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ABSTRACT 

Do mixed marriages différ in relationship satisfaction and conflict compared to marriages 

in which both partners belong to the same ethnic group? To address this question, 72 

participants (36 males and 36 fernales), consisting of 7 Latin American couples, 14 North 

American couples, and 15 intermarried couples, including 12 dyads of North American 

husbands with Latin American wives, and 3 dyads of Latin American husbands with 

North American wives, completed the Marital Satifaction Inventory - R, an open-ended 

questionnaire assessing conflicts in their mamage, and a demographic data sheet. A 2 

(Role: husband versus wife) x 3 (Group: Latin American versus North American versus 

Interethnic couples) analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure with repeated measures on 

Role was conducted to examine the differences among the three groups of couples as well 

as gender differences. Results showed no significant differences for intermarrieci couples 

in regard to the measures of marital satisfaction and conflict, however a trend towards 

attributhg marital conflict to their cultural differences was obsewed. Results also showed 

one main effect on view of finances for husbands and wives, and two group interactions: 

one regarding differences in gender role orientation for intermarrieci husbands and wives; 

and one regarding global dissatisfaction for North American husbands and wives. 

Implications for counselling interventions with Latin-North Amencan intercultural 

couples are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION & LITERATURE REVIEW 

Kalbach (2000) reported that ethnic intermanïage has been on the increase in 

Canada since 1871 regardless of one's ethnic origin. The 1996 Census indicated that, in 

terms of ethnic mixing and assimilation through marriage in Canada, those of Northern, 

Western and Eastern European ongins tend to exhibit the highest proportion of ethnic 

exogamy, followed by more recent immigrant groups such as the Greeks, Italians and 

Portuguese. Latin (Central and South Amencans), Afncand Cariibeans, and Arabs 

exhibit about the same levels of intercultural maniage as the more recent European ethnic 

groups. The least amount of ethnic mixing in Canada is found in the more recent non- 

European immigrant Asian groups, especiaily those of East and Southeast Asian origins, 

of which ody  13 percent reported a multiple origin background (Statistics Canada, 1998). 

Foreign-bom husbands and wives who have intermarried after coming to Canada 

have exhibited a greater propensity to choose spouses h m  the populations of British and 

French ongins than fiom other ethnic groups (Richard, 1991). This tendency seems to be 

expected given the fact that they are the two charter groups, both of which are 

nurnerically and culturally dominant in their respective areas of settlement. They have 

established the social and economic infiastructure and have defineci the nature of the 

social, econornic and political cultural systems in which the minority immigrant groups 

must establish themselves if they are to successfùlly integrate into Canadian society. It is 

not surpnsing that considerable ethnie intemaniage has occurred during the p e r d  of 

settlement and growth of the Canadian population (Kalbacb & Kalbach, 1999). 

The literature points to two possible reasons for the incfease in interethic 

marriage. First, there is obviously a shift toward greater legal equality between ethnic 



p u p s  since the 1960s. The post-war years in Canada have seen the emergence of 

multiculturalism blossom into policies that have had a major effect on the composition of 

Canada's immigrant stream. This newly emerging multiculturalism is one of the factors 

that has led to the elimination of the discriminatory aspects of immigration policy in the 

late 1960s, which could be contributing to a more balanced view of interethnic maniage 

(Kalbach & Kalbach, 1999). 

A second possibiîity is the change in attitudes displayed by many North 

Americans, especially the growing tolerance and acceptance of ethnically mixed 

relationships. Solsberry (1 994), explaineci that given the increased racial integration 

within educational institutions as well as work and social envhnments, there are more 

opportunities for people of different races to establish contact, become involved with, and 

possibly mamy persons of other ethnic groups. This is likely a trend that will continue to 

grow- 

Despite the growing nurnber of intercultural couples and the di fficulties they may 

face, few researchers have studied this population. There does seem to be, however, a 

growing literature that focuses on multicultural counselling issues (e.g. Pedersen, 199 1 ; 

Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992; SzapocPiik & Kurtines, 1993). This body of research 

primarily addresses the challenges that arise when clients are culhirally different fkom 

their therapists. Among those Wnters who have discussed intercultural couples, the focus 

is ofien on only one dimension of interrnaniage, such as religion or race (e.g. Davidson, 

1992; Glechan & Streicher, 1990; Pope, 1986; Sung, 1990). AU tw o f h ,  the focus has 

been on describing specific differences between two cultural groups rather than on 



developing an approach to working with cultural differences in general, and to 

strengthening cuituraily diverse marriages. 

Since research in this area has tended to present a more pessimistic picture of 

intercultural relationships, this study represents a shift in focus toward a deeper 

understanding of intercuInual couples and to developing more proactive ways to support 

and counsel them. The use of specinc twls to assess marital satisfaction and causes for 

conflict among interculturai couples may help us understand the cornmonalties and 

disagreements present in this kind of relationship, gïving us a better comprehension of the 

dynamics of intercultural mamiage. 

Attitudes toward Immimtion in the United States and Canada 

Although there seems to be evidence of a growing acceptance of intercultural 

marrïages in North America, public attitudes toward immigration might be different in 

Canada compareci to the United States. 

Garcia-Preto (1 996) reporteci that for many Latinos, the United States has 

represented "a place in the Sun, a place to be free, yet upon arrival, they are dismayed by 

the attitude that non-Hspanics have toward them. Their color, language, and culture, 

essentials to their being, become cause for oppression. A majonty see themselves as 

victims of discrimination and at the bottom of the social ladder, below Blacks. They often 

view the American people as cold and the Amencan way of life as hostile to what they 

describe as their tradition of family unity, personal warmth, respect for their eiders, and 

for their own and other people's dignity" (p. 143). 

A Harris Pol1 (cited in National Minority Politics, 1995) reporting public attitudes 

toward immigrants in the United States, and measuring changes in these attitudes 



between the years of 1992 and of 1995, indicated that the public has become somewhat 

more hostile to immigration and, presumably, more supportive of policies to cut down on 

immigration. According to the poli 61 percent of respondents said immigration makes 

race relations in their cities worse. It also appears, as described by the report, that the 

U.S. citizens' acceptance of immigration h m  European countries exceeds their tolerance 

for Latin Arnerican immigration. Fifty-six percent of respondents said there were too 

many immigrants h m  Latin American countries, versus o d y  3 1 percent who said the 

same about immigrants fiom European countries. 

On the other hand, Canada, as Kalbach (2000) reported, presents itself as a 

multicultural society, open to immigrants h m  any place in the world, and as a country in 

which those of diverse ethnic origins are encouraged to retain their distinctive cuiturai 

characteristics as they seek to become successfùily integrated into Canadian society. 

A possible difference in attitudes toward Latin American immigrants in Canada in 

cornparison to the United States could raise the possibility that Latin-North American 

interethnic couples living in Canada might not experience the same level of conflict that 

similar couples living in the U. S. would experience, if we consider social acceptance as 

one of the factors related to marital satisfaction of intercultural couples (Crohn, 1998). 

The fact that Latin Americans are not represented at the sarne proportion, or in 

similar numbers in Canada, as they are in the U. S. - Latin Americans do not account for 

the majority of immigrants in Canada, as Kalbach (1 999) reported - is another faîtor to 

be considered when discussing attitudes toward Latin American immigrants in both 

countries as affecting the level of potential conflict for these interethnic couples. 



Over halfof the immigrant population amiving in Canada since the 1970s, and 75 

percent of those who have arrived during the 1990s thus far, are members of visible 

minority groups such as the Chinese (the largest of the visible minority group), foiiowed 

by South Asians and Blacks. These three groups combined account for almost two-thirds 

(66 percent) of Canada's visible minority population. The remaining third of the visible 

minority population include West Asians, -4rabs, Koreans, Japanese, Latin Americans, 

Southeast Asians and Filipinos (Kalback, 1999). 

in contrast, in the United States, as Zambrana and Logie (2000) reporteci, growth 

rates among the Latino population not only exceed those of other minority groups but 

also exceed the growth rate of the U.S. population as a whole. Ifprojected growth trends 

continue, they assert, the Latino population will be the largest minority group in the 

United States, reaching a projected 96.5 million people (24.5% of the total U. S. 

population) within the next 5 years. 

In view of a potential difference between the US. and Canada regarding attitudes 

toward Latin American immigrants, and the fact that most of the research literature about 

interethnic marriage has originated from the United States, it is possible that some of 

these findings may not necessarily apply to interethnic couples in Canada, in particular 

Latin-North American couples. 

Findings on Marital Satisfaction in Interethnic Marriage 

Researchers have produced copious amounts of literature in the area of marital 

satisfaction over the past 25 years. The interest and concern in this topic has been the 

result of increased efforts to delineate the variability within marital relatiomhips 

(Fincham & Bradbury, 1987; Spanier & Lewis, 1980). Marital satisfaction is de- as 



an individual's subjective impression of the specific components within his or h a  marital 

relationship. Areas pertinent to the study of marital satisfstion include communication, 

finances, and children, among others (Snyder, 1979). 

Despite the increasing number of k e d  maniages, few studies have investigated 

the relationship formed by individuals Grom two different ethnic groups. In this study, we 

examined the mixeci relationships of Latin American and North American couples living 

in Canada, and contrasteci these mamages with the mono-ethnic, or homogeneous 

relationships of both Latin Amencan and North Arnerican m d e d  couples sampled h m  

the same geographic region. 

Studies of the ethnic background of medical students and family therapists have 

confhned the impression of others that ethnically mixed couples are more likely to get 

divorced and to have a variety of confiicts (Heer, 1980; McGoldnck and Rohrbaugh, 

1987). These studies have also shown that children of interethnic couples reported more 

personal problems and more relationship problems than did children h m  ethnically 

homogeneous families, leading to the conctusion that the diversity of intemamage is 

thus ofien problematic for the children as well as for the couple. 

Although it is said that opposites attract, the actual tendency is for people to 

marry others who are similar to them and who belong to the same group and race (Ahren, 

Cole, Johnson & Wong, as cited in McGoldrick & Preto, 1984). in general, those who 

marry outside their group are the exceptions. By and large, the greater the difference 

between the spouses, the less common the pairing and the greater difficulty they will 

have adjusting to marriage. 
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Western society promotes the Mew that marriages should be based on a romantic 

foundation, that is, on the. experience of mutual love. Some theones maintain that such 

love has a better chance of flourïshing when the partners share similar backgrounds, 

while others are predicated on the opposite reasoning. According to Reiss (1976), the 

experience of rapport, so essential to the development of love, is greatly facilitated by 

commonality of social and cultural experiences: "One's social and cultural background is 

a key basis h m  which to predict the range of types of people for whom one could feel 

rapport. Broad factors such as religious upbringing and educational backgrounds would 

make one able to understand a person with similar reiigious and educational background, 

and thus make rapport more likely" (Reiss, p. 93). 

Impact of Culturai Differences in Ethnicallv Diverse Marriages 

Ethnicity is a powerful influence in identity formation. McGoldrick (1996) 

reporteci that ethnicity describes a sense of commonality transmitted over generations by 

the family and reinforced by the scvfounding community. It is more than race, religion, or 

national and geographic region. It involves conscious and unconscious processes that 

hl61 a deep psychological need for identity and histoncal continuity. It patterns our 

thinking, feeling, and behaviour in both obvious and subtle ways. It plays a major role in 

detemining what we eat, how we work, how we relax, how we celebrate holidays and 

rituals, and how we feel about life, death, and illness. 

In a similar vein, Crohn (1998) stated that ehicity, religion, race, gender and 

social class infiuence every aspect of how people view the world and what they consider 

'homal" or "abnormal". He argued that culture moulds attitudes toward t h e ,  family, 

eating, money, sex, and monogamy. And cultural noms afféct how anger and afZèction 
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are expressed, how ctiildren are disciplined and rewardeâ, how strangers and fiends are 

greeted, and what roles men and women play (Crohn, p. 295). 

Considering the influence of ethnicity in our lives, we can anticipate its impact in 

ethnically diverse marriages. As Biever, Bobele and North (1 998) pointed out, cultural 

differences may affect couples in various ways o v e  the course of a relationship. They 

described that, initially, couples may face disapproval or social awkwardness with finends 

and families and, in more extrerne cases, they may even face financial &or emotional 

estrangements. 

Crohn (1998) found that, in cross-cultural relationships, contrasting noms may 

lead one partner to descnbe behavior as neighbourly that the other sees as seductive. 

What he intends to be fkiendly disagreement, she may be just as sure is a threat; when he 

says he visits his parents "often", he may mea. twice a year, but for her "seldom" may 

mean twice a week (Crohn, pp. 295-296). 

Interrnarriage seems to affect every level of a social system: the individuai, the 

married couple, their children, the ethnic groups in which they are involved, and Society 

as a whole. As Friedman (1982) suggested, though, family emotional process also plays 

an important role in a couple's dynamic. In his discussion of the "Myth of the Shiksa", 

Friedman (1982) descnbed what he called "cultural camoufiage" as "the universal 

tendency of faoiily members everywhere to avoid responsibility for their feelings, their 

actions, and their destiny by attributhg their cause either to factors in their own 

background, or to aliens [ s h i h ]  h m  a background that is foreign [goyische]" (p. 501). 

Friedman (1982) also argued that, rather than supplying the determinants of 

family dynamics, culture and environment supply the medium t h u g h  which family 
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process works its art. Rather than detemiining family dynamics, culture and environment 

stain them. that is, they make them visible. Following this argument, he proposeci that, 

only when we c m  see culture as a stain rather than a cause of family relational problems, 

can we devise appropriate strategies for affecting the underlying emotional processes 

that, rather than the cultural factors or differences themselves, have the real power to 

destroy that family or keep it together (p. 50 1-503). 

Friedman's point is a very important one when we consider that families may use 

their ethnic customs or religious values selectively to justify an emotional position within 

the family or agaiust outsiders. In this sense, we may argue that the dismption of a family 

caused by intermaniage most often reflects hidden emotional issues in the farnily. 

Challenges Faced bv Interethnic Couples: Latin-North American Differences 

People who enter into interethnic marriages may discover that their spouses (and 

families) have quite different expectations and beliefs about huidamental aspects of 

marriage as a contract, which can lead to clashes. As Harris (as cited in Nave, 2000) 

described, regarding New Zealand: "The intensity of the conflicts and the amount of 

adjustment required depends on the degree to which each spouse is committed to the 

cultural values and customs associateci with his or her race [read ethnicity]" (p. 331). And 

many of these beliefs are subtle and difficult to articulate, such as beliefs about gender 

roles and hospitality. 

Biever et al. (1998) listed some potential conflict areas in interethnic marriages, as 

being fkquently culturally based, such as: sex-role expectations, attitudes towards work 

and leisure, holiday traditions, expression of Section and problem solving strategies, 

parenting styles and interactions with extended family members. 



McGoldrick and Preto (1984) also pointed out some areas for potentid problems 

in intereth.uk marriages. One of these areas, as they rejmted, refers to the different 

attitudes each partner has to marriage. Attitudes toward marriage vary across cultures. 

They pointed out that, in North ~merica,' for example, maniage tends to mean the 

beginning of a new unit, separated h m  the extended family, whereas for Lath 

~ m e n c a n s , ~  "getting mamed is more Uely to mean adding more relatives to a larger 

informal family network" (McGoWck & Preto, 1984, p. 352). North Amencans, as 

descnbed by McGill and Pearce (i996), tend to expdence matriage as "a contractual 

relationship between individuals to meet individual needs. The emphasis is not on 

fulfilling a reiigious sacrament or joining extended families. Sex, money, and even the 

delivery of happiness are seen as contractual obligations" (p. 457). Contrasting to these, 

for Latin Amencans, perhaps the most significant value they share is the importance 

placed on family unity, welfare, and honour. The emphasis is on the group rather than on 

the individual. There is a deep sense of family cornmitment, obligation, and 

responsibility. The family guarantees protection and caretaking for life as long as the 

person stays in the system (Garcia-Preto, 1996). 

Following this argument, we can speculate that, Ui interethnic mamages where 

one partner is Latin American and the other partner is North Amencan, they will have 

differing attitudes regarding marriage. This difference will likely impact the relationship, 

' The tem North American will refer to individuals h m  British descendant -es, including: English, 
Scottish, and Scotch irish immigrants. Noitb American culture will refer to habits, ideas, and attitudes 
learned and shared by the above individuals. 

The term Latin American culture will refer to habits, ideas, and attitudes transmitted fiom generation to 
generation by the learning process and s b d  by the majority of the population of countries where a Latin 
rooted language is spoken in South and Central Amecica. The term wiii also refer to individuals born and 
raised in South and Central Arnerica. 



producing conflict between partners. 

Another conflict that may becorne more intense in ethnically diverse marriages is 

the difference in expected roles of husband and wife as perceived h m  one culture to 

another. As McGill and Pearce (1 982), reported, in North Amenca, for example, the 

husband plays a less authoritative rote in the farnily and shares more household 

responsibilities with his wife. Both husband and wife are expected to find a balance 

between their job outside home and their dutia at home, including taking care of 

children. Contrarily, in Latin Amencan, the husband tends to be seen as the person with 

most power in the relationship, whereas the wife has a more submissive role and tends to 

support the decisions made by her husband most of the t h e .  Her role is oAen being the 

family caregiver and housewife, even when she has an outside job (McGoldrick & Reto, 

1984). Given these diverse family hneworks, one could anticipate diffêrences and 

confiicts in interethnic marriages of Latin Amencan and North Amencan partners 

regarding their gender role expectations. 

As previously mentioned b y Biever et al. (1 WS), and Crohn (1 998), another area 

of potential confïict in ethnically diverse marriages is the expression of affection and 

problem-solving strategies, including patterns of emotional expression and 

communication. 

To summarize the ways of expressing affection and problem solving, McGoldrick 

and Preto (1984) pointed out four aspects of communication when differences can be 

seen in ethnically diverse rnamages. First, the style of conmUILication that tends to be 

verbal and dramatically expressive for some, versus reserved or rational for others. 



Second, in the handling of wnflict some prefer argument and reamning whereas 

others often resort to teasing, withdrawal or indirect responses. Third, the attitude towani 

intimacy and dependence for many is positive and assertive, vmus  fearfiil, demanding, 

and withholding for others. Fourth, as regards grief and sadness some will likely exhibit 

more controlied responses compared to others who will be more emotionally expressive 

and perhaps even angry. 

According to McGoldrick and Preto (1984), Latin Americans tend to value 

emotional expressivenw, employing words in a ciramatic sense and aiso making use of 

physical expressions such as gesticulating, touching, and hugging as part of close 

personal interactions. For Latin Amerïcam, the sharing of sadness and grief is expected, 

and talking about problems is experienced as the best cure. 

On the other hand, McGill and Pearce (1982) reported that British Americans are 

disthguished by a tendency toward self-reliance, self-sufnciency, and self-control, and 

are less likely to enter into relationships characterized by dependency. When upset, they 

tend to move toward stoical isolation to mobilize their powers of reason. Their tendency 

is to deny, carry on, and above ail, take responsibility for their problems by not 

complaining or involving other people. Likewise, they would no t risk interferhg in 

ano ther gerson's business. 

In discussing cultural emotional strategy of British Americans, McGill(1983) 

descnbed it as one of selfcontaineci individualism, asserting that British Americans tend 

to experience themselves as individuais, whole, sufficient, adequate, and contained, 

within themselves. According to this adaptive strategy, emotional experience is best 

contained within the individual. Self-contained individualism is the British American 



idea of how to live, wpe, sunive, and thrive emotionally. British American families then 

meet theu own culturai requirements for childrearing by raising their childreti to be and 

value self-containeci individuals. 

With these differences in perspective, we can anticipate potential conflicts also in 

the area of communication and emotional expression iacluding styles of handling 

probkms between LatintinNorth Americans interethnic couples. 

Different values and attitudes about rearing children c m  also contribute to some 

conflicts in interethnic marriages. Although they may love their children with equal 

intensity, people h m  different cultures may express love very differently. According to 

McGoldrick and Preto (1984), in North Amenca children are usually encouraged to Live 

independently and to make decisions early in theV lives, including having a job and a 

place to live outside of the family home in their late adolescent years. Latin Americans, 

on the other hand, are more likely to reinforce and nurture a relationship of dependence 

and cohesion, with their children being encouraged to remain at home as long as they are 

single. In this sense, it can be hypothesized that different expectations in child rearing for 

Latin Americans and North Amencans will reflect in their relationship, and likely create 

some tension between both partners. 

In addition to the potentiai areas for conflict in interethnic marriages already 

discussed, McGoldnck & Preto (1984) also suggested that the degree of adjustment in 

ethnically diverse maniages is a factor that can be influenced by the following variables: 

a j  the extent of clifference in values between the cultural groups iovolved; b) the 

differences in the degree of acculturation of each spouse; c) religious differences; d) 

socio-economic differences; e) familiarity with each other's cultural context prbr to 



rnarriage; and f) the degree of resolution of emotional issues about the intermarriage 

reached by both families prior to the wedding @p. 349-350). 

Benefits in Ethnically Diverse Marriages 

Despite obstacles that ethnicaiiy diverse couples may encounter, which cm be 

overwhelming and place them in a more vulnerable position socially, emotionaily, and 

psychologicaily (Brown, 1987), it is possible that this type of relationship may also 

present the couple with an opporhmity to gain a type of personal and interpersonal 

maturity that they would not have experienced separately or in a homogeneous rnarriage. 

This latter outcome was recognized early by Bontemps (1975). who indicated it as a type 

of matunty that demands that everyone be treated as an individual and not simply as a 

member of a group. Couples who choose to "marry outy' are usually seeking to rebalance 

theu own ethnic characteristics, moving away h m  some values as well as toward others. 

Theones that focus on the importance of similarities for marital compatibility 

seem to regard cross-cultural mamiaga pessimistically and cite the high incidence of 

divorce as proof of the difnculties involved in these marriages. In fact, most interfaith 

premarïtal counselling emphasizes finding areas of commonality between the prospective 

spouses. Conversely, other theories about love seem to be based on the importance of 

differences for the fulfilment of the individuals in a relationship. A widespread belief is 

that "oppsites attract" and compliment each other. Some authors view the cultural 

differences as mere masks behind which Lie the partnerys complementary needs (Falicov, 

1995). 

Accordhg to these theories the bottom Line is whether the union provides the 

necessary warmth, love, affection, excitement, caring, intimacy, and solidarity al1 human 
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beings require. This is the prerequisite behind the masks of two racially différent people. 

"It takes two to tango" and consciously or unconsciously a person selects a marriage 

partner who compliments a particular dance step and road in life (Jeter, 1982). 

Although the complimentary differences referred to are considered personality 

differences, a similar argument might be used to find value in exposure to cultural 

differences. As interetbnic, intefith, and interracial marriages become more common, 

social tolerance seems to increase, and vice versa (Falicov, 1995). Such a view stresses 

the opportunities open to cross-cultural marriages. For example, the stereotypic task- 

oriented North Amencan man could benefit h m  marrying the stereotypic person- 

oriented woman fkom a Latin Amencan background. The integraîion of the two 

complementary backgrounds may produce a richer or more satisîjhg whole than if each 

had murid a person within their own culture (Falicov, 1996). 

A contempocary and positive view of intermarriage proposes that, like other types 

of "blended" families (Goldner, 1982), cross-culturai couples represent a newer, more 

complex fonn of marriage than the iraditional endogamous relationships of pre-industrial 

societies. These intercultural systems may corne closer to what Keeney (1983), 

bomwing h m  biology, calls an "ecological climax", a ''vital balance" of diverse forms 

of experience and behaviour in a .  ecosystem. 

Both theories of cross-cultural marriage reported above are valid at a sociological 

level and offer a broad perspective for the clùiician, but they are of limited application 

when trying to distinguish the successfil cross-cultural matches h m  the problematic 

ones. 



Faiïcov (1995) presented a hypothesis that ünks dyshction to the couple's 

inability to develop a balanceci view of their culturai differences in the context of their 

multiple diffêrences and similarities. In this way, couples who intermarry enter a fonn of 

cuItwa2 transition. The main developmental task of this process of cultural transition is to 

arrive at an adaptive and flexible view of cultural differences that makes it possible to 

maintain some individual values, to negotiate conflicting areas, and even to develop a 

new cultural code that integrates parts of both cultural strearns. Cultural similarities can 

be viewed in isolation fiom the complex of a couple's other similarities and dflerences. 

Regardless of whether the culniral diffeiences are large or small, what one usually 

observes is an outcome where difference and similarity stand in a fairly complex and 

cornfortable balance or appear to be unbalanceci. In this fashion, couples Vary in the 

degree of complexity and balance with which they view their other differences (Fdicov, 

1995). 

Im~lications for Counselling 

The literature has demonstrateci that intermarriage has been accepted as an 

indicator of assimilation into the new culture (Kalbach, 1983; Richard, 199 1). B y 

definition, it means the crossing of some well-defined line such as ethnic origin or 

religion. "hose who marry exogamously, or outside of their own ethnic background, are 

said to be more assimilated than those who remain ethnically connected through marriage 

(Richard, 199 1). 

As McGoldrick and Preto (1984) discussed, "intexmarriage breaks the old 

continuity of a system. It disrupts family patterns and connections on the one han& but 

opens a systern to new patterns, comections, and the possibility of creative 
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transformations on the othei' (p. 348). In this sense, becoming f d a r  with a différent 

culture, as they suggested, rnay be an emiching experience that provides new flexibility 

to a system, as "complementary ethnic values, patterns, and attitudes may enhance the 

potential of a marriage" (McGoldrick & Preto, p. 348). 

Schwartzman (as cited in McGoldrick & Preto, 1984) has suggested that 

"interniamages (or any mariage of two very diverse people) are more likely to produce 

creative children who can transfomi the diversity into new and diffemt perceptions of 

the world, or children who are symptomatic because they cannot reconcile the diversity" 

(p. 348). 

Consistent with an integrated theory of interethnic marriage, the present study 

suggests that many intemiamieci couples cm offer a complex and balauced view of their 

relationship. This view encompasses the experiences derived h m  their embeddedness in 

the spheres of family, social class, religion, occupation, historical moment, rural or urban 

setting, ethnic mots, or political ideology (Falicov, 1995). Thus, it is assumed that, within 

a rn-ge possessing a balanced fi=amework, cultural differences will be more easily 

integrated, negotiated, or alloweci to remain parallel or autonomous fiom other areas. 

Given the scarcity of research directly relating to ethnically diverse maniages in 

Canada, it appears that intercultural research in this area would create the oppomullty for 

greater understanding of the cultural motivations found in these marriages. An 

assesment of the marital differences between Latin and North American interethnic 

couples would also serve as an important addition to empirical knowledge in the ana of 

intercultural marital studies. 
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In attempting to address this situation, an investigation was undertaken to 

examine areas related to marital satisfaction and conflict for Latin American couples, 

North American couples, and interethic couples living in Canada Within this 

frsrmework, the following questions were considered: (a) Are there differences in factors 

related to marital satisfaction for North American couples, Latin Arnerican couples, and 

ethnically diverse couples? And what are they? (b) Are there gender differences in factors 

related to marital satisfaction for these three groups? And what are they? (c) Are there 

differences in causal attribution for conflict and its severïty for homogenous couples 

compared to heterogeneous couples? And what are they? (d) Are there gender diffaences 

in causal attribution for conflict and its severity? And what are they? 

Hwtheses 

The following hypotheses are advanceci for the present study: 

Hmthesis One. Based on research showing that intercultural couples can possess 

a balanced view of their cultural differences and sïmilarities which will lead them 

to achieve flexibility and maturity while adjusting to marriage (Falicov, 1999, it 

is expected that intercultural couples will experience more challenges, but not 

necessarily a higher level of global dissatisfaction with their relationship, 

compared to homogeneous couples in this study - Latin American couples and 

North Amencan couples. 

Hpthes is  Two. Based on McGoldrick and Preto (1984), and McGill and Pearce 

(1 982) assumptions about gender d e s  of husband and wife in Latin A-ca and 

North Arnerica being different, it was hypothesized that intercultural wuples 

would disagree more on gender role orientation compared to homogeneous Latin 



Arnerican and North American couples, and that for these couples, the wives h m  

Latin American background would tend toward a more traditional view of d e  

orientation, whereas the husbands h m  North Arnerican background were 

expected to hold more egalitarian views of gender mie and parenting. 

E&pothesis Three. Resting on McGoldrick and Preto's (1984), findings about 

communication for intermanieci couples, seen as an area of potential conflict, as 

well as patterns of emotional expression and the handling of connict, it was 

expected that interethnic couples will disagree more regarding areas of 

communication and affect, includhg problem-solving skategies, in cornparison to 

Latin Amencan and North American hornogeneous couples, who wodd likely 

have more agreement in these areas. 

Hwthesis Four. Based on previous research indicating child rearing as an area of 

potential conflict for intermarriecl couples (McGoldrick and Preto, 1984), it was 

hypothesised that differences in tenns of values and attitudes about rearing 

chi1dren for North Americans and Latin Amencans would impact spouses so that 

intercultural couples would exhibit more disagreement than hornogeneous couples 

(Latin American and North American couples) regarding parenting styles. 



CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

Thirty-six couples (36 males, 36 fernales) b m  Latin and North American 

backgrounds were solicited through minority student and fa~ulty organizations, churches, 

cultural communïties, and personal networks of the researcher. Tbree types of couples 

were selected: 7 homogeneous Latin American dyads; 14 homogeneous North Amencan 

dyads and; 15 heterogeneous (intermarrieci) dyads. In the heterogeneous group, there 

were 12 dyads of North American husbands and Latin American wives and, 3 dyads of 

Latin American husbands and North American wives. 

The Latin American participants were k m  countries such as Argentha, Brazil, 

Colombia, and Mexico. They had Spanish or Portuguese as their native language and 

Latin America (South or Centrai America) as theu ethnic background. They were first 

generations of immigrants in Canada, and had being bom and raised in their respective 

countries. Their number of years living in Canada ranged fiom 1 to 27 years. 

The North Amencan participants were h m  Anglo-Saxon (British-North 

Amencan) background, having English as their native language, and had been born and 

raised in Canada, where they lived to date. There were no participants fiom French- 

Canadian, Native Indian, Black, Asian, Afncan, or European backgrounds represented in 

this group. 

Participants' ages ranged h m  23 to 68 years (husband median = 46, wife median 

= 36). Level of education ranged h m  secondary school graduation to university graduate 

degree. Yearly income per partner ranged h m  l(0 - $10,000) to 10 ($90,000 +), with 

husbands averaging $40,000 - $49,999 and wives averaging $1 1,000 - $19,999, Years 



of marriage ranged h m  t year to 3 1 years (median = 8.5 years). Two couples, one h m  

the North American group and one h m  the Interethnic p u p ,  had a partner who had 

been previously mamed. Across the three groups of participants, 22 couples had children 

(6 1.1 %) and 14 did not have children (38.9%). Additional information on religious 

a£Eliations revealed participants belonging to Christian denominations, Buddhist, and 

non-religious (Appenduc F contaias mean comparisons and standard deviations on age, 

number of years married, and number of children of participants). 

From a total of 50 research packets handed out to 50 couples, a total of 36 were 

retunied completed to the researcher, represeating 72% of retum rate. 

Sampling procedures were identical for al1 groups and promoted diversity across 

age, education, and other demographic dimensions. The participants were in a matched 

group, being previously matched as close as possible regarding factors such as age, socio- 

economic level, education, and religion, in order to obtain consistency between group 

comparisons and avoid participant selection confounds produced by the quasi- 

experimental nature of the study. 

Procedure 

Materials. A test package was handed to each couple including copies of the 

following (see Appendices A - E): 

1. Two cover letters delineating the purpose of the research and procedures to be 

followed with regard to completing and retuming the research materials. 

2. Two iafonn consent letters. 

3. Two demographic questionnaires. 

4. Two open-ended questio~aires regarding marital conflict. 



5. Two copies of the Marital Sàlisfaction Inventory - RevrSed (MSI-R) with 

attachai answer sheets. 

6. Envelopes designated '%usband" and "wife". 

7. One Self-addressed stamped envelope. 

Couples were asked to complete the research packet individually and to retum al1 

materials to the researcher. 

It was noted that 2 couples in the hterethnic group answered that they did not 

argue with their partners, therefore they did not descnbe conflicts neither rate the scale- 

question-items on the Marital Conflict Questionnaire (CONFQ). 

Dmendent Measures 

Two dependent measures were utilized in this study to assess marital satisfaction 

and marital conflict. Marital satisfaction was measured using the Marital Satisfaction 

Invenmy - Revised (MSI - R), and marital conflict was measured by a self-report 

questiomaire assessing causal attribution and severity of conflict for each spouse. 

The participants were instructed to complete the measures separately, 

anonymously, and without any collaboration. The couples were provideci no feedback 

regarding their responses, but were encouraged to contact the author if they had any 

questions, concems, or desire to obtain a report on the findings of the study. They were 

then asked to place their questionnaires in the appropriately marked envelopes and to 

return them to the researcher. Incentives were used to encourage the r e m  of the packets. 

These incentives took the fom of a random gift certificate draw. Participants were 

assigned a personal identification number (PIN) according to the order in which the 
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packets were received and scored Each packet was scord and the data recordai as it was 

received. 

Marital Satishction Inventorv - Revised (MSI - R: Snyder. 1997'). The MSI - R 

(see Appendix E) was designed by Snyder (1997), d e r  a complete revision and re- 

standardization of the Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI) - 198 1. 

The MSI - R is a self-report measure of relationship hctioning designed to 

identie both the nature and intensity of distress in distinct areas of partners' interaction. 

The instrument is designed to assess subjective marital interaction, and concephialises 

marital satisfaction as being influenceci by several factors, rather than as a monolithic 

entity (Bumett, 1987; Snyder, 1979). The MSI-R includes two validity scales, one globd 

distress scale, and 10 additional scales assessing specific dimensions of the relationship. 

The questionnaire consists of 150 true-fdse items (129 items for childless couples). Scale 

names, abbreviations, and bnef descriptions are as follows: 

1. Inconsistency (INC) - a validity scale assessing the individual's consistency in 

responding to item content (hi@ scores refiect greater inconsistency). 

2. Conventionalization (CNV) - a validity scale assessing individual's tendencies 

to distort the appraisal of their relationship in a socially desirable direction (hi& scores 

reflect denial of comrnon relationship shortcomings). 

3. Globai distress (GDS) - measures individuals' overall dissatisfaction with the 

relationship. 

4. Affective cornmUNcation (AFC) - evaluates individuals' dissatisfaction with 

the amount of afiection and understanding expressed by their partners. 
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5. Pmblem-solving communication @SC) - assesses the couple's geaeral 

ineffectiveness in resolving differences. 

6. Aggression (AGG) - measures the level of intimidation and physical 

aggression experienced by respondents h m  their partner- 

7. Time together (TTO) - evaluates the couple's companionship as expresseci in 

tirne shared in leisure activity. 

8. Disagreement about finances (FIN) - measures relationship discord regarding 

the management of finances. 

9. Semial dissatisfaction (SEX) - assesses dissatisfaction with the frequency and 

quality of intercourse and other sexual activity. 

10. Role orientation (ROR) - evaluates the respondent's advocacy for a traditional 

vs. non-traditional orientation toward marital and parenal gender roles (high scores 

reflect a non-traditional orientation). 

1 1. Family history of distress (FAM) - reflects the disruption of relationships 

within the respondent's family of origin. 

12. Dissatisfaction with children @SC) - assesses the relationship quality 

between respondents and their children as well as parental concem regarding one or more 

children's emotional and behavioural well being. 

13. Confiict over child rearing (CCR) - evaluates the extent of confiict between 

partners regarding child-rearing practices. 

The MSI-R is administered to each partner separately and requires approximately 

25 minutes to complete. Individuals' responses are scored dong the 13 profile sales and 

are plotted on a standard profile sheet based on gender-specific noms using nomalized 
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T-scores. Each of the scaies, excluding the validity scales (INC and CNV) and ROR are 

scored in a direction whereby higher scores reflect higher levels of relationship distress. 

Scores ranging h m  3OT to 49T fdl in the low category and reflect a good marital 

relationship. Scores ranging fhm SOT to 6OTare considered moderate and point to 

possible problems for the relatiooship. Scores ranging h m  6 1 T to 70T are placed in the 

high category and indicate serious problems in the relationship. Coefficients of intemal 

consistency for the 12 scaies (excluâing iNC) average -82 (range = .70 - -93) and test- 

retest stability coefficients average -79 (range = -74 - .88) (Snyder, 1997). 

Revious studies have supported both the convergent and discriminant validity of 

the MSI-R scales. Achiarial tables ünking scale scores to descnptors of the relationship 

provided by clinicians and both spouses show the MSI-R scales to relate to a broad range 

of extemal critena consistent with their interpretive intent (Snyder, 1997; Snyder & 

Ailonan, 1999). In addition, previous analyses of intemal consistency, structural 

equivalence, and group-mean profiles have suggested the appropriateness of the MSI-R 

for use with interethnic couples (Negy & Snyder, 1997). 

The revised instrument was standardized on a sarnple of 2,040 persons (1,020 

intact couples). This sample was geographically diverse and had a balance that was 

consistent with the population of the U.S. census regions. The sample was also 

representative of the U.S. population for such demographic characteristics as ethnicity, 

educational level (SES), and occupation. Finally, the broad age range of the sample 

ensured representation of persons in their late teens through those in their 70's and 

beyond. There was no data available regarding the representation of the MSI-R for the 

Canadian population. 



Standard t-scores were applied on the MSI scales. The revised MSI has a high 

degree of interna1 consistency for each category (Burnett, 1987). Psychometric studies 

have revealed point bi-serial correlations in the range of -40 to .95, with a mean of .75. 

Revised MSI categories have been correlated with independent measures of global 

marital satisfaction. Resdts indicate "both discriminating and convergent validity across 

extemal cnteria of maritai hctioning" (Burnett, 1987, p. 1 18). 

Marital Confiict Questionnaire KONFO). The Marital Conflict Questionnaire 

(see Appendix D) contains descriptive and scale questions regarding marital arguments 

reported by each partner. The questionnaire includes fourteen items: two open-ended 

questions referring to the description of the three most serious and fiequent arguments 

according to the spouse's view, asid the causes for arguing. The remaining twelve items 

consist of statements with responses on 7-point Likert scales with 1 being not ut al1 and 7 

being totally, or aii the time. This questionnaire was adapted h m  The Judgements About 

Transgressions Questionnaire (JATQ), developed by Krebs and Laird (1998) and has the 

purpose of examining the subject ' s attribution of fault regarding conflicts experienced. 

With permission fiom the author, the JATQ was revised for the purpose of this study to 

include open-ended marital argument questions. As specified by Laird, this questionnaire 

was designed to assess, according to the items: 1) seriousness; 2) consensus; 3) 

consistency, 4) self-dispositionality; 5) partner dispositionality; 6) circumstances; 7) self- 

j ustifiabiliw, 8) partner justi fiability ; 9) stability; 1 0) self-background; 1 1) partner 

background and; 12) infiuence, related to marital conflict. 

Cateeorizine causes. The author classified answers to the 2 open-ended questions 

. . 
pertaining to the description of the most serious and fiequent marital conflicts and, causes 



for arguing into five categones. An independent rater classifieci answers to the open- 

ended questions as welî. There was 84% agreement between the author and the second 

rater (kappa=.80). The responses were organized into the following five categones: 1) 

Household issues (e.g. "Children's education", bTIousework", "Money"); 2) Relationship 

issues (e-g. ' T h e  spent together", "Communication", "Sexual relationship"; 3) 

PersonaVSelfish issues (e.g. 'Tartner's bad temper", "Being late", 'Piet, exercise"; 4) 

Extended FamiIyKJpbringing issues (e.g. "Family visiting", "Relationship with in-laws", 

'Tamily politics"; and 5) Cultural issues (e.g. "What to eat for dinner", "Cultural 

conflicts", "Roles in marriage"). 



CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine Latin American and North 

Amencan interethnic couples' marital satisfaction and marital confiict and compare them 

to mono-ethnic, or homogeneous Latin American and North American couples. 

Com~arisons between Interethnic and Mono-ethnic Couples on the MSI-R 

Eleven 2 (Role: husband versus wife) x 3 (Group: Latin Arnerican versus North 

American versus Interethnic) ANOVAs, were conducted on the subscales of the MSI-R, 

with repeated measures on Role. Mean and standard deviations for the marital 

satisfaction measures appear in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

These analyses yielded a Role main effect on view of finances, F (1,33) = 5.86, 

~ c . 0 5 ,  indicating that wives (M=54.36) perceived hances as a greater source of distress 

in their mamage than did husbands (M= 5 1.33) across the three groups; and two Group 

by Couple interactions. The füst interaction was observed on global distress, F (2.33) = 

3.76, F .05  (see Figure 1). Tests of within-couples in the North Amencan group yielded 

an F (1,l3) = 4.78, gc.05, showing that North American husbands were significantty 

more distressed with their marriage than their wives compared to Latin American and 

Interethnic couples. 

Insert Figure 1 about here 



The second interaction was found on role orientation, F (2,33) = 2.78, =O5 (one- 

tailed) (see Figure 2). Tests of within-couples effects in the Interethnic group yielded F 

(l,l4) = 6.65, pc.05, indicating a difference in how Interethnic husbands (12 North 

Americans and 3 Latin Americaus) and Intereth.uk wives (12 Latin Arnericans and 3 

Latin Americans) viewed gender d e s .  The former tended toward a less traditional and 

more egaiitarian view of gender roles and the latter tended toward a more traditional 

view. The results also sbowed that al1 three groups, North Amencan, Latin American and 

Interethnic couples, obtained scores in the range of SOT to 60T, indicating that ali three 

groups fell into the moderate category for this measure. 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

All other main effects and interactions failed to reach conventionally accepted 

levels of statistical significance. 

Mean and standard deviations on the INC (inconsistency) and CNV 

(conventionalization) subscales were not reported since these are considered validity 

scales and none of the participants met the criteria to fa11 outside the cut off line on these 

subscales. 

Com~arisons between Interethnic and Mono-ethnic Couples in the Conflict Questionnaire 

The results obtained with the Conflict Questionnaire (CONFQ) are presented in 

Table 2. Twelve 2 (Role: husband versus wife) x 3 (Group: Latin Amencan versus North 

Amencan versus Interethnic) ANOVAs were conducted on the twelve items of the 
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CONFQ, with repeated measmes on Role. There were no statistically significant main 

effects or interactions yieided for Role or Group on any of the twelve items of the 

CONFQ. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Oualittative Descriptors of Marital Codlict. The Descriptors of Marital Conflict 

are s h o w  in Table 3. Five chi-square analyses were conducted on the categories of 

marital conflict. These analyses yielded two Group main effects in the category of 

household-conflicts, y2(2) = 9.77, ec.05, and in the category of culturally-based conflicts, 

x2(2) = 23 -29, ~ . 0 5 .  The results indicate that North American couples fkequently cited 

general household confiicts as being the most senous and fiequent arguments in their 

relationships (56% of the time). This was significantly more muent than Latin 

Amencan couples (43% of the time) and Interethnic couples (28% of the time). Finally, 

the results reveal that hterethnic couples reported more conflicts based on their cultural 

differences (19% of the time) than did Latin Amencan couples (6% of the time) or North 

Arnerican couples (0%). There were no main effects observed on the other items, 

specifically: relationship, personal and, extended family-based confiicts, as these failed to 

reach conventionally accepted levels of staîistical significance. The category of 

relationship-based confiicts dmost approached statistically significant level. 

Insert Table 3 about here 
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

Do Latin and North American intereth.uk couples experience greater relationship 

distress than comparable mono-ethnic groups? Despite previous literature suggesthg that 

interethnic relationships are inherently stresshi due to inevitable cultural conflicts, this 

view was not supporteci by this study. O v e d ,  the interethnic Latin and North American 

couples in this study were quite similar to the mono-ethnic, or homogeneous North 

Arnerican couples with respect to their satisfaction across a variety of relationship 

domains. 

Hvpothesis One 

Contrary to the assertion that marital satisfaction is more apparent and enduring 

for same culture (homogeneous) couples than for heterogeneous (interethnic) couples 

(McGoldrick & Preto, 1984), and consistent with a more conternporary and positive view 

of intermamage, as proposed by Falicov (1995), it was hypothesized in this snidy that 

interethnic Latin-North Arnerican couples would experience different conflicts and 

challenges in their relationships but not necessarily higher marital dissatisfaction than 

homogeneous couples (both North Americans and Latin Americans). 

The results in this study supported this hypothesis that Interethnic coupla would 

not display a higher level of global dissatisfaction with their relationship than would 

Latin American and North Amencan homogeneous couples, indicating that Interethnic 

couples do not present a higher levei of global distress with their relationships than the 

homogeneous couples. 
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Hymthesis Two 

Consistent with McGoldrick and Preto's (1984) views, interethnic couples in this 

study showed a discrepancy toward their view on gender role orientation compared to 

Latin American and North American couples. According to the definition of the ROR 

scale (Snyder, 1997, p. 24,25), low scores suggest a slightly more traditional view on 

gender role orientation and parentkg. It can be noted that, in t m s  of partners' 

differences, wives and husbandç of the Interethnic group yielded the greatest score 

difference in this scale, suggesting disagreement regardhg role orientation between those 

two partners. It c m  also be observed that wives (12 Latin Amencans and 3 North 

Arnericans) in the Interethnic group scored lower (holding more traditional views 

towards mamage and parenting) than husbands (12 North Amencan and 3 Latin 

American) holding more traditional gender views, which was predicted. 

Hnothesis Three 

Contmy to hypothesis, no group differences were observed on the affective 

communication (AFC) scale, and Interethnic couples did not score higher than both 

homogeneous groups (Latin American and North American couples) on this scale; 

therefore Section and understanding expressed by partners did not present a problem for 

intercultural couples. It can be noted that husbands of the Latin American group scored 

the highest on this mesure, and fell into the category of moderate scores (SOT- 609 ,  

whereas al1 other groups of husbands and wives obtained scores below SOT, falling into 

the low scores category. Although interesting, these differences were not statistically 

significant. 



Analyses on the problem-solving communication (PSC) scale did not support the 

hypothesis that Interethnic couples would score higher than homogeneous couples on this 

scale. The results show that couples in the Latin Amerïcan group (both husbands and 

wives), fall into the moderate scores category (SOT - 6 0 ,  whereas the North Amencan 

and Interethnic groups fall into the low scores category (below 502). Again, this finding 

was not statistically significant- 

According to the author (Snyder, 1997, p. 22). individuals who obtain moâerate 

scores (SOT to 600, as it was observed with Latin Amerian couples, typically indicate a 

somewhat protracteci history of relationship difficulties characterized by fiequent 

arguments. individuais who obtain low scores (below SOT), as it was aoted with North 

American and Interethnic couples, usually report little overt disharmony in thei.. 

relationships, and are îikely to be committed to resolving differences when they occur. 

Hpothesis Four 

McGoldrick and Preto (1984) previously reported that child rearing is an area 

where intercultural couples are likely to disagree. It was tiypothesised that differences in 

terms of values and attitudes regarding rearing children for North Americans and Latin 

Amencans would impact spouses and that Interethnic couples would score higher on the 

conflict over child rearing (CCR) scale, in cornparison to the homogeneous groups of 

couples. 

Despite what the literature suggests, and contrary to hypothesis, there was no 

statistically significant difference found for the Interethnic group in this measure, and 

therefore, the hypothesis was not supported by the analysis. 



The results in this study also indicate that both husbmds and wives of the Latin 

American group were placed into the moderate category of scores (SOT - 60T), indicating 

significant level of connict between partners regarding child rearing, according to Snyder 

(1997, p. 26). On the other h a d ,  North American and Interethnic couples feu into the 

low scores category (below SOT), representing generaUy positive interactions between 

partners regarding their children (Snyder, 1997, p. 26). 

Oualitative DescriDtors of Marital Conaict 

The results obtained in the Marital Conflict Questionnaire revealed that, when 

asked about the most serious and m u e n t  causes for arguing in their maniage, 

Interethnc couples seemed to attribute these causes more often to the cultural differences 

existent in their mariage. 

Interethnic couples revealed qualitative differences indicating that the nature of 

their arguments is largely cross-cultural. in other words, in the CONFQ, assessing the 

nature and severity of arguments, Interethnic couples reported cultural conflicts more 

fiequently than did Latin Amencan and North American couples. Interethnic couples also 

reported more conflicts based on relationship issues than did Latin Amencan and North 

Amencan couples. Relationship conflicts were previously de- as involving issues 

such as communication, affection, and time together, among others. In this sense, we can 

speculate that relationship-based confiicts for Interethnic couples could be overlapping 

with cultural-based conflicts, making the results more complex to interpret. It does seem 

clear, however, that Interethnic couples brought up culture as playïng a role in their 

conflicts. 



Additional Findina 

Disa -men t  about Finances CFIN) Scale. hterestingly, a gender diffêrence was 

observeci on view of finances. The results showed that wives across the three groups 

expressed greater concem regarding finances than did their husbands, suggesting a 

ciifference on how tiusbands and wives view financial priorities and manage thern in their 

marriage. 

There was no hypothesis predicted on this scale, aithough research has shown that 

women, as the chief caregivers, are aiso often the partuer who ends up balancing check 

books and handling the cornparison shopping - for f k h  produce, for long-distance 

cariers (Collins, 2000). One could also argue that women, as wives and mothers, know 

where the money goes on a daily basis, as they are more involved with the everyday 

expenditures than are men as husbands. 

Another research conducted by The National Endowment for Financial Education 

(as cited in Collins, 2000) reporteci that women appear 'hiore intimidateci by money than 

men." But women, as the report added, are expanding their cornfort zone on money 

matters, which can mean that they are ninning a home Ml time, supplementing 

household incorne - or taking the lead in wage eaming. 

The results also showed that homogeneous groups of Latin American and North 

American couples (both husbands and wives) scored between SOT- 6OT, falling into the 

moderate scores in the FIN scale, whereas the Interethnic group scored below SOT, falling 

into low scores for the same measure. According to Snyder (1997, p. 24), moderate 

scores in this measure (as it was obtained by Latin American couples) indicate that 

disagreement about fuiances are a significant relationship concem for the couple, whereas 



low scores (as it was observeci with North Amaicaa and Interethnic couples) iadicate 

that finances coostitute an area of relative agreement in the couple's relationship. 

Global Distress (GDSI Scale. Another non-hypothesized Einding in this study was 

the di fference found in the level of global distress for the North Arnerican group. This 

study showed that North American husbands mred higher than theù wives, indicating 

that North American husbands seem more distressed than their partners compared to 

Latin American and Interethnic couples. As the author describes (Snyder, 1997), the GDS 

scale's item content reflects individual's general dissatisfaction or unhappiness in the 

relationship, and also negative expectancies regarding the relationship's f h r e  (Snyder, p. 

2 1). 

The dissatisfaction expressed by North American husbands in this study might be 

related to the fact that North American women have a more independent view about 

mamiage, and consequently, a more independent view of their gender d e .  Latin 

American women, on the other hand, seem to have a more submissive and dependent 

attitude toward marriage, as previously discussed in this study regarding gender role 

orientation. Following this argument, it is possible that North American husbands rnight 

have different expectations about maniage than their compatriot wives, increasing their 

(husbands') level of marital distress. 

The s m d  nurnber of interethnic couples in which the husband is Latin Arnerican 

and the wife is North American seems to be another factor that can help us analyse some 

of the clifferences in gender role expectations for both Latin and North Americans. The 

trend observed suggests that Latin American husbands hold more traditional views 

regarding their view on role for husbands and wives, which can influence theu choice for 



marrying a Latin American woman instead of a North American, consistent with theu 

(husbands') traditional views. 

Limitations of the Present Studv and Directions for Future Research 

In order to summarize the limitations of this study, some areas will be considered 

such as design, generaiizability, statistical power, mesurement, test factors, dependent 

variables, and confounding variables. 

Fundamentaily, the design of this study is sound. As a 2 (role: b b a n d  versus 

Wife) x 3 (group: Latin American versus North Arnerican versus Interethnic) ANOVA, 

with repeated measures on Role, its a h  was to include al1 combinations of the levels of 

the independent variables across al1 the measures of marital satisfaction and marital 

conflict, and also to detennine whether there were interactions of variables. 

Random selection was not possible in this study since the couples that participated 

were recniited through organizations such as church, school. cornmunity centres, and 

personal networks of the researcher. 

If the sample size of this study had been larger, the power of the analysis could 

have been enhanceci, reducing the possibility of accepting the nuil hypothesis. Given that 

this study was quasi-experimental, it was more susceptible to problems that can weaken 

conclusions, such as confounding variables mediating relationships between independent 

and dependent variables. 

Sample size could also explain the large standard deviations that appeared in the 

data (see Tables 2, & 3). We h o w  that standard deviation is influenced by the nature of 

the distribution (i.e., skewness) and the idluence of extreme scores on small samples 

(Minium, 1 978). 



The repeated-measures anaiysis used in this study introduced a potential problem 

with the familywise error: the inflated pmbability of incorrectly rejecting at least one null 

hypothesis out of al1 the cornparisons that were made within this study. 

Another factor to consider refers to the range of the couples' scores, which was 

narrow; a larger distance between p u p  means rnight have enhanced the strength of the 

results. A larger sample size drawn h m  a more representative population would have 

improved the score range. 

It has been noted that this study is best descnied as a quasi-experimental design. 

Inherent to this design is the inability to attribute causation between the independent and 

dependent variables. The possibility of other explanations such as the presence of a third 

variable, needs to be ackmwledged. In this study the likelihood of a confouadhg 

variable being present was very high. Factors such as the acculturation level of the Latin 

American participants, both in the Latin Amencan group and in the Interethnic group, 

influencing theu level of marital satisfaction, would have to be taken into account. Io 

addition, the presence or absence of children for intermarried couples could be a 

determinant affecthg their level of marital satisfaction (it was noted that only 8 out of the 

15 intennarried couples had children, which may have affected the measure of 

disagreement over child rearing, skewing the results). 

These control issues directly influenced the generalizability of the findings since 

it could not be conclusively hown whether or not the observed effects were attributable 

to the independent variable or some extraneous variable. Therefore, given the lack of 

controls and the demographic characteristics of the sample population, this study is 

limited in its ability to ùifarm. 



The measures chosen for assessing the dependent variables were relatively well 

estabiished as instruments either in research or clinicai applications and reported 

moderate to strong estimates of reliability and validity. Nonetheless, the lack of ethnically 

and culturally relevant marital satisfaction inventories presents a dilemma The ManntaI 

Satisfaction Inventory - RevlSed (MSI-R) is an instrument based on values, beliefs and 

behaviors of one culture. As a unilaterd instrument, it was applied as a measure of 

marital satisfaction factors for the Latin American group, in addition to North Amencan 

men and women. Further research would wanant the modification of the instrument to 

include culturaily relevant items as well as the development of culturally sensitive 

instruments. 

Another concern in this study that was not meationed eariier has to do with the 

fact that al1 of the data in this study came fiom participant seLf-report. No other data (Le., 

observation, clinical records) was used to corroborate results. In this situation, the 

researcher is at the mercy of participants' subjective mwds and biased perspectives. We 

also have to account for the fact that some of the participants that had English as a second 

language might not have answered the questions with accuracy due to language barriers, 

or might have requested help fiom a third person in answering the questions. 

In order to examine more adequately the implications of this study, firture 

research in this area would benefit nom the qualitative study of marital satisfaction 

within intennarried and Latin Amerïcan groups Living in Canada Such investigations 

would allow the couples involved to hilly elaborate on sipificant issues affecthg 

satisfaction and conflict within their marriages, as well as their perceptions of problems 

in mamage, and their attitudes toward them. Husband and wi fe' s definition, perception 



and understanding of problems in marriage as weil as the influence and consequemes 

these have in marriage should be m e r  investigated. It is unknown how participants 

perceived problems in their marriage and how they rated severity, whether they 

considered it a cause of distress leading to divorce or just a routine in life, for example. 

It rwains a question for fiiture research whether or not the level of marital 

satisfaction and confiict is the same in Latin Amerïcan couples, North Amencan couples, 

and intemanieai (Latin-North American) couples in other parts of Canada and the United 

States. 

Clinical Interventions for Interethnic Couples 

Despite the cornrnonality of fùndamental issues confionting interethnic couples, 

Faiicov (1995) cautions against generalizations, noting that " facts that make for success 

or failure, happiness, or unhappiness, in a m h g e  are extremely complex and cannot 

merely be reduced to degrees of cultural commonalities and differences" (p. 23 1). Thus, 

the therapist's familiarity with common issues confronting interethnic couples must be 

complernented by an understanding of the unique strengths and challenges confionthg a 

given couple and their strategies for coping with difficulties. 

In regards to counselling interventions for intermarried couples, an important 

point to make firom this study is that, although no more distressed overall than couples 

from mono-ethnic marriages, interethnic couples seelcing therapy need their therapist to 

address theù unique concems with sensitivity. For example, Crohn (1998) ernphasizes 

the importance of exploring couples' own understanding of potential intercultural 

confiicts, and offers guidelines for eliciting an in-depth cultural history to delineate both 
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the dineraices and similarities beîween the cultural and religious milieus of partners' 

families of origin. 

Ibrahim and Schroeder (as cited in Wehrly, 1999) suggest the use of questions 

adapted h m  McGoldrick and Pearce (1982) in working with interethic couples, a f k  a 

cultural background and worldview assessrnent has been conducted. Some of these 

proposed questions would include: a) How does each partner defhe the relational 

problem? b) What does each partner perceive as a solution to the problem? And, how 

have the partners attempted to resolve things previously? c) Considering their cultural 

backgrounds and families of origin, what are typical patterns regarding communication 

d e s ,  expression of intimacy, boundaries, and so on, for each of them? d) How does each 

partner's culture affect his or her perception of roles and expectations in the relationship? 

e) How are life cycle stage and transitions dehed  and dealt with by the cultural groups to 

which each partner belongs? f) What are the spiritual and religious backgrounds of each 

person and how do these views affect his or her view of the relationship? g) What are 

some pros and cons of having a counselor of the sarne or different background in this 

particular situation? (p. 153-1 54). 

Another valuable recommendation for counselors working with intercultural 

couples is the importance of helping these couples see similarities and differences that 

exist between the partners and, in doing so, the counselor can also help hem focus on the 

strengths and weaknesses of their relationship. In other words, helping the couple see that 

although there are differences between them, there are also similarities, which serveci to 

attract them to each other, at kt, aud also helped to cernent the relationship serving as a 



foundation. In this sense, the ciifferences pointed out are not necessarily negative, as they 

have helped in proMchg some variance in the telationship. 

Conclusion 

Some conclusions can be drawn h m  this stuây. FUst, given the scarcity of main 

effects in the redts, it is possible that the positive relationship between marital 

satisfaction and homogeneous couples is not as great as the Literature would suggest, at 

least for the groups who participated in this study. Second, the results for qualitative 

descriptors of marital conflict suggest that interethnic couples have a tendency to attribute 

their arguments to their cultural ciifferences. Third, intemanied busbands and wives 

revealed different expectations regarding gender role orientation, holding different values 

toward marital and parenting d e s .  Finally, the study taken as a whole underlines the 

complexity inherent in understanding marital satisfaction and conflict in the context of 

interethnic Latin-North American couples living in Canada compared to the United 

States. Specifically, it is possible that marital distress can be related to a lack of social 

acceptance and tolerance, and that Latin-North Amencan intermarriecl couples expeîience 

different response in Canada than the U.S., which may be due to the fact that Latin 

American groups are not as numerically representative in Canada as they are in United 

States. 

Evidence suggests that the incidence of interethnic marriage wiii continue to 

increase both in Canada and in the United States in the fiiture. Although there seems to be 

a trend toward widespread acceptance of these couples and theu families in society, there 

is evidence to suggest racist views will continue to interfere with some families' 

participation in Canadian and American society - racist views that in many cases will 



have a negative impact on the farnily's identity as well as its pattern of interaction, as 

Solsberry (1 994) suggests. 

With the increase in interethnic marriages, more counsellors wili likely be cdled 

on to provide services for these couples and their families. And, although the counsellor 

role is essential, it does extend beyond the four walls of the counsellor's office. The role 

of mental healh professionds is also one of education, outreach into the community, and 

promotion of understanding of the issues faced by interethnic couples in an effort to 

decrease prejudices and discrimination (Root, 1996). 

Finally, greater effort should be made to gain an accurate picture of the role that 

interculturai marriages play in Canada as a whole; not ody  the potential pmblems 

encountered by such couples but also the strengths that such unions cm b ~ g  to the 

whole of Canada Future research is needed to assess the factors affecthg interethnic 

marriage in Canada in cornparison to the United Sates. 

This study acts as a starting point for counsellors pursuing a greater awareness 

and understanding of couples fiom differing ethnic and cultural backgrounds, in 

particular intermanied Latin American with North American couples living in Canada. It 

is suggested that professionals planning to work in the area of cross-cultural counselling 

note within-group differences, dissenting factors among homogeneous and heterogeneous 

couples, and the literature pertaining to Latin American couples in Canada. 
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Table 1 

Gro-bv-Role Mean Conmarisons (and Standard Deviations) on the Marital Satisfkction Inventow- 
Revised (MSI-RI Subscales 

Latin Amencan North Amencan interethnic Couples 

Subscaies M SD M SD M SD 
Global Dissatisfaction 

Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Affective Communication 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Problem Solving Communication 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Aggression 
Husbands 
W ives 
Couples 

Time Together 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Disagreement about Finances 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Sexual Dissatisfaction 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Role Orientation 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Farnily History of Distress 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Dissatisfaction with Children 
Husbands 
W ives 
Couples 

Conflict over Chiid Rearing 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 



Table 2 
Group-bv-Role Mean Comparisons lami Standard Deviations] on the Conflict Owstiomak (Aaswers 
l=not at all to 7=all the tinie) 

Latin Amcncan North A . c a n  1ntereth.uk Couples 

Items M SD M SD M SD 
Seriousness 

Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Consensus 
Husbands 
Wives 
Coupies 

Consistency 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Self dispositionality 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Parmer dispositionality 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Circums tances 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Self justifïability 
Husbaads 
Wives 
Couples 

Partner justifiability 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 

Stability 
Husbands 
Wives 
CoupIes 

Self-background 
Husbands 
Wivcs 
Couples 

Partner background 
Husbands 
W ives 
Couples 

Muence 
Husbands 
Wives 
Couples 5.83 4.00 4 3  1 



Table 3 

Percentage of ûualitative Descri~tors of Marital Conflict 

Couples 

Types of Conflict Latin Amencan North American Intere thnic 

Household/Finances/ 
Children Education 43% 56% 28% 

Relationship 30% 18% 33% 

Cultural 5% 0% 19% 



Figure Caption 

Fimire 1. Group by Couple Interaction for Global Distress (GDS) 
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Figure Caption 

Fimire 2. Group by Couple Interaction for Role Orientation (ROR) 
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MAIUTAL SATISFACTION RESEARCH PROJECT 
Department of Counselling Psychology 

7600 Glover Road 
LangZey, BB. C., Canada V2Y I Yl 

Tel: (604) 513-2070 
MarcWApril2000 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this Marital Satisfaction research project 
undertaken at Trinity Western University. This research project is investigating the 
relationships between marital satisfaction in same culture and cross-cultural couples, and 
gender differences. The purpose of this research is to then apply the findings to North 
American, Latin Amencan, and Latin-North American couples. This research d l  assist 
us in leaming more about the impact of cross cultural marriages, their agreements and 
disagreements. This project is the research for my M A  degree and is under the 
s u p e ~ s i o n  of Dr. Phillip G. Laird PhD. of the department of Counseliing Psychology. 

Your participation will require approximately 30 minutes and involves completing t h e  
questiomaires (one with eleven questions, one with 150 tme-false items, and one with 
information about your background). Your responsa are confidentid and the forms will 
be numbered coded for anonymity. You do not have to put your name on any of the 
questionnaires. You are asked to answer the questionnaires without any corroôoration. 
You have the right to rehise to participate and you may withdraw at any tirne without 
consequences. Pkase complete the attached Subiect Consent Form as your written 
consent is requued to participate. 

Please complete the questio~aires in the order they are presented in the packet. Then, 
place al1 of the completed questionnaires in the stamped envelope provided. There is also 
an opportunity in the packet for you to qualiQ to win a $50.00 gift certificate for a 
restaurant of your choice, if you so desire. However, to qualify you must be willing to 
leave your phone number for contact. 

Thank you for taking the t h e  to participate in this important research. If you have any 
questions about the shidy or about how to complete your questionnaires, please call me at 
224-7232 and leave me a message. You may also direct any questions about the study to 
my supervisor (Dr. P. Laird) at 5 13-2 12 1, ext. 3 133 

If you are interested in receiving a report of the findings, please call me at 224-7232 and 
leave me your name, address, and a message indicating that you would like a copy of the 
report of the findings. 1 will send you the report of the fïndings when it is available. 

Thank you for your help. 



SUBJECT CONSENT F O H  

M4RITX.L SAï7SFACïTON RESEARCH PROJECT 

Marc WApril2000 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the Marital Satisfaction research project being 
undertaken at Trinity Western University. 

Your written consent is required for participation in this study. Al1 id en tif vin^ material 
will be destroyed at the conclusion of this research project. 

Ihave read und understand the desct@tion of the stu@ and 1 willing& consent to 
purtr0c@ate in this study* 

SIGNATURE 

Thank you. 

Cristina Moreira 



DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please answer the following questions: 

1. What is your age? 2. What is your gender? Male Female 
3. Nwnber of years living in Canada 4. Number of years mamed 
5. Previous Marriages 6. Nmber of children 7. Age of children 
8. Native Language 9. Religious Affiliation 

6. Check the item (items) that best descnbes your ethnic background? 

A&ican 01- 05- North American 09- Central American 
02 Asian 06- - Canadian ( C o ~ n t V ~ )  

Australian 03- 07- - Amencan 10 South American 
O4 European 08- - F h t  Nations (Country: ) 

7. Check the item that descnbes the highest level of education that you have completed. 

1 Elementary School 
2 Secondary School 
3 College (2 year) 

CEGEPITrade SchooVTechnicaI Institute 4- 
5 University (undergraduate degree) 

University (graduate degree) 6- 
7 Other. Please describe: 

8. Check the item that best descnbes your income during the past year. 

9. Check the item that describes your principle source of income. 

0 1 Employed full-time 05-Investments/Pension 09-Student Loans 
02-Employed part-the 06-Social Assistance 1 O-Savings 
03SeIf-employed 07__Parents/Family 1 1-Retirement 
04 Unemployed 08-Child Support 12-ûther 



APPENDIX D 

MARITAL CONFLICT QUESTIONNAIRE 

niink about the 3 most common (fkquent), and significant (senous) arguments you 
typically have with your partner. Please, briefiy list them in order of seriousness. 

On the following seven-point scaies, circle the most appropriate answer to each of the 
following questions regarding the arguments you mentioned above: 

1 .How serious do you consider these arguments to be? 
(not serious at ail) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (very serious) 

2. How many couples do you think have the same arguments that you have? 
(nobody) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (everybody) 

3. How ofien do you argue with your partner? 
(never) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (al1 the time) 

4. To what extent do you argue because of the type of person you are? 
(not at dl) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totally) 

5. To what extent do you argue because of the type of person your partner is? 
(notatail) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totally) 

6. To what extent do you argue because of the circumstances you are in? 
(not at all) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totally) 

7. To what extent do you consider your behavior justifiable in the arguments you 
described? 
(notatall) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ( t ~ t d ~ )  

8. To what extmt do you consider your partuer's behavior justifiable in the arguments 
you described? 
(not at dl) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totdy) 

9. How ofien do you think you will have these arguments with your partner in the fiiture? 
(never) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (dway~) 
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In a few sentences, please explain what is the primary cause of your arguments (why you 
argue with your partuer): 

10. To what extent is the cause you listed above due to your own background (family, 
culture, etc.)? 
(notatail) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totally) 

1 1. To what extent is the cause you listed above due to your partner's background 
(family, culture, etc.)? 
(wt at dl) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totally) 

12. To what extent do you think this cause will infîuence your relationship with your 
parîner? 
(not at dl) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (totaily) 
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APPENDIX E 

MSI - R 

By Douglas K. Snyder 

Please begin by f i lhg in the information about your background. When that information 

has been completed, proceed to the first numbered inventory item. 

This inventory consists of statements about you and your relationship with yoiir partner. 

Read each statement and decide if it is TRUE for you or FALSE for you. Then mark your 

answer in the place provided beside that statement. If the statement is true or mostly true 

for you, place an X in the box labeled T. If the statement is false or not usually true for 

yoy place an X in the box labeled F. Mark only one response for each statement. If you 

want to change an answer, you must completely darken the box that contains your old 

answer, and then place an X in the box that shows your new answer. 

1. When my partner and 1 have differences of opinion, we sit down and discuss them. 

2. 1 am fairly satisfied with the way my partner and 1 spend our available fiee time. 

3. My partner aimost always responds with understanding to my mood at a given 

moment. 

4. My childhood was probably happier than most. 

5. There are some things my partner and 1 just can't tak  about. 

6. It is sometimes easier to confide in a fnend than in my partner. 

7. My partner seems to enjoy sex as much as 1 do. 

8. I wished my partner enjoyed a few more of my interests. 



9. D h g  an argument with my partner, each of us airs our feelings completely. 

10.1 was very d o u s  as a young person to get away fkom my family. 

1 1.1 would prefer to have sexual relations more fiequently than we do now. 

12. Even when angry with me, my partner is able to appreciate my viewpoints. 

13. M y  partner &es to share his or her leisure tune with me. 

14. There is a great deal of love and affection expressed in our relationship. 

1 5.1 am sometimes unhappy with our sexual relationsbip. 

16. There are many things about our relationship that please me. 

17. A lot o f  our arguments seem to end in depressing stalemates. 

18. Even when 1 am with my partner, 1 feel lonely much of the t h e .  

19.1 trust my partner with our money completely. 

20. There are some things about my partner that I do not me. 

21. Our relationship has been very satismg. 

22. My partner has slapped me. 

23. Some equality in rnarriage is a good thing? but by and large, the man ought to have 

the main say-so in family matters. 

24. The good things in our relationship far out weight the bad. 

25. My partner and 1 decide together the manner in which our incorne is to be spent. 

26. There are times when my partner does things that make me unhappy. 

27. Two people should be able to get dong better than my partner and 1 do. 

28.1 have never worried that my partner might become angry enough to hurt me. 

29. There should be more daycare centers and nursery schools so that my mothers of 

young children could work. 



30. Our relationship is as successfbl as any that 1 know of. 

3 1. Our relatioaship has never been in difficdty because of fimucial concerns. 

32, My partner and 1 understand each other completely. 

33. My partner has slammed things amund or thrown thùigs in anger. 

34. Such things as laundry, cleaning, and childcare are primarily a woman's 

responsibility. 

35.1 have often considerd asking my partner to go with me for relationship counseiing. 

36. There are some things about our relationship that do not entirely please me. 

37. If a child gets sick, and if both parents work, the father should be just as willing as the 

mother to stay home fiom work and take care of the child. 

38. My partner and 1 need to improve the way we settle our differences. 

39. My partuer and 1 spend a good deal of time together in different kinds of play and 

recreation. 

40. My partner doesn't take me seriously enough sometimes. 

41. My parents marriage was happier than most. 

42. My partner is so touchy on some subjects that 1 can't even mention them. 

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

44.1 am somewhat dissatisfied with how we discuss better ways of pleasing each other 

sexuall y. 

45. My partner and 1 don't have much in common to talk about. 

46. #en we argue, my partner and 1 seem to go over and over the sarne old things. 

47. Al1 the marrïages on my side of the family seem to be quite successfiil. 

48. One thing my partner and 1 don? fûily discuss is our sexual relationship. 



49. My partner's feelings are too easily hurt. 

50. It seems that we used to have more fiin than we do now. 

5 1. Sometimes 1 feel as though my partner doesn't really need me. 

52. My partner sometimes shows too little enthusiasrn for sex. 

53. Our relationship has been disappointing in several ways. 

54. Minor disagreement with my partner ofien end up in big arguments. 

55. My partner and 1 have never corne close to ending our relationship. 

56. Our financial fiiture seerns quite secure. 

57. There are times when 1 wonder if 1 made the best of al1 possible choices in a partner. 

58. 1 get pretty discouraged about our relationship sometimes. 

59. 1 have womed about my partner loshg control of bis or her anger. 

60. Earning the family income is pRmarily the responsibility of the man. 

6 1. My partner and 1 seldom have major disagreements. 

62. It is ofien hard for us to discuss our finances without getting upset with each other. 

63. My partner occasionally makes me feel miserabIe. 

64. 1 have never felt better in our relationship than 1 do now. 

65. My partner has never thrown things at me in anger. 

66. The man should be the head of the family. 

67. The hiture of our relationship is too uncertain to make any senous plans. 

68. My partner is forever checking up on how 1 spend our money. 

69. 1 have never regretted our relationship even for a moment. 

70. My partner sometimes screarns or yells at me when he or she is angry. 

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



72. My partner and 1 are happier than most couples I know. 

73. Trying to work out a budget causes more trouble with my parbier than it is worth. 

74. The most important thing with a woman is to be a good wife and mother. 

75. When arguing we manage quite well to restrict our focus to the important issues. 

76. Our daily iife is full of interesthg thïngs we do together. 

77. Sometimes my partner just can't understand the way I feel. 

78. My parents didn't cornmunicate with each other as well as they should have. 

79. My partner has no difficulty accepting cnticism. 

80. Just when 1 need it most, my partuer makes me feel important 

8 1. My partner has too little regard sometirnes for rny sexual satisfaction. 

82. My partner doesn't take time to do some of the tùings I'd Wce to do. 

83. My partner sometirnes seems intent on changing some aspect of my personality. 

84. My parent never really understood me. 

85. My partner and 1 nearly always agree on how fiequently to have sexual relations. 

86. My partner and 1 seem able to go days sometimes without settling our clifferences. 

87. I spend at least one hour each day in an activity with my partner. 

88. My partner does many different things to show me that he or she loves me. 

89. 1 have never seriously considered having an afFair. 

90. 1 have important needs in our relationship that are not being met. 

9 1. Our arguments fiequentiy end up with one of us feeling hurt or crying. 

92. At times 1 have very much wanted to leave my partner. 

93. My partner is a very good manager of finances. 

94. My partner has al1 the qualities I've always wanted in a cornpanion 



95. There are some serious difficulties in our relationship. 

96. My partaer bas never pulied me or grabbed me in anger. 

97. Where a family Lives should depend mostly on the man's job. 

98. 1 might be happier if 1 weren't in this relationship. 

99. My partner and 1 rarely argue about money. 

100. There are thes when 1 do not feel a great deai of love and affection for my partner. 

10 1.1 have ofien wondered whether our relationship may end in separation or divorce. 

102. M y  partner has left bruises or welts on my body. 

103. In a relationship the woman's career is of equal importance to the man's. 

104.1 believe that our relationship is as pleasant as  that of most of the people 1 how. 

1 OS. 1 feel as though we Live beyond our hancial means. 

106.1 don't think any couple could live together with greater h m o n y  than m y  partner 

and 1. 

107. My partner has never threatened to hurt me. 

108. In a relationship, a major role of a woman should be that of housekeeper. 

109. I have known very little unhappiness in our relationship. 

1 10. My partner buys too many things without consulting me h t .  

1 1 1. If a mother of young children works, it should be only while the family needs the 

money. 

1 12. My partner has never injureci me physically. 

1 13. When we disagree, my partner helps us to find alternatives acceptable to both of us. 

1 14. Our recreational and leisure activities appear to be meeting both our needs quite 

well. 



1 15.1 feel free to express openly strong feelings of sadness to my partner. 

1 16.1 had a very happy home life. 

1 17. My partner and 1 rarely have sexual relations. 

1 18. Sometimes I wonder just how much my partner really does love me. 

1 19.1 would like my partner to express a littie more tendemess during intercourse. 

120. The memben of my family were always very close to each other. 

12 1. My partner and 1 are often unable to disagree with one another without losing our 

tempers. 

122. I often wondered whether my parent's marriage would end in divorce. 

123. There are some things 1 wouid Wre us to do, sexually, that my partner doesa't seem 

to enjoy. 

124. My partner often fails to understand my point of view on things. 

125. Whenever he or she is feeling down, my partner cornes to me for support. 

126. My partner keeps most of his or her feelings inside. 

127. Our sexual relationship is entirely satisfactory. 

128.1 beIieve our relationship is reasonably happy. 

129. My partner oAen cornplains that 1 don't undentand hirn or her. 

Couples WITHOUT children STOP here. Couples WITH children answer the following: 

130. For the most part, our children our well behaved. 

13 1. My partner and 1 rarely argue about the children. 

132. My children's value system are very much the same as my own. 

133. My partner doesn't spend enough time with the children. 

134. Our relationship might have been happier if we had not had children. 



Intercultural Mavriage 68 

135. M y  partner and 1 rarely disagree on when and how to disciple the children. 

136.1 wish my children would show a little more concern for me. 

137. Our children o f h  manage to drive a wedge between me and my partner. 

138. My children and 1 don't have very much in wmmon to talk about. 

139. My partner doesn't display enough affection towards the children. 

140. Our children do not show adequate respect for their parents. 

141. My partner and 1 decide together what rula to set for the children. 

142. Our children don't seem as happy and carefree as other chilâren their age. 

143. My partner doesn't assume his or her share of taking care of the children. 

144. Having children has not brought dl the satisfaction I had hoped it would. 

145. My partner and I nearly always agree on how to respond to our childmi's request 

for money or privileges. 

146. Our children rarely fail to meet their responsibilities at home. 

147. Our relationship has never been in difficulty because of the children. 

148. Rearing children is a nerve-wracking job. 

149. My partner and 1 assume equal responsibility for rearing children 

150.1 fkequently get together with one or more of the children for fun or recreation at 

home. 



APPENDIX F 

Demoarabhic Means. and Standard Deviations 

Latin American North American Interethnic Couples 

Demographic Data M SD M SD M SD 

Age 
Husbands 43.4 6.8 37.9 9.8 40.3 11.2 
Wives 39.3 8.4 35.6 9.8 35.1 8.0 

Years marriecl 
Husbands 17.1 9.6 11.4 8.5 6.8 6.8 
Wives 17.1 9.6 11.4 8.5 6.8 6.8 

Number of children 
Husbands 1.6 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.6 
Wives 1.6 1.1 1 -4 1.3 1.3 1.6 




