 1976). Spanier (1976) defines marital adjustment in two ways: as a process or 

as a qualitative evaluation of a state. Initial research concluded that attending church 

frequently and church membership are positively related to couples’ higher reports of 

marital satisfaction (Locke, 1951). More recent studies verify that spouses’ religious 

commitment influences spouses’ attitudes toward divorce (Booth & White, 1980; 

Krishnan, 1994). Increased religious commitment and church attendance is associated 
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with increased marital dependency and self-identification as a couple (Wilson & Musick, 

1996). The relationship between religious orientation and marital outcomes was 

examined by Hughes and Dickson (2005) and it was found that spousal intrinsic religious 

orientation is connected with reports of increased marital satisfaction, while extrinsic 

religious orientation is inversely related with increased marital satisfaction. 

 

Social Networks 

Marital satisfaction in interfaith marriage is also influenced by social network 

composition and social support (Burger & Milardo, 1995; Dickson-Markman & 

Markman, 1988). Often times, when partners seek out social support from their friends 

their spouses’ reports of marital dissatisfaction increase (Julien & Markman, 1992). In 

addition to dissatisfaction caused by seeking social support, the lack of a shared social 

network can possibly lead to spouses’ ambivalence toward the marriage, thus causing 

more problems and conflict within the marriage (Burger & Milardo, 1995). Interfaith 

couples will often attend separate religious activities and may even lead separate 

lifestyles. This practice of dividing religious time will result in the partners developing 

different social networks. These separate networks may negatively influence the marital 

satisfaction (Hughes & Dickson, 2005). Interfaith partners are more likely to lead 

separate lifestyles (i.e. friends, social life, etc.) (Kalmijn & Bernasco, 2001). In contrast, 

same-faith couples may share social networks because of their common interests in 

religion. Therefore, same-faith couples may report higher marital satisfaction than those 

couples belonging to an interfaith marriage.  
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In addition to social networks influencing marital satisfaction, the network 

composition and the support provided from these networks can be impacted by religious 

orientation. For example, people who view their religion as working towards a personal 

benefit may have a greater need for a religious social network and may expect and be 

more dependent on the communication from this social network (Hughes & Dickson, 

2005). In comparison, people who are resiliently committed to their faith desire to 

practice their faith individually and may not be deeply reliant on a social network or the 

social support that comes from that network. This presents a problem for interfaith 

couples where one partner may be committed to his/her social network and the other 

partner is not committed. This has been seen to play a significant role in the quality of the 

marriage. Research suggests that men in religiously mixed marriages are less likely to 

name a spouse as a social network member than men in religiously endogamous 

marriages (Liao & Stevens, 1998). This suggests that while social network composition 

and communication influence marriage in general, it might be a significant problem in 

interfaith marriages. Same-faith couples might report similar levels of commitment to 

their social networks considering that it is possible for them to share networks. Therefore, 

it is possible for same-faith couples’ reports of marital satisfaction might not be as 

negatively influenced as interfaith couples.  

 

Conflict Communication 

 Religious doctrine offers believers certain rules that are meant to guide and direct 

their expression of their faith. In interfaith marriages, however, it is possible that each 



                                                                     Texas Tech University, Ashley Lord, May 2008 

 11 

partner has different guidelines to follow. This could inevitably cause conflict in 

marriage. Problems connected to such events as traditions, holidays, and child rearing are 

likely to arise. Religious beliefs are commonly linked to gender roles in marriage and if 

one partner’s beliefs were not as strong or were not parallel to that of the other then this 

too could cause conflict. For example, women have may have certain responsibilities to 

their family life according to their religion and men the same. If these responsibilities are 

not parallel between religions, this could cause conflict in the marriage. Furthermore, 

religious orientation has been shown to influence argumentativeness over religious issues 

(Stewart & Roach, 1993). In addition, religious orientation may impact how interfaith 

partners communicate during a religious conflict. Plante & Boccaccini (1997) found that 

religiously intrinsic persons were more rhetorically sensitive, or accepting of someone’s 

complexity. In addition, intrinsically religious partners may be more tolerant of religious 

differences. These differences could bring about different communication patterns during 

conflict over a religious issue. Given this research, intrinsic persons may be more skilled 

than extrinsic persons in analyzing their relationships and relational communication, and 

better at dealing with conflict in their relationships. In comparison, same-faith couples 

would be living by the same rules that their religious doctrine offers them. It is likely that 

same-faith couples would experience less problems relating to traditions, holidays, and 

child rearing than interfaith couples. As a result, same-faith couples are likely to report 

more effective communication during a conflict.  

Families experience several degrees of conflict however, adults report that they 

experience the greatest degree of criticism and emotional conflict with their spouse 
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(Argyle and Furnham, 1983). Conflict in marriage has been researched in a number of 

ways. Much of the research has focused on the relationship between marital conflict and 

the partners’ reports of marital satisfaction and communication. The investigation of 

marital conflict behavior provides a clear depiction of the conflict patterns but research 

needs to focus on how conflict changes marital relationships. The fact that variations in 

religious backgrounds and commitment between spouses causes the spouses to have 

different expectations gives reason for researchers to believe that interfaith married 

couples would have conflict regarding religious issues (i.e. traditions, holidays, etc.).  

One way scholars have described conflict in these marriages is as a pattern of “demand-

withdraw.” The demand-withdraw conflict pattern is when one member (the demander) 

criticizes and makes demands of the other, while the partner (the withdrawer) avoids 

confrontation and becomes silent (Eldridge, Sevier, Jones, Atkins, & Christensen, 2007). 

Caughlin & Vangelisti (1999) have shown that desire for change in a spouse forecasts 

this conflict pattern.  Conflict measured as demand/withdraw is best suited for this study 

since the pattern’s intention is to measure communication processes during a relationship 

dilemma (Caughlin & Malis, 2004a, 2004b). The demand/withdraw pattern is also 

associated with destructive communication and relational patterns (Eldridge & 

Christensen, 2002). Research on this communication pattern has been utilized to examine 

conflict in marriage (e.g., Caughlin, 2002; Caughlin and Huston, 2002; Christensen & 

Shenk, 1991; Vogel & Karney, 2002; Vogel, Wester, & Heesacker, 1999). According to 

several studies, increased demand/withdraw communication in a marriage was found to 

be related both to lower relationship satisfaction and the decreased longevity and solidity 
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of the marriage (Levenson & Gottman, 1985; Weger, 2005), in addition to depression 

(Baucom, Eldridge, Jones, Sevier, Clements, Markman, Stanley, Sayeres, Sher, & 

Christensen, 2007), and lower intimacy ratings of everyday communication for both 

partners (Laurenceau, Barrett, & Rovine, 2005). The demand/withdraw communication 

pattern forecasts marital satisfaction ahead of negative communication in general 

(Caughlin & Huston, 2002). 

Demand/withdraw communication in interfaith marriages can be significant in 

several ways. The degree to which partners display the cultural norms of their families of 

origin is one way that the demand/withdraw pattern is considerable in interfaith 

marriages. For example, partners that come from different religious backgrounds may be 

more likely to use demand or withdraw behavior. Extrinsic persons prefer to support their 

own and their religious groups’ interests. Hence, Hughes (2004) found that extrinsic 

religiously oriented interfaith partners reported significantly more demand-withdraw 

conflict during an argument over a religious issue than all other religious orientations.  

The type of conflict communication patterns used by married couples varies with 

satisfaction. Roberts and Krokoff (1990) found that dissatisfied couples displayed more 

husband withdraw- wife hostility sequences, whereas satisfied couples displayed more 

husband withdraw-wife withdraw sequences. However, research shows that demand-

withdraw patterns and the use of other influence tactics vary depending on whose issue is 

being discussed during the conflict (Heavey et al 1993, Sagrestano et al 1998). It is 

simple for a researcher to see that since interfaith couples are more likely to file for 

divorce, overall less satisfied with their marriages than same-faith, and their 



                                                                     Texas Tech University, Ashley Lord, May 2008 

 14 

communication processes are strained, they are better candidates for displaying this 

demand-withdraw communication pattern. Hence, it is necessary to research these 

interfaith marriages and compare them to same-faith marriage conflict in order to ensure 

that it is indeed the religious aspects that cause this conflict and to be able to describe 

why same-faith and interfaith couples will differ in terms of those variables.  

Religion does not only play a role in relational dynamics for interfaith marriages, 

but it plays a role in marriage and family in general. Allport (1966) and Batson (1976) 

explored the relationship between religious beliefs and prejudicial attitudes. Booth and 

White (1980) found that marital partners’ strength of commitment was related to whether 

or not these partners contemplated divorce. This could be a reason for the higher divorce 

rate in interfaith marriages. As mentioned earlier, religious faiths include 

recommendations for expected family roles, behaviors, dynamics, and responsibilities 

(Bendroth, 1994). Therefore, it is important to look at lack of these behaviors and how 

they can influence an interfaith marriage. To accurately assess this, it would be necessary 

to compare the roles in interfaith marriages and their influences on the relationship to 

those of same-faith marriages. Given the research that documents the importance of 

religion on personal relationships, it is important to not only look at religion in interfaith 

marriages. This research suggests that there is a potential for difference when comparing 

interfaith to same-faith married couples.  

 An interfaith marriage is any marriage where the couples’ religious backgrounds 

are different (i.e. Jewish and Christian). Marriages are defined as interfaith if partners 

display commitment to different faiths, denominations, or both (Hood et al., 1996). 
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Same-faith marriages are any marriage where the couples’ report having similar religious 

backgrounds (i.e. Christian and Christian). Research shows that interfaith marriages are 

increasing significantly and that they are more likely to end in divorce (Bahr, 1981; 

Lehrer & Chiswick 1993). First, it is important for this research to look at the reasons for 

these marriages being problematic. Second, it is important for this study to look at the 

same variable in same-faith couples. Lastly, the first two need to be compared to confirm 

the reason that interfaith marriages are less in quality. This posits the following research 

questions for this present study: 

RQ1: Do interfaith and same faith married partners’ reports of religious 

orientation, social network composition, social network satisfaction, 

marital satisfaction, and conflict communication patterns differ? 

 

RQ2: Do interfaith and same-faith married partners’ reports of social network 

composition, social support satisfaction, marital satisfaction, and conflict 

communication patterns differ according to religious orientation? 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

 

In order to fully develop a research study, I must first define my variables. My 

independent variables include: intrinsics and extrinsics in interfaith and same-faith 

marriages. My dependent variables include: the couples’ reports of social network 

composition, social support, marital satisfaction, and conflict communication. Intrinsics 

are defined as having a strong commitment to their faith, their religion is of primary 

importance to them, the religion provides a central sense of meaning in their lives, they 

are unprejudiced towards other viewpoints, and attend religious services regularly. 

Extrinsics are defined as using religion as a means to another end and they use religion as 

a personal benefit or for social relationships. Extrinsically religious persons use tend to be 

more prejudiced, dependent, they need comfort and security, and they irregularly attend 

religious services (Allport &Ross, 1967). Interfaith marriage is defined as any marriage 

in which partners display commitment to different faiths, denominations or both (Hood et 

al., 1996; Lawler, Graff, Graff, Markey, Williams, Riley, Risch, & Dickel, 1999). 

 

Participants 

Interfaith participant data and statistics were collected from another study done by 

Hughes and Dickson (2005). Total participants were 100 interfaith participants and 97 

same-faith participants (N= 197). There were 98 males and 98 females. There were 29 

intrinsic interfaith partners and 71 extrinsic interfaith partners. There were 72 intrinsic 
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same-faith partners and 9 extrinsic same-faith partners. Seventy-three percent of the 

interfaith couples were from a large city in the western United States. The remaining 

twenty-seven percent of that sample were from various large cities in the midwestern 

United States. The same-faith participants were from a large metropolitan city in the 

south. Couples’ combined income ranged from $15K to $250K per year (M=$81K). 

Couples’ age ranged from 20 to 97 years (M= 48.4, SD= 13.98). Couples’ attendance at 

religious services ranged from 0 to 36 times a month (M= 6.51, SD= 5.46). The length of 

the couples’ marriage ranged from 1.5 months to 58 years (M= 20.75, SD= 15.17). The 

participants ranged in education from some high school to post graduate ( 18.3% 

completed post graduate, 4.1% had technical training, 37.1% completed an undergraduate 

degree, 11.7% completed high school,  24.9% attended some college but did not finish, 

and  3.0% had not completed high school). Ethnicity was reported on the demographic 

survey and revealed that 99% of the participants were Caucasian and .5% reported 

Hispanic and Other. This sample was a nonrandom convenience sample and therefore 

does not make generalizations to anyone except the people in that sample. 

 

Procedure 

This interfaith purposive sample was collected in three ways. First, area churches, 

church organizations, synagogues, and mosques were contacted. Second, an 

advertisement that requested research participants was published in religious organization 

newsletters as well as three local newspapers. This type of sampling was used for several 

reasons including: purposive samples are often limited in external validity, but they are 
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convenient, economical, and are effective when key sample characteristics are identified 

(Frey, Botan, Freidman, & Kreps, 1991; Reinard, 1994). Although this method is 

effective, participants selected from this type of sampling plan may not be independent 

from other groups with similar characteristics. Therefore, the third method employed was 

networking procedures (Frey et al., 1991; Reinard, 1994).  

Following approval to use human subjects, survey packets were mailed to 

prospective interfaith participants. These packets included six questionnaires, the call for 

research participants, a letter explaining the purpose of the research and directions for the 

participants to follow in completing the material, and a postage-paid self-addressed 

envelope to return the packets. In order to control for interdependency, spouses were 

asked to complete the surveys separately (Kenny, 1996), participants were given specific 

instructions to guarantee that there was no partner collaboration during the completion of 

the research materials (Keyton, 2001), and participants who completed and returned the 

surveys were contacted to ask if there was any collaboration during the completion of the 

material. All participants indicated that they followed directions and worked individually 

on the research materials.  

To increase the response rate, participants were contacted three times (Dillman, 

1978). The first mailing included two packets of surveys each with its own return 

envelope. Participants were also given the opportunity to ask questions via telephone 

about the research. Two weeks later, cards were sent to the participants to remind them of 

the recently sent surveys. The card also thanked those who had already returned the 
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research. One week after that, a second reminder and set of questionnaires were sent to 

all participants who had not yet responded. The response rate was 68%.  

Same-faith participants were recruited through a church in a large, metropolitan area in 

the south. There was an announcement placed a local church’s weekly mail-out asking 

for volunteers. In addition, there were announcements made within the church during 

services. Couples who expressed interest in participating were asked if they are involved 

in a same-faith marriage. The couples were assured complete anonymity. The couples 

were asked to fill out a packet of surveys identical to those distributed to the interfaith 

participants. The couples completed the surveys in a large meeting hall with spouses 

separate from each other. The survey process took about 30 minutes.  

 

Measurement 

Religious orientation was measured with the Age Universal I-E Scale (AUIES; 

Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989). This survey is a 20-item, Likert-type tool that measures 

the levels of intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation. The Likert scale ranges from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The AUIES has confirmed test-retest reliability 

and construct validity (Donahue, 1985a, 1985b; Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989). This 

research reported reliabilities for the extrinsic and intrinsic subscales of the AUIES were 

.76 and .82 (alpha) respectively. The initial AUIES instrument is worded to represent 

Christian faiths; some items were reworded to be more inclusive of other faiths.  

Marital Satisfaction was measured using Spanier’s (1976) Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale (DAS). The DAS is a 32-item, Likert-type, self-report questionnaire that measures 
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marital satisfaction in terms of the level of quality of adjustment or adaptation in marital 

dyads (Spanier, 1976). The DAS is a valid (Crane, Allgood, Larson, and Griffin, 1990; 

Spanier & Lewis 1980) and consistent scale with the following reported Cronbach (1951) 

alphas: satisfaction (.94), consensus (.90), cohesion (.86), and affectional expression (.73) 

(Spanier, 1976).  

Social Support and Social Network Composition were assessed using the short 

version of the Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ) (Sarason, Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce, 

1987). The SSQ is used to “quantify the dimensions of perceived availability of and 

satisfaction with social support” (Sarason, Levine, Basham, & Sarason, 1983, p. 127). 

First, the participants listed the people on whom they could count on for support in a 

manner described by each item. Second, participants revealed how satisfied they are with 

the overall support received. The SSQ has established construct validity and test-retest 

reliability. Past test-retest reliability over a 4-week period was .90 to .83 (alpha) (Sarason 

et al., 1983; Sarason et al., 1987).  

Communication and Conflict Styles were assessed using the Communication 

Patterns Questionnaire (CPQ) (Christensen & Sullaway, 1984; Christensen, 1988). The 

questionnaire is designed to assess couples’ typical communication patterns during three 

phases of conflict. There are four items in phase one, 18 items in phase two, and 13 items 

in phase three. The CPQ measures the extent to which couples make use of different 

interaction strategies during conflict. The CPQ contains six sub-scales that assess six 

dyadic communication patterns during each phase of the conflict: (1) Mutually 

Constructive Communication; (2) total amount of demand-withdraw communication; (3) 
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whether the husband demands and the wife withdraws; (4) whether the wife demands and 

the husband withdraws; (5) roles in demand-withdraw communication; and (6) mutual 

avoidance and withholding. This survey contains a nine-point scale according to whether 

the pattern the participants are rating would be very unlikely (1) to very likely (9). Past 

research shows that the CPQ has demonstrated test-retest reliability and construct 

validity. The levels of interpartner agreement of the three subscales are .73, .74, and .80, 

respectively, with an overall scale reliability of .90 (Christensen & Sullaway, 1984) 

Demographic Data was gathered using a demographic questionnaire, which 

features items that ask the participants to specify their religious affiliation, religious 

affiliation of his/her spouse (on interfaith surveys only), sex, age, combined income, 

church attendance, length of marriage, education, number of children, and ethnicity.  

 

Data Analysis 

 Data was entered into SPSS. Descriptive statistics were computed to generate 

general characteristics of the sample. A two-tailed T-test was computed to answer 

research question one. The alpha was set at .05. Five 2(couple type) x 2(orientation type) 

ANOVAs were computed to answer research question two. These ANOVAs were 

computed on the following dependent variables: social network composition, social 

support satisfaction, marital satisfaction, mutually constructive communication, and 

demand/withdraw communication.  
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Chapter IV 

Results 

 

 Research question one asked whether interfaith and same-faith married partners’ 

reports of religious orientation, social network composition, social support satisfaction, 

marital satisfaction, and conflict communication patterns differ. Results of the t-test show 

interfaith partners reported significantly less intrinsic religious orientation (t= -8.62, df= 

187, p= .0001) less social support satisfaction than same-faith partners (t= -2.02, df= 189, 

p= .05), and less marital satisfaction than same-faith partners (t= -5.01, df= 162, p= 

.0001) (see Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Same-faith and Interfaith Partners on 

Religious and Relational Variables 

 

Couple Type 

Same-Faith    Interfaith 

Variables         M  SD       M  SD 

Intrinsic Religious Orientation 34.13a  4.26  26.88a  6.83 

 
Social Support Satisfaction    5.39b    .96    5.09b    1.04 

 

Marital Satisfaction            122.40c           15.80   108.65c 17.98 

Note. Means with subscript “a” are significantly different at the .0001 level. Means with 

subscripts “b” are significantly difference at the .05 level. Means with the subscript “c” 

are significantly different at the .0001 level.   
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 Research question two asked if interfaith and same-faith married partners’ reports 

of social network composition, social support satisfaction, marital satisfaction, and 

conflict communication patterns differ according to religious orientation. The five 

ANOVAs revealed one significant main effect and two significant interaction effects. 

First, the ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for religious orientation on reports 

of mutually constructive communication (F [1, 180] = 8.04, p = .003) with intrinsic 

partners reporting significantly more mutually constructive communication during 

discussion over religious matters (M = 13.77) than extrinsic partners (M = 7.63) (see 

Figure 1). Second, the first interaction effect revealed a significant interaction effect for 

religious orientation by couple type on demand-withdraw communication (F [1, 177] = 

5.79, p = .017) with extrinsic interfaith partners reporting significantly more demand-

withdraw communication during a conflict over a religious matter (M = 25.38) than 

intrinsic interfaith partners (M = 15.89). However, extrinsic same-faith partners reported 

significantly less demand-withdraw communication during a conflict over a religious 

matter (M = 20.62) than intrinsic same-faith partners (M = 21.65) (see Figure 2). The 

final interaction effect revealed a significant interaction effect for religious orientation by 

couple type on marital satisfaction (F [1, 155] = 6.66, p = .011) with intrinsic interfaith 

partners reporting significantly more marital satisfaction (M = 117.20) than extrinsic 

interfaith partners (M = 105.15). However, intrinsic same-faith partners reported 

significantly less marital satisfaction (M = 122.50) than extrinsic same-faith partners (M 

= 132.60) (see Figure 3).  
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Figure 1. Estimated Marginal Means of Mutual Constructive Communication 

This figure shows the main effect revealed by the ANOVA. It signifies that 

intrinsic partners report using more mutually constructive communication during 

discussion over a religious matter. This shows that couple type is not significant in 

determining the amount of mutually constructive communication used in conflict over 

religious matter but rather that orientation type is significant.  
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Figure 2. Estimated Marginal Means for Demand-Withdraw Communication 

Figure 2 shows that the amount of demand-withdraw communication used during 

a discussion over a religious issue is significantly influenced by couple type and 

orientation type. This shows that extrinsic interfaith partners reported using more 

demand-withdraw communication than do intrinsic interfaith partners. However, it also 

shows that extrinsic same-faith partners reported using less demand-withdraw 

communication than intrinsic same-faith partners.  
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Figure 3. Estimated Marginal Means for Marital Satisfaction 

 Figure 3 shows the interaction effect produced by the ANOVAs. This figure 

shows that reports of marital satisfaction are significantly dependent upon reports of 

religious orientation and couple type. This shows that extrinsic same-faith partners 

reported more satisfaction in their marriage than did extrinsic interfaith partners. Intrinsic 

same-faith partners reported more satisfaction than intrinsic interfaith partners. Overall, 

this illustrates that same-faith partners reported higher satisfaction than interfaith 

partners.  
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to compare interfaith and same-faith married 

couples’ reports of intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation, social network 

composition, social support, conflict communication, and marital satisfaction. This 

descriptive examination of these variables provides evidence that these variables are 

significantly related and worthy of consideration in future research. Intrinsic religious 

orientation is associated with more mutually constructive communication and is present 

more so with same-faith couples than interfaith couples. In contrast, extrinsic religious 

orientation is associated with more demand/withdraw communication and less mutually 

constructive communication. Furthermore, when religious orientation was compared to 

the communication variables in combination with couple type, it was concluded that 

extrinsic interfaith partners reported using more demand-withdraw communication than 

do intrinsic interfaith partners and extrinsic same-faith partners reported using less 

demand-withdraw communication than intrinsic same-faith partners. In addition, extrinsic 

same-faith partners reported more satisfaction in their marriage than did extrinsic 

interfaith partners and intrinsic same-faith partners reported more satisfaction than 

intrinsic interfaith partners. Finally, the data concludes that same-faith partners report 

more marital satisfaction overall.  
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Religious Orientation 

 The results of this study show that interfaith partners reported significantly less 

intrinsic religious orientation than same-faith couples. Interfaith partners experience 

additional challenges within their marriages due to differences in religious orientation.  

Couples with differences in religious orientation may experience additional disputes over 

religious ceremonies, needs, special groups, and the balance of personal and religious 

time. For example, a person who is intrinsically religious may be very committed to 

celebrating Christmas or another holiday a particular way. Extrinsically religious persons 

may not be as confined to one particular way of celebrating. These elements of conflict 

may lead to a need for interfaith couples to re-negotiate the boundaries of their religious 

beliefs and adjustments created through the dyadic relationship of marriage.  Same-faith 

couples report having high levels of intrinsic behaviors while associating those behaviors 

with relational processes.  Reports of intrinsic orientation from same-faith couples may 

relate to the joint ways in which the couples experience religious acts, special occasions, 

and the balance of personal and religious time.  It appears that same-faith couples rely on 

the dual perspectives of the religious experience to create a joint perception of their own 

religious behaviors and the behaviors of those around them, thus affecting their intrinsic 

orientation.  Same-faith intrinsic orientation is potentially enhanced by the inclusion of 

religious similarities and joint, daily rituals into every day life while interfaith couples 

utilize religion less as an element to increase cohesion. 
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Social Support 

 Although social network composition and social support satisfaction did not 

significantly relate to religious orientation, social support satisfaction was related to 

couple type. The results of this study suggest that interfaith partners report significantly 

less social support satisfaction than same-faith partners. Given that the types of networks 

being discussed are religious networks, it makes sense for same-faith partners to be more 

satisfied with the support from those networks. Same-faith partners engage in shared 

networks and shared network activities leading to dyadic cohesion and network 

satisfaction. In contrast, interfaith partners do not consistently experience shared religious 

networks and activities potentially leading to lack of dyadic cohesion and network 

satisfaction. Same-faith partners report greater satisfaction with their support from 

religious networks than interfaith partners for several reasons which include shared 

experiences, shared religious support, and overall acceptance of the couple from the 

religious network. For example, social networks offer various activities for the members 

to participate in. Activities can include religious acts or even activities outside of the 

church. Married partners who share those networks are more likely to spend extra time 

together. Interfaith couples report lesser satisfaction with their religious networks due in 

part to having distinct networks, different network experiences, differing individual 

support systems, and possible denial of the partner by the religious network. Reports of 

lack of social support satisfaction by interfaith couples are linked to these schisms in the 

couples’ religious experiences.  Distinct religious networks may influence the interfaith 
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couples by separating the dyad physically while the different experiences and individual 

support obtained through the religious networks may separate the couple emotionally and 

relationally. Liao and Stevens (1998) found that men in interfaith marriages are less 

likely to name their spouse as member of their social network which validates the claim 

that is being made by this study that argues that there is possible denial of the opposite 

partner as religiously appropriate by the network. Therefore, interfaith couples may be 

more likely to experience dissolution of the relationship or additional conflict than same-

faith couples. Given the differences in social network support, same-faith partners 

achieve greater satisfaction with their social network support than do interfaith partners.  

 

Communication Processes Among Interfaith and Same-faith Couples 

  The results of this study suggest that intrinsic partners report using more mutually 

constructive communication during discussion over a religious matter than extrinsic 

partners. This means that couple type (same-faith or interfaith) does not play as 

significant of a role in the married partners’ communication patterns during a conflict 

over a religious issue, yet may be the reason for the dissention. Furthermore, these results 

suggest that intrinsic partners report to experience better communication during the 

conflict. This is not to say that religious orientation is the only predictor of conflict in a 

marriage. There are obvious other topics of conflict such as: children, money, and 

careers. 

 These results indicate several possible conclusions that are similar to the 

conclusions drawn by Hughes and Dickson (2005). First, those participants who are 
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intrinsically oriented may discuss relationship tribulations more successfully than those 

who report an extrinsic religious orientation. Second, considering that people who report 

an intrinsic religious orientation are strongly committed to their faith (Allport & Ross, 

1967), those who are strongly committed to the beliefs, values, and demands of 

participating or not participating in certain behaviors in a marriage may be applying these 

values and beliefs to how they manage conflict in their marriage and how they 

communicate. Lastly, these results show that there may not be a difference between 

same-faith and interfaith couples’ reports on conflict communication patterns, but rather 

the difference lies in their reports on religious orientation and if married partners differ in 

their reports of orientation.  

 Married couples who report an extrinsic religious orientation utilize conflict 

strategies according to the demand/withdraw communication conflict patterns. This 

suggests that extrinsic couples are less successful in dealing with religious conflict than 

intrinsic couples. Due to the fact that intrinsic persons are more mature than their 

counterparts, strongly committed to certain beliefs on handling conflict, and are 

unprejudiced to other view points (Allport & Ross, 1967), the intrinsic couples report 

using more effective conflict strategies, specifically the strategy of mutually constructive 

communication. Plante and Boccaccini (1997) found that intrinsic individuals were found 

to be more rhetorically sensitive than extrinsic persons and may be one explanation for 

the argument that intrinsic persons use a more constructive communication pattern. 

Extrinsic religious persons report using demand/withdraw communication patterns when 

discussing religious matters. This could be explained by examining how extrinsic persons 
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incorporate or do not incorporate their faith into their every day lives. Typically, extrinsic 

persons use communication which focuses on their own personal gain and are prejudiced 

against other viewpoints. This negative pattern of communication creates a negative 

atmosphere which stands in contrast to the mutually constructive communication pattern 

used by intrinsic persons. The latter pattern indicates concern for the other partner as well 

as personal maturity and commitment to conflict resolution. The differences between 

intrinsic and extrinsic couples expressed through conflict management show the mutual 

benefit of utilizing a positive communication strategy.  

 

Marital Satisfaction  

 The results of this study also suggest that reports of marital satisfaction are 

significantly dependent upon reports of religious orientation and couple type. Previous 

research had suggested that “interfaith partners may not need to share the same faith but 

may need to be similar in religious orientation to be satisfied with regard to the religious 

aspects of their marriages” (Hughes & Dickson, 2005, p.37). This comparison of the 

interfaith couples and same-faith couples substantiates that claim and in addition, 

suggests that extrinsic same-faith couples report higher marital satisfaction than intrinsic 

same-faith couples. With this data, it can be concluded that interfaith couples may need to 

report being religiously intrinsic in order to report being satisfied with their marriage. 

However, same-faith couples may need to report being religiously extrinsic in order to 

report being satisfied with their marriage. This duality implies that while same-faith 

couples can be intrinsic, extrinsic same-faith couples are more satisfied within their 
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relationships because religion may not present as much of a relationship challenge as it 

would for an extrinsic interfaith couple.  In contrast, it is necessary for an interfaith 

couple to report being religiously intrinsic because the religious differences already 

present possible sources of conflict. Interfaith partners may need to report intrinsic 

religious orientation in order to maintain open religious viewpoints while staying strongly 

committed to their beliefs and values in an effort to achieve marital satisfaction. For 

example, interfaith partners have conflicting views on religion and therefore need to be 

open to those other viewpoints in order to avoid conflict. Moreover, these results show 

that same-faith partners reported more marital satisfaction than interfaith partners. This 

could be explained by addressing their communication tactics. Same-faith couples can 

support each other through both faith and relationship.  Interfaith couples do not have the 

commonality of faith to help support the relationship but may draw on other aspects of 

their marriage to support each other.  Differences in faith make for different ways of 

handling relationship stresses and imbalances.  Couples who do not share faiths have to 

take care of external problems without having a common religion bond, which puts stress 

on the relationship. The resulting balance of same-faith extrinsic and interfaith intrinsic 

couples’ behaviors results in a dynamic of marital support through a common faith and 

marital support through individual devotion to faith. This suggests that the sharing of a 

faith is one of many predictors of dyadic satisfaction.  
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Comparison 

 In 2005, Hughes and Dickson found that intrinsic interfaith partners reported 

higher marital satisfaction than extrinsic interfaith partners. In addition, Hughes and 

Dickson found that intrinsic interfaith partners reported using more constructive 

communication patterns during conflict over religious issues than extrinsic interfaith 

partners. In contrast, Hughes and Dickson found that extrinsic interfaith partners reported 

using more demand-withdraw communication patterns and had reported higher reports of 

social support satisfaction. Overall, the results of their study showed that the constructive 

communication pattern was the strongest predictor of marital satisfaction followed by 

intrinsic religious orientation among interfaith partners. Therefore, their study reports that 

intrinsic interfaith couples reported more marital satisfaction than extrinsic interfaith 

couples. This comparison of interfaith couples to same-faith couples serves as a way to 

further validate the claims made by Hughes and Dickson.  

The first conclusion that intrinsic interfaith partners report greater marital 

satisfaction than extrinsic interfaith partners coincides with this study in that the results of 

this study show that interfaith partners may need to report an intrinsic orientation to be 

satisfied. In addition, the second conclusion also corresponds with this present study in 

that religious orientation is a factor in how married partners utilize conflict management 

styles. Hughes and Dickson found that intrinsic interfaith partners use more mutually 

constructive communication while extrinsic interfaith partners use more 

demand/withdraw communication during conflict over religious issues. The results of this 

present study suggest that couple type is slightly more of an issue for same-faith and 
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agrees with the idea that religious orientation is significant in determining the 

communication pattern used during the conflict. The results of this study also suggest that 

intrinsic partners use more mutually constructive communication while extrinsic partners 

use more demand/withdraw communication. The last conclusion drawn by Hughes and 

Dickson was that extrinsic interfaith partners report more social support satisfaction than 

intrinsic interfaith partners. The results of this present study imply that same-faith 

partners are more satisfied with their social network support than interfaith couples, 

evoking the idea that religious orientation is not a significant factor when it comes to 

satisfaction with social support. Rather, couple type is a predictor of satisfaction with 

their social support networks.  
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Chapter VI 

Conclusion 

 Some limitations need to be considered when interpreting these findings. First, the 

participants did not report on how often they argued about religious issues. If these 

participants had reported on how often they engage in conflict over religious issues, we 

might have been able to identify the centrality of religion to the marriage. It could be 

possible that the topic of discussion influenced the type of communication that was used 

between the couple. Future research should reflect on the amount of religious topics 

discussed when researching conflict in interfaith and same-faith marriages. Second, the 

same-faith sample was only collected at one church in the south, whereas the interfaith 

sample was collected via multiple modes in the Midwest. Values and beliefs may differ 

within these samples because of geographical location and lifestyles. Future research 

could consider looking at same-faith and interfaith samples from one area or use similar 

tactics to obtain participants.  

 Interfaith marriage partners need not share the same faith, but rather they may 

need to dually report an intrinsic orientation to be happy. Same-faith couples may need to 

report an extrinsic orientation to be satisfied with their marriage. In addition, people who 

report an intrinsic religious orientation may experience better conflict management and 

communication during religious issues than those who report being extrinsically 

religious. Finally, it can be concluded that same-faith married partners (extrinsic or 

intrinsic) are more satisfied overall and therefore have more successful relationships.  
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Although these limitations control the conclusions, I feel that this research has 

contributed to my understanding of the relational experiences of interfaith and same-faith 

couples. These conclusions can easily be applied to situations in society today. Marital 

counselors can use this information as a method to advise interfaith couples who are 

looking at getting married. These conclusions do not suggest that all interfaith marriages 

will end in divorce, but rather offers some idea of some possible limitations to their 

marriage.  
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Appendix A 

 

Religious Orientations Questionnaire 
 

DIRECTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS: Respond to items 1 through 20 by putting a 

circle around the number that best represents your level of agreement with the item. Use 

the scale below. 

1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = I tend to disagree; 3 = I’m not sure; 4 = I tend to Agree;  

5 = I strongly Agree 

SD     SA 

1. I enjoy reading about my religion (E). 1     2     3     4     5 

 

2. I go to church because it helps me to  

make friends (E).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

3. It doesn’t much matter what I believe  

so long as I am good (E)   1     2     3     4     5 

 

4. Sometimes I have to ignore my religious  

beliefs because of what  

people might think of me (E).   1     2     3     4     5 

 

5. It is important for me to spend time 

in private thought and prayer (I).  1     2     3     4     5 

 

6. I would prefer to go to religious services (I)  

(Please circle below): 

 

A few times a year or less 

Once every month or two 

Two or three times a month 

About once a week 

More than once a week 

      SD    SA  

7. I have often had a strong sense of  

God’s presence (I).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

8. I pray mainly to gain relief and  

protection (E).     1     2     3     4     5 

 

9. I try hard to live all my life according 
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to religious beliefs (I).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

10. What religion offers me most is comfort  

in times of trouble and sorry (E).  1     2     3     4     5 

 

11. My religion is important because it answers  

many questions about the  

meaning of life (I).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

 

12. I would rather join a bible study group  

rather than a church study group (I).  1     2     3     4     5 

 

13. Prayer is for peace and happiness (E). 1     2     3     4     5 

 

 

14. Although religious, I don’t let it affect  

my daily life (E).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

 

15. I go to church mostly to spend time  

with my friends (E).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

16. My whole approach to life is based on  

my religion (I).    1     2     3     4     5 

 

17. I go to church mainly because I enjoy 

seeing people I know there (E).   1     2     3     4     5 

 

18. I pray mainly because I have been taught  

to pray (E).     1     2     3     4     5 

 

19. Prayers I say when I’m alone are as important  

to me as those I say in church (I).  1     2     3     4     5 

 

20. Although I believe in my religion, many other  

things are more important is life (E).  1     2     3     4     5
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Appendix B 

 

Communication Patterns Questionnaire 
 

Directions:  We are interested in how you and your partner typically deal with problems 

in your relationship.  Please rate each item on a scale of 1 (= very unlikely) to 9 (= very 

likely). 

 

A.  WHEN SOME PROBLEM IN THE RELATIONSHIP ARISES, 

 

            Very          Very 

            Unlikely               Likely 

1.  Both members   

avoid discussing the problem.     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  

     

 

2.  Both members 

 try to discuss the problem.          1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

3.  Man tries to start a discussion  

 while1 Woman tries to avoid  

 a discussion.           1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9          

 

 Woman tries to start a discussion  

 while Man tries to avoid a  

 discussion.           1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

B.  DURING A DISCUSSION OF A RELATIONSHIP PROBLEM, 

 

1.   Both members blame, 

 accuse, and criticize each other.     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

2.   Both members     

 express their feelings  

 to each other.            1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

3.      Both members  

 threaten each other with  

 negative consequences.            1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

4.   Both members  

 suggest possible solutions  

 and compromises.           1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
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5.   Man nags and demands while Woman   

 withdraws, becomes silent, or  

 refuses to discuss the matter  

 further.             1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman nags and demands  

 while Man withdraws,  

 becomes silent, or refuses 

 to discuss the matter further.          1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

6.   Man criticizes while Woman         1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 defends herself. 

 

 Woman criticizes while Man  

 defends himself.            1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

7.   Man pressures Woman to take  

 some action or stop some action,  

 while Woman resists.           1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman pressures Man to take  

 some action or stop some action,  

 while Man resists.           1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

8.   Man expresses feelings while  

 Woman offers reasons  

 and solutions.                   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman expresses feelings while  

 Man offers reasons and solutions.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9   

 

9.   Man threatens negative consequences   

 and Woman gives in or backs down.    1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman threatens negative consequences   

 and Man gives in or backs down.      1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

10.   Man calls Woman names, swears at  

 her, or attacks her character.       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman calls Man names, swears at   

 him, or attack his character.        1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

11.   Man pushes, shoves, slaps, hits,   
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 or kicks Woman.             1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman pushes, shoves, slaps, hits,   

 or kicks Man.               1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

C.  AFTER A DISCUSSION OF A RELATIONSHIP PROBLEM, 

       

1. Both feel each   

 other has understood  

 his/her position.              1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

       

2. Both withdraw from   

 each other after the discussion.     1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

3. Both feel that the   

 problem has been solved.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

4. Neither partner is   

 giving to the other after  

 the discussion.   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

5. After the discussion, both try to be  

 especially nice to each other. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

6.    Man feels guilty for what he said  

 or did while Woman feels hurt.       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman feels guilty for what she said   

 or did while Man feels hurt.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

7.   Man tries to be especially nice, acts 

 as if things are back to normal,   

 while Woman acts distant.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman tries to be especially nice, acts 

 as if things are back to normal, 

 while Man acts distant.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

8.   Man pressures Woman to apologize or   

 promise to do better,  

 while Woman resists.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman pressures Man to apologize or 

 promise to do better,  
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 while Man resists  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

9.    Man seeks support from others   

 (parent, friend, children)  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

 

 Woman seeks support from others   

 (parent, friend, children)  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
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Appendix C 

 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
 

DIRECTIONS: Most persons have disagreements in their relationships.  Please 

indicate below the approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and 

your partner for each item on the following list. 

    

 

 Alwa

ys 

Agree 

Almos

t 

Alway

s 

Agree 

Occasiona

lly 

Disagree 

Frequentl

y 

Disagree 

Almost 

Always 

Disagre

e 

Always 

Disagree 

Handling  

Family 

Finances 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Matters of 

Recreation 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Religious 

Matters 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Demonstrati

ons 

of Affection 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

 

Friends 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

 

       

 

Sex 

Relations 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

 

       

Convention

-ality 

(Appropriat

e 

Behavior) 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 
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Philosophy  

of Life 

  

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 
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 Always 

Agree 

Almos

t 

Alway

s 

Agree 

Occasionally 

Disagree 

Frequently 

Disagree 

Almost 

Always 

Disagre

e 

Always 

Disagree 

       

Ways for 

dealing  

with Parents 

or in-laws 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Aims, goals 

and things 

believed  

important 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Amount of 

time 

spent 

together 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

  

Making 

major 

decisions 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Household 

tasks 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

 

Leisure time  

and 

activities 

 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Career 

Decisions 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

 

  

All 

the  

time 

 

Most  

of the time 

 

More often 

than not 

 

 

Occasionall

y 

 

 

Rarel

y 

 

 

Neve

r 



Texas Tech University, Ashley Lord, May 2008 

53 

 

 

 

 

How often 

have 

you discussed 

or considered 

divorce, 

separation, or  

terminating 

your 

relationship? 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

       

How often do 

you and your 

mate leave the 

house after a 

fight? 

 

0 

 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

5 

       

In general how 

often do you 

think that 

things between 

you and your 

partner are 

going well 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Do you confide 

in your mate? 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

       

Do you ever 

regret that you 

married? 

 

0 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

       

How often do 

you and your 

partner 

quarrel? 

 

0 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

       

How often do 

you and your 

mate “get on 

each other’s  

nerves? 

 

0 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 
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Every Day 

 

Almost Every 

Day 

 

Occasionall

y 

 

Rarely 

 

Never 

 

Do you kiss 

your mate? 

 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

 

1 

 

0 

      

  

All of them 

 

Most of them 

 

Some of 

them 

Very few 

of them 

None of 

them 

 

Do you and 

your mate 

engage in 

outside 

interests? 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

3 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

0 

 

  

 

Never 

Less than 

once a 

month 

Once or 

twice a 

month 

Once or 

twice a 

week 

 

 

Once a 

day 

 

 

More 

often 

 

Have a 

stimulating 

exchange 

of ideas 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

       

 

Laugh 

together 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

       

 

 

Calmly 

discuss 

something 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 
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Work 

together on 

a project 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

 

These are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. 

Indicate if either item below caused differences of opinions or were problems in your 

relationship during the past (Check yes or no). 

 

 Yes No 

Being too tired for sex 0 1 

   

Not showing love 0 1 

   

 

The points on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your 

relationship. The middle point, “happy,” represents the degree of happiness of most 

relationships. Please circle the point, which best describes the degree of happiness, all 

things considered of your relationship. 

 

0 

Extremely 

unhappy 

1 

Fairly 

happy 

2 

A little 

unhappy 

3 

Happy 

4 

Very 

Happy 

5 

Extremely 

happy 

6 

Perfectly 

Happy 

 

Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your 

relationship? 

 

5 I want desperately for my marriage to succeed, and I would go to almost 

any length to see that it does. 

  

4 I want very much for my marriage to succeed, and I will do all I can to see 

that it does. 

  

3 I want very much for my marriage to succeed, and I will do my fair share 

to see that it does. 

  

2 It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can’t do much more 

than I am doing now to help it succeed. 

  

1 It would be nice if my relationships succeeded, but I refuse to do any more 

than I am doing now to keep the relationship going. 
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0 My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to 

keep the relationship going. 
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Appendix D 

 

Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith 
 

DIRECTIONS: Please answer the following questions about religious faith using the 

scale below. Indicate the level of agreement (or disagreement) for each statement. 

 

1 = strongly disagree 2 = disagree 3 = agree    

4 = strongly agree 

 

_____ 1. My religious faith is very important to me. 

 

_____ 2. I pray daily. 

 

_____ 3. I look to my faith as a source of inspiration. 

 

_____ 4. I look to my faith as providing meaning and purpose in my life. 

 

_____ 5. I consider myself active in my faith or church. 

 

_____ 6. My faith is an important part of who share my faith. 

 

_____ 7. My relationship with God is extremely important to me. 

 

_____ 8. I enjoy being around others who share my faith. 

 

_____ 9. I look to my faith as a source of comfort. 

 

_____ 10. My faith impacts many of my decisions. 
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Appendix E 

 

Social Support Questionnaire 
 

DIRECTIONS: The following questions ask about people in your environment who 

provide you with help or support. Each question has two parts. For the first part, list all of 

the people you know, excluding yourself, whom you can count on for help or support in 

the manner described. Give the persons’ initials and their relationship to you. 

 

For the second part, circle how satisfied you are with the overall support you have. 

 

If you had no support for a question for a question, circle the words, “no one,” but still 

rate your level of satisfaction. DO NOT list more than nine persons per question. 

 

Please answer all of the questions as best you can.  

 

EXAMPLE: 

 

Who do you know whom you can trust with information that could get you in trouble? 

 

No One 1) T.N. (Brother) 4) T.N. (Father) 7) L. M. (Employer) 

  2) R.S. (Friend) 5) P. H. (Friend) 8) J. R. (Mother) 

  3) S.H. (Friend) 6) D. H. (Brother) 9) M. S. (Sister) 

 

How satisfied?   

 

6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

 

 

1. Whom can you really count on to be dependable when you need help? 

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 

 

2. How satisfied? 
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6 

very  

satisfied 

 

 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

 

 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

 

 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

 

 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

 

 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

3. Whom can you really count on to help you feel more relaxed when you are under 

pressure or tense? 

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 

 

4. How satisfied? 
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6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

 

5. Who accepts you totally, including both your worst and your best points? 

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 

 

6. How satisfied? 

6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

 

7. Whom can you really count on to care about you, regardless of what is happening 

to you? 

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 

 

8. How satisfied? 

6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

 

9. Whom can you really count on to help you feel better when you are feeling 

generally down-in-the-dumps?  

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 
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10. How satisfied? 

6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 

 

11. Whom can you count on to console you when you are very upset? 

No one 1) 4) 7) 

 2) 5) 8) 

 3) 6) 9) 

12. How satisfied? 

6 

very  

satisfied 

5 

fairly  

satisfied 

4 

a little 

satisfied 

3 

a little 

dissatisfied 

2 

fairly 

dissatisfied 

1 

very 

dissatisfied 
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Appendix F 

Demographic Questionnaire 

 

1. Sex: Male _________  Female __________ 

 

2. Age: ______________      

 

3 How long have you and your spouse been married? ________ 

 

4.  How many children do you have? 

 

5. Ethnicity:  African American _____ Hispanic _____________     

   Asian American  ______ American Indian_______  

  Caucasian   _________ Other ________________ 

 

6. Combined income: __________________/year 

 

7. What is your highest education level achieved? 

 

Some high school ________  Some college ___________  

High school graduate ____   College graduate _______  

Technical Training _______   Post graduate    _______ 

 

8. How many religious services do you attend per month? _________ 
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Appendix G 

 

Letter to Participants 
 

You have been selected to participate in a study on religion and communication. 

Participation in this study will take approximately 30 minutes of your time, is at no 

financial cost to you, and you will remain anonymous. Your participation is voluntary 

and you may discontinue your participation at any time.  

 

 Please follow the directions below to ensure successful completion of the 

enclosed research material. 

 

1. Each envelope contains two packets. First, each partner selects a packet to 

complete. 

 

2. COMPLETE THESE QUESTIONNAIRES SEPARATELY. 

 

3. PLEASE DO NOT DISCUSS YOUR ANSWERS WITH EACH OTHER 

WHILE COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

 

4. After you have completed the questionnaires please return them to the person who 

gave them to you. 

 

5. Please complete and return the research material by: End of the day 

 

If you have questions regarding any aspect of this project please feel free to call 

me at (806) 470-1797. I would like to thank you for your consideration and participation. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Ashley M. Lord (B.A.) 



  

PERMISSION TO COPY 

 

 

 

 In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a master’s 

degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center, I agree 

that the Library and my major department shall make it freely available for research 

purposes.  Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the 

Director of the Library or my major professor.  It is understood that any copying or 

publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my further written 

permission and that any user may be liable for copyright infringement. 

 

Agree  (Permission is granted.) 

 

________________________________________________         ________________ 

 Student Signature      Date 

 

 

 

Disagree  (Permission is not granted.) 

 

 

 

__________Ashley Lord_____________________________         ___05/07/2008__ 

 Student Signature      Date 
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