














Frequency  Percent Cumulative

Percent
Valid No 48 80.0 80.0
Yes 12 20.0 100.0
Total 60 100.0
Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for age, number of years married, and pumber of years
together prior to marriage are presented below in Table 4 for the sixty participants.
Table 4

Descriptive Statistics

Age Number of Years Number of Years
Married Before Marriage
Mean 48.9667 21.4000 2.6767
Standard
Deviation 9.6778 11.9167 1.7089

Statistical Analysis

Analyses were completed using SPSS 8.0 for Windows. A factorial ANOVA was
performed. A factorial ANOVA is an appropriate procedure for this analysis because a
single dependent variable that is continuous (marital satisfaction) and two categorical

independent variables (sex and adult attachment style) are present. Two key assumptions




of the factorial ANOVA are (A) normality, and (B) homogeneity of variance (equal

variance).

It is well known that factorial ANOVA is robust to violation of the assumption of
normality as sample size (N) increases, therefore & sample size of 60 should be adequate.
This adheres to the Central Limit Theorem that states data behave like a normal curve
when the sample is increased to 30 or more subjects.

Homogeneity of \;aﬂance means that the spread of scores on the dependent
variable is similar for different grou;;s. It is believed that factorial ANOVAs are robust to
violation of this assumption when the sample sizes within each group are approximately
equal. Since the sample sizes within the groups are equal, then it is unlikely that there
should be any concerns regarding the assumption of homogeneity of variance.

ex and adult a nt style on mari tisfaction.

A factorial ANOVA with two categorical independent variables can determine if
there are differences among the groups of the first factor — sex. This is referred to as the
main effect of sex. It can also determine if there are statistically significant differences
among the groups of the second factor - adult attachment style. This is referred to as the
main effect of adult attachment style. -

A factorial ANOVA can determine if there are statistically significant interaction
effects between the categories of the first and the second factors. A significant
interaction effect implies that there are significant differences between the groups of a
given factor (such as between men and women) that only occur for a given group of the
other factor (those who matched in adult attachment style or those who did not match in

adult attachment style). This is referred to as the interaction term. In the context of this
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research, there may or may not be significant differences between the men and women
that occur only for those who matched in adult attachment style or the Match group/factor
but not for those who did not match in adult attachment style or the No Match

group/factor.

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for each of the variabies in this study.

Table 5 .

Descriptive Statistics for Agult Attachment Style and Sex

AAS SEX Mecan Std. N

Deviation

Match Husband 3.9717 7017 18
Wife 4.1056 4422 18
Total 4.0386 5820 36

NoMatch  Husband 3.9633 4688 12
Wife 40183 3911 12
Total 3.9908 4231 24

Total Husband 3.9683 .6099 30
Wife 4.0707 4177 30
Total 40195 58209 60

Note. Dependent variable: Maritat Satisfaction Score

The overall mean for the husbands was nearly identical to the overall mean for the
wives. The overall mean for those who did hot match in adult attachment style or no
match was very similar to the overall mean for those who did match in adult attachment
style or match,

The mean for wives who match in adult attachment style was slightly higher than

the mean for husbands who match in attachment style. The mean for wives who did not
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match (no match) in attachment style was slightly higher than the mean for husbands who
did not match (no match) in attachment style.

The mean for husbands who match in attachment style was almost identical to the
mean for husbands who did not match (no match) in attachment style. The mean for
wives who match in attachment style was slightly higher than the mean for those who did
not match (no match) in attachment style.

A Levene’s test iﬁdicates whether or not a test is meaningful and can be used fo
test the assumption of equal variances. A non-significant Levene’s test is desirable,
which suggests that the variances of each of the groups are approximately equal. The
Levene's tests for these data were non-significant (F = 1.24** p=_30). This suggests
that the assumption of equal variances was not violated.

Table 6 below shows the F test for the main effect of sex and the main effect of

aduit attachment style on the dependent variable of marital satisfaction.




Table 6

Between-Subjects Effects of Sex and Adult Attachment Style

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square

Adult

Attachment

Score 03287 1 03287 Jd17 734

SEX 128 1 128 455 503

Adult

Attachment

Score* SEX .02240 1 .02240 .079 779

Error 15.794 56 282

Note. Computed using alpha = .03

Note that the F test was non-significant for the main effect of adult attachment
style. This implies that overall, the difference between the match and the no match

groups was not large enough to be statistically significant,

The F test was non-significant for the main effect of sex. This implies that
overall, the differences between the “husbands” and the “wives” groups was not large

enough to be statistically significant.

The F test was non-significant for the interaction term. This implies that there
were no combinations of adult attachment style and sex that had a differential effect on

marital satisfaction.
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The effect of history of marital counseling on marital satisfaction.

Descriptive statistics for individuals with a history of marriage counseling versus

0o history of marriage counseling are presented below in Table 7 below.

Table 7

History of Matriage Counseling

History of Mean Std. N
Counseling Deviation

No 40781 4842 48
Yes 3.7850 6150 12
Total 4.0195 5209 60

Note. Dependent variable: Marital Satisfaction Soare

A Levene’s test indicates whether or not a test is meaningful and can be used to
test the assumption of equal variances. A non-significant Levene’s test is desirable,
which suggests that the variances of each of the groups are approximately equal. The
Levene’s tests for these data were non-significant (F = 956" p= .33). This suggests
that the assumption of equal variances was not violated.

The below table (Table 8) shows the F test for the main effect of “history of
marriage counseling.” The F test for the main cffect of lustory of marriage counseling

was non-significant.
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Table 8

Between-Subjects Effects of History of Marriage Counseling

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square '

History of

Marriage

Counseling  .825 : 1 825 3.151 081

Error 15.182 58 262

Total 085.389 60

Note, Computed using aipha = .05; Dependent variable: Mantal Satisfaction Score

Results of Hypothesis Testin

Hypothesis 1: Husbands who match their wives in adult attachment style wil}
have higher marital satisfaction scores than husbands who do not match their wives in
aduit attachment style. This hypothesis was not supported by this research.

Hypothesis 2: Wives who match their husbands in adult attachment style wili
have higher marital satisfaction scores than wives who do not match their husbands in
adult attachment style. This hypothesis was not supported by this research.

Hypothesis 3: Men experience a higher level of marital satisfaction than women.
This hypothesis was not supported by this research.

Hypothesis 4. There were not significant differences between those who went
through marital counseling and those who did not on marital satisfaction. Thus, the
hypothesis that individuals with a history of marriage counseling experience greater

marital satisfaction was not supported by this research.
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Since the interaction term {sex and match and no match) was non-significant, the
following conclusions can be drawn: There was no significant difference between men
and women in the No Match group only. There was no significant difference between
men and women in the Match group enly. There was no significant difference between
Match and No Match for the men only. There was no significant difference between

Match and No Match for the women caly.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion
‘Summary of the Findings

The focus of this ihvostigation was adult attachment styles and their relationship
to marital satisfaction. Sixty individuals consisting of thirty married couples who were in
first marriages of at least seven years duration completed a demographic survey, the
Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) which measures adult attachment
dimensions and the Marital Satisfaction Scale (Roach et al., 1981) which measures
marital satisfaction.

Self-reports of attachment style in adulthood or retrospective interview-based
assessment of attachment to a parent have been used to show that marital quality is
greater 1o the extent that an individual and the individual’s spouse report secure versus
avoidant or anxious or ambivalent attachment styles.

The scores on the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) indicated that
the overall mean for those who matched in attachment style was very similar to the
overall mean for those who did not match in attachment style. Of the total sample,
almost half of the couples were matched in attachment styles and the other half was not
matched in attachment style. Qverall, the difference between the Match group and the

No Match group was not statisticalily significant.
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The majority of husbands and wives in this study were either Secure or Depend in
their attachment styles. Only one husband and two wives reported Anxiety as their
attachment style. These findings are similar to those in research by Senchak and Leonard
(1992) who found that over 80% of their married sample were classified as securely
attached.

Of the sixty respondents, only one individua! reported a marital satisfaction rating
less than 3.0 on the Mantal Satisfaction Scale (Roach et al., 1981). This indicates that all
but one individual in this study reported being satisfied in their marriage. The lowest
levels of satisfaction were in the sexual category, and there were only three questions on
the scale that were in that category. It is a very curious yet highly unlikely matter that of
30 couples, alt but one-half of one couple would consider their marriage unsatisfactory -
particularly when the mean duration for number of years married for the couples who
participated in this study was 21.4 years. Vaillant and Vaillant (1993) and Glenn (1998)
both reported evidence in studies supporting the betief that marriages do not improve at
mid-term, that later years of marriage are not golden ones, and that over-all marital
satisfaction is negatively related to the number of years married. The findings in this
study do not support the evidence that marital satisfaction is negatively related to the
number of years married.

Research in the domain of women and relationships suggests that in genefal,
women repori lower levels of marital satisfaction than men (Schumm, Webb, & Bollman,
1998, Huyck, 1991). Some of the reasons for this appear to be that relationships with
men do not meet the expressive needs of women traditionally met through relationships

with other women. Women tend to be the caretakers of husband, children, family and
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home. This caregiving behavior tends to have a cost for women. Collins and Read
(1990) found evidence for gender differences in the relationship between attachment style
and satisfaction. The findings in this study do not support those findings, and the
hypothesis that men experience a higher level of marital satisfaction was not supported
by this study.

Mam'ag# counscling is believed to have a positive effect on a relationship.
Individuals having had a history of marriage counseling did not have a differcntial effect
on marital satisfaction, thus the hypothesis that individuals with a history of marriage
counseling experience greater marital satisfaction was not supported by this study.

This study indicates that there were no combinations of adult attachment styles in
either husbands or wives that had a differential effect on marital satisfaction. No
significant differences in marital satisfaction were noted between couples with similar
attachment pairing and couples with dissimilar pairings. Thus, the hypotheses that
husbands who match their wives in adult attachment style will have higher marital
satisfaction scores than husbands who de not match their wives in adult attachment style,
and wives who match their husbands in adult attachment style will have higher marital
satisfaction scores than wives who do not match their husbands in adult attachment style
was not supported in this study. Cohn, et al. (1992) reported similar findings to those in
this study, and contrary to the authors’ expectations, results indicate that marital
satisfaction was not related to adult attachment style for either husbands or wives. Rivera
(1999) found a significant relationship between husbands’ attachment style and marital
satisfaction, but did not find a significant relationship between wives’ attachment style

and marital satisfaction.
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As discussed earlier, the two major differences between research conducted in the
present study and previous research on adult attachment style and marital satisfaction is
the length of time invested by couples in their marriages and the instruments used by the
researcher to measure adult aftachment style and marital satisfaction. Although the
researcher considered that these two differences would contribute to significant findings,
this was not the case.

There are a numbér of possible explanations for why there is a lack of significant
findings to support the hypotheses in this study, and why there is a restriction of range of
scores on the dependent variable of marriage satisfaction.

Limitations of the Study

The sample.

First, there is the issue of the sample itself used in the study. There could be
sampling bias as a result of this being a self-selected group of participants. In addition,
the recruitment of couples from a local church and community may have led to an over-
sampling of relatively well-functioning, well-educated, financially secure couples given
that this community is populated with such people. All the individuals in the study
appear very homogeneous. It is possible that such sampling bias limits generalizability.

Social desirability bias may have been an additional factor in the restriction of
range of scores on the dependent variable. Self-report measures, such as the ones used in
this study, are potentially more prone to social desirability responses. Perhaps the
participants of the study had a tendency to give answers they felt were socially
acceptable, and the participants wanted to appear as satisfied in their marriages as

possible. Although the questionnaires were guaranteed to be confidential, some
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participants may have been concerned about their identities being discovered. Given this
concern, some subjects may have wanted to ensure that their marriages were pictured as
happy, strong and secure. Self-report measures, such as the ones used in this study, are
potentially more prone to social desirability responses.

Despite the notion that the participants have a guarantee of anonymity in the
study, some of the participants may not have been convinced that that was truly going to
be the case as the researcﬁer and most participants reside in the same town. The point
being that the questions asked in both the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read,
1990) and the Marital Satisfaction Scale (Roach et al., 1981) are very sensitive and highly
personal ones which touch upon inner thoughts and feelings about marriage and the ways
in which the couples feel connected to their relationships. With the types of questions
asked and the sensitive nature of the study’s topic, participants may not have wanted to
risk exposing the most intimate details and negative feelings to a researcher — whom they
may or may not have known directly or indirectly. The possibility of discovery may have
affected the findings.

Because the design of this study required that the questionnaires be filled out in
the home, there was no guarantee that spouses would not share their answers with one
another. This was discussed in Chapter 1 as one of the potential limitations of the study.
There was also no guarantee that the spouses would not have some sort of influence over
the way in which the questions were answered. In light of this, one spouse could have
had the potential to be influenced by the other spouse to answer the questions ina

positive or favorable manner.
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This sample consisted of couples who ranged in age from their mid 30’s to their .
mid 70°s with only 16.7% of the sample being under the age of forty. There were no
newlyweds in this sample, and only one couple was married a minimum of 8 years. The
mean for the number of years in the marriage was 21.4 years. This sample is basically a
middle-aged sample of married couples consisting of individuals who have a substantial
amount of time invested in their marriages. With that amount of time invested in their
marriage and that this was & group of mature, well-educated individuals, one can make
the assumptions that if these individuals were not satisfied in their relationship, they
would: a) not disclose; or b) not continue to remain in an unsatisfactory relationship.

All the demographic data collected from the participants regarding religious
affiliation resulted in participants having a religious affiliation with 53% being Cathofic.
It is more likely that having a church and religious affiliation would prevent you from
seeking a divorce and may even assist in preventing someone from being unhappy in
their marriage.

The instruments.

Both the Adult Attachment Scale (Collins & Read, 1990) and the Marital
Satisfaction Scale (Roach et al,, 1981) are considered to be high in both validity and
reliability. The researcher is confident that these instruments have the capability of
measuring what it is that they propose to be measuring and would reveal any statistical
significance if it did indeed exist between adult attachment styie and marital satisfaction
for husbands and for wives.

The use of both of these instruments in one study to investigate a relationship

between adult attachment style and marital satisfaction is unique to this research, though
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a number of studies cited in this paper have used one or the other of these instruments to
investigate adult attachment style and relationship satisfaction. The results of the
majority of those studies report statistical significance and support for a number of
hypotheses that those researchers put forth.

As with all human research, there is never total agreement on what precise
behaviors, attitudes, and traits are actually measured. Once attachment shifis from
observable behaviors in iﬁfancy and toddlers to mental representation in aduithood, the
methods of assessing adult attachment style becomes quite challenging.

Research methodology to measure adult attachment patterns has employed Likert
scales (Collins & Read, 1990), laberatory observations (Cohen et al., 1992, White &
Benhan, 1991), forced-choice measures (Hazan & Shaver, 1987), spousal descriptions
(Feeney, et al., 1990), and lengthy interviews (Adult Attachment Interview, Main, et al.,
1985). None of these methods has provided reliable assessments of adult attachment on a
consistent basis.

It is possible that the methodological suggestions Cohn et al. (1992) to use
multiple methods of assessment across different settings simultaneously to measure adult
attachment may yield more data. This might be expected to provide a more sensitive
index of the affective quality of the adult attachment relationship than do solely paper and
pencil measures.

There is the conceptualization and measurement of marital satisfaction that
implies a satisfying marriage is a relationship characterized by the lack of dissatisfaction.
Literature often uses the term “non-distressed” when describing couples who are

satisfactorily married. Factors that lead to marita! distress may not be the simple inverse
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of factors that lead to a satisfying relationship. Unique dimensions of a dissatisfying
relationship may not haire been evaluated by the marital satisfaction scale used in this
study.

As a global measurement of marital satisfaction, the Marital Satisfaction Scale
(Roach et al., 1981) has operationally defined the concept of marital satisfaction as a
single dimension. Marital dissatisfaction reflects an evaluation of the marriage in which
negative features are proniinent and positive features are relatively non-existent, and
marital satisfaction reflects an evaluation in which positive features are prominent and
negative features are relatively non-existent.

This view that marital satisfaction can be measured as a single dimension has met
with recent challenge. Fincham, Beach, & Kemp-Fincham (1997) argue that positive and
negative evaluations in marriage can be conceptualized and measured as separate,
although related, dimensions. They obtained data with a simple measure used to capture
this two-dimensional conception of marital quality and found that the dimensions have
different correlates and account for unique variance in reported marital behaviors and
attributions.

With this new concept, not (;rlly would a two-dimensional measure allow a
researcher to distinguish between couples who are satisfactorily married and those whe
are not satisfactorily mamried with a higher level of confidence, it would enable more
detailed descriptions of change in marital satisfaction and the factors that account for
these changes. This, in turn, would assist the mental health professional working with a
married couple to understand the severity of how distressed the couple is as well as the

potential causes for the distress experienced by the couple.



In addition, researchers should conceptualize and create a two-dimensional

measure of marital satisfaction not only as a judgmenf made by spouses at one particular
point in time but also as a course, curve, or “flight pattern” that would reflect the
fluctuations in a marriage over time taken in multiple waves of data. This would offer a
greater understanding of the dynamics in interaction over the course of a couples’
marriage.

Although the instruments used in this study are instruments that have been proven
to be capable of assessing what it is that they propose to assess, these instruments are
extremely sensitive and personal regarding the type of questions that they ask. Some of
the potential subjects who did not participate in this study contacted the researcher.

These individuals reported that the reason that did net participate was because they
considered the questions asked in the AAS and the MSS too intimate and personal and
that they would not be readily willing to share their responses in writing and for the
purpose of scientific research despite guaranteed anonymity.

This leads to an issue of the return rate. One hundred couples who were in first
marriages and have been married a minimum of seven years were sent the packets for the
study. Thirty couples completed the questionnaires in the packets and returned them fo
the researcher. Although this can be considered a very high rate of return for survey
research, there is the consideration to be made that, perhaps, only those couples who were
in marriages that they were satisfied with completed and mailed the questionnaires.

If a person is in an unhappy marriage or is not satisfied in the marriage, he/she
could choose not to comply with filling out the instruments. Reading the information and

questions could bring up feelings and issues that perhaps have been dormant or that these
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particular individuals have been unable to face or come to ferms with. It is one thing to
ignore something, one thing to keep something in a state of denial — it is quite another
thing to sit down and answer some very serious questions about your affective state.

I might be that the missing questionnaires are linked to those individuals that are
resigned to the fact that they not satisfied in their marriages and that it makes no
difference what ways they attach to their spouse or what ways their spouse is attached to
them. It might be easier to not respond to the study.

Perhaps completing these instruments and participating in this study may have
only intensified their feelings of unhappiness. To have to examine that your marriage is
an unhappy one, to have to read and answer questions that cut to the core of how you are
living, or not living, the most intimate portion of your life, could be just too much to
tolerate. It is quite possible that many of the couples did not want to stir up negative
feelings about their marriages and filling out these instruments would do just that.

September 11, 2001,

Although there are a number of explanations discussed above for why there is a
lack of statistical significance to support the hypotheses in this study, and why there is a
restriction of range of scores on the dependent variable of marital satisfaction, it is the
opinion of this researcher that nene of those explanations is as meaningful as that of
September 11, 2001, At the time of this study, the United States experienced an
unprecedented act of terror in that the World Trade Center, two 110 story buildings, were
collapsed.

This study began just prior to the catastrophic events of September 11, 2001. The

packets, which included a demographic survey and the two above mentioned instruments,



were mailed out to the participants of this study approximately four weeks after the

attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. All Americans were still in the
early stages of attempting to process what had happened, of trying to cope with the sense
of loss, of beginning to feel the daily strains and stress of sadness and fear.

The participants in this study all live in northern New Jersey, approximately twenty miles
from New York City and the World Trade Center. A large percentage of the north Jersey
workforce commutes into New York City for their jobs or ventures in to enjoy a
recreational venue such as dinner and theater.

The sample in this study is highly educated and was taken from a middie to
upper-middle socioeconemic strata. The financial district of New York City has close
ties to the people of northern New Jersey. H is not unlikely that the events of September
11, 2001, triggered more intense feelings in this population as they were more deeply
affected than a population, for example, from the mid-west. Of the 4,000 or so lives lost
in the towers alone, approximately one third of those people lived in New Jersey. There
are many people in this northern New Jersey area who know someone who died in the
attack. It is fair to say that this populaﬁon may have been affected by the tragedy.

September 11, 2001, is an extreme and obvious example that the attachment
system in individuals was activated. It was noted that this occurred in the repeated
experiences of people being so kind to each other in New York. This system is activated
whenever feit security is threatened so that, when adults are faced with events that they
perceive as stressfal or threatening, they will tend to desire or seek contact with
significant others. This behavior can be considered a manifestation of the attachment

behavioral system. A universal, group maniféstation of this took place after the terrorist
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attacks. Americans came together in support. of each other and of our country.
Americans found a felt sense of security in other Americans.

What ar.;pears to have followed this date in history was that the American people
began to “nest.” Many felt the need to be close and to remain in close proximity to our
significant others. There were fears of traveling and the fears of chemical and biological
warfare. The stresses of the threat of continued attacics and the fear of the unknown was
taking a psychological toll. However, with this came a greater appreciation of the
relationships people have in their lives. Thus all marriages may have seemed brighter as
people held on tighter to the relationships they have.

It is therefore not surprising that the marital satisfaction scores in this sample
would be uncharacteristically high. Only one male reported being unsatisfied in his 13-
year marmniage. And his score was a 2.8 on the Marital Satisfaction Scale indicating that
he was not very unsatisfied in his marriage.

Research that exists on stressful life events and marital satisfaction is not
bountiful and focuses primarily on special populations who have suffered specific
traumas such as spousal abuse, life-threatening illnesses, and loss of a child. Thus,
sample siges are generally small, nonrandom, and may not generalize to & broader portion
of the population. 'fhey do, however, offer a starting point from which to study the issue
of traumatic life events and their impact on marital satisfaction and attachment. Even
though a large amount of literature has demonstrated the powerful impact that stress has
on individual distress, research has not systematically considered the issue of traumatic

life stress and its possible role in marital well-being,
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ecommended Future R h

In light of the possible influence that the September 11, 2001, tragedy had on the
results of this current study, I would recommend that a future study be conducted using
the same or a similar sample one year from now. Would similar results be gotten from a
similar sample one year from now? And perhaps, the researcher would have found
significance and more meaning if this study had been conducted as a time series study.

In addition, longitudinal studies of married couples could investigate whether or
not distressing events, togethemess over time, life changes, or ilinesses had an affect on
marital satisfaction and adult atfachment style. Although it has been noted in this paper
that attachment styles are resistant to change over time, researchers could examine if they
remained the same or if they changed and whether or not certain circumstances could
have a significant impact on marital satisfaction.

It would be important to investigate linkages between adult attachment stance and
mantal functioning in specific contexts such as when spouses are seeking emotional
support from one another or providing emotional support to one another or when couples
are engaging in marital conflict. It may be that specific contexts would reveal more of a
relationship between attachment style and marital satisfaction, and researchers could
expect stronger links between the various adult attachment classifications and marital
functioning.

A valid, reliable and universat method for assessing adult attachment and marital
satisfaction needs to be developed. It is difficult to compare results of studies with such
divergent means of data analysis. Considering the somewhat divergent findings in the

research on attachment and its role within the marital relationship and the fact that the
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rélationship between these two concepts has great intuitive appeal, theoretical and
methodological issues need to be explored further before it is possible to understand
exactly how attachment evolves in adulthood, and how it is manifested in intimate
relationships.

This study suggests a number of implications for individual and couples therapy.
A person’s attachment history and current attachment style will have an inﬂuenpe on how
the person expects sigm'ﬁ.cam others to behave in relationships. This includes their
relationship with their therapist. Therapy is often influenced by clients’ early
relationships with caregivers who were rejecting, unavailable, or inconsistent. According
to attachment theory, such relationships create certain types of expectations, or internal
working models, that are placed upon the therapist just as they are placed upon a spouse.
Therapy involves a clinician providing an accepting, dependable and responsive
refationship as a context in which patients can rework any negative expectations of
others.

Therapy also involves an examination of how current interpersonal relationships
and behaviors are influenced by prior experiences and expectations with early caregivers.
It is of great importance for clinicians working with couples on relationship issues to not
only explore early family relationships but also to examine how individuals have to come
to understand and regard such attachment experiences.

A clinician should be aware that she or he needs to behave in a way that provides
an environment in which a client can explore and change their problematic patterns of
relating. A clinician needs to have an awareness of how the client expects the clinician to

respond, and an awareness of their own tendency to respond in certain ways because of



their own attachment style. In addition to general working models of self and other,

people develop working models of specific partners and relationships. And although
people bring stable or unstable patterns of behavior into relationships, these patterns of
behaviors are very likely to be adapted in response to their partner’s attachment style.

The clinician needs not only to focus on the primary style of attachment of their
clients, but also on how the two of them can come together to form a unique and
therapeutic relationship of their own. Once this is established in the therapeutic
relationship, the client would be better equipped to develop and navigate relationships in
their lives more successfully or chémge the styie of their attachment on their own if
needed.

Attachment theory is a critical model for understanding the dynamics of the
relationships we all share with one another. To fully understand adutt love relationships
and marriage, there needs to be better integration of attachment theory and research
related to attachment theory into the study of adult love relationships and marriage.
When one partner finds himself/herself in a negative emotional state, they are likely to
turn to their partner for assistance in order to feel better. The degree to which partners are
able to respond to each other in ways that each finds helpful is likely to influence how

satisfied they are in their relationships.



60

References



Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1967). Infancy in Uganda: Infant care and the growth of
attachment. Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press.

Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1985). Attachments across the life-span. Bulletin of the

New York Academy of Medicine, 61, 792-812.

Ainsworth, M. D..S. (1989). Attachments beyond infancy. American

Psychologist, 44, 709-716.
Ainsworth, M. D. S, Blehar, M.C., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Pattems of

attachment: A psvchological study of the Strange Situation. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bagiey, R. E. (2000). The influence of attachment style on marital process and
marital satisfaction. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, 2000). Dissertation
Abstracts International, 60 (11-A), 4195,

Baldwin, M. W., & Fehr, B. (1995). On the instability of attachment style ratings.
Personal Relationships. 2 (3), 247-261. |

Baldwin, M. W, Keelan, J.P., Fehr, B., Enns, V., & Koh-Rangarajoo, E. (1996).
Social-cognitive conceptualization of attachment working models: Availability and

accessibility effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 71, 94-99.
Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L M. (1991). Attachment styles among young

adults: A test of a four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

61, 226-244.
Baucom, D. H,, Shoham, D. H., Mueser, K. T., Daiuto, A. D., & Stickle, T. R.
(1998). Empiricaly supported couple and family internventions for marital distress and

adult mental health problems. Jounal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 53-88.



62

Benjamin, L.8. & Friedrich, F. J. (1991). Contributions of structural anaiysis of
social behavior to the bridge between cognitivé science and a science of object relations.

In M. Horowitz (Ed), Person schemas and maladaptive interpersonal patterns {pp. 379-

412). Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Blum, J. 8., & Mehrabian, A. (1999). Personality and temperament correlates of
marital satisfaction. Journal of Personality, 76, 93-125.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment. New York: Basic
Books.

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss; Vol. 2. Separation: Anxiety and anger.

New York: Basic Books.
Bowlby, J. (1979). The making and breaking of affectional bonds. New York:
Tavistock.

Bowlby, J. (1982a). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment. (2™ ed.). New

York: Basic Books.
Bowlby, J. (1988). A secure base. New York: Basic Books.
Bradbury, T. N., Fincham, F. D,, & Beach, S.R. (2000). Research on the nature

and determinants of marital satisfaction: A decade in review. Journal of Marriage and

the Family, 62, 964.980.
_ Bradford, E., & Lyddon, W. J. (1991). Assessing adolescent and adult |
attacimment: An ypdate. Journal of Counseling & Development, 73, 215-219.

Brennan, K. A., & Shaver, P. R. (1995). Dimensions of adult attachment, affect
regulation, and romantic relationship functioning. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 21, 267-283.



Camelley, K. B., Pietromonaco, P. R., & Jaffe, K. (1996). Attachment,

caregiving, and relationship functioning in couples: Effects of self and partner. Personal
Relationships, 3, 257-277.

Cohn, D., Silver, D. H., Cowan, C. P. (1992). Working models of childhood
attachment and couple relationships. Journal of Family Issues, 13, 432449,

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory
perspective on support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychelogy, 78, 1053-1073,

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1990). Adult attachment, working models, and
relationship quality in dating couples. Joumnal of Personality and Secial Psychology, 58,
644-663.

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1994). Cognitive representations of adult
attachment. The structure and function of working models. In K. Bartholomew & D.

Perlman (Eds.), Advances in personal relationships, 5. Attachment processes in adulthood

(pp. 53-90). London: Jessica Kingsley.

Crowell, J., & Treboux, D. (2001). Attachment security in adult partnerships. In
C. Clulow (Ed), Adult attachment and couple psychotherapy: The secure base in practice
and research (pp. 2842). US: Brunner-Routledge.

Davila, J., Bradbury, T., & Fincham, F. (1998). Negative affectivity as a mediator

of the association between adult attachment and marital satisfaction. Personal

Relationships, 5 (4), 467-484.



64

Dorota, I. & Sneddon, H. (2001). Attachment style in aduits who failed to thrive
as children: Outcomes of a 20 year follow-up study of factors influencing maintenance
or change in attachment style. British Journal of Social Work, 31, 179-195.

Feeney, J. A, Noller, P, & Callan, V. J. (1994). Attachment style,
communication and satisfaction in the early years of marriage. K, Bartholomew, & D.
Perlman, Daniel (Eds.), (1994). Attachment processes in adulthood. Advances jn
personal relationships. 5. (pp.269-308). Bristol, PA: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, L'TD.

Feeney, J. A. (1999a). Issues of closeness and distance in dating relationships:

Effects of sex and attachment style. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 16 (5),

571-590.
Feeney, J. A. (1999b). Adult attachment, emotional control, and marital

satisfaction. Personatl Relationships, 6, 169-185.
Feeney, J. A. (1996). Attachment, caregiving, and marital satisfaction. Personal

Relationships, 4, 401- 416,

Feeney, J. A. (1994). Attachment style, communication patterns and satisfaction
across the life cycle of marriage. Personal Relationships, 1, 333-348.

Fincham, E. D., Beach, S. R. H., & Kemp-Fincham, 8. (1997). Marital quality;
A new theorectical perspective. InR. J. Sternberg, & M. Hojat (Eds.), Satisfaction in
close relationships (pp. 275-304). New York: Guilford Press.

Fonagy, P. (1999). Points of contact and divergence between psychoanalytic and
attachment theories: Is psychoanalytic theory truly different? Psychoanalytic Inquiry, 19,
44-480.



65

Glenn, N. D. (1998). Quantitative research on marital quality in the 1980°s: A
critical review. Journal of Family and the Marriage, 52, 818-831.

Harvey, M., & Byzd, M. (2000). Relationships between adolescents’ attachment
styles and family functioning. Adolescence, 35, 345-356.

Hazan, C,, & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment
process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1994). Attachment as an organizational framework for
research on close relationships. Psychological Inquiry, 3, 1-22.

Hibbard, K. M. (2001). Attachment and marital adjustment across time.
Dissertation Abstracts International, 61 (8-B), 4407.

Huyck, M. H. (1991, February). Thirtysomething years of marriage;
Understanding experiences of women and men in enduring family relationships. Paper

presented at the International Conference of Gender and Family, Provo, UT.

Jacob, F. M. (1999). Continuities in support experience: The prediction of marital
satisfaction, emotional weil-being and distress from attachment style, perceived support
and nonsupport in the context of personal strivings. (Doctoral dissertation, Fordham
University, 1999). Dissertation Abstracts International, 59 (8-B), 4466.

Klohnen, E. C,, & Bera, S. (1998). Behavioral and experiential patterns of
avoidantly and securely attached women across adulthood: A 31-year longitudinal

perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 211-223.
Kobak, R. R. & Hazan, C. {1991). Attachment in marriage: Effects of security

and accuracy in working models. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 861-

869.



Laub, J. H,, Nagin, D. S., & Sampson, R.J. (1998). Trajectoires of change in

criminal offending: Good marriages and the desistance process. American Sociological

Review, 63, 225-238,

Lee, Y. M, & Kim, C. H. (1997). The relation of marital satisfaction and sex-tole

identity, social support, and daily stress. Korean Journa! of Counseling & Psychotherapy,

9, 351-365.

Main, M., Kaplan, N., & Cassidy, J. (1985). Security in infancy, childhood, and

adulthood: A move to the level of representation. In I. Bretherton & E. Waters (Eds.),

Growing points of attachment theory and research. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 50, (1-2, Serial No. 209), 66-104.
Marcus, L. (1997). The relationship of adult attachment style, communication,

and relationship satisfaction. (Doctoral dissertation, Fordham University, 1997).

Dissertation Abstract International, 58 (4-B), 2129,

Morrison, T. L., Goodlin-Jones, B, L., & Urquiza, A. J. (1997). Attachment and
the representation of intimate relationships in adutthood. The Journal of Psgého]ogy,
131, 57-71.

National Marriage Project (1999). The social health of marriage in America.

Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ.
Paley, B., Cox, M. J,, Burchinal, M. R.,, & Payne, C. (1999). Attachment and

marital functioning: Comparison of spouses with continuous-secure, earned-secure,

dismissing, and preoccupied attachment stances. Jownal of Family Psychology, 13 (4),

580-597.



Pistole, M. C, (1989). Attachment in adult romantic relationships: Style of

conflict resolution and relationship satisfaction. Journal of Social and Personal

Relationships, 6, 505-510.
Rivera, D. L. (1999). Adult attachment patterns and their relationship to marital

satisfaction. {Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University, 1999). Dissertation Abstract
International, 59 11-B, 6120
Reoach, A J., Frazier, L. P,, & Bowden, S. R. (1981). The marital satisfaction

scale: Development of 2 measure for intervention research. Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 43, 537-546.
Rogers, S. J., & Amato, P. R. (1997). Satisfaction with parenting: The role of

marital happiness, family structure, and parents’ gender, Journal of Marriage and the

Family, 60, 293-308.

Rollins, B. C., & Feldman, H. (1970). Marital satisfaction over the family life
cycle. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 32, 20-28,

Rouse, L.W., & Roach, A. J. (1984). Occupational interest similarity and marital

satisfaction. Psychology: A Journal of Human Behavior, 21, 15-22.

Rutter, M. (1985). Resilience in the face of adversity: Protective factors and

resistance to psychiatric disorder. British Journal of Psychiatry, 147, 598-611.

Satterfield, W. A., & Lyddon, W. J. (1995). Client attachment and perceptions of

the working altiance with counselor trainees. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 42,

187-189.



68

Schumm, W. R., Webb, F. J., & Bollman, S. R. (1998). Gender and marita!
satisfaction: Data from the National Survey of Families and Households. Psychological
Reports, 83, 1, 319-327.

Senchak, M., & Leonard, K. E. (1992). Attachment styles and marital adjustment

among newlywed couples. Joumal of Sociat and Personal Relationships, 9, 51-64.

Shaver, P. R, Collin, N. L, & Clark, C. L. (1996). Attachment styles and internal
working models of self and relationship partners. In G.J.O. Fletcher, & J. Fitness (Eds.),
Knowledge structures in close relationships: A social psychological approach (pp. 25-
61). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Shaver, P., Hazan, C., & Bradshaw, D. (1988). Love as attachment: The
integration of three behavioral systems. InR. Sternberg, & M. Bames (Eds.), The
psychology of love (pp. 68-99). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Shimanoff, S. B. (1987). Types of emotional disclosures and request compliance

between spouses. Communication Monographs. 34, 85-100.
Simpson, J. A. (1990). Influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 971-980.
Simpson, J. A., & Rholes, W. S. (Eds.). (1998). Attachment theory and close
rclétignship_s. New York: Guitiford Press.

Stmpson, J. A, Rholes, W. 8., & Nelligan, J. S. (1992). Support secking and

support giving within couples in an anxiety-provoking situation: The role of attachment

styles. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 434-446,



69

Small, T. Z. (2000). The relationship between romantic attachment and marital
satisfaction: An exploratory study. {Doctoral dissertation, Pepperdine University, 2000),

Dissertation Abstracts International, 60 (9-B), 4911.

Sperling, M. B., & Berman, W. H. (1994). Attachment in adults; Clinical and
developmental perspectives. New York: The Guilford Press.

Sroufe, L. A, Egeland, B., & Kretuzer, T. (1990). The fate of early experience
following developmental change: Longitudinal approaches to individual adaptation in

childhood. Journal of Child Development, 61, 1363-1373.

Stack, S. & Eshleman, J. R. (1998). Marital status and happiness: A 17-nation

study. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 60, 527-536.

Stevenson-Hinde, J., & Hinde, R. A. (1990). Attachment: Biological, culturai,

and individual desiderata. Human Development, 33, 62-72.

US Department of Commerce {(1999). Economics and Statistics Administration,
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

US Bureau of the Census (1998). US Department of Commerce, Population and
Household Economic Topics, Marital status and living arrangements.

Vaitlant, C.O., & Vaillant, G.E. (1993). Is the U-curve of marital satisfaction an

illusion? A 40 year study of marriage. Journal of Family and the Marriage, 55, 230-239.

Volting, B., Brenda, L., Notaro, P.C., & Larsen, J. (1998). Adult attachment
styles: Relations with emotional well-being, marriage, and parenting. Family Relations,

4, 135.

White, V., & Berman, W. H. (1991). Manual for the behavioral assessment of

attachment in intimate douples. Unpublished manuscript, Fordham University.




70

Appendices



Appendix A

Oral Script for Study



‘Oral Script for Preliminary Recruitment of Subjects

The following oral script will be used to verbally request couples to initially agree to

participate in my study and to obtain home addresses:

“Hello. 'm Melanie Whiteway, and I’m conducting a study for my doctoral dissertation
in Clinical Psychology at Seton Hall University. The purpose of this study is to examine
the effect of adult ;ttac}unent styles on marital satisfaction in couples that are in first
marmriages and have been married at least seven years. Attachment styles refer to the
ways in which individuals respond (securely, insecurely, fearfully, anxiously) to being
.scparatcd from and reunited with those individuals with whom they are the most
emotionally attached — to, for example, vour spouse. I'm looking for volunteers, and 1
know that you and your husband/wife have been married for a number of years. I was
wondering if you would like to participate in my study. It shouldn’t take more than 30
minutes of your time, participation is, of course, voluntary, and the information you
provide will be anonymous and confidential.... Thank you so much. May I please have
your home mailing address so that I can send you a packet which will include the

necessary information and materials in order for you to participate?”



Appendix B

Solicitation Letter



Solicitation Letter

Dear Couple:

My name is Melanie Whiteway, and I am conducting a study as part of my
doctoral dissertation in the Clinical Psychology Program in the Department of
Professional Psychology and Family Therapy at Seton Hall University in South Orange,
NJ. ‘

The puzpose of this study is to determine whether couples who stay married seven
years or longer match each other regarding type of attachment style and whether or not
these types of attachment styles are related to marital satisfaction. Attachment styles
refer to the ways in which individuals respond (securely, insecurely, fearfully, anxiously)
to being separated from and reunited with those individuals with whom they are the most
emotionally attached (ic. a spouse). Your participation in this study should take no
longer than 30 minutes, _

You and your spouse’s participation will be very helpful to me in earning my
degree. Also, it wili make a contribution toward our understanding of married people
like you,

If you and your spouse agree to participate, please sign and date the enclosed
informed consent forms. There are two copies of the informed consent form for each of
you. Return one copy each to me in the self-addressed stamped envelope marked '
“Consent Forms™ which I have provided for you. Please keep the other signed consent
forms for your records.

Enclosed you will also find two demographic surveys. There is one for each of
you to complete. You will also find copies of two questionnaires called the “Adult
Attachment Scale” and the “Marital Satisfaction Scale” with instructions on how to
complete them. There is one copy each for you to complete, After completing the
demographic survey and the two questionnaires, please mail them back to me in the self-
addressed stamped envelope marked “Questionnaires” provided for you. Please resist the
temptation to share your responses with your spouse,
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Postage has already been paid, and you do not need to add any additional stamps
for either of the two sclf-addressed stamped envelopes which 1 have provided for you.

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you agree to participate, but decide to
withdraw at any stage of the research, you are free to do so.

The responses you provide will be anonymous, with couples coded by number,
not name. The signed and returned consent forms mailed back to this researcherin a
separate envelope ensures that you and your spouse’s completed material will remain
anonymous. __

All of your responses to these inquires will be strictly confidential, and data will
be securely stored in a locked cabinet to which only the researcher has access.

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University
Institutional Review Board for Human Subject Research. The IRB believes that the
research procedures adequately safeguard the subject’s privacy, welfare, civil liberties,
and rights. The Chairperson of the IRB may be reached through the Office of Grants and
Research Services. The telephone number of the Office is (973) 275-2974.

Sincerely,

Melanie Whiteway
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Appendix C

Letter of Consent



SETON HALL s UNIVERSITY.

R T YA T B T AL I kR N AR e g PRl W SRS L MY B A AT L

My mime is Melanie Whiteway, and I am conducting a study as part of my
doctoral dissertation in the Clinical Psychology Program in the Department of
Professional Psychology and Family Therapy at Seton Hall University in South Orange,
NJ. |

The purpose of this study is to determine whether couples who stay married seven
(7) years or longer match each other regarding type of attachment style and whether or
not these types of attachment styles are related to marital satisfaction, Attachment styles
refer to the ways in which individuals respond (securely, insecurely, fearfully, anxiously)
to being separated from and reunited with those individuals with whom they are the most
emotionally attached (ic. a spouse). Your participation in this study should take no
longer than thirty (30) minutes,

If you agree to participate in this study, you will need to sign and date two
consent forms. I have signed and dated the informed consent forms as well, Please
refurn oné of the signed and dated informed consent forms back to me in the self-
addressed stamped envelope marked “Consent Forms™ provided for you. Please keep one
copy for your records.

In addition, you will need to complete a demographic survey and two
questionnaires entitled the “Adult Attachment Scale” and the “Marital Satisfaction Scale”
and return them to me in the self-addresﬁd stamped envelope marked “Questionnaires”
which has also been provided for you.

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you agree to participate, but decide to
withdraw at any stage of the research, you are free to do so without prejudice.

The responses you provide will be anonymous, with couples coded by number,
not name, The signed and retumed consent forms mailed back to the feseatcher ina
separate envelope ensures that you and your spouse’s completed material will remain

anonymaous.

College of Education and Human Services
Department of Professional Psychology and Family Therapy
Tel: 973.761.9451
400 South Orange Avenue *+ South Orange, New Jersey 07079-2685

EREERY



Al of your responses to these inquires will be strictly confidential, and data will
be ‘securely stored in a locked cabinet which only the researcher has access to.

There are no known risks, either physical or psychological, associated with
participation in this study.

There are no expected benefits for you in participating in this study, although your
participation will make a contribution toward our understanding of married people like

yourselves.

If you have any questions pertaining to this research or your participation in this
research, or, if for any reason any aspect of participation should cause you concern,
please do not hesitate to contact me at any time. I can be reached at 810 Seventh Avenue,
18 F1., New York, NY 10019. My telephone number is (973) 723-9154.

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University
Institutional Review Board for Human Subject Research (IRB). The IRB believes that the
research procedures adequately safeguard the subject's privacy, welfare, civil liberties,
and rights. The Chairperson of the IRB may be reached through the Office of Grants and
Research Services. The e‘elephone number of the Office is (973) 275-2974.

I have read the material above, and any questions I asked have been answered to
my satisfaction. [ agree to participate in this activity, realizing that I may withdraw

without prejudice at any time,
Subject’s Signature Date

Melanie Whiteway Date

perRoVD /ool

seron) ups Uni10ERSTy TED



Appendix D

Demographic Survey



Demographic Data

Please fill in the blanks and provide the below requested information.

1. Sex

2 Age

3. Religion a)Protestant  b)Catholic ___ cMewish____ d)Other__

4, Number of years married

5. Length of your re}ationship before marrage

6. What is your highest level of education completed? a)Junior High  b)High
School  c)College  d)Graduate School

7. Have you and your spouse ever been involved in marital counseling? a)Yes

b)No



Appendix E

Adult Attachment Scale
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Adult Attachment Scale

Please read each statement and respoad with the number that most closely describes your
feelings.

Strongly Disagree  Disagree  Unsure Agree  Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

1. Ifind it difficult to allow myself to depend on others.

2. People are never there when you need them.

3. Iam comfortable depending on others,

4. 1know that others will be there when I nced them.

5. Ifind it difficult to trust others completely.

6. Tam not sure that I can always depend on others to be there when I need them._

7. 1do not ofien worry about being abandoned.

8. Ioften worry that my partner does not really loveme.__

9. Ifind others are reluctant to get as close as I would like.

10. 1 often worry my pariner will not want to stay withme.,

11. I want to merge completely with another person.

12. My desire fo merge sometimes scares people away.

13. I find it relatively easy to get close to others.

14. I do not often worry about someone getting too closetome.
~15. T am somewhat uncomfortable being close to others.

16. 1 am nervous when anyone gets too close.___

17. 1 am comfortable having others dependonme.

18. Often, love partners want me to be more intimate than I feel comfortable being.
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Marital Satisfaction Scale



Marital Satisfaction Scale

Please read each statement and respond with the number that most closely describes your
feelings about your spouse on that item.

Strongly Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly A
1 2 3 4 5

1. I'know what my spouse expects of me in our marriage.

2. My spouse could make things easier for me if he/she tried.

3. Iworry a lot about my marriage.

4. If1could start over again, I'd marry someone other than my present spouse.

5. Ican always trust my spouse.

6. My life would seem empty without my marriage.
7. My marriage is too confining to suitme.
8. Ifeel that I am “ina rut” in my marriage.
9. Iknow where I stand with my spouse.
| 10. My marriage has a bad effect on my health,
11. I become upset, angry, or irritable because of things that cccur in my marriage.
12. I feel competent and fully able to handle my marriage.
13. My present marriage is not one | would wish to remain in permanently.
14. [ expect my marriage to give me increasing satisfaction the longer it continues.
15. I get discouraged trying to make my marriage workout.

16. I consider my marital situation to be as pleasant as it should be.
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Strongly Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
1 2 3 4 5

17. My marriage gives me more real personal satisfaction than anything else Ido.

18. I think my marriage gets more difficult for me each year,

19. My spouse gets me badly flustered and jittery,.

20. My spouse gives me sufficient opportunity to express my opinions, ____

21. I have made a success of my marriage so far.

22. My spouse regards me as anequal.

23. I must look outside my marriage for those things that make life worthwhile and
interesting.

24. Sex with my spouse has gotten better along the course of my marriage.

25. My marriage has “smothered” my personality.

26. The future of my marriage looks promisingtome._

27. I am really interested in my spouse.

28. I get along well with my spouse._~

29. 1 am afraid of losing my spouse through divorce.

30. My spouse makes unfair demands on my free time.

31. My spouse seems unseasonable in hig’her dealings withme.

32. My marriage helps me toward the goals [ have set for myself.

33. My spouse is willing to make helpful improvements in our relationship.

34. My marriage suffers from disagreement concerning matters of recreation.

35. Demonstrations of affection by me and my spouse are mutually acceptable.
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Strongly Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
i 2 3 4 5

36. An unhappy sexual relationship is a drawback in my marriage.

37. My spouse and I agree on what is right and proper conduct.__~

38. My spouse and I do not share the same philosophy of life.

39. My spouse and 1 enjoy several mutually satisfying outside interests together.
40. I sometimes wish I had not married my present spouse.

41. My present marriage is definitely unhappy.

42, I look forward to sexual activity with my spouse with pleasant anticipation..
43. My spouse lacks respect for me.

44. T have definite difficulty confiding in my spouse.

45. Most of the time my spouse understands the way [ feel.
46. My spouse does not listen to what [ have to say.
47. 1 frequently enjoy pleasant conversations with my spouse.

48. 1 am definitely satisfied with my marriage.



