AN EXAMINATION OF THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PERSONALITY
ADJUSTMENT, SOCIAL INTERACTION ABILITIES, AND
MARITAL ADJUSTMENT

g®

APPROVED:

«\

A CJ » ‘(/[ / ?‘L“ﬁ e /’ ?] E‘;VZ ‘

thor Pro??ssor

/j/;,/,, Lt // '''' fg s\

Minor P?ofessf¥

~-//é;f///f HoAln e,

Chairman of the Departmewﬁ of Psychology

Dean of the Graduate Sch001



Moorman, John ., An Exeminati of the Relationghips

% ——t

Between Personality Adjustmenti, Socia }gteractiog Abilities,

and Marital Adjustment. Master of Science (Clinical Psychol-

ogy), May, 1970, 33 pp., 3 tables, bibliography, 40 titles.
The problem with which this investigation was concerned
was that of determining the relationships between personality

adjustment, social interaction abilities and marital adjust-

ment. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, Cali-

fornia Psychclogical Inventory., Polyfactor Test for VMarital

4

Difficulties and Marriage Adjustment Inventory were used to

0

identify five factors measuring these variables, The follow-

ing hypotheses were inve"tﬁqaue

1. There will be & significant relationsnip betwean
individual personality adjustment and marital adjustment as

measured by the instruments used in this study.

2. There will be a siunificant relationship betwoen

g

?

marital hevmony and social interaction abilities as mecasured
by the instruments used in this study.

The 4& subjects uscd in this study were draw from a
population secking marital counseling at a private clinic in
Fort Horth, Yexas., A Peavson's vproduct-moment corvelation
coefficient was cowmputed between all factors and tested for
signiticance using a .05 Tevel of confidence as the criterion

for accepiing tne hypotneses,

. L
pound betweon

Sianite

meritel sdjusimear and voth pevzonality ustment and

vad



interaction abilities as measured in the study. Analysis of
statistical results confirmed the hypotheses. However, the
correlation coefficients found were generally low and a
position of multiple causation of marital disharmony was
advanced as a reasonable interpretation of the data.

Results of this study indicate the complexity of the
marriage relationship aﬁd the difficulty in identifying and
quantitatively measuring the variables involved. Great care
should be taken before assigning emphasis to any single

variable as the major factor in marital disharmony.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The development of marriage counseling as & separate
entity within the fields of counseling and psychotherapy has
occurred at a much faster rate than has the accompanying growth
of theory. In 1968, Peterson reviewed the literature for the
past 25 years aﬁd reached the conclusion that "there i5 not @
single mention in the exceptionally pervasive veview by Hill
. . . of significant theory building in this field® {22, p.
146}, A vreview of the literature in the related aveas of
social psychology, sociology, and counseling show this con-
clusion to be accurate. Combrehensive theories of marital

disharmonies and the marriage relationship are seldom encoun-

[}

tered in the literature, and most authors conclude that rescarch
is stiil in the exploralory, nypothesis-testing stage. A major
difficulty is that reseérchers in the area usua?fy approach

the marital relationship with concepts and techniques borrowed
from their own areas of training, thus making it difficult to
develop relationships between sociological, psycholegical,

and biological research date. Hill statles, "Each of the
scholars working in these areas has broudhi nhis own style of
devriving propositions and ¢f arraying tnem developmzuleliy"”
(16, p. 27). Hil11 is accurate again when he comments on

1



. . . the increasing number of multidisciplinary projects
underteken despite the lack of a fully acceptable multidisci-
plinary conceptual framework for giving them integration”
(16, p. 27).

A theoretical structure which will cover all of the
diverse data will have to relate theories from the contiribut-
ing fields and integrate them conceptually. One of the basic
patterns that is emerging from research is the categorization
of efforts into three general research areas. These areas are
personality research, social interaction variables,and situa-~
tional influences specific to the marriage relationship,
Beatman and associates evaluated their treatmeni program and
discovered this pattern beginning tc appear:

. . . it became increasingly clear that our case-~

work treatment plan for dealing with marital

troubles had to be based on & diagnostic undey-

standing of the marriage as weil as our diagnostic

appreciation of the individual marriace partner

.« . (5, p. 264).

This awareness led to the following summary of the situation:
~
Thus the seeds were sown for a three-dimensional

picture in casework treatment, integrating the
following:

(1) Social factors and their impact on perscnal
and family functioning.

(2) The personality structure of the individual.

{3) Interaction, either as a resource or an
impediment to family stability (&, p. 264).

On this basis, then, it seems reasonable to examine these
three aveas and develop scme itdea of the reiatiornships involved.
Any coumnrehensive theory thet emasvrges will have to be based on

o r Pl

an understanding ¢f the aanner in which and ameunt that these



relacionships contribute to the wmarviage relationship. Future

resecrch into any of ihese areas should be deone with a ming
to contributing to comprehensive theor& buiiding.
needs to be made to use cencepts and techniques which can be
integrated and applied in any arvea, as well &s adding Lo a
further understanding of the total marital relationship. The
remainder of this chépter will be devoted to examininn'e&ch

3

of ihese areas as lhey are presented in the literatur

[

Review of Literature
Psychology and psychiatry were the professions which br-
came involved in marital counseling initially. Traditicnal

psychetierapeutic methods wevre first used with maritel dic-

harmonies and several limitations and problems wevre cuickiy

i

notod, First was the realization that seemingly normal,
healthy individuals were aiso involvad in pathological wav-
riags sftuations and that theve was no treatment of choice
in these cases. Secondly, the relastive esse with which a
coupis can obtain a socially ecceptable divorce Tiwmited the
moLivation that would keep individuals in trasdiiional ihera-
vies,  Hany people would prefer 2 divorce to pl g thea-
seives in fndividual tong-term psycheotherapy. Tn respect to
caunsaling theory this positicn is best stated by Miller:
nartners are being

t it is mphaziygd

toch r1quxs starts under
*,vi(u(iq gra tauyht

tha disturbed mavvric
L, essentially, ezch




partner is visiting the therapist for the treat-

ment of his own specific and individusl neurosis

as it operates within the framework of the dis-

turbed marviage (20, p. 136).

Albert E11is reached the same conclusion and expressed
his support of the idea that individual personality was the
major contributing factor in marital disharmeny by saying,

It would appear, on the basis of recently pub-

lished cases of marital counseling, as well as

on the basis of the writer®’s own counseling ex-

perience, that a great many of the individuals

who came for counseling are more or less emo-

tionally disturbed individuals, that their

problems cannot be handled adequately in merely

two or three sessions, and that, call it what

we may, some form of psychotherapy, or the help-

ing of these counselees to undevrstand their

personal and interpersonal selves, is necessary

for even a partially satisfactory resolution of

their problems (13, p. 65).

Much of the research in the area of morital disharmonies
reflects an implicit acceptance of the idea that personality
factors piay a major role in marital adjustment. There are
numerous studies of this nature. Barry, Anderson, and Thomason
(3) reported a study involving 521 married male alcoholics.
They were grouped according to merital adjustment, using Jjudges'
rating of their personality adjustment through analysis of
their MiPI prefiies. Five MMPI variables esppeared to signifi-
cantly difierentiate between groups. The well adjusted wmarital
group was found Lo be more stable, more mature, less suspi-
cious, less depressed, less withdrawn, end evidencing greater
Fogo streny

A similar study by Cattell and Nesselroade (106) uscd i76
married couples and studied the persecnality facilors in eauh

taply marvvicd group showed eight significant

e

-1

partueyship, he s



correlations between partners' personalities,while the un-
stable group measured only five significant correlations.
The authors interpreted this to support a theory of marital

adjustment which relates "likeness" of personality factors

with marital adjustment.

This hypothesis was further refined in a study by Pickford

and associates (23), who analyzed husband and wife differences
and their marital adjusiment on the Guilford-Zimmerman Tampey-

ment Survey. Not only were personality factors found to be

significantly related to maritel happiness, but soc were ex-
treme differences between the hushand's and wite's SCOres,
This sort of limited theory building is secn most oflten in
the psychological titeradure.

Review of sociologicel literature showed a different em-

phasis. There was a common rejection of personality as the

major factor in marital disharmony and the suggestion that

social interaction factors are a major cause. Pollack reflects

this thinking whea he rejects personality as the common vari-
able in marital disharmony.

Concentration on one individual in diagnosis or
thevapy 15 based on the assumption that the solu-
tion of ih@ intrapsychic conflicts in one partner
in a huwen velationship wiil have beneficial con-
“qu°r£0‘ for the soiution of the intrapsychic
contlicts of the other. Altiough such may be the
fact in certain constellations, it can not be
taken for granteod, Ac?u,ilj$ it i1s interesting
te note thai praciitioners in boih psychiatry and
sociel work neve pﬁziL&d cut thaet the improvement
of gune Fawily v incs results in the

3

§
detzviovaiicn of QQ&LHET (246, p. 16).
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Ackerman (1) also rejects personality as the solely contribut-
ing factor. His tninking is that neurosis in one pariner

will not necessarily create problems in the marriage. This

is supported by research done by Beatman and his associates.
They state:

Empirically, we have discovered that the degree
of presence or absence of neurotic.behavior in
one or both partners in a marriage is not the
only determining factor in appraising the sta-
bility or instability of the family as a whole
(5, p. 266). '

Further support for this position is given by Bernard, who
says,

. . . at least about half of remarrtages, even
those involving divorced persons, seem to be as
successful as first marriages, suggesting that
in these cases a "team factor" and not intrinsic
personality defects was involved in the failure
of the preceding marriage (6, p. 56).

The position taken by many theorists and researchers is
that social intevraction is a major causal factor in marital
difficulties. Eisenstein expressed the idea by saying,

Nevevrtheless, neurotic people can and do make

good marriages, while many relatively healthy

persons contract discordant and unhappy unions.

The cause and outcome of a marriage are deter-

mined not merely by the personality difficulties

of each partner but by the way the two pevsonal-

ities interact (12, p. vii).

Interaction as the focus of marital counseling 1s even being
accepted by some psychoenalysists as & necessary cencept.
Blank and Blank commented that

One of the most comunoenly employed techniques

involves the concept of accepting the patient
"where he is." Foy some counseiors this means



that, since the marital partner places his per-
ception of the problem in the area of interaction,
it is the interaction that should be the focus of
treatment (7, p. 164).
Additional support for the viewpoint of interaction is a state-
ment by Mudd and Goodwin: "The focus in counseling is thus con
learning to understand the reciprocal interaction between the
two partners . ., . ",(219 p. 29). There are several other
good discussions concerning the role of social interaction in
marital adjustment. The more relevant ones are by Blinder (8},
Ard (2, p. 213), Ruesch and Bateson (25), Satir (26), and
Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (29).
A study by Clements (11) is an example of research based
//6n this viewpoint. He described a study using 40 stable and
40 unstable married couples and correlating the{r marital
adjustment with their sensitivity to the spouse. Non-signifi-
cant results were found when the groups were cpmpared on
awareness of one's own behavior aﬁd its effects on the spouse,
Although results were non-significant, the basic assumption
was that interaction should be a factor in the marriage rela-
tionship. A study by Bauman, Roman, Barello, and Meltzer (4)
usea a concept of marital intelligence as a means of studying
family interaction. Fifty couples with ope spouse in a psy-
cihiatric day hospital were studied concerning decision making
abilities and the factors involved in problem soiving as a
marital unit. In their summary, Bauman, et al. suggested
Lhe following: &

Interaction testing appeears to be a feasible
and reliablie technigque Tor the investigalion



of marital inteliigen
and offers to be of u
and research (4, p, 4

ce and decision making,
se in family diagnosis
94).

The third research orientation involves viewing the mar-
riage relationship in terms of situational factors and unique
problems within the relationship. From a theovretical view-
point this is expressed clearly in a statement by Fisher:
"The focus of marriage counseling is always on the marital
relationship, which is a third entity, different and apart
from the two persons who make it up" (14, p. 258). This
viewpoint has also been considered in more rvrecent psychoan-
alytic thinking., Laidlaw represents the thinking of many
psychoanalytically oriented marriage counselors:

A departure from the traditional patient cen-

tered approach, the constellation approach

begins with a thorough understanding of the

patient and the marital situation. Once this

is defined the marriage itself is viewed as

the central probltem (18, p. 131).

Factors which are operating in the marriace and cannot
be viewed as interaction or personality variables are often
the subject of investigation. Hurley and Silvert (17) sug-
gested the use of cognitive dissonance theory as a conceptual
framework to study the marviage relationship. Using mar-
ried couples, the authors confirmed the reletionship between
cengruency of mate image and marital adjustment. A large
f

numiber ¢of studies ntave boen done relating to this type of

thinking, Studics iavestigating this area considered:

age at mavrisee {19}, and the effect of interracial, inter-

vdodinteyoith marvieges (27, 9). In all of these



studies the basic assumption is that unique situational vari-
ables are major factors in mavital adjustment.

The question which should now be asked concerns the va-
lidity of these underlying assumptions. 1t is apperent that
there is theoretical and empirical support for all threc posi-
tions., A comprehensive theory of maritel adjustment could
explain these results by adapting a position of multiple
causation. There is some evidence in the literature for this
position. Straup evaluates the situation in this mannaov:

The problem of marital maladjustment is so com-

plicated that there will probably never be

complete agreement on the subject. The best

we can hope to do at the present is resort to

the familiar view of multiple causation, with

the hope that eventually more precision will

emerge (28, p. 300).

Goodwin and Mudd (15) also support multiple causation as the
most accurate piqture of marital disharmonies. There is no
empirical evidence in the literature which attempts to examine
the relationships between personality, social interaction,
situational factors, and marital adjustment. This study wiil
attempt to fill that gap. It should be possible to show
empirically that both personality adjustment and social inter-
action abilities are related to marital adjustment. 1t has

been shown that one of these concepts is a basic assumption

in almost all research and theory building aliempts.
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Hypotheses
Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed

L e

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant velationship be-

tween individual persoha1ity eadjustment and marital havrmony
as measured by the instruments used in this study.. It is
expected that a psycnclogically well adjusted person will
have fewer marital difficulties. This assumption is basic
to all marital counseling theories which concentrate their
efforts on the individual (20, 13).

Hypothesis 1I: There will b2 a significant relation-
ship between marital havrmony and social interaction zbilities
as judged by the instruments used in thié study. A common
area of concentration by researchers is the ability of indi-

viduals to engage in meaningful and satisfying social

VD

interaction (12, 7). The basic assumption in this ressarch

&

is that the marriage relationship will suffier f{ower di

ties if the partners are skilled in interaction abilitie

(o)
=
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CHAPTER 11
METHOD AND PROCEDURE

This chapter presents the methed used to obtain the data
for the study. A description of the subjects of thc study is
provided, as wel]l as a description of the 1nstrﬁmsnts used.
Finally, the procedure by which the data were collected is
presented, and the methed of statistical testing of the

hypcthescs is briefly outlined,.

Subjects
The subjects for this study were forty-six married indi-
viduals whe were experiencing mavital difficulties. A1l of
thé subjects were in marriage counseling at a private out-
patient clinic lecated in Fortl Werth, Texas. A previous
study has indicaled tihat this clinic serves a socio~economic

clientzle which closely epproximates & socio-economic cross-

nd
U

section of thz metvopolitian area served {(6). Therefore,

)

this sampie ey be considered as representative of those

t
persons in ithis geographic area wne seek merital counseling.
The entire popuiction was Caucasian and evenly divided betwean

males and fTemaies. The aces of the mole subjects ranged {rou

mean of 34,2 vesrs.,

14
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Procedure

The sample used in this study was obtained from the files
of the clinic and chosen according to two criteria. First,
the availability of test scores was considered. Those indi-
viduals who had been given a marriage battery containing the
required tests were used; there was no attempt made to ad-
minister missing tests at a later date. This insured that
all of the tests were being answered with the same marriage
situation in mind. Second, all 1ndiv5dua1s were eliminated
when marital counseling was not the primary mode of treastment.
This criterion did not reject persons being seen separately
for individual problems, but served to restrict the populz.
tion to those whose primary complaint was their marriage
situation.

The subjects were administered the marriage battery on
their initial visit to the clinic. This battery consisted

of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), the Minnesots

Multiphasic Personality Inveniory (MMPI), the Marital Adjust-

ment Inventory (MAI) and the Polyfactor Test for Marital

Difficuliies (Polyfactor). These tests are routinely given

to couples seeking marital counseling in order teo heip the
marriage counselor determine the dynamics and exteht of the
problem.

The subject's scores from these tests were grouped to

o

measure five factors, two of personslity adjustment, two of

zpgcial intevaction abilities and an indey of marital
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adjusiment. The first factor (Factor 1) was defined as the
scaled score on the Social Introversion (si) subscale of the:
MMPI. This scale has been demonstrated to measure the tend-
ency towards social introversion or extraversion, or avoidance
or welcoming of social contracts with others (4). The second
factor (Factor 11) was defined as the standard score total of
seven CPI subscales. These scales also measure social vari-
ables and are titled as follows: Scale 1, Dominance; Scale 3,
Sociability; Scale 4, Social Presence; Scale 8, Socialization;
Scale 11, Good Impression; Scale 13, Achisvement via Conform-
ance; Scale 14, Achievement via Independenée,

Factor 111 measurcd personality adjustment and was de-
fined as the total standdrd score on eight MMPI subscales.
They are Scale 1, Hyhochondria; Sca]e ¢, Depression; Scale
3, Hysteria; Scale 4, Psychopathic Personality; Scale 6,
Parancia; Scale 7, Psychasthenia; Scale 8, Schizophrenia;
Scale 9, Hypomania. Factor IV aiso rcoflected personality
adjustment and was the combined fotal of standard scores on
nine CPI subscales. Tney are titlecg as follows: Scale 2,
Capacity for Stress: Sceie 5, Seii-Acceptance; Scale 6, Sense
of Weli-Being: Scate 7, Respousibility; Scale 9, Self-Control;
Scale 10, Tolervance; Scate 15, Intellectual Efficiency; Scaie
16, Psychclogical Mindedness; and Scale 17, Flexibility.

Factor V was 2 measure of marital adjustment achieved by
eombining the zotzl zcoves of the MAT and the Polyfacter. A

statistical analysis of these factors was performed using
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Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficient and Fisher's
transformation to a z statistic (9). It was expected from
the hypothesis that a significant relationship would be found

between Facteors I, II and V and between Factors III, IV and V.

Description of Instruments

The California Psychelcegical Inventory (CPI) consists

of 480 true-false items and is self-administering for both
individuals and groups. The author states that it is intended
for use with "normal" subjects of high school age and olider.
The CPI attempté to measure characteristics which have " . . .
wide and pervasive applicability to human behavior . . . " eand
which are " . . . related to the favorable and positive aspects
of personality rather than {o the morbid and pathological" (3).
Its scales cover areas of personality adjustment and " . . .
characteristics important for social Tiving and interaction.”
Test-retest reliability on the CPI scales ranges from ,48 1o
.87. Validity coefiicients of correlations for the scales

have repeatedly been esiablished at better than tha .01 level.

The Minnescta Multiphasic Perscnality Inventory (HMPI)

is a 550 true~falise item test and is self-administering for

w
individuals and groups. Tne authors of the MMPI state that
it is useful with both normal and abnormal popuiations. Test-
retest reliabilily on numerous studies ranges from .46 to .91,

Good validity has been establisned for 211 of the subscales

and j¢ vepovted evtensively in the lileratuve {5).
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The Marriage Adjustment Inventory (MAI) contains 157

short cuestions recgarding problems to which the respondent
replies by circling H for husband, W for wife and H-UW for
both husband and wife. It was standardized on 237 subjects
and has face or inhevent validity (8). A critic states:

In view of the lack of any data on relia-
bility and the fact that validity is limited to
inhevent content of items, maritel status and
self-ratings, there is some question about the
use of the MAI in individual diagnosis for
therapeutic purpose. But the paucity of test
materials in the field of marriage counseling
justif%ei the experimental use of the MAI

. (7).

s

The fourth test used was the Bg}vfactor Test for Marital

Difficulties. The scale consisvs of eighty-five incomplete
sentences which are completed oy the respondent and then
judged by the respondent on @ fouvr-pnoint scale as to how much
difficulty they represent in the marviage. The test is self-
administering for individuals and groups. Split-half relia-
bility coefficients of corvelation have been reported as .92
for wives' total scores and 8% feoy husbands' total scores
(2). A concurvent validity study yielded a correlation coef-
ficient of .63,szignificent at the .01 level for the husbands®
total scores,and a correlation cecefficient of ,70,significant
Y

et beyond the .01 Tevel for the wives' total scores (1),

i
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

To test the hypothesis of this study--~that personality
adjustment and social interaction abiiities are significantly
related to marital adjustment--a Pearson's product-mement
correlation coefiicient was computed comparing each of Factors

ors I and Il represented

=

I through IV with Fector V. Fac

v

social interaction variables as measuvred by a total of siand-
ard scores on the MMPI and CPI respectjve]y. Factors I11 and
1V were measures of personality adjustment represented by
standard score totals cn-:scales of the MMPI and CPI respec-
tively. Factor V was considerad as an index of maritai adjusti-
ment using the combined scores of the MAI and the Polyfactor.

A summary of these data ave presented in Table T.

SUMMARY OF MLANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF FACTORS I, II, TI1I, IV, AND V
Facter ¥ S.D.

1 51.869 11.050

17 325,152 52.799
111 467,235 £7.508
Ty £37.978 G1.674

Y 1RO and 57.975
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The level of significance needed to support the hypeth-
esis of this study was set at the .05 level of confidence.
Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficients were
computed and tested fof significance using Fisher's trans-
formation to a normally distributed z-stalistic (T, p. 230).

These data are represented in Table I,

TABLE 11

SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE
BETWEERN FACTORS I, 1T, ITI, IV AND V

Factors Y P

Vox I +.0624 3483
x 11 - 2552 L0436+
x 111 +.2489 L0516

) x 1V ~.2838 N

*P¢.Ch,

Examination of the data showus ithat the corre?aﬁimn‘caefv
ficient for Factor Il meets the .05 Tevel of cignificance
established and therefore lends support to the hypoiheses con-
cerning marital adjustment and social interaciion ability
The correlation coefficient for Factor 1 is notl significant
and fails to support the aypoineses. The hypothnescs coucerning
perschnality adjusiment snd wmariial harmony ave supported by
csignificant correlation coaificient oi Factor TV

lacked J02YS of ceing siyniticant ard must be consideved highly

suggastive althnugh neol meeiing the criterion zet Tor the
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study. Additional cerrelation cocefficients were computed
between Factors I and 11 and between Factors 111 and IV, 1t
was assumed that the psired factors measured similar traits
and would show signifiéant correlatiocns. These data are

presented in Table III.

TABLE III

SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS AND LEVELS OF
SIGNIFICANCE FOR PAIRED FACTORS

Factors r P “
I x 11 -.6705 L0001 % -
ITI x IV -.5566 ) L0007 *

*P¢.00. ” T

A reasonable interpretation of the data would suggest,
then, that Hypothesis 1 was supported by the correlation cf
Factor Il and that Hypothesis IT was supported by the corvela-
tions of Factors III and IV, BDBoth paired factors apgpear to

measuvre similar traits because of the hign correlations founrd,
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND SUIMMARY

The results of'this study indicated that marital adjust-
ment, as measured by the instruments used, is related to the
personal adjustment and social interaction abilities of the
individual marriage partners. A position of multiple causa-
tion of marital disharmony was supported. The data showed
support for both hypotheses, but yiclded relatively low
correlations. |

Personality adjustment, as measured by Factor IV, had
the highest correlation coefficient (r=.2838) with marital
adjustment. However, a correlation this low wiil account for
less than 7 percent of the variability in Factor V. Thus,
while being significently correlated with marital adjustment,
there are no grounds for assuming personality adjustment to
be the major vavieble in merital harmony. Factor II was also
found to be significantly correlated with marital adjustment.
This supports the view that interaction abiiities are related
to maritel hkarwony. The same care, however, should be taken
in interpreting this relationship. The low-order covrelations
found {r=.0624 and r=.2552) argue ageinst placing heavy emphasis
on the intevaction betwesn marital paviners,

If tne data in this study are accurate, then personality

and interaction abiliities, as measured by the instrumenks
<

24
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used, account for less than 20 percent of the variables in-
volved in marital adjustment. This reflects &he difficulty
in accurately assessing a complex human relationship such
as marriage,

A position of multiple causation must be assumed to
account for all of the factors which the literature shows to
be involved. This would also seem to be the best inlerpre-
‘tation of the data in this study. The difficulty in evolving
a comprehensive theory of marital adjusiment can oe acccunied
for by the complexity of the relationship and the lack of any
easily identifiable variables. Anyone attempting to theorize
in this area should keep in mind tne low correlations found
and should not assign excessive importance to any singie
variable.

Several factors were present which may have significantly
affected the data. It can be expected that only those persons
who-were experiencing serious marrizge problems would seek
counseling. The resuiting use of only pathological marriage
situations in the sample may have had an effect on the data.
Reasonable caution in interpreting the data and generalizing

ey population should be used. If situational and

ot
o
<)
fon
-3
o
!
.

unique mayrital Tactors ave considered in evaluating the state
of the marviage, then i% is possible that the low correlations
foaund in & patholooirally Lisscd wmarriasce s Ny 0 ve..
VOURO TN ¢ patnhologlralay wrasaed marviage samPT@ were the re.-
sult of such variabies., The effects of the variahles studied

may be diffavent in a noowel aavvyiags population,
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An improvement in the design weuld have been to include
a random sample of individuals who had nct sought counseling.
This would allow greater confidence in making the necessary
generalization to the entire population,

A second factor which should be considered is the size
of the sampie. Cohen {1, p. 50) describes a procedure to
estimate the size population necessary to achieve reliable
results. Using the suggestion of setling a desired power
value at .80, a sample size of 4F was computed. This would
indicate that the sdample usad was large enouch tc insure a
reasonable degree of confidence.

The failure of Factor I to relaie significantly with
marital adjustment (r=.062) was suvrprising in view of ihe
significant correlation of Factor Il (r=.2%5) and the highly
significant correlation between the two factors (vr=.6795).

A possible expianaticn is that while Factor I consists of the
standazrd score of the 0 scale on the MMPI, Factor Il was the
standard score total of seven CPI scales., It is possible

that the 0 scale of tne MMPI corvelates highly with one or
more of the CPI scales which do not add strength-to % he
corvelationr betweon 11 and V. Additicenal research designed

to eveluate the spacific relaticnships of these variables
could be done using sinple correiational technigues, and wouid
give added information as to the typé of interaction skills

. - . > Nk o e, "t N am s m
neaded in a successful mavriags.
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Another criticism cosuld be directed towards the instru-
ments used to measure marital adjustment.  Good research
demonstrating the validity of these tests is scarce. Of par-
ticular concern is the possibility that these tests reflect
the subject's own perception of the marriage situation rather
than the actual situation itself. What effect this would
have on the results can not be determined. Until more re-
search is done in the area of marital testing or new, more

valid tests are developed, this sort of question must remain

unanswered.

Suwmary
The present study was conducted to determine the role of
personality adjustment and social interaction ability in the
marriage relationship. Forty-five individuals who had sought
marriage counseling were selected for the sample. Each inci-

vidual completed a marriage batte

el

ry consisting of the California

Psychological inventory, the Minnesota Pu1tiphasic Persona]ity

Inventory, the Marriage Adjustment 1ﬁv entory the Polyfactor

i e o ar sy o - e s s e et

sSentence COW“7CTTGH survey of Marital ﬂiffiﬂulties

Five factors were established for each subject as follows:

Factor I, the standard score of the U scole of the MMPI; Fac-

1

tor II, the stendard score total of seven CPI scales dealing
with ?nxr‘90154n11 velationsy Factor III, the standard score
total of eight HMPT scles weesuvring personality adjustment;

Factor IV, the standard scove total of nine CPI scales also re-

flecting personalily djustment; Factor V, the combined total

4,
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of scores on the MAI and Poiyfactor which measure marital ad-
justment. The hypotheses formuiated were that perscnality
adjustment and social interaction abilities would show a
significant relationship to marital adjustment as measured

by the instruments used,

A Pearson's product-moment corralation coefficient was
compuied between each of the factors and the results indi-
cated that the hypotheses would be confirmed. However, the
correlation coefficients found were generally low and a
position of multiple causation was advanced as a reasonable
interpretatioh of the data. Possible reasons for the failure
to obtain a more significant relationship were discussed and
the implications for gendralizing to the general population

were examinaed,
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