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ABSTRACT
THE IMPACT OF RACIAL IDENTITY AND LEVEL OF RELIGIOSITYON
MARITAL SATISFACTION AMONG AFRICAN AMERICAN
MARRIED COUPLES
By Sabrina A. Townsend
Doctor of Philosophy Candidate
Temple University, 2011
Major Advisor: Dr. Joseph DuCette
The current study examined marital satisfaction and determined if icemndity

or level of religiosity had an impact overall on marital satisfaction amuarged
African American couples. The following instruments were used to measutalmar
satisfaction, racial identity, level of religiosity, and social @gdsliity: the Marital
Satisfaction Inventory- Revised (Snyder, 1997), Multidimensional Inveofd8jack
Identity (Sellers, Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, & Smith, 1998), Religious Life Inventory
(Batson, Schoenrade & Ventis, 1993), and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Détsirabdle
(Reynolds, 1982). The majority of the 140 participants consisted of married couples
recruited from three major Christian churches in Philadelphia, a locahimsicompany,
and from multiple community based organizations. Results indicate that no sicigle f
alone is predictive of marital satisfaction but a combination of factors produced a
moderately significant multiple correlation. Significant relationshipsevi@und among
marital satisfaction and the following factors: number of children, multyideales on
the MIBI, and the external subscale on the Religious Life Inventory. Couples @who ha

more children reported higher levels of marital satisfaction. Results alsedlzow



significant relationship between marital satisfaction in couples who haldsu@ws on
racial identity when subscales were used as the sole measure of saéisfatction and
racial identity. Finally, there was a significant relationship between eswyto report
higher levels of marital satisfaction and also use religion as a meansfiy thair own

needs through socialization, etc.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM
Introduction

“The key to longevity in marriage is not staying mad and learning to get over the
little things” (quote from an interview with a 74 year old male who has been married
over 50 years on what sustains a marriage long-term)(B.Johnson, personal
communication, November 15, 1999).

Marriage is a cultural and religious institution established centagess a way
to recognize committed relationships between men and women. Historically, pkeople o
African descent in the United States were not given this legal rightafitatilthe
abolishment of slavery. Before and during the period following slavery, African
American people embraced many institutions such as marriage, and estiatiisiahes
and educational institutions as a way to secure emotional, physical, anddinanci
stability.

During the first half of the 20century marriage was an important standard in the
African American community. The overwhelming majority of African Amans
married in late adolescence or early adulthood and divorce was relatinee(plan &
Olsen, 2001). Consequently, couples usually married and raised their children in
traditional, two-parent households. However, the second half of the century presented a
dramatic shift in this pattern. African Americans are less likely tayrduring their
lifetimes than previously, and first marriages occur in the late twentiesadydherties
(Allen & Olson, 2001). During the last census, 39% of African American maée$®ag

and over and 31% of African American females in the same age group reported being



married (Kreider, 2005). Finally, in a pattern similar to other ethnic groupsatief
divorce among African American couples nearly quadrupled between 1960 and 1990
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1996).

In discussing long-term changes in African American marital rates ef acid
Mitchell-Kerman (1995) proposed three critical factors in the decision toy rtieatr may
also be related to subsequent marital stability and satisfaction. Firat,atihebility of
mates is affected by numerical imbalances in the sex ratio (Bowman, 1993)eiin ot
words, as there continues to be unequal numbers in the sexes, the selection of potential
partners for marriage will diminish. In the 1980’s, Guttentag and Secord (128I)an
similar argument that imbalanced sex ratios could result in the devaluation and
destabilization of marriages, higher rates of singles, and more traredaimnships.

Secondly, socioeconomic factors impact mate selection, especially ameong
(Tucker & Mitchell-Kerman, 1995). Many males base their readinessdorage on
their economic capability to provide for a future family (McAdoo, 1993). Marriage i
considered a long-term financial commitment for the male and if he is unabtaideor
this role due to lack of economic security, then the face of marriage is kehahge
dramatically. Women are often equally influenced by their perception of atiabte
partner’'s economic viability (Tucker & Taylor, 1989). Therefore, one’s gltdiprovide
financially for his or her future family is very important in the selectioa pbtential
mate.

Finally, the third critical factor according to Tucker and Mitch&dkman (1995)
is the desirability of marriage. Although this concept has been difficult to document

several researchers have attributed low marital rates to the foltdawnglesire to marry,



especially among African American men due to factors such as those dibgribe
Tucker and Mitchell-Kerman (1995); negative expectations about marriagegBrom
1993); and marital preferences among males and females (Allen & Olsen, 2001).

Even with the reduction in marriages over the last 50 years, the desirmta be
committed relationship remains for some, as evidenced by the higher numbers of people
choosing to live together, a forerunner for marriage. Consequently, gettingdnarr
easier to achieve now more than ever before with the drive-through weddintsahape
Las Vegas, fewer states requiring blood tests, and the ease of obtairangggen
license, often within one day. Ceremonies performed by humble citizens who become
ordained as ministers or justices of the peace over the internet can assurage
ceremony to any one “with no strings attached.” Nevertheless, a nonetmaditi
ceremony does not necessarily decrease the desire to “live happigfteveor at least
be satisfied with one’s married life. Since the desire for marriage contingesportant
to investigate the causes of marital satisfaction. Clearly, people wisatsfied in their
marriage are more likely to remain in the marriage. Understanding thepumdegs of
marital satisfaction is a critical step in understanding why some mesrsork while
others do not.

Researchers have spent decades trying to define marital setrstaad what
specific elements determine marital satisfaction. Contributing fatorsrital
satisfaction such as age, number of children, parental divorce, life stressmibioms,
and exposure to violence have all been investigated by researchers (Bradbbgmiinc
& Beach, 2000). Unfortunately, one aspect not considered significantly in tiag¢uresr

thus far has been the impact of one’s racial identity development on mdigfacten.



One aspect of racial identity is how racism has impacted one’s overall develofiment
addition, to the effects of racism on physical health, racism is also seen to betedoe
African American’s psychological well-being” (Pierre & Malkal2005, p. 29). Over the
long haul, prejudice, and discrimination can generate rage, anger, frustraterngbgt
resentment, grief, despair, or any combination of these emotions which wilpaltim
one’s ability to experience continuous marital satisfaction (Pierre Baltg 2005).
Although there is no direct link between racial identity and marital setficfa a

person’s personal identity or how he or she views themselves will be challareged i
relationship, especially in marriage. This dissertation explores thnslaip that
African American racial identity and the level of religiosity in cougplas with marital
satisfaction.

Before exploring the concept of African American racial identity sfpadiy, one
has to consider more neutral ethnic identity development. Although the work of Erik
Erikson (1968) has supported personal identity development as a core factor in overall
human development, one can also assume that ethnic and racial identity develomment als
impact overall identity development.

Although the study of ethnic and racial identity occurred during the same period
there are components to consider in both concepts leading up to the link between marital
satisfaction and racial identity. Much of the research on ethnic identity bBashsed on
the study of group identity by social psychologists (Tajfel & Turner, 1986l apP81)
defined ethnic identity as “that part of an individual’s self concept which ddrwashis
knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and

emotional significance attached to that membership” (p. 255). Phinney and Ong (2007)



defined ethnic identity as a sense of peoplehood within a group, a culture, and agparticul
setting. This ethnic “sense of self” is not merely the knowledge and understanding of
one’s within group connection, but the overall experience of being a part of an ethnic
group (Phinney & Ong, 2007). Since this identity is often achieved over time, thesacti
and choices of individuals help to solidify this experience.

Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004) attempted to identify the major
components of group (or collective) identity and provide a useful framework for
understanding ethnic identity in its broadest sense. A few areas highlighiasl a
follows: self-categorization, commitment and attachment, exploration, bealavior
involvement, in-group attitudes (private regard), ethnic values and beliefs, amg®dr
salience of group membership, and ethnic identity in relation to national identity.

One basic element of group identity is self-categorization which is igiexgfif
oneself as a member of a particular social grouping (Ashmore et al., 2004). Another
element of group identity is commitment or a sense of belonging which is pdnkaps t
most important component of ethnic identity. This term of commitment has been used in
both social psychology and developmental psychology to refer to a strong attaelmahe
a personal investment in a group (Ellemers, Doosje, & Spears, 1999; Roberts et al.,
1999). Thirdly, exploration is defined as seeking information and experiences reétevant
one’s ethnicity. For example, exploration can involve a range of activities, such as
reading and talking to people, learning cultural practices, and attendingateitants.

Ethnic behaviors such as speaking the language, eating the food, and associating with
members of one’s group have also been defined as exploration. Behaviors are attions tha

can express an identity, and ethnic behaviors are generally correlatedheitlaspects



of ethnic identity (Phinney & Ong, 2007). Finally, in the literature on groupitglearid
specifically racial identity, the term private regard has been usetétdogositive in-

group attitudes (Sellers, R, Smith, M.A., Shelton, J.N., Rowley, S.A.J., & Chavous, T.M.,
1998). Positive attitudes about one’s group and oneself as a group member are important
because members of minority and lower status groups are subject to digapimtimat

may lead to negative in-group attitudes (Tajfel, 1981). A developmental pérspect
suggests that the formation of an achieved ethnic identity based on learning al®ut one’
ethnic group and making a commitment to the group leads to the rejection of negative
views based on stereotypes (Phinney, 1990).

Both racial and ethnic identities involve a sense of belonging to a group and a
process of learning about one’s group. Both identities are associated withlcultur
behaviors and values, with attitudes toward one’s own group, and with responses to
discrimination. Both vary in importance and salience across time and context.
Nevertheless, racial and ethnic identities differ widely in the ways theylleen defined
and studied. As Helms (2007) noted, the study of racial identity has focused on responses
to racism and racial identity measures assess experiences relatedialized racism.

In contrast, ethnic identity has been studied largely with reference tosems's of
belonging to an ethnic group, that is, a group defined by one’s cultural heritage ngcludi
values, traditions, and often language. Racial identity research has beahaadrrie
predominately in African American and, to a lesser extent, White santj#érag, 1990)

and typically with college students, whereas ethnic identity research haallydneen
carried out with adolescents and college students from a variety of ethnic ahd raci

groups (Phinney, 1990). One criticism of basing research findings in icemndity on



college students could be there limited exposure to situations where theredeatigy i
could be challenged.

Racial identity has been one of the factors identified as an influencearethef
African American couples (Taylor, 1995). However, the impact of racialitglemt
marital satisfaction has received little attention by researcheraddition, many studies
on marriage have largely ignored the role of gender in the examination adlrmgaatity
over time (Faulkner, R., Davey, M., & Davey, A., 2005). As a result one aspect of this
study will investigate this limitation in the literature, regarding the of racial identity
in marital satisfaction.

Racial identity is a newly formed concept. In fact, only four decades ago, Cross
(1971) developed one of the earliest theories of racial identity called thed"egiack
Conversion model or Nigrescence”. In this theory, Cross attempted to explain the
complexity of racial identity for Blacks. Prior to this model there wieeeties of “Black
self-hatred that proliferated during the period from the 1930s to the 1970s” (Jefferson &
Caldwell, 2002, p. 177). In the early model, Cross (1971) characterized nigrescence as a
five-stage process: pre-encounter, encounter, immersion-emersion,lin&iorg and
internalization-commitment. This model begins by examining the pre-emmraiage of
racial identity from an individual who has yet to develop a concept of race dgytigng
other than a “color”. For example, a pre-encounter attitude could include the telief t
people do not see color and if they do, there are no preexisting notions regarding color.
During this model’s final stage- internalization-commitment- individuaisrnalize their

pro-Black identity and embrace the desire to bring about change. For instance



individual acknowledges both the strengths and weaknesses of being Black and also
makes a commitment to the progression of Black people.

Following closely Cross’s Theory of Nigrescence was Sellers (1998)
Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (MMRI). This model provides an irdaesgt
framework for describing the complexity of the meaning and significdrateAfrican
American individuals place on race. The MMRI delineates four independent, but
interrelated dimensions of African American racial identity: legadiencerefers to the

importance of race according to the situation; racial centralfgys to the extent to

which race is a defining attribute of an individual across settings; ragatdrefers to
judgment of one’s race; and the fourth dimension ideol®gpmposed of beliefs one has
regarding the way African American people should act (Sellers, 1995).

Unfortunately, there has been very little research that has documented the impact
of perceived racial discrimination on African Americans’ psychological-laethg
(Sellers & Shelton, 2003). Although a significant research literature has develope
around Whites’ negative attitudes and behaviors toward African Americgngicsintly
less attention has been paid to the antecedents and mental health consequeratesl assoc
with the ways in which African Americans perceive racial discrimamafSellers &
Shelton, 2003). While racial discrimination seems to be a prevalent experienanfor m
ethnic minorities, there are likely to be individual differences in the etdemhich
people appraise any given negative incident as discriminatory (Sellerdt@r512003).
Also, Sellers and Shelton (2003) suggested that the more individuals are identified w
their group, the higher they are in sensitivity to stigmatization and the rkekgthey

are to make attributions of discrimination. Moreover, the more African Aanesi



indicate that they have experienced racial discrimination, the more lilsiatie to

report lower levels of life satisfaction and happiness (Williams & Chung, 1997).
Researchers have assumed that a strong identification with one’s groupvesssser
psychological buffer against perceived prejudice and discrimination (S&ll8helton,

2003). The basis of this hypothesis is that feeling connected to one’s group congpensate
for the negative effects of discrimination. That is, in the presence of disdionina
individuals can feel good about themselves by focusing on the positive aspects of their
group (Sellers & Shelton, 2003).

In addition to racial identity, level of religiosity has been identified aenf that
contributes to marital satisfaction (Fiese & Tomcho, 2001). Unfortunately, the
relationship between the level of religiosity and marital satisfadtas not been
extensively studied. It has only been noted as a potential contributing factoited mar
satisfaction. Glenn and Weaver (1978) identified church attendance as aopredict
marital satisfaction. When couples were asked in a study conducted by Sp@uaavski
Houghton (1978) about “prescriptions” for a happy marriage, religion was raskatka
of the highest.

Religiosity in the literature is identified under more general terms antkis of
associated with assisting individuals with coping. Allport and Ross (1967) developed the

concepts of extrinsic and intrinsic orientations towards religion. Extrorgatationis

defined as using religion for one’s own needs; Intrinsic orientadidefined as finding

life’s meaning through religion.
Although the literature takes a general approach to religion as being used

primarily as a means of coping, this study examined religiosity and it€trapanarital
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satisfaction. Some terms that will be used interchangeably are religiousittoent and
religiosity. Both terms are defined by Gartner, Larson, & Allen (1991)fdistadn, rate

of attendance for worship, and endorsement of religious beliefs. In additiorogeyics
defined as a person’s adherence to the beliefs, values, and practices proposed by a
organized institution which is devoted to the search for the divine through prescribed
ways of viewing and living life (Mytko & Knight, 1999).

The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a significant relationship
between marital satisfaction, racial identity and level of religioslthis research is
being driven by two questions:

1. Are there differences between males and females on marital

satisfaction, racial identity, and religiosity?

2. What factors, singly and in combination, predict marital satisfaction

among African American couples?
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Statement of the Problem

As counseling psychologists of the twenty-first century continue to be trained i
various theoretical approaches to therapy, one of their vital consumer bases comtinues
be couples. Although marriage counseling is a relatively new form of thérajch of
its beginnings were established in the 1960s and 1970s), the desire for married oouples t
have a more satisfying relationship has been, and still is, a predominant theeramy t
sessions. As a result, counseling psychologists must be prepared to help couiples repa
communication breakdowns in their relationships, increase problem solving skills, and
assist couples in identifying what issues need to be resolved in order to increalie over
marital satisfaction. Counseling psychologists need to learn how to identifyeiprobl
solve, and resolve pertinent couples-related issues through the counseliogsia|at
Often the goal is to help couples face their problems and resolve them. Téitatms
will provide psychologists with two possible domains that may provide a greater
understanding of what specifically impacts marital satisfaction in ¢odesetter serve
their clients.

Although racial identity and level of religiosity may not stand out as #&meas
enhance marital satisfaction in the general population, values shaped by, stevery
effects of racism and religious practices all have an impact on the MA&itarican
experience. According to Marks et. al (2008) it is vital to neither overstate nostatee
the effect of race on marriage. In addition, the ramification of racism has (seenssd
with lesser marital satisfaction for African American couples (Dured®997; Lavener

& Bradbury, 2010). The absence in the literature of what impacts maritthston in
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African American couples was significant enough for these areas to ber fexglored
(Staples, 1988; Lavner & Bradbury, 2010).

It has been said that marriage is an institution that is dying rapidly in post-
modern society (Stanton, 1997). In fact, the fastest growing marital steggsryan the
United States in the 1990s was divorced persons (Stanton, 1997). However, the fastest
growing marital status excluding “married” according to a 2006-2008 U.S. Census
Report is the “never married” status. The “married” status of all U.S. persoasns at
50.2 percent while the “never married” status has grown to 30.8 percent (US. Census
Bureau, 2006-2008). The number of currently divorced adults has increased from 4.3
million in 1970 to 23 million in 2008 (Saluter, 1996S. Census, 2009). Yet people
continue to desire marriage.

Statistics reported by the U.S. Census Bureau continue to support the likelihood
that almost all people will marry in their lifetime. Between 80 and 90 percen¢ofand
women age 15 in 1996 are projected to marry by the end of their lives (U.S. Census
Bureau, 1996). However, younger people in the U.S. who are marrying for the fa'st tim
face roughly a 40-50% chance of divorcing in their lifetime (U.S. Census Bureau, 1992)
In first marriages statistics show that many end in divorce within threeestgdars. (U.S.
Census Bureau, 1992). Fifty percent of those who divorce remarry within the fest thr
years, which indicates the continued desire for the union of marriage. Some have sought
remarriage as a mere prevention of loneliness. Loneliness has been dgfespland
Cole (1991) as the absence of satisfying social relationships as opposed yaimeerel

close presence of other people.
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Most married people want to be satisfied in their relationship and it is usually
when this satisfaction is not met that divorce becomes an option. This study will
determine what factors impact marital satisfaction; speciceliacial identity and level
of religiosity impact marital satisfaction.

It is safe to conclude that our society has yet to determine the exact kelthig hea
long-lasting marriages. Myers (2005) identified three charattesrisf a successful
marriage namely: sufficient love, loyalty, and overall satisfactih thie areas of
parenting and religion. However, the question of racial identity and matitfasion
has not been examined within the context of religious beliefs. Most studies orl marita
satisfaction have not been inclusive of African Americans in general, buahoprality
and interpersonal processes within the marriages of African Americaadben studied
even more infrequently (Cutrona et. al, 2003).

“Despite some perceived progress made in U.S. race relations over the last four
decades, racism continues to be an inescapable and painful reality of dddy tdcial
minorities in the United States”(Pierre & Mahalik, 2005, p.28). Research loas als
consistently found that racial oppression is a chronic psychosocial stressdfetiatthe
mental and social adjustment of people of color (Pierre & Mahalik, 2005, p.28). The
impact of racism and racial oppression contribute to the development of one’s racial
identity.

In addition to the effects of racism on mental and social adjustment it often has a
impact on physical health. Racism is also seen to be connected to Africanameric
men’s psychological well-being. For example, White and Cones (1999) posed that “the

continuing presence of racism creates powerful emotions and uncertainty in shaf live
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African American men. Over the long haul, prejudice and discrimination can tgenera
rage, anger, frustration, bitterness, resentment, grief, despair, asrabynation of these
emotions” (p. 141). All of these factors that impact mood and daily living can influence
one’s emotional contribution to marriage.

A study conducted by Broman (1993) examined race differences in marital well-
being and found African Americans to have a significantly lower level otaharell-
being than their White counterparts. These results were attributed lexgeémbership
in a racial group. However, this study did not investigate the nature of thenshag
between racial identity and marital well-being. The factors contngua marital well-
being that were measured were spousal and emotional support, household task
performance, and financial satisfaction; yet race had a direct irnpalese intervening
factors.

Broman (1993), who examined Blacks and Whites, attributed the impact of race
on marital well-being to premarital factors such as limited finaazidleducational
status, exposure to stress, and overall financial security. In contrast,dMiniies
approaching marriage often had more significant income, greater opportunifias f
security, and higher numbers of eligible mates. In order to understand the relptionshi
between race and marital well-being more in- depth research is needed.

While most dating and engaged couples deny that their religious differences are
important, research indicates that religious beliefs that are morassigrgatly influence
long-term marital satisfaction (Myers, 2004). Often a difference inioalignay not
become apparent until a couple plans their wedding ceremony. For example, a couple

may have to determine if they will marry in a church, temple, park, etc. Fiaalhyher
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important discussion regarding religion usually occurs after the birth ofcevdinen
couples consider what religious morals, if any, they want to instill in thédt. chi

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this exploratory study is to investigate the relationship of racial
identity and level of religiosity with marital satisfaction. Speclficahis study will
determine if racial identity and level of religiosity have an impact ontahaatisfaction.
The gaps in the literature supported the need for this type of study.

Definitions of Terms

For the purposes of this study only the following terms have been defined as such:

1. Marital satisfaction- Lauer, Lauer, and Kerr (1990) have found the fioitpw
factors to be associated with successful marriages or maritéhstbis: a
spouse’s view of the other spouse as their best friend and an interesting
person, shared humor among couples, satisfactory sex lives, agreed-on family
finances, shared religion and philosophy of life and view of marriage as a
long-term commitment.

2. Racial identity- is defined as the extent to which one’s Blackness or race is
central to one’s sense of self (Sellers, et. al, 1997).

3. Religiosity/Religious commitment- will be defined as a person’s adber®
the beliefs, values, and practices proposed by an organized institution which is
devoted to the search for the divine through prescribed ways of viewing and

living life (Mytko & Knight, 1999).



The above three terms will be measured using the scores on the MaritalcBatisf
Inventory-Revised (MSI-R), the Multidimensional Inventory of Black Idgr{tvIBI),

and the Religious Life Inventory (RLI).

16
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter primarily reviews the empirical literature on the follgwiariables:
marital satisfaction, racial identity, and religiosity. This revieamines the classic ideas
in the marital satisfaction literature. Two major models in the radbgstity literature
were examined. Finally, one of the first approaches to the study of redighes
reviewed.

Marital Satisfaction

In the last five decades researchers collectively (Fincham &bBrg, 1987;
Huston, McHale, & Crouter, 1986; Locke & Wallace, 1959; Norton, 1983; Spanier,
1976) defined marital satisfaction as what keeps one content in a marriage. Haoksve
belief has been held primarily among European Americans. “Values such as
individualism, independence, youth and future orientation characterize the White
American value system, while the African American value system empbas
collectivity, sharing, respect for the elderly, and view to the past” (Durod®¥?, p.

71). Studies conducted using less diverse samples have a reported a protectioé effe
marriage on mental health (Williams, 2000). Specifically, marriage maycpiamainst
economic hardship and increase social support (Waite & Gallagher, 2000).

Marital satisfaction for African American couples and other minoribpgs has
been minimally researched. The challenge in defining marital saittsfdor African
American couples is determining what cultural issues impact a couplety tbibe
content with the state of their marriage. Bryant et. al (2008) found that “otre¥edl has

been less emphasis in the literature on the broader context surrounding marrate, des
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calls for more focused investigations of the association between mamihge@al,

cultural, and economic forces and clear evidence that this contact influescesym

rates, marital length and dissolution, as well as marital quality arsfis#iton” (p. 240).
Findings overall have been mixed, some studies have found that those who are married
report greater happiness and life satisfaction (Waite & Gallagher, . 200@gver, other
studies have found no relationship between marriage and mental health (Lincoln & Chae,
2010).

O’Connor & Insabella (1999) has argued that much of the general literature up
until the late 1990s on marital satisfaction had a negative undertone. Thiargerat
focused more on what dissolves a marriage rather than what sustains a gaagemarr
addition, most studies on marital satisfaction emphasize the problemasmére
marriage such as divorce, working through conflict, separation, mediateuinsstt)
monetary issues, discipline problems with children, abuse, child custody, or igfidelit
(O’Connor & Insabella, 1998). Data in most research prior to 1990 have shown that most
divorces occur early in marriage (Bozett & Hanson, 1991). Furthermore, most studies of
marriage among African Americans have focused on either transitionartiage, the
declining rates of marriage, or alternative forms of marriage like ciattiaioi (Lincoln &
Chae, 2010). Therefore, researching couples whose marriages have lasteéaesven y
longer might shed some light on those relationships “perceived to be successful”
(O’Connor & Insabella, 1998).

Lauer, Lauer, and Kerr (1990) found the following factors to be associated with
successful marriages: a spouse’s view of the other spouse as their béstrfdean

interesting person; shared humor among couples; satisfactory sex liveesj-agrfamily
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finances; shared religion and philosophy of life; and view of marriage as-telong
commitment. In the middle-class dominant culture the following traits werelfto be
shared by “healthy families”: family members communicate anehlisi each other; they
affirm and support one another; they respect and trust one another; they maintagn a sens
of humor and value play; they share leisure time together; they share respgmssibili
they have a sense of family, which includes tradition, values, religion, and;rénéls
they respect the privacy of each member (Curran, 1983). Klagsbrun (1985) believed that
marriages that survive are characterized by the following: the aoildlyange and to
tolerate change; the ability to live with the unchangeable; the assumppemmanence;
trust; a balance of power among the members; enjoyment of one another; a shamgd his
that is valued; and luck. Respondents in Gaylin’s study (1991) felt that what made a
marriage work was learning to compromise, learning to tolerate one’s spouge, bein
compatible, valuing companionship and humor, and working to keep romance alive. The
following seven secrets of a successful marriage were developed bygé&lisAScarf,
and Viscott (1992):

Understanding the emotional baggage one brings

to the marriage; recognizing that being in love fades

and you must work at love; learning to be yourself

rather than trying to remake yourself to fit your

spouse; being aware that men and women communicate

differently; being aware that when couples fight, they

often are not about the real issues; recognizing that sex

indicates the state of the entire relationship; and avoid

letting ups and downs of life divide you. (p.5)

Smith, Burlew, Mosley, and Whitney (1978) examined marital satisfaction and

found that strong work, achievement, religious orientation, kinship bonds and role

flexibility were associated with strengths in the Black family. O’'Coréadmsabella
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(1999) found that financial stability, communication, education, maturity, and
commitment to the relationship were highly correlated with maritafgsetisn. Finally,
understanding, honesty, warmth, open communication, shared respect, independence,
listening skills, proper manners, support, and maturity were identified by Aldi9g§4)

as being important to relationships among African American people.

Unfortunately, upon review of the literature on what characteristics contribute to
marital satisfaction one can infer that there has not been significant resetris
domain and the plethora of research that exists is from the mid 1980s to the mid 1990s,
almost 20 years ago. Recently, there has been some resurgence in the igtacksgre
what is indicative of marital satisfaction. However, after an exhaustview of the
recent (2000-2010) literature base in marital satisfaction the scholselyroh has been
limited. Lincoln & Chae (2010) have stated that more research is needed tfy identi
predictors of marital satisfaction among African Americans and the hiezstiih
implications of marital quality. The dissertation based literature hasased the interest
in what is predictive of marital satisfaction among all ethnic groups. Althdwegh t
scholarly research base was limited it is evidenced by the continuatioeafatesia
doctoral study that a solid base on this subject is soon to expand.

In a nationally representative sample of urban African American and White
couples in their first marriage, being African American and less educatedsignificant
longitudinal predictors of divorce after controlling for marital self-répariables such
as frequency of conflict and affectively affirming (Orbuch & Veroff, 20G2esearchers
have attributed racial differences to race-related social factoosi¢® & Veroff, 2002),

differing cultural norms, and structural disadvantages. “Although no previsearoch
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has examined the effect of unfair treatment or discrimination on maritfhstibn per

se, researchers have suggested that discrimination is a pervasive gtedsatiltrates

the marriages of African Americans through increased tensions and psychblogi

distress resulting from discrimination (McLoyd et al., 2000). Broudy et. al (2006f

that the perception of racial discrimination was positively associatedhgiber levels of

anger, sadness, and nervousness throughout the day and a greater likelihood of perceiving
routine social interactions as harassing and exclusionary. “This findingstadbat

racial discrimination and unfair treatment experienced outside of the hoyneava

implications for marital quality as well as mental health” (Lincoln & €H010,

p.1084).

Other Correlates of Marital Satisfaction

Other variables that have been shown to be related to marital satisfagtion ar
gender, age, years married, socioeconomic status, level of education, retisabs
parents, number of children, and times married (Cutrona, et. al, 2003; Durodoye, 1997,
Bryant et. al, 2008, Marks et. al, 2008). Although these variables are not the primary
variables selected to influence marital satisfaction they were usedouetadl analysis
to determine any possible impact they had within marital satisfactiorolhi8cChae
(2010) named financial stress as one factor that has important implications for
psychological distress in general, and is often a common experienced pfoblem
African Americans. This financial stress increases marital dissoland instability.
While the literature on some of these variables is mixed in terms of readtspf these
factors seems important enough to investigate to develop a full picture of thatesroél

marital satisfaction.
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Many investigators have found race/ethnicity to be influential, while otepostr
finding no differences in well-being between African American and Whiporetents
when socioeconomic factors were controlled (Woody & Green, 2001). When
relationships between race/ethnicity and well-being are reportedaAfimerican
samples have been found to possess lower levels of well-being, even when vauietbles
as income, marital status, education, sex, and urban vs. rural residenceratiedont
(Woody & Green, 2001). With regard to gender and well-being, it has been assdrted tha
women experience lower levels of well-being as a result of the geeatamt of stress
they incur in juggling responsibilities at work and home, and discrimination they
encounter throughout daily existence (Woody & Green, 2001). It has been argued that
although women experience more stress, they develop better coping stra@gi@en
(Woody & Green, 2001). Gender and race/ethnicity have been studied concurrently i
only a few investigations. In these studies, African American women repbeéaltest
level of well-being compared to African American men, White men, and White wome
(Woody & Green, 2001).

Racial Identity

The impact of race on African Americans is so heterogeneous that dacitdyi
can be defined as the significance and meaning that African Americaasoplaace in
defining themselves (Sellers, R.M., Shelton, J.N., Cooke, D. Y., Chavous, T. M., Rowley,
S.AJ., & Smith, M.A. 1998). For instance, some individuals place little signifcamc
race in defining who they are, while others may see their racial membassthip
defining characteristic of their self-concept (Sellers, R.M., Shelton, Gdbke, D. Y.,

Chavous, T. M., Rowley, S.A.J., & Smith, M.A. 1998). The range of definitions on what
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it means to be African American varies from examples like, being Africaarsan

means socializing and spending most of one’s time primarily with Africarriéams, to
having the ultimate goal of fully integrating within White culture (Ss|I&.M., Shelton,
J.N., Cooke, D. Y., Chavous, T. M., Rowley, S.A.J., & Smith, M.A., 1998). Racial
identity has been one of the most heavily researched areas that focus on th@gsgathol
experiences of African Americans (Sellers, R.M., Shelton, J.N., Cooke, D. Y., Chavous,
T. M., Rowley, S.A.J., & Smith, M.A., 1998). Researchers such as Cross (1991) have
devoted much of their time to applying meaning and significance to the construct of
racial identity. There have been two identified approaches to the aady identity
research: mainstream and underground. The mainstream approach has viekled raci
identity research within the context of this group’s stigmatized status imi¢ane

society, with little regard for the role of culture. This approach is coadgsnimarily

with examining universal cognitive and affective processes (biasesrans).efhe
underground approach, on the other hand, began to redefine African American racial
identity with particular emphasis on the uniqueness of their oppression and cultural
experiences. This approach has emphasized the historical and culturaldsstmiated
with African Americans’ experiences in the United States.

Cross (1971) developed one of the first theories of racial identity called the
“Negro-to-Black Conversion or Nigrescence” to explain the essence af icdantity for
Blacks. Prior to this model there were theories of “Black self-hatreghtbbterated
during the period from the 1930s to the 1970s” (Jefferson & Caldwell, 2002, p. 177).
Cross (1971) has characterized nigrescence as a five-stage praeessqunter,

encounter, immersion-emersion, internalization, and internalization-commiitme
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Pre-encounter stage - During this initial stage of identity developmneintiduals
view the world from a White frame of reference such that they think and behave in ways
that negate their Blackness (Ford, Harris, & Schuerger, 1993). This stagei¢eslthpitin
individual of African descent who exalts European cultural values and deridearAfric
equivalents, or by an individual for whom being African American is given little
importance (Jefferson & Caldwell, 2002). Butler (1975) concluded that pre-encounter
individuals suffer from poor self-concept, apathy, confusion, self-deprecatidn, a
detachment from the Black community. According to Cross (1994), such individuals are
poised for change; however, until they experience an event that causes them to question
their racial attitudes, they are unlikely to move into the next stage of Ctohesty, the
encounter stage.

Encounter stage - During this second stage, Blacks want to be viewed as just
“human beings” rather than associated with a racial group (Ford, Harrsh&e&er,

1993). During this stage individuals usually experience an event that causes them to
reevaluate the soundness of such a “raceless” and/or Eurocentric oriedeffiers¢n &
Caldwell, 2002). Specifically, the individual is forced to acknowledge interialize
prejudicial or apathetic attitudes concerning being African Amerideffiefson &
Caldwell, 2002). The shame and guilt that often accompany this process seem to
galvanize into feelings of anger and a desire to change (Cross, 1994) placing the
individual into the next stage of racial identity development.

Immersion-Emersion stage - This stage encourages the development of a new
frame of reference. Individuals begin to use dichotomous reasoning to transform old

feelings of self-hatred or racial negation into more African-affugrbeliefs (Jefferson &
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Caldwell, 1994). They may struggle to rid themselves of an invisible identity imgat@l
all elements of Blackness (Ford, Harris, & Schuerger, 1993). They may chetish a
glorify all that is Black by wearing African garb, supporting alk&k events, and
dissociating themselves from all things Eurocentric. Immersion-eonersiividuals
arrive at a new pro-Black identity through the vilification of White people amdgean
culture (Cross, 1991).

Internalization stage - At this stage of development, the individual becomes mor
bicultural, pluralistic, and nonracist (Cross, 1978). A calm, secure demeancesepla
tension, emotionality, and defensiveness (Cross, 1980). Consequently, the individual’'s
appreciation of African American heritage is no longer based on the rejecadntongs
European; rather, it is based on an authentic evaluation of both the strengths and
weaknesses of a pro-Black identity (Jefferson & Caldwell, 2002). Anger is nexlong
focused on individual White people but on overall institutional oppression and White
supremacy (Jefferson & Caldwell, 2002).

Internalization-Commitment stage - This is the final stage of rai=atity
development. Individuals within this stage not only internalize their new isniout
they also become more active politically to bring about change for otheksBligord,

Harris, & Schuerger, 1993).

Sellers et al. (1995) have developed a model to better understand the complexity
of African American racial identity:

The Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (MMRI) provides an integtate

framework for describing the complexity of the meaning and significdrate t

African American individuals place on race. This model places racial identity

within the context of other components of African American self concepts. The

model provides a heuristic by which specific predictions can be made regarding
the relationships among different dimensions of racial identity. The MMRas a
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a vehicle that facilitates the investigation of specific hypothesesdiagahe way

that the different dimensions of racial identity influence behavior and functioning.

Finally, the model provides a taxonomy for ideographic investigations of the

diversity of racial identity profiles within the African American coommty.

(p.278)

There are four assumptions that underlie the MMRI. First, the model ashanes t
racial identity, like other aspects of the self-concept, has propertiesehaitha
situationally dynamic and stable (Sellers et al., 1995). These propet@iexct in a way
that influences one’s individual behavior in various situations. Secondly, the MMRI
embraces the assumption that individuals have a number of different identitige that a
ordered hierarchically (Markus & Sentis, 1982; McCrae & Costa, 1988). Multiple
identities within an individual around self-concept and the importance of raciatydent
across individuals are equally acknowledged by the MMRI. The third assumptidheha
MMRI makes is that individuals’ perception of their racial identity is thetwaigd
indicator of their racial identity. Sellers, R.M., Rowley, S.A.J., Chavous, T.M., Shelton,
J.N., & Smith, M.A. (1995) believe that focusing on self-perception rather thanragfini
the individual’s self concept is a way to avoid value judgment on what constitutes a
healthy versus an unhealthy racial identity. Finally, African Amarre&ial identity is
assumed to be multidimensional. The dimensions represent different ways in wiath rac
identity is manifested.

The MMRI delineates four independent, but interrelated dimensions of racial
identity in African Americans: 1) racial salience, 2) the centralithefitdentity, 3) racial
regard, and 4) the ideology associated with the identity (Sellers, R.Mle\R&VA.J.,

Chavous, T.M., Shelton, J.N., & Smith, M.A. 1997). Racial salience is proposed to be

context dependent while the remaining three are stable across situations.
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Racial salience refers to the extent to which one’s race is amelead of one’s
self-concept during a particular moment or situation (Sellers, R.M., Ro@lay].,
Chavous, T.M., Shelton, J.N., & Smith, M.A., 1997). Salience is analyzed only according
to the situation at present. Racial salience is highly sensitive to both thetadrtes
situation and one’s proclivity to define oneself in terms of race (Turner et al., 1994).
Racial centrality refers to the extent to which people normatively definestiees in
terms of race. Centrality is analyzed according to an individual’'s nornareeptions
of the importance of race in defining who he/she is across different situsielfesg,

R.M., Rowley, S.A.J., Chavous, T.M., Shelton, J.N., & Smith, M.A., 1997). For example,
gender is the defining characteristic in the self definition of someakfiianerican

women, whereas for other African Americans their occupation or race may be the
defining characteristic (Sellers, R.M., Shelton, J.N., Cooke, D. Y., Chavous, T. M.,
Rowley, S.A.J., & Smith, M.A., 1998).

Racial regard refers to a person’s affective and evaluative judgment of hrs or he
race. Racial regard is distinguished between two types: public and private.regatd
is defined as the extent to which individuals feel that others and/or society frieanA
Americans positively or negatively. Private regard is synonymous witl ssstf-
esteem. However, defining private regard feelings about one’s race is viewededgpa
from feelings about oneself. Private regard focuses on an African Amencew &f
other African Americans, exclusively. Research conflicts on whether hayublia
regard worsens one’s view of African Americans in general or helps toafaogportant
step in developing of a healthy African American racial identity (BaidgBell, 1985;

Parham & Helms, 1981; Terrell & Terrell, 1981).
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Finally, ideology is the last dimension of racial identity and is comprised of
individual beliefs, opinions, and attitudes with respect to the way he or she fe¢hethat
members of the race should act (Sellers, R.M., Shelton, J.N., Cooke, D. Y., Chavous, T.
M., Rowley, S.A.J., & Smith, M.A., 1998). This dimension represents the person’s
philosophy about the ways in which African Americans should live and interact within
society.

Another concept, termed Afrocentricity, which is often referred to as aaosit
aspect of racial identity, is theorized to be positively associated witraeAfAmericans’
psychological functioning. Afrocentricity is also thought to be associatéd w
constructive marital behaviors, on the premise that Afrocentric persongresistire to
match mainstream European-derived standards of living and also are unlikely&o blam
their spouses for oppression and related life difficulties. To date, one studygategti
Afrocentricity and marital functioning showed a positive association, althangther
study failed to confirm these effects (Kelly & Floyd, 2006), suggesting the foe
further investigation. Belief in such negative images may lead some Africendsm
spouses to negatively evaluate themselves and each other as mates. Mosttimaporta
earlier study of African American couples (Kelly & Floyd, 2006) found tpatises
reported poorer marital adjustment when husbands endorsed a mixture of pro-African
American and anti-African American sentiments, which was speculatefiietct re
immersion-stage attitudes that caused stress on marital relationshipplevidcietal
forces that emanate from a history of racism and oppression have led miaapn Af
Americans to experience heightened cultural mistrust, wherein theyayutsti motives

behind non-African Americans’ behavior toward them (e.g. Franklin, 2004; Whaley,
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2001). Clinicians have observed that for some African Americans, these cincoessta
lead to displaced rage and disrespect in the marriage, resulting in tbstseen
spouses.

As evidenced by the above literature review, the racial identitytliter &
primarily a concept that was heightened in the late 1960s to the late 1970s after the
commencement of the civil rights moment. During the 1980s the literature continued to
develop but at a slow and steady pace with the greatest resurgence in the k890s. Li
marital satisfaction, there has been some continued interest but primanigy in
dissertation research. This only suggests that this topic may be gamegrsomentum
in the next few years. Although these issues are particularly present @alomoirk the
literature has not necessarily supported this thinking in scholarly research.

Religiosity

Religion is an integral and dynamic part of human life (Batson & Ventis, 1982).
Philosophers, theologians and existentialists have devoted their lives to stadgingg,
and understanding this concept called religion and what it means to the human
experience. As early as 1912, James Leuba was able to createdbttgtHéerent
definitions of religion (Batson & Ventis, 1982). Milton Yinger, a sociologist, stdtad t
“any definition of religion is likely to be satisfactory only to its authofinger, 1967,
p.18). Batson and Ventis (1982) define religion as whatever individuals do to answer
personally the questions that confront us, because of our awareness that we and others
like us are alive and that all will die. A system of beliefs in divine or supenmpmaer
and practices of worship or other rituals directed towards such a power is hoe @mgy

Beit-Hallahmi (1975) define religion. Loomis (1948) found that all religions prorhete t
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idea of an invisible world, inhabited by various creatures, gods, angels, and dewls, whi
control much of what happens to us. Finally, religion has been defined as the so-called
order of nature, which constitutes this world’s experience, is only one portion ofahe t
universe, and that there stretches beyond this visible world an unseen world of which we
know nothing positive (James, 1902). All these definitions suggest that religion is an
important aspect of one’s personality. Batson and Ventis (1982) propose thahnsligi

both a response to and a contributor to one’s personality and social experience.

The research over the last five decades has supported the idea that religious
practices contribute to overall marital satisfaction. Most couples whalatlechurch
together reported higher levels of marital satisfaction. According tov&ul{2001)
couples who are more religious are more likely than other couples to have happy and
stable marriages. In addition, couples who attend church more frequently have been
shown to have higher matrital satisfaction, are less likely to perpedratly violence,
and are less likely to be divorced (Ellison, Bartkowski, & Anderson, 1999; Sullivan,
2001).

Over the last 30 years, research has shown that religiosity has aibeatéct
on mental health (Pfeifer & Waelty, 1999). Allport and Ross (1967) investigated the
motivation of people who embrace religion as a means of coping and arrived at the dual
concept of extrinsic and intrinsic orientations to religion. These concepts dalelape
of their earlier works on mature and immature religion.

An individual who is extrinsically religious uses religion as a means to another
end. For example, individuals with an extrinsic orientation use religion for thair ow

needs. Another example is when religion may be used as a means to provide security,
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allow for sociability, and distract people from their personal limitationshi&tlevel,
religion is primarily self-serving. In theological terms the extdrigpe turns to God, but
without turning away from self (Allport & Ross, 1967).

Tsang and McCullough (2005) defined the intrinsically religious individual as a
person who holds religion as an ultimate goal for one’s own life. Individuals with this
orientation find their life’s meaning through their religion. For example,@=&pens that
most people have from life (e.g. having a family, buying a home, or makiggificsint
income) are unimportant to persons with an intrinsic orientation because thisir life
solely lived on the expectations dictated by their religious beliefs. MotheeSdes a
prime example of an individual with an intrinsic orientation. For intrinsicallgiceis
individuals, religious beliefs are the guidelines for life.

In contrast to the relationship found between level of religiosity and marital
satisfaction, some literature has shown that there is only a weak link betlgien snd
marital quality (Booth et al., 1995). There are often unknown factors that inhibit a
complete understanding of how religiosity affects marriage (Sullivan, 2001¢. dse of
heterogeneous married couples (i.e., couples married for varying lengthg ofdinples
with and without children, first marriages and second marriages, etc.) mdkésult to
determine how religiosity might differentially affect various stagemarriage or
different types of marriage” (p.611).

Perhaps the largest impediment to a more complete understanding of how
religiosity affects marital functioning is that many studies have beaoraxory in nature
or empirically driven rather than theory driven. Some researchers havedaffareral

theoretical ideas about how religiosity affects marriage, pointing to thernsahat many
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religions impose regarding divorce (Levinger, 1976) and to the value that mamyn<lig
share of keeping families intact (e.g. Booth et al., 1995; Call & Heaton, 1997). Some
authors have proposed specific mechanisms that might mediate the relatiohsbgnbe
religiosity and marital outcome; however, few have actually tested thedels
empirically (Sullivan, 2001).

Religiosity is an important cultural norm for African Americans (BowerdRe
Harrell, 2002), involving numerous beliefs and behaviors. For example, data from
national samples show that African Americans score significantly higherdo other
ethnic groups on multiple measures of religiosity. Also, married Africanrisares score
significantly higher on religiosity variables as compared with their uneaar
counterparts, and religiosity variables are positively associated wiity faell-being for
African Americans. For example, they buffer the negative effects o¢ipectracial
stress on individual psychological functioning (Bowen-Reid & Harrell, 2002).

Life Satisfaction/Religiosity

It has been demonstrated that a commitment to one’s religion has an impact on
one’s quality of life. Several studies have examined the relationship betsiegous
commitment and “well-being,” particularly classic studies such asrticteanritten by
Moberg (1965). Religious and spiritual beliefs and practices may improve the @fialit
an individual’s life by buffering the negative effects of stressfaléWents on physical
and emotional health (Jenkins & Pargament, 1995). Gartner et al. (1991) found that
religious commitment has been associated with increased physical health awityong
lower anxiety, increased self esteem, lower suicide rates, lessragbatause, less

delinquency, less divorces and increased marital satisfaction. Roth (1988) also found that
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spiritual well-being has been associated with marital satisfactiorntramg) samily
relationships. Larson & Larson (1991) found a positive relationship betweensiig
usually measured by church attendance, and self-reported maritaceisin a review
of several classic studies. For example, Glenn and Weaver (1978) found that church
attendance was predictive of marital satisfaction. In fact, subjectddragrasting
marriages rank religion as one of the most important “prescriptions” for  nagupiage
(Sporawski & Houghton, 1978).

Despite previous research, marital satisfaction remains an underexqrieacd
with much of the significant research being reported anywhere from tenrity tyears
ago. As evidenced by the literature presented in this review, the question of what i
predictive of marital satisfaction remains unanswered. Although it seetriuthto the
practices/emphasis placed on marital commitment supported in religion thtutie
does not support a strong link between religiosity and marital satisfactisipdssible
that this factor that seems relevant and important to clinicians may not deamgni
enough to be studied at length in the literature.

Although the literature has not recently been focused on this specificoguest
this does not make the question less important. With the divorce rate remaining constant
at fifty percent for the last one to two decades, it is reasonable to beliede/traed
couples would have liked to know what if any variables, would have assisted them in
determining what could have helped their marriage to work before choosing dagorce
the only option.

Although the focus of this study is primarily looking at the relationship between

marital satisfaction and racial identity and level of religiosity, othetoirs that were
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gathered from the demographic questionnaire were placed in the analysisrnoragete
what if any other sociocultural factors might also impact maritadfaation.

In conclusion, this literature review indicates that more data needs to be
contributed in the area of marital satisfaction in order to offer a more currergrofoni
what relationship racial identity and level of religiosity have with tabsiatisfaction.

The following research questions guided this study:

Research Questions/Hypotheses

Research Question 1. Are there differences between males and femalegain ma
satisfaction, racial identity, and religiosity?

It was predicted that men and women will differ significantly in their views of
marital satisfaction, racial identity, and religiosity.

Research Question 2. What factors, singly and in combination, predict marital
satisfaction among African American married couples?

The following variables predict marital satisfaction among AfricameAican
married couples were: racial identity, level of religiosity, socioecoaastaitus (SES),
years married (YM), marital status of parents (MSP), times marffidl, humber of

children (NC), and level of education (LE).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate the role of raciatyident
and the level of religiosity in marital satisfaction. The following sediof this chapter
describe the methods that were used to conduct the study. Information discussed includes
the sample selection process, instrumentation, data collection proceduresdesighe
of the study.

Participants/Selection Criteria

The participants in this study were selected from a larger sampleiciifr
American, heterosexual, couples who attend church, are members of community
organizations, and who work for local businesses in Philadelphia. Five hundred
individuals and two hundred and fifty couples were invited to participate in the study.
According to Cohen (1992), a sample of approximately 150 participants was needed to
obtain 80% power with the projected number of predictor variables.

Participants were specifically recruited from churches in Philadeipitin
congregation sizes from 1,000-5,000 members such as Triumph Baptist Church, Sharon
Baptist Church, and the Enon Tabernacle Baptist Church. For example, Triumggt Bapti
Church has a congregation of 5000 of which 50% are married. The congregation is
representative of all levels of income, education, occupations, religiosity, godsef
the country.

Members of African American sororities and fraternities, communitydbase
organizations, and the employees of a local insurance company were invited to

participate in this study in order to further diversify the sample. Flyers placed in
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church bulletins, posted on bulletin boards of local community organizations, and handed
out with paychecks to employees of a local insurance company as a meansrto infor
potential participants about the study. These advertisements included the n#tare of
study, procedures, and estimated time to complete the measures (approXdtately
minutes to complete the measures). It was expected that out of the 500 maraed pers
that received survey packets approximately 150 couples would be eligible hng twil
participate in the study. Out of the 410 packets returned only 280 were complete and able
to be used. Therefore 140 couples were available for inclusion in the study. The
remaining 130 packets were returned incomplete, blank, or were destroyed duag to be
soiled, stained or doodled on. All subjects were recruited and the data weredotlect
2005.

Participant selection criteria for inclusion in this study were the fatigw
African American, heterosexual orientation, legal marital status intitedJStates at
present, duration of marriage between three and twenty-five years. Couples whorhad bee
married more than once were also eligible to participate in the study.

Couples who were separated for more than one year (approximately 10) during
their marriage were excluded from the final analysis.

Procedures

Each willing participant was given a survey packet for completion. Brief
instructions on how to complete the surveys were provided. Spouses were asked to fill
out surveys separately so they would not assist one another with completing the
instruments. All questions were directed to the researcher by phone antbgoneient

contamination of the data.
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Participants received a survey packet with the following information entlase
cover letter explaining the details of the study and directions for completiba of t
packet; an informed consent agreement to be signed and returned; and the actugal survey
which would take approximately 45 minutes to complete. Upon completion of the survey,
participants submitted their packets directly to the researcher througlety vaways:
at the churches used there was a box left in the church office for drop-off; saegssur
were mailed to the researcher; and some surveys were hand deliverecseéneher by
the participants. Each survey was designated with a numeric code for idénfific
purposes. Participants were not asked to provide personal identifying informationron thei
surveys to insure anonymity. Thus, despite the researcher’s awarerfesglehtity of
individuals completing the surveys, the identity of the couples actually contpéatd
returning their surveys remained anonymous. As the surveys were returdath allere
stored in a locked file cabinet with only the researcher having access tditinet.ca

Measures

Each participant was required to fill out five self-report instruments:

1. A Demographic Questionnaire (DQ).

2. Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised (MSI-R) (Snyder, 1997).

3. The Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI) (Sellers, Rnigh,

M.A., Shelton, J.N., Rowley, S.A.J., & Chavous, T.M., 1998).
4. The Religious Life Inventory (RLI) (Batson, et al., 1993).

5. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD) (Reynolds, 1982)
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Demographic Questionnaire (DQ)

The demographic questionnaire obtained the following demographic variables:
age, years married, occupation, annual family income (both partners includedf level
education, marital status of (couples’) parents, number of children (bidlcgiEa,
adopted), times married, years attending church, length of separation if angliginds
affiliation. The only variables used in the analysis were age, yeared)annual family
income, level of education, marital status of parents, number of children, and times
married. This information was used to determine any other factors thdtavay
impacted the data being collected.

The Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised (MSI-R)

The Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised (MSI-R) is a completeicavend
restandardization of the Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI; Snyder, 19B84). The
MSI-R is a self-report multidimensional measure of relationship distiressig couples.
It can be administered individually; however, an individual’'s results can be secwred a
interpreted separately and/or both members of the couple’s scores can hyediapth
interpreted in conjunction with one another. The MSI-R includes 150 true-false item
comprising two validity scales, one global distress scale, and 10 additiolesl sca
assessing specific areas of relationship distress. This meaaysaper and pencil
format, written on a‘%grade reading level, and takes approximately 25 minutes to
complete.

The MSI-R scales possess high levels of both internal consistency and temporal

stability. Cronbach alpha coefficients of internal consistency ranged.70 to 0.93 (M
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= 0.82). Test-retest reliability yields stability coefficientsgag from 0.74 to 0.88 (M =
0.79).

After raw scores are obtained those scores are converted into normalzees s
with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. Lower scores are reflective of less
distress on all scales except the Role Orientation (ROR) subscale. Thesttzsslates
a higher score into having more egalitarian views and a lower score intdratbtienal
views of role orientation (Snyder, 1997). The range of scores is from 30 to 70 with the
median score being 50. After 15 years of research between the originavaed
scales, there is a high interrelation between the original and revised satiles
correlations ranging from 0.94 to 0.98 (median = .955).

Individuals’ responses are scored along the 13 profile scales and are piote
standard profile sheet using gender-specific norms. The subscalesefaum basic
categories: validity, overall marital distress, interpersonal commion¢and parenting
issues. The profile scales examine the following areas within a relaponshi
Table 3.1

Description of MSI-R Subscales

Subscale Name Brief Description of Scale “Iltem example”

Inconsistency to identify “random responders” “I wish my partner
shared a few more of
my interests”, “My
partner doesn’t take
enough time to do
some of the things I'd
like to do”

Conventionalization social desirability “My partner has all of
The qualities I've
always wanted in a
companion.



Global Distress

Affective Communication

Problem-Solving Commun-

Ication

Aggression

Time Together

Disagreement About
Finances

Sexual Dissatisfaction

Role Orientation

Dissatisfaction with
Children

Conflict over child-
Rearing

dissatisfaction

dissatisfaction with affection

resolving differences

physical aggression

time spent in leisure activity

management of finances

discontentment with sex

marital and gender roles

negative impact of children

conflict regarding child-

rearing
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“l get pretty
discouraged about
our relationship
sometimes”

“There geat deal
of love and affection
expressed in our
relationship”

“Minor disagreements
with my partner often
end in big arguments”

“My partner has left
bruises and welts on
my body”

“l spend at least an
hour each day in an

activity with my
partner”
“My partner buys too
many things without
consulting me first”

“Our sexual
relationship is entirely
satisfactory”

“The man should be
the head of the
family”

“Our relationship
might have been
happier if we had not
had children”

“My partner doesn’t

spend enough time
with the children.

Note: Adapted from “Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised” by Dosi¢glaSnyder.
Copyright 1997 by the Western Psychological Services.

This measure was selected because of the 15 year usage of this instrument by

therapists in determining relationship distress. In addition, the most recgionvef the

MSI-R is shorter, less time consuming, has a greater and more diversedstratidar

sample, and yet it has sustained the good internal consistency and relialtiigy of
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original instrument. A difficulty with using this instrument is that couples rillisut
the survey at the same time and with no help from their spouse. Otherwise datsilgan ea
be contaminated and a true sense of the relationship distress may be dffotutin.

More than twenty studies have examined the discriminant validity of the
MSI across diverse clinical samples. Although conceptually overlapping with
studies of both discriminant and convergent validity, actuarial studies of the MSI
differ in the manner in which group differences of correlational findings were
analyzed. Three additional studies were conducted specifically to ashist in t
actuarial interpretation of profile scales on the MSI. An initial clinkedidation
study examined the relationship of individual MSI scales to clinicians’ ratihgs
50 couples entering marital therapy. Following an extensive conjoint ienervi
each husband and wife were rated separately on 61 clinical criteriaiagge$
general presentation of self and the marriage, (b) specific araasrmaiciion
between partners, (c) family history and role dispositions, (d) psychaad
physical distress, (e) spousal interactions regarding children, anadhid)auii
rated prognosis for response to marital therapy. For each clinielamitthe
clinician rated the presence or absence of that criterion, and if present,rwhethe
the criterion was evident to a moderate or an extensive degree. Clinictargs ra
of partners in each of these domains were subsequently correlated with nien’s a
women'’s scores on the MSI. These results provided broad support for the validity
of the individual scales and the ability of the MSI to distinguish among levels an
sources of relationship distress among couples entering marital therapy.
Following revision of the scales for the MSI-R, data from each of the three
original studies of actuarial validity were completely reanalyzed.
(Snyder, 1997, p.70)
The Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI)

The MIBI is a 56-item paper and pencil, self report measure that takes
approximately 10 minutes to complete. The answers are determined on adakert s
from 1 to 7 with “1” being strongly disagree, “4” being neutral, and “7” being glyon
agree.

The Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI) consists of sev
subscales representing three stable dimensions of African Ameaiahidentity:
Centrality, Ideology, and Regard (Sellers, R, Smith, M.A., Shelton, J.N., Rowfey,,S

& Chavous, T.M., 1998). Racial regard refers to a person’s affective and evaluative
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judgment of his or her race. Ideology is defined as an individual's beliefs, opinions, and
attitudes with respect to the way he or she feels that the members oftiséoatd act.
Thirdly, racial centrality refers to the extent to which a person normgatiegines his or
herself in terms of race.

This instrument offers a multidimensional conceptualization of racial igientit
The three stable dimension scores can be averaged and a range can be developed. Scores
that fall higher than the mean are evaluated as more closely related tmémsidn
being scored and scores that fall lower than the mean are evaluatedchskdggelated
to the dimension being scored. Sellers, R, Smith, M.A., Shelton, J.N., Rowley, S.A.J., &
Chavous, T.M. (1998) created this instrument to respond to prior criticisms of other
measures used to define racial identity. The MIBI is composed of items hatel
against the following scales: the African Self-Consciousness ScaleS)A8aldwin &
Bell, 1985), Developmental Inventory of Black Consciousness (DIB-C) (vidis,
1980), Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM) (Phinney, 1992), and the Cultural
Mistrust Inventory (CMI) (Terrell & Terrell, 1981). It also containgyoral items
developed by Sellers, R, Smith, M.A., Shelton, J.N., Rowley, S.A.J., & Chavous, T.M.
(1998). The MIBI demonstrates adequate internal consistency with Cronbachfalpha
the subscales ranging from 0.60 (Private Regard) to 0.79 (Nationalism). Te theses
predictive validity of the MIBI, the relationships between the subscalesemadal race
related behaviors were investigated. The results provided evidence thaBthis Kl
reliable and construct valid measure of the Multidimensional Model of Raeiatlitlgl
(MMRI). The results suggest that the MIBI measures three intexdetahpirical

constructs as opposed to a single empirical construct with three differemiscbmse
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This measure was selected because of its multidimensional approach to mgeasuri
racial identity. All of the previous instruments developed to measure rderdlty were
criticized for not addressing the multiple dimensions of race.

Table 3.2

Description of MIBI Subscales

Subscale Name Brief Description of Scale “Iltem example”

Centrality significance of race “Overall , being Black
Has very little to do
with how | feel about

myself”

Nationalist importance of being Black “Black people should
Not marry
interracially”

Private Regard positive/negative feelings “| feel good about

towards Blacks Black people”

Public Regard how others view Blacks “Overall Blacks are
considered good by
others

Assimilation commonalities between Blacks “Blacks should feel

and other races free to interact with
White people”

Humanist commonalities of all humans “Blacks and Whites
have more
commonalities than
differences”

Minority commonalities between Blacks “Blacks should learn

and other oppressed groups about the oppression

of other groups”

Note: Adapted from “The Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity” by Rbbe
Sellers, 1998Personality and Social Psychology Review, 240)63.

Religious Life Inventory (RLI)

The Religious Life Inventory was developed by Batson et al. (1993) to assess
religiosity. The RLI is a 60-item scale with a nine-point Likert typenfatr ranging from

“does not describe me at all” to “describes me very well.” Each RLI itensiatement to
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which the participant indicates agreement or disagreement on a scale of onewotimine

one being “strongly disagree” and nine being “strongly agree” (Batson £993).

Scores for each of the six subscales are obtained by summing the respdrnsésnast

keyed to a particular subscale and dividing by the number of items in the subscale. Thus,
scores for each subscale could range from 1 to 9 with higher scores indigati@mgent

with the dimension being measured and lower scores indicating less agreetnéiné wi
dimension being measured. The RLI includes six interrelated subscalessi€xtri

External, Intrinsic, Internal, Orthodoxy, and Quest. Factorially indepeiesrts, Ends,

and Quest religious orientation scores are derived from these subscales.

The Means dimension determines the degree to which an individual’s social
environment has influenced his or her personal religion. For example, a high score on the
Means dimension may indicate that if someone’s family used religion as a s&ping
than that person is more likely to also use religion as a coping skill. The Eragls scal
reflects upon one’s need for certainty, strength, and direction from life, thesente
God. For example, a low score on the Ends scale may mean that someone does not need
to know what this life means from anyone or anything. The Quest dimension views
religion as an open ended dialogue with existential questions derived froragbei¢s
and contradictions of life. Finally, a high score on the Quest dimension may mean that
someone feels questions about life should be asked and are important to their existence.

To compute the desired religious orientation scores, a three-factor principal
components analysis was obtained from the six sub-scales (Kristensen et al.TB801)

Means, Ends, and Quest scores are then calculated by multiplying each indiecosd
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on each of the six subscales by the corresponding Means, Ends, and Quest faator patt
coefficients and then summing those products (Kristensen et al., 2001).

The reliability of the RLI scale was computed by Siddle et al. (2002) using Ctésbac
alpha. The results of these analyses ranged from 0.85 to 0.55 among all the factors
calculated. Although internal consistency and validity have been reporteckptadude

levels for all subscales, the External, Internal and Doctrinal Orthodo»gsscal
demonstrated high internal consistency (Alpha Coefficients for Exte&23l

Internal=.92, Orthodoxy=.96), but low internal consistency was evident for the
Interactional scale (.51).

Table 3.3

Description of RLI Subscales

Subscale Name Brief Description of Scale “Iltem example”
Means influence of social environment “A major factor in my
on religion religious development

has been the
importance of religion
for my parents”

Ends one’s need for direction from God “I believe God has a
plan for the universe”
Quest sees religion as a series of “My faith involves all
existential questions of my life”

Note: Adapted from “The Religious Life Inventory” by Daniel Batson, 19%i#
religious experienceéy the Oxford University Press.

A strength of this instrument, according to Siddle et al. (2002), is that the RLI has
face validity in that the items relevant to each of the scales do appear to have som

relevance to religiosity.
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The RLI was selected because it was the most recent and updated instrument that
examined religiosity since the Allport-Ross Religious OrientationeSufal 997.

The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD)

The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD) (Crowne &IMae,
1960; Reynolds, 1982) was used as an additional instrument to assist in determining the
reliability of responses from survey participants. The MCSD is often used dgianta
measure to assess the impact of social desirability on self-reporneeasd was used
as such for this study.

For the purposes of this study, MCSD Form C was used. Reynolds (1982)
developed the short forms by taking the original Marlowe-Crowne items andthesey
items with a factor loading of .40 to .54 with a median .46, to design three short forms
MCSD Forms A, B, and C with 11, 12, and 13 items respectively. MCSD Form C
demonstrated an acceptable level of reliability of .76, and compares favortdbtihevi
standard form. Reynolds (1982) examined concurrent validity via correlationsbetwe
the standard form and the short form versions. MSCD Form C correlated most highly
(.93) with the standard 33-item form.

This instrument was selected because it has been used in research studes for m
than 20 years. It is stable and has satisfactory reliability and validity

Design of Study

The first research question was tested by using a two group Multivariatesi&naly
of Co-Variance (MANCOVA) with gender as the independent variable and theasegsc
of the following instruments: Marital Satisfaction Inventory-Revised @R}Ithe

Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI) and the Religiougelinventory
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(RLI) as the dependent variables. To control for social desirability, the MaxGrawne
Social Desirability Scale (MCSD) was used as the covariate. Spplafined
comparisons were used to test the specific predictions presented above.

The second research question was tested using univariate Pearson correlations

followed by a full scale multiple regression.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This chapter includes the results of statistical analyses conductedsfetuitty.
SPSS Version 19.0 was used for the quantitative analyses. Data about thessample’
demographic variables in addition to factors predictive of marital satefcantd all
other findings are included in this chapter.

Analyses of data for this study are based on information obtained from 280
completed surveys (which includes 140 couples). Demographic data on the participants

are contained in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

Demographic Data on Study Participants (N=140 couples)

Frequency % of Sample Mean SD

Gender
Male 140 50%
Female 140 50%
Age of Partner 43.9 10.4
20-30 25 9%
31-40 89 32%
41-50 90 32%
51-60 54 19%
61-69 22 8%
Years Married 2.23 2.93
3-8 105 38%
9-14 84 30%
15-20 58 21%
21-25 33 11%
Marital Status of Parents
Married 156 56%

Single 124 44%
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(Table 4.1 continued)

Number of Children 2.06 1.75
Zero 48 17%
One to three 192 69%
Four to six 34 12%
Seven or more 6 2%

Times Married 1.2 41
Once 219 78%
Two to three 61 22%

Level of Education
Some high school 34 12%
Some college 47 17%
Associate’s degree 59 21%
Bachelor’'s degree 89 32%
Master’s degree 43 15%
Doctorate 8 3%

Annual Family Income
$0-$9,999 15 6%
$10,000-$19,999 14 5%
$20,000-$29,999 47 17%
$30,000-$39,999 60 21%
$40,000-$49,999 70 25%
$50,000-$59,999 29 10%
$60,000-$69,999 45 16%

As demonstrated in Table 4.1, the average age of participants overall was 43.9
(men 45.5 and women 42) with most of the participants being between the ages of 33 and
53. The majority of participants had been married between 3-8 years although a
significant number had been married considerably longer. The most common number of
children was two (n=79), with other numbers as follows: one child (n=63), three children
(n=52), no children (n=48), and four or more (n=38). Out of all couples surveyed 78%
(n=218) were married only once and 22% were on their second or third marriage (n=62)
with men being slightly more likely to be married more than once. The most common

level of education was a bachelor’'s degree (n=89), with other educational levels as
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follows: associate’s degree (n=59), some college (n=47), master’s degree ord8)
high school (n=34), and doctorates (n=8). Degrees held were split evenly between ma
and female partners. The majority of participants’ annual family incoase$40,000-
$49,999 (n=70) which accounted for half of the sample.
Research Questions

To determine if there was a significant difference between males aatefewith
respect to marital satisfaction, racial identity, and religiosity tWerdnt, although
related, analyses were conducted. First, the data were analyzeddrgrtp
MANOVA, followed by two-group ANOVAs for the specific variables. The aates
analyzed were all subscales of the Marital Satisfaction Inventorys&e{MSI-R), the
Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI), and the Religiou$elLinventory
(RLI). This analysis compares men to women without taking into account that the data
represent pairs of husbands and wives. To account for this correlated aspect @f the da
set, paired samples t-tests were then conducted on each of the variablefeSieselts
of these two analyses were identical, only the MANOVA will be discussed. Thallove
MANOVA was not significant (Wilks Lambda = .929, p = .484). As such, the answer to
the first research question was that males and females do not differ on didéegari
assessed in this study. There were, however, two comparisons that wereasigribc
completeness, these results are presented in Table 4.2. A complete list obtiles/a
with the means, standard deviations and two-group ANOVA results is presented in

Appendix A, B and C.
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Table 4.2 Variables Where Males Differed from Females

Variable Male Mean Female Mean F Sig. Partial
(sd) (sd) Eta

MSI-R: Affective 56.86 54.12 6.19 .014 .022

Communication (9.62) (8.83)

MSI-R: Role 48.88 51.74 5.08 .018 .018

Orientation (8.03) (12.65)

As shown in Table 4.2, men reported more distress in regards to affective
communication than their spouses. The affective communication scale evaluates
individuals’ dissatisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by
their partner (Snyder, 1997). In addition, women reported higher scores on the role
orientation scale which is the only subscale of the MSI-R that is scored in theereve
direction. A higher score on this scale indicates a more egalitariarofimle
orientation. In both cases, however, the effect size is small.

Overall, the data reported in Table 4.2 indicate that there are not meaningful
differences between men and women on the variables assessed in this research.
predicted that there would be a significant difference among men and women oh marita
satisfaction, racial identity, and level of religiosity. In contthstre were only two
significant differences between men and women, neither of which accounted for a
meaningful percentage of the data, and no difference overall as demonstrated by the
insignificant Wilks Lambda for the MANOVA.

The second research question, which is actually the main focus of this study, is

to determine what factors, singly or in combination, predict marital sdt@iaé\s an
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initial analysis, Pearson correlations were used to determine if latipmships exist

between the total marital satisfaction index of the MSI-R and the demographi

information, racial identity, and/or religiosity of the subjects. These latioes are

presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Correlations between Marital Satisfaction and Demographic Informatidsi, MIRLI

Variables Pearson Correlation Sig.
Demographic Variables

Age of Partner 154** .010
Years Married .014 811
Marital Status of Parents -.092 126
Number of Children .065 .280
Sex of Spouse -0.93 121
Times Married -.054 .366
Level of Education .025 677
Annual Family Income -.097 .104
Racial Identity Variables

Centrality -.066 271
Private Regard -.031 .609
Public Regard -.189** .002
Assimilation .007 .903
Humanity -.025 .682
Minority .068 257
Nationalist .050 402
Religiosity Variables

External -.154** .010
Internal .104 .081
Quest 121 .042

*p<.05
**p<.01
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As shown in Table 4.3 only a few factors correlate significantly with alarit
satisfaction and those are: age of partner, public regard, external and quest. Two of the
four factors that show a significant relationship with marital satisfastare subscales of
the RLI. Participants who see their social environment having influence omeilngibus
beliefs (External) have a greater degree of marital satisfadr a smaller degree of
marital distress as this is measured by the MSI-R). Individuals who \Viigiomeas an
open ended series of questions that are important to answer (Quest) also have a highe
degree of marital satisfaction. The positive correlation with partnersndgmtes that
spouses with older partners are somewhat less satisfied with their méafiredly,
individuals who had a more positive view of their own race in public (public regard) had
a somewhat higher level of marital satisfaction.

To complete the analysis for Research Question # 2, a full-scale multiple
regression was computed with the variables listed in Table 4.3 as the predittdhe a
overall marital satisfaction scale from the MSI-R as the criteriomabiar The results of
the multiple regression indicated that the R = .399 and the Adjusted R Square = 0.101.
The multiple correlation is significant at the p<.001 level. The beta weaglitshe
significance of these weights for all of the variables used in the anafgst®ntained in

Table 4.4.
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Results of Multiple Regression
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Demographic Variables & Subscales Beta Sig.
Demographic Variables

Age of Partner .150* .034
Years Married .020 744
Marital Status of Parents -.011 .853
Number of Children .054 457
Sex of Spouse -.082 .164
Times Married -.112 .089
Level of Education .135* .033
Annual Family Income -.193** .004
Racial Identity Variables

Centrality -.206** .002
Private Regard -.090 224
Public Regard 167* .014
Assimilation .030 .726
Humanity -.121 143
Minority .079 443
Nationalist .079 404
Religiosity Variables

External 207** .003
Internal -.002 .983
Quest .032 .691

Summarizing the above regression, African Americans who are more satisfied

with their marriage:

Have younger partners

Have lower levels of education
Have higher annual family incomes
See their race as being significant to their identity (Centrality)
Have a more positive view of their race in public (Public Regard)
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e Are more dependent on the social environment (family and community)
for their religious beliefs (External)

Although there are several predictors that are significant, and although ta# over
multiple regression is significant, it is evident that the amount of the variacceraed
for by the combination of predictors is small (10.1%). In present usage, a value of 10% o
more is considered necessary for a result to be meaningful. Although the enultipl
regression does reach this level, a large number of predictors was requiraih tihistt
level. As such, a conservative summary of the data would be that maritaktatisia
only marginally related to the variables used in this study.
Additional Research Questions
Additional Question # 1.: The Effect of Social Desirability on the Results

One of the concerns in this area of research is the extent to which the subject’s
responses reflect social desirability. To test this for these subjeatslations between
all of the scales and the Social Desirability Scale were computed.grtigcsint

correlations are presented below.

Table 4.5

Correlations between Social Desirability and MIBI, RLI, & MSI-R

Demo & Subscales Pearson Correlation Sig.
MSI-R Scales

MSI-R Total -.063 297
Global Distress -.009 .886
Affective Communication -.064 284
Problem Solving Communication -.041 496
Aggression -.047 429
Time Together -.127* .034
Disagreement about Finances -.040 504
Sexual Dissatisfaction -.071 237

Role Orientation -.057 339
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(Table 4.5 cont.)

Family History of Distress .105 .079
Dissatisfaction with Children -.046 445
Conflict over Child Reading -.023 .700
Racial Identity
Centrality -.014 .820
Private Regard -.170** .004
Public Regard -.053 .380
Assimilation -.140* .019
Humanity -.145* .015
Minority -.141* .018
Nationalist -.181** .002
Religiosity
External .089 .138
Internal .000 .994
Quest -.239** .000
*p<.05
**p<.01

Table 4.5 demonstrates a significant relationship between a few selabtesar
and the concept of social desirability. This scale is often used to determirtcippats
are being truthful as they are answering survey questions. There was noaignif
relationship between any of the demographic information surveyed and socidlitigsira
(these correlations are not included in the table). However, there were falglesthat
demonstrated a significant negative relationship with social desirabitigselfive
variables were all subscales on the MIBI. The scales were as followsepegard,
assimilation, humanity, minority, and nationalist. As there was an increasesifdes
social desirability participants reported less racial self estegmvate regard.
Individuals who did not endorse the following subscales in a significant way
(assimilation, humanity, minority, and nationalist) reported an increasedaresocial

desirability. Therefore, individuals who did not view their race as being cémtiadir
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existence were more likely to report higher levels of social destsalflionsequently,
participants who highly endorsed the social desirability scale wanted to aspésaace

did not matter to their identity or that they did not define themselves accoodimgjit

race. This belief is common amongst those who support assimilation to the more
dominant culture. Another possibility is that these participants were not beingitrathf

their responses to the MIBI due to the desire to be viewed as more “accepting ooopen” t
American culture.

The other two subscales from the RLI and MSI-R also correlated signljicant
with a high social desirability. One explanation for a high correlation WelQuest
dimension (subscale from the RLI) is the desire for people to want to appeesligsoin
is their primary focus in life, even if it not true. Religion in the African Anearic
community continues to be one of the highly valued affiliations. Another significant
correlation with social desirability was the Time Together subscale M8tR. This
subscale describes the friendship in marriage and how much time is spent doing
enjoyable and collective activities. Couples who want to appear as if they Heamg
marriage” and enjoy quality time together are more likely to endorse higls lef social
desirability.

Additional Question # 2: Agreement and Disagreement between Husbands and
Wives

Since the data set offered the unique possibility of directly comparing the

responses of husbands and wives, two analyses were completed to investigaénthe ext

of the agreement between couples and whether this level of agreement afteete
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variables. As an initial analysis, the correlations between the husbandsasd wi

responses were computed. These correlations are presented in Table 4.6

Table 4.6
Correlations between Husbands’ and Wives’ Responses on the MIBI, RLI, & MSI-R
Subscales Pearson Correlation Sig.
MSI-R Scales
MSI-R Total 498** .000
Global Distress .399** .000
Affective Communication .048 576
Problem Solving Communication .298** .000
Aggression 167 .057
Time Together .026 .758
Disagreement about Finances .078 .359
Sexual Dissatisfaction -.013 .879
Role Orientation .068 424
Family History of Distress 217 .010
Dissatisfaction with Children .656** .000
Conflict over Child Reading .506** .000
Racial Identity
Centrality .180* .033
Private Regard .187* .027
Public Regard .292** .000
Assimilation 430** .000
Humanity A72* .042
Minority 408** .000
Nationalist 514** .000
Religiosity
External 135 A11
Internal 372%* .000
Quest A452** .000
*p<.05
**p<.01

It is evident from Table 4.6 that the husbands and wives in this sample are in

agreement about some aspects of their lives, but not about others. Specifically, the

strongest areas of agreement concern their satisfaction (or lack atcetigfwith child
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rearing, their responses to the Minority and Nationalist subscales regeadial

identity, and their responses to the Internal and Quest scales refletigngsity. Equally

interesting is the finding that there are non-significant correlationsafbohthe areas

measured by the MSI-R.

A second analysis was conducted by dividing the sample into four groups, based

on the couple’s level of agreement. These four groups were defined as follows:

Group 1:

Group 2:

Group 3:

Group 4:

These couples consisted of husbands and wives who were both
satisfied with their marriage. Specifically, the total satisfaction
score from the MSI-R was analyzed and a couple was placed in
Groupl if both the husband and the wife scored below 53 (which is
the mean for the total sample) on the total MSI-R scale.

These couples consisted of husbands and wives who were both
dissatisfied with their marriages. Specifically, if both the husband
and the wife had scores on the Total MSI-R score above 53, then
this couple was placed in Group 2.

These couples consisted of husbands and wives whose scores on
the MSI-R total scale differed by 10 points or more. For example,
if the husband’s score was 55 and the wife’s score was 45, then
this couple was placed in group 3. Or, if the husband’s scores was
45 and the wife’s score was 55, then this couple was also placed in
Group 3.

These were all of the remaining couples that did not belong in any

of the first three groups. Essentially, these couples were in



60

agreement about their levels of marital satisfaction with both

scores in the intermediate range.

When the 140 couples were analyzed according to the above rubric there were 50 couples
in Group 1, 47 in Group 2, 17 in Group 3 and 26 in Group 4. A four group MANOVA

was then computed using the sub-scales from the Racial Identity and R@ligiosit
instruments. The overall Wilkes Lambda was significant with a medium to lasge eff

size (Wilkes Lambda = .724, p = .011, partial eta squared = .101). In analyzing the data
according to group and subscale means, it became clear that the dominant pattern
contrasted Group 1 and 3 from the other two groups, and that the major distinction was in
Private Regard and Assimilation. The means and standard deviations for thaiskesari

for the four groups are presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 Means (standard deviations) for the Groups Defined by Agreement
Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group
4
(Satisfied) (Dissatisfied) (Disagreement) (Other)
Private Regard 4.45 3.56 441 3.46
(1.08) (.98) (.87) (.90)
Assimilation 5.18 4.13 5.35 4.11
(1.08) (1.17) (1.36) (1.66)

It is evident from Table 4.7 that couples who are satisfied in their marriagelspor w
disagree about their level of satisfaction, have significantly highengrfea Private

Regard and Assimilation.
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION

This study was conducted to address two main concerns. First, the review of
literature in the field of counseling psychology indicated that no research éad be
conducted and published to show the relationship between marital satisfaction, racial
identity and religiosity. Secondly, | wanted to determine if racial identitglagiosity
were predictive of marital satisfaction. This section will provide a dismusd what |
believe to be the most important results and the conclusions that can be drawn from these
results.

It was believed when this study began that if counseling psychologists could
determine what was predictive of marital satisfaction then this stuglytiné able to help
highlight certain characteristics within marital partners that dmrted to the significant
divorce rate in this country. This study was attempting to answer the followng
guestions: Are there differences between males and females on nagistaction, racial
identity, and religiosity? And, what factors, singly and in combination, predicheiiam
satisfaction among African American married couples?

The entire sample of participants consisted of 140 couples (280 total participants).
Participants were recruited from Philadelphia churches, community orjangzand
several local insurance companies. All participants were married and volahteer
participate in the study. All participants met the following admissionariait identified
racially as African American and were married from 3-25 years. Véage participant

was age 44, married between 9-14 years, had parents who were married, dstdaole
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children, had only been married once, had a bachelor’s degree, and made on average
between 40,000-50,000 annually.

Some factors considered when selecting the church as a primary sourcaito rec
participants was determining an environment where large numbers of married couples
could be found and the ease of recruitment. Finally the diversity in the churclediisy
to sample couples with varying degrees of the demographic variables named. Althoug
this approach may have been limiting overall it was helpful in targetingcdis@end
specialized population that is often understudied in traditional research.

In developing the rationale and methodology for this study | believed that men
and women would differ significantly in their view of marital satisfacaod religiosity
but that there would be no difference in their views of racial identity. | algevbdlthat
it would be important to control for participants who may not have answered the
measures provided honestly. As a consequence, the Marlowe-Crowne Socailigs
Scale (Reynolds, 1982) was added to the survey package since this is the most commonly
used measure of social disability. All of the measures used in this ressmechormed
on the population surveyed. The mean scores ascertained from the instruments, compared
with the normed means when the instruments were developed, were all within one
standard deviation of the calculated normative mean.

Differences between Men and Women

Overall, men did not differ from women on the scales used in this research, since
the omnibus test from the MANOVA was insignificant. There were, however, some
specific differences between males and females. The firstcenaiafied was on the

affective communication subscale of the MSI-R. Affective communicatiorsizitbed
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as the emotional intimacy subscale of the MSI-R (Snyder, 1997). Persons who score
higher on this scale are more likely to express dissatisfaction withfédotiaf in the
relationship. Men in this study scored higher on this subscale than women. Therefore
men were less satisfied with the emotional intimacy in their relationsampwomen.

Apart of this finding can be explained by how men and women define emotional
intimacy. A moderate score on this subscale, which the majority of the partciplnt
refers to feelings of emotional distance from partners and being miswudk(Shyder,
1997). More often partners tend to disagree with the amount of emotional connection
which for men is often defined by sex and for women, verbal communication. This result
is in agreement with my original hypothesis that men and women would differ
significantly in their views of marital satisfaction if the affectiverenunication subscale
was used as a single measure of marital satisfaction.

The second area identified was a significant difference on the role onentati
subscale of the MSI-R. The role orientation subscale measures the extent to aditigh m
partners subscribe to traditional versus egalitarian views on maritak@ai@es within
the relationship. Higher scores on this scale indicate a more egalitariatowams
gender roles. In this study women participants endorsed a higher score tharatbei
counterparts. This finding is important as it reiterates women'’s desie¢onmore equal
participation in household responsibilities. However, this subscale only captures
preferred opinions in contrast with actual division of household labor. Consequently, the
significance of this scale supports the original hypothesis that men anchwaoukl
differ significantly in their views on marital satisfaction if the rolesatation subscale

was used as a single item measure of marital satisfaction.
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Finally, when the MSI-R was used as a total score for marital satsfaloere
were significant differences between how partners reported their le\aisféastion.
This finding supports the overall differences found on two other subscales Yaffecti
communication and role orientation). Husbands and wives report differing opinions on
how affection is expressed in the marriage and how roles are divided. While these
differences existed, however, the effect sizes were small.

In addition to the differences in marital satisfaction, there was aiseymtif
difference between male and female participants on the humanity subisttedeMIBI.
The humanity subscale measures the degree to which a participant empghasizes
commonalities of all human beings (Cokley & Helm, 2001). The women in this study
endorsed the humanity subscale more than the men. The socialization of women in
African American culture to be more accepting of people and men to be more
discriminating in their opinions of others, may account for the difference found on this
subscale. This finding did not support my original hypothesis that men and women would
not differ significantly on racial identity.
Summary for Hypothesis Qrn@ender Difference on Marital Satisfaction, Racial Identity
and Level of Religiosity

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference between men
and women on Racial Identity but that there would be a significant differencedretw
men and women on marital satisfaction and religious commitment. The resultdshow
difference between men and women on the single-item score of margédcain. One
interpretation of this result could indicate that the couples who participatecsinglar

on their views of marital satisfaction in regards to religious commitmég.fihding
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could be possible as most couples who participated subscribed to the Christian faith.
However, the results showed a stronger correlation between gender and twiesudisca
the MSI-R.

The Marital Satisfaction Inventory- Revised (Snyder, 1997) was coutelatie
gender by using the single-item marital satisfaction score and thvedunali subscales of
the instrument. Results only showed a correlation between gender and affective
communication and role orientation. A notable difference is that men reportetivaffe
communication as being more important to marital satisfaction. Women repulged r
orientation as being a significant contributor to marital satisfaction.

When the MSI-R was used as a total score there was no correlation between
gender and marital satisfaction. One conclusion is that the couples who piadiapa
this study have fairly mutual feelings in regard to their level of maatadfaction. This
study captured couples who were married between three and twenty fisgtlyeszfore,
most couples in this timeframe are considered to have passed the initialrftoamdy
phase of the marriage. However, they remained in a more current generatioplef pe
who value marriage similar to couples in today’s society.

Perhaps, one other conclusion is that the couples in this study are not highly
dissatisfied with their marriages; however they are not highly saltisfieer. One
additional possibility is that although the couples are neither satisfied satisfied the
variables used in this study had little to do with these differences. Futurechesesy
attempt to “drill down” further into what specifically is causing the diffiersin

reporting of increased levels of marital satisfaction.
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The Relationship between Racial Identity, Religiosity and Marital Satisfaction

One other important area of this research was to highlight if racial dantit
religiosity are related to marital satisfaction. Similar to the finglifog the first research
guestion, there were, at best, only weak relationships between these variabhes and t
total score from the Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised (MSI-R) elgher, the
overall multiple R, while statistically significant, accounted for an urabdy small
percentage of the variance (8.4%). As highlighted above, there were somie specif
significant relationships. The private regard sub-scale of racial idenotitglated
significantly with the MSI-R subscale of aggression.

The private regard subscale of the MIBI emphasizes the extent to which
individuals feel positively or negatively toward African Americans and thembership
in that group (Cokley & Helm, 2001). The aggression subscale measures the level of
physical aggression or intimidation in the relationship. A possible explanatidmndor
correlation could be if someone already does not feel good about themselves or being
African American they may be more likely to be unhappy, depressed, or in seese ca
“aggressive” in order to counteract what they may be receiving and intangdfiom
members that are outside of the African American ethnic group. This result supports
original hypothesis that one’s racial identity could be predictive of ahaatisfaction.
Without considering many other confounding factors this finding could be premature
before making this proclamation. However, this finding emphasizes the need to expand
this study to examine the relationship between marital satisfaction aatidacitity,

possibly from a qualitative perspective.
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Other relationships identified are also between Private Regard andd2iseegtt
about Finances, and Role Orientation as single item measures for masfatsan.
Private regard and role orientation have been defined above. Disagreement abaes financ
is the subscale that assesses relationship discord regarding the manaf&mentes
(Snyder, 1997, p. 79). Similar to the above explanation if someone does not feel good
about themselves and being African American in general many aspects ofetmeay
be out of balance so therefore sharing household responsibilities or being in agreement
regarding finances may account for these correlations. Taken togetkerrebelts
indicate that some aspects of racial identity have modest correlatibnsantal
satisfaction. The implication would seem to be that future research on this question
should take a more focused view of racial identity, since significant resalis only
with a specific aspect of this construct.

Other notable correlations within marital satisfaction and racial igeméte the
Assimilation, Humanity, and Minority subscales of the MIBI all coteslasignificantly
with Affective Communication as a single item measure of maritafaation. These
subscales are classified under the third dimension of the MIBI which is ideolagyy or i
defined as the individual’'s beliefs, opinions, and attitudes regarding the way he or she
feels the members of the race should act (Cokley & Helm, 2001). One explanation f
this correlation could be when people are concerned about how others in their race should
act they may also share opinions about how much or minimal affection should be shared
in the relationship. Finally these variables may correlate but not to a leve aine

significant conclusions can be drawn.
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In addition, when the Nationalist subscale is used as a single measure of racial
identity a significant relationship exists with Affective Communicatioa asgle
measure of marital satisfaction. Although this finding supports the hypothasiscial
identity is predictive of marital satisfaction, this finding does not factother
confounding variables such as social desirability and all of the other subscales on both
instruments. As a result, conclusions must be drawn with care. However, this finding
supports the statement that if marital satisfaction was based solefgctioaf then
individuals who defined their own racial identity on following a specific set of betsavi
based on how they felt African Americans should act in a “marriage” would be happier i
their marriage.

A relationship was also noted between marital satisfaction as a tamkswbthe
External and Quest subscales if measured solely as level of religioséyn&>and
Quest subscales endorse the beliefs that religion is a means to an end, is usecitalcope
allows for the continuous questioning of what is beyond this earth. The External subscale
of religious commitment if measured individually also has a significaatieaship with
the Affective Communication, Aggression, and Disagreement about Financesesibscal

A relationship also exists between the External subscale of the RLI used to
measure religious commitment and the two subscales used solely as a we@suiEl
satisfaction: Global Distress and the Sexual Dissatisfaction Subscale.

The Internal subscale of the RLI used to measure religious commitment was
found to have a relationship with the Disagreement about Finances subscale when used a

a sole measure of marital satisfaction. This indicates people whoseugkgmmitment
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is their life’s meaning are more likely to have disagreements about éisiamce worldly
concepts are not always a priority.

Also, the Quest subscale of the RLI was found to have a relationship with marital
satisfaction when the MSI-R was used as a total score. Since the lexibeligaiest
subscales endorse the philosophy that religion is a means of questioning onefeexist
and also offers exploration of these “questions”, a relationship between marital
satisfaction in general and the external and quest dimensions supports thet ithegieha
is greater marital satisfaction when both members of the couple share the sam
fundamental values.

Finally, the Quest subscale also had relationships with other MSI-R subscales
when they were used as single measures for marital satisfaction shggrassion and
Disagreement about Finances. These two subscales naturally createiahscasd often
disagreements which supports the “questioning” perspective of the Quest dim&hsion.
relationship between these two variables only highlights that there tergnearital
satisfaction when both partners value religion in the same manner.

As the literature supported previously religiosity is an important culturat far
African Americans, therefore a significant relationship between ahaatisfaction and
level of religiosity would be expected (Bowen-Reid & Harrell, 2002). Thea&arships
also support my hypothesis that religiosity is predictive of maritaffaetign.

Summary for Hypothesis TwBredicting Marital Satisfaction

It was hypothesized that the following variables would be predictive of marital

satisfaction: racial identity, level of religiosity, socioeconomatis, years married,

marital status of parents, times married, number of children, or level of Edu&ince
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the MIBI scale could not be used as a total score each subscale wasezbwelathe
MSI-R using a total score and individual subscale scores. There was one significa
relationship between marital satisfaction when measured as a totahsdgrablic
regard. Although not significant, the closest predictors of marital satesfauising
single measure subscales of both the MSI-R and the MIBI as distinct neeakorarital
satisfaction in regards to racial identity were Private Regard and Aggre€entrality
and Family History of Distress, Nationalist and Affective Communication, ®&agard
and Disagreement about Finances, Assimilation and Disagreement About Finances,
Minority and Disagreement about Finances, Nationalist and Disagreement About
Finances, Nationalist and Family History of Distress, and NationalisDassatisfaction
With Children. Since these relationships were not considered strong predig@afe
to conclude that either the selected variables were not diverse enough tce paaflict
among the couples measured or the couples who participated were closer in opinion on
the domains selected.
Additional Research Findings

Social desirability was an additional factor used to determine if the parttsi
were providing true data that was indicative of what they believed abouaimarit
satisfaction. This concept did not have a real impact until it was correldtedaaial
identity. Ninety percent of the subscales given endorsed social desirdhig finding
highlights and supports that most people in the study wanted to appear accepting and
open to their own race and others. These attitudes are common amongst people who are

interested in assimilation which is one of the subscales highly endorsed on the MIBI
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One additional analysis was added at the end of the study and that was comparing
the couples against each other in the various analyses. The findings did notmgveal a
significant patterns of interaction as anticipated. These analysestahated what had
already been discovered and that was that most couples were neitlfiedsatis
dissatisfied. There was moderate disagreement on the variables noted withtthe mos
agreement noted in the endorsement of assimilation, the belief that Africarcamser
should behave a certain way and child rearing.
Summary

In conclusion, the current study explored the relationship between marital
satisfaction, racial identity, and religious commitment. Other demogré&uttors were
also examined to determine what principal concepts were predictive oflmarita
satisfaction. Results indicate that no single factor alone is predictiaardal
satisfaction but a combination of factors produced a moderately significailenul
correlation. Significant relationships were found among marital aetish and the
following factors: number of children, multiple subscales on the MIBI, and theakte
subscale on the Religious Life Inventory. Couples who had more children reported higher
levels of marital satisfaction. Results also showed a significanioredatp between
marital satisfaction in couples who had similar views on racial identity\whbscales
were used as the sole measure of marital satisfaction and racial idanttly, there
was a significant relationship between couples who report higher levalsrbél
satisfaction and also use religion as a means to satisfy their own need# thro

socialization, etc.
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Limitations of the Study and Future Research

The minimal variability in the overall sample of participants may have tedde
my ability to answer the research questions as comprehensively asgodsthbther
demographic variables used in the study may have also influenced the outcome of the
impact of racial identity and level of religiosity on marital satiséac Although the
preliminary analyses did not show a significant influence there is no cleanewitteat
these other variables did not impact the overall outcome. This researchenahtuse
control for these factors in order to see any other possible relationshipstad ma
satisfaction outside of the selected variables. However, any therhesegafrom this
research could apply specifically to Christian, African American iedigouples in an
urban area who have been married between 3-25 years.

Future research should open this study’s participation to a larger sam@adcize
to actively recruit people from more diverse religious backgrounds withirmous
geographical locations. This option would allow for a sample closer to that of the general
population of African Americans in the United States. In addition, the introduction of a
qualitative component would assist in determining more significantly whaffispeci
factors influence marital satisfaction.

Although the purpose of this study was to look specifically at an African
American population due to the absence in the literature, a significant différetnssen
marital satisfaction, racial identity, and level of religiosity mayamonexistent
relationship. Future research is needed on marital satisfaction and thayb&oduction
of some additional variables that were not explored in this study. In additiotgalmari

satisfaction should be examined among the major and minor religions of the warld. It
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quite possible that these factors measured could provide significant inforntadiaon a
what is predictive of marital satisfaction.

Sampling for this study may have been hindered by inadequate access to the
population needed to provide a more diverse sample. Although the Christian church was
used primarily for recruitment there are many couples in Philadelphia #yatah be
affiliated with a specific church but could have provided interesting datadhiak lcave
reshaped the outcomes of this study.

Another flaw in this study was the venues used to obtain participants. With the
population that was accessible to the researcher, flyers and public announeesnents
the primary means of recruitment. This may have minimized the acceduitiorzal
appropriate participants. An expanded means of recruitment would have possibly
generated a higher level of qualified participants.

It is possible that the participants in this study happened to be more similar than
the average African American married couple in the Philadelphia area. ifinshave
impacted the overall data collected in such a way that no significambmslaips
between marital satisfaction, racial identity or level of religiosityld be found.

Another flaw in this study was the preparation for this study via the literat
review. Since this study was unique in looking at the impact of racial identityagicolf
religiosity on marital satisfaction it was difficult to find support in theréture to prove
why these variables were important in considering this study. The topic aeleasd
were significant over various decades with a drop in significance aboutdedezfare
this study began. The measures used also were complex and did not necessgrily e

determine that the constructs were measured as strongly as they could haVUéisesn
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part is due to the multi-dimensionality of racial identity and religion. Addititaibrs
measured were based solely in the interest of the researcher and not isapparted
by the literature.
Practical Implications

Results from the current research could be used to explore further withnAfrica
American married couples what they define as leading to maritalesitisf. Counseling
Psychologists could look at using instruments such as the MSI-R, MIBI, or RLlyas wa
to determine where the couple is on the threshold of marital satisfactiohjdentéy,
and level of religiosity. Psychologists can consider many of the variables
used as a place to begin a discussion with a troubled couple who are coming in for

therapy.
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Appendix A:
Comparison of Males vs. Females on the MSI-R
Subscales of the MSI-R Gender SigF Mean
SD
MSI-R Total male 53.56
8.34
121 2.43
Female 52.52
8.45
Global Distress male 57.61
8.70
A77 507
female 52.52
5.42
Affective Communication male 56.86
9.62
.014* 6.18
female 54.12
8.83
Problem Solving Communication  male 55.19
8.24
473 516
female 54.40
9.90
Aggression male 56.30
10.15
.659 .195
female 55.74
10.70
Time Together male 55.64
10.09
218 1.53
female 54.11
10.59
Disagreement About Finances male 55.88
10.63

.820 .052



(Cont. Appendix A

female
11.07
Sexual Dissatisfaction male
8.98

female
10.12
Role Orientation male
8.03

female

12.65

Family History of Distress male
8.97

female
8.11
Dissatisfaction With Children male
12.75

female
12.06
Conflict Over Child Rearing male
10.43

female
9.99

*p<.05
**p<.01

90

55.59

54.49
.260 1.27

53.19

48.88
.025* 5.08

51.74

52.55
101 271

50.87

48.6 2
.891 .019

48.82

50.57
315 1.01

49.34
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Appendix B:
Comparison of Males vs. Females on the MIBI
Subscales of the MSI-R Gender SigF Mean
SD
Centrality male 2.34
.78
227  1.47
female 2.21
.85
Private Regard male 3.90
1.02
.805 .036
female 3.92
.98
Public Regard male 2.62
1.02
491 476
female 2.53
1.09
Assimilation male 4.86
1.33
401 .706
female 4.72
1.32
Humanity male 4.99
1.53
450 571
female 5.12
1.29
Minority male 4.83
1.36
.988 571
female 4.83
1.29
Nationalist male 4.52
141
.792 .069



(Cont. of Appendix B

1.27

*p<.05
**p<.01

female

4.56

92
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Appendix C: Comparison of Males vs. Females on the RLI
Subscales of the RLI Gender SigF Mean SD
External male 2.96 1.00
949 .004
female 2.97 1.00
Internal male 2.18 .96
405  .695
female 2.09 .94
Quest male 2.58 1.20
764 .090
female 2.62 1.23

*p<.05
**p<.01
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Appendix D: Permission Letter

James S. Hall, Jr. Cathy M. Johnson
Pastor & Organizer Assistant Pastor

@rivunply Baptist Qo

1536-40 W. Wingohocking Street » Philadelphia, PA 19140

“Victory Through Cooperation”
April 28, 2004

Dear Temple University School of Graduate Education,

This letter is to inform you that I as pastor of the Triumph Missionary Baptist Church
have agreed to allow Sabrina Townsend, student in Temple University’s Counseling
Psychology Ph.D. program, the recruitment of participants for her dissertation study from
my congregation. I am aware that her dissertation study will create minimal risk for the
population surveyed. If there are any additional questions, I can be reached at 215-324-
8036.

Sincerely,

(215) 324-8036 = Fax (215) 324-8503
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Appendix E: Consent Form

%%nwm:all thv E%Eilx’rgfsity College of Education Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122
Department of Psychological
Studies in Education (PSE)
Adult and Organizational
Development
Counseling Psychology
Educational Psychology
Psychoeducational Processes
School Psychology
Consent Form
Project Title: The Impact of Racial Identity and Level of Religiosity on Marital
Satisfaction Among African American Married Couples.
Investigator: Sabrina A. Townsend, M.A., Doctoral Student, Counseling
Psychology Program, 972 Weiss Hall (265-63), Temple
University, Philadelphia, PA 19122, Telephone: 215-204-733 1,
email: sabrina.townsend2@verizon.net
Chair: Portia Hunt, Ph.D., Counseling Psychology Program, Telephone:
215-203-7441
Purpose of Study

Participant Selection

Procedures

Possible Risks

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of racial
identity and level of religiosity on marital satisfaction.

Approximately 300 participants (150 couples) will participate in
this study. Participants will be recruited from Triumph Baptist
Church, Sharon Baptist Church, Enon Tabernacle Baptist Church
and various other churches in Philadelphia, PA. African American
men and women who have been married between three and
twenty-five years, and who have not been separated for more than
one year, will be eligible to participate in this study.

Participants will be asked to complete a survey packet that contains
five questionnaires and will take approximately 45 minutes to
complete. Upon completion of the packet, participants will be
asked to return the completed surveys to the provided address of
the researcher.
Participation in this study will expose you to minimal risk.
Although no physical or psychological harm is anticipated with
your participation, should you experience any emotional
discomfort, you may withdraw at any time without negative
TEMPLE CIVERSITY
IRB (COMMITTEE B) APPROVAL
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Benefits

Confidentiality

Disclaimer

Institutional Contact

Questions

96

consequences. Furthermore, you may contact me and request
referral information about free/low cost counseling services.

Although there are no direct benefits for participating in this study,
your participation will help to increase your knowledge of factors
that may impact your marital satisfaction.

The information you provide will be recorded anonymously. All
documents and information pertaiming to this study will be kept
confidential and in accordance with professional codes of conduct.
You will never be identified as a participant in this study; all
information will be reported on the basis of the group being
studied. ‘

You are free to withdraw from participation in this study at any
time. No negative consequences will result from this decision.

If you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant, I may contact the Institutional Review Board
Coordinator, Office of the Vice Provost for Research at 215-707-
8757.

1 welcome questions about the study at any time. A synopsis of the
results will be made available to you upon your request.

This study has been explained to you, you have read the consent form, and you agree to
participate in this study. You have been given a copy of this consent form for your

records.
Participant’s Signature Date
Participant’s Printed Name Date
Investigator’s Signature Date
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY
IRB (COMMITTEE B) APPROVAL

Witness’s Signature

Date



A. Age:

B. Sex:

1.
2.
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Appendix F: Demographic Questionnaire

Demographic Questionnaire (DQ)

years.

Male
Female

C. Highest Level of Education Completed:

oA WNE

Some high school

Some college or specialized training
Associate’s degree

Bachelor’'s degree

Master’s degree

Doctorate

D. Present Occupation

E. Annual Family Income

1

. $0,000-$9,999

. $10,000-$19,999
. $20,000-$29,999
. $30,000-$39,999

. $50,000-$59,999
. $60,000-$69,999

2
3
4
5. $40,000-$49,999
6
7
8

. More than $70,000

F. Years Married (Present)

1.

2
3.
4

3-8

. 9-14
15-20
. 21-25

G. Marital status of parents
1. Married
2. Separated/Divorced
3. Widowed
4. Single

H. Number of Children
1. zero
2. one to three
3. four to six
4. seven or more

I. Times Married and Age(s)
1. once
2. two times
3. three times
4. four or more

J. Years Attending Church
1. zero to three
2. four to seven
3. eight to fifteen
4. sixteen or more

K. Religious Affiliation
Baptist
Presbyterian

. Pentecostal

. Episcopal

. Catholic

. Methodist

. Other

~No o b~ wbhBE

L. Length of Separation
1. never separated
2. 1-3 months
3. 4-6 months
4. 7-9 months
5. 10-12 months
6. more than one year

M. Parent’s Religion

N. Reason for Change in Marital
1. divorce
2. widow/widower



Appendix G: Marital Satisfaction Inventory-Revised (MSI-R)

NiSER AutoScore™ Form .

Douglas K. Snyder, Ph.D.

38. My partner and I need to Improve the way we settle ® ®
our differences.

of pl

40. My partnes doesn't take me seriously encugh sometimes. @ ®

4. My childhood was probably happler than most.
42. My partnes is 5o touchy on some subjects that | can't ® @
even mention them.

6. Itis sometimes easler to confide in a friend than In @ ®
my partner. .

44. 1 am somewhat dissatisfied with how we discuss hetter [ONG)]
wrays of pleasing each other sexually.

46. When we argue, my partner and | often seem to go over ® ®
and over the same old things. I

48. One thing my partner and I don’t fully discuss is our
sexuat relatianship.

112, Even when angry with me, my partner Is able to appreciate @ ®
] my viewpoints. LT

50, It seems that we used to have more fun than we do now.

|Cuxlatio

54, Minor disagreements with my partner often end up in big @ ® i
arguments.

18. Even when [ am with my partner, | feel lonely much of the time. iy partnebEnd i X )
i B 1 . :
th iy complets Our Bnancial future seems quite secure.

20. There are some things about my partrier that 1 do not like.

g the Family income Is primarlly the responsibility

62. It Is often hard for us to discuss our finances without @ ® s
getting upset with each other.

. There are times when my partner does things that make
‘me unhappy.

18, 1have never worred that my partner might become angry
enough to hurt me.

70. My partner sometimes screams of yells at me when @ ® .
he or she Is angry.
N

. Siuch things 25 laundry, cleaning, and child care are

primarily 2 woman's responsibility.
6. There are some things about our relationship that do not
entirely please me. i
X i - b £
74. The most important thing for a woman s to be a good ® ® f
wile and mother
Published by
WESTERN PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES
‘Gapyright © 1857, 1938 by WESTERN PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVIGES o 12031 Wiishire Bve Los Angsles, CA 80025-1251
oA Nt whelp or fn part without Jsslon, All dghts reserved. Printed In USA. 3456789 Publishers and Distrib —_—




(Appendix G MSI-R cont.)

wé Tanage quite el to estick iz

76. Our daily Ife is ull of nteresting things to do together

e st cant usigestand the iy 1 e

78. My parents didn't communlcate with each other
as well as they should have.

82. My partner doesn't take enough time to do some of the
i things I'd iike to do.

‘some iy personilty..

B4. My parents never really understood me.

iy afiys gpes om b Bequently

et

B86. My partner and | seem able to go for days sometimes
‘without settling our differences.

at leasf one foir each day i an actvity

88. My partner does many different things to show me that
e or she loves me.

B ‘strlousty condlderéd baving an afar *
90, 1 have important needs in our relationship that are not being met.
ﬁequenﬂyeudup with olgé of us ed.l.ug o
92. At times I have very much wanted to leave my partner.
‘93, "My pirtnet {5 very good maliager of fnances,

i 94, My partner has il of the qualities I've always wanted
H in a companion.

i Theke Bt sotse serlos difficulfes n our relationghip. ;.

96. My partner has never pushed me or grabbed me in anget.

: .?é;., Mv partfnir and | ramlv argue about monéy.

100, There are times when [ do not feel a great deal of love
H and affection for my partner.

fien Wondered Wheths ot :eladpnsiﬂp may,

i
i .
{1011

L separation ur dvorce.

5. e

102. My partner bas left bruises or welts on my body.

“103. 18 n relatiopship the woman's career s of equal Impartance
! to the man's,

104, 1 belleve that our relationship Is as pleasant as that of
' ‘most af the people | know.

45 thugh, él}ygl;‘éyqngwﬁna‘ugaiﬁwg.v s

i 106. 1 don't think any couple could live together with
greater harmony than my partner and 1.

&

!

1' pal:h'lﬂ?:{ s ‘never im.;atené,d t;zh‘m m‘e.‘ i

i. 108. In a relationship, a major role of 2 woman should!s;
‘ that of housekeeper.
!

i

i

i

1

|

l

l

I

nowh very litle unhapplness in ouf faiquns

110. My parter buys too many things without consulting
‘with me first

/mother of young chidres works, It should be only - -
ehile the famly needs the monéy:

112. My partner has never injured me physically.

" 114, O poreona and esure acivies appea o be fetig

113. When we disagree, my partner helps us to find alternatives
acceptable to both of us.

thyour needs quite well. .

115. 1 feel free to express openly strong feelings of sadness
to my partner

Inad 3wy appy b

118, Sopfetinies [ wondef fist b
esloveme, . : as

during Intercourse.

The nember B
o Peachather b LT

121. My partner and  are often unable to disagree with one
another without Josing our tempers.

Ddefei phéther my parers’ mariiage woild

0]

®©

O]

@

119. ‘I vvmuld ltke my pﬁu '] zxprm a little more lend‘uness ® ‘
. . ®
@

@

)

123, There are some things | would like us to do, sexually,
that my partner doesn't seem to enjoy.

3 Fus tp iderstand iy polnt of view

125. Whenever he or she is feeling down, my partner comes
to me for support.

"My pine keeps mast of s o b feelings i,
127, Our séxual relationship Is entirely satisfactory,

126, { belfeve o relitionship is easonably happy. .

't understand him or her

130, For the most piart, our children are well behaved.
131. My partner and | rarely argve about the children.

142, My chidfen's Valie systems are very much fh satie
o myown. ; P

34, Our relitihshi inight bave been bappler If we
/pothad childre it T

135, My partner and | rarely disagree on When or how 1o
discipline the children.

137. Our children often manage to drive a wedge between
my partner and me,

138, Mydﬂdmn and | don't have very murﬁh iy common

S bRt

139. My partner doesn't display enough affection toward
the children.

140. Our chlidren do not show adequate respect for their
parents.

141, My partner and | decide together what rules to set for
our children.

142." Qur children don't séem es happy and carefree as other
chidred thelr age. - .

143, My partner doesn't assume his or her fair share of taking
care of the children.

144, Havinig childrén has not brought al] of the satisfactions _
" 1iad foped it woudd. RIS

145. My partner and | nearly always agree on how to respond
to our children’s requests for money or privileges.

146, Ot chilifen farely fall to et ter responsiiles at home.

147. Our relationship has never been in difficulty
because of the children. .

148, Reaiing cildren s & nerve-wrackiag Job, PR

@
@
@
@
@
@
@
(0]
@
@
@
@

136.. Twish my children Would show a litile more concem fof me. @
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@
@

149. My partner and | assume equal responsibility for rearing

®
the children.
150, 1 frequently get together with gié or more of the children @D ®

+ for fim or recreation at home.
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Appendix H: Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI)

SCORING INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE MULTIDIMENSIONAL INVENTOR
' IDENTITY (MIBI)

Reverse score all items that have a (R) next to them by subtracting 8 fromreach individuals' score on the
icular subscale. DO NOT CREATE A

Iis based on multidimensional

item. Next, average the scores for each of the items within a p
SUM SCORE FOR THE ENTIRE SCALE. Because the

conceptualization of racial identity, a composite s from the entire scale is inappropriate.

CENTRALITY ITEMS (8): 1(R), 6, 9, 134R), 19, 33,48, 51 (R) -

PRIVATE REGARD ITEMS (6): 4/7, 8, 24 (R), 54, 55

* PUBLIC REGARD ITEMSA6): 5, 15, 17 (R), 52 (R), 53,56 . p lease dis Vegmfg{’ .

ASSIMILATION ITEMS (9): 10, 18, 37, 39, 40, 41; 43, 44, 46 - 7CDK Swrmg pwpams
b‘nlj,
TY ITEMS (9): 20, 34, 36, 38, 42, 45,47, 49, 50

ATIONALIST ITEMS 9):2,3,11, 12,14, 16, 21,22, 25

Begin here. ..
Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI)
Strongly Strongly
: o Disagree Neutral Agree
1. Overall, being Black has very little to do with .
- how I feel about myself. 1 2 3 .4 ] 6 7

2. Ttis important for Black people to surround their
children with Black art, music and literature. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Black people should not marry interracially. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
" 4! I feel good about Black people. ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Overall, Blacks are considered good by.others. 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. In general, being Black is an importarit part of .
my s¢lf-image. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. 1am happy that I am Black. , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

100



(Appendix H MIBI cont.)

‘Strongly
. . . Disagree
8. 1 feel that Blacks have made major
accomplishments and advancements. -1
9. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other
Black people. 1
10. Blacks who espouse separatisin are as racist as
White people who also espouse separatism. 1
11. Blacks would be better off if they adopted
_ Afrocentric values. ' 1
12. Black students are better off going to schools
that are controlled and organized by Blacks. - 1
'13. Being Black is unimportant to my sense of
what kind of person I am. 1
14. Black people must organize themselves into
a separate Black political force. 1
15. In general, others respect Black people. 1
16. Whenever possible, Blacks should buy from
other Black businesses. 1
17. Most-people consider Blacks, on the average,
to be more ineffective than other racial groups. 1
18. A sign of progress is that Blacks are in the
mainstream of America more than ever before. 1
19: I have a strong sense of belonging to Black
~ people. 1
20. The same forces which have led to the
oppression of Blacks have also led to the
oppression of other groups. 1
21.. A thorough knowledge of Black history is
very important for Blacks today. 1
97 Blacks and Whites can never live in true
1

harmony because of racial differences.

Neutral

4

Strongly
Agree

7

101
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(Appendix H MIBI cont.)

Strongly Strongly

] Disagree Neutral Agree

3. Black values shiould riot be inconsistent with

humian values. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. 1 oftén regret that I am Black. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. White people can never be trusted where

Blacks are concerned. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

* 26. Blacks should have the choice to matry
interracially. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

27. Blacks and Whites have more commonalties
than differences. ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

78. Black people should not consider race when
buying art or selecting 2 book to read. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

29. Blacks would be better off if they were more
concerned with the problems facirig all people
than just focusing on Black issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

30. Being an individual is more important than
identifying oneself as Black. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

31. We are all children of a higher being, therefore,
we should love people of all races. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

32. Blacks should judge Whites as individuals and
not as members of the White race. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

33. I have a strong attachment to other Black
people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

34. The struggle for Black liberation in America
" should be closely related to the struggle of
other oppressed groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

35. People regatdless of their race have strengths
and limitations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

36. Blacks should learn about the oppression of
other groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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(Appendix H MIBI cont.)

Strongly : Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
37. Because America is predominantly white, it is
important that Blacks go to White schools so
that they can gain experience interacting
with Whites. L 2 3 4 5 6 7

38. Black people should treat other oppressed
people as allies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

39. Blacks should strive to be full members of the
. American political system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

40. Blacks should try to work within the system to
achieve their political and economic goals. i 2 3 4 5 6 7

41. Blacks should strive to integrate all institutions
which are segregated. I 2 3 4 5 6 7

42. The racism Blacks have experienced is similar
to that of other minority groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

43. Blacks should feel free to interact socially with
White people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 "7

44. Blacks should view themselves as being
Arnericans first and foremost. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

45. There are other people who experience racial
injustice and indignities similar to Black
_Americans. ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

46. The plight of Blacks in America will improve
only when Blacks are in important positions
within the system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

47. Blacks will be more successful in achieving
their goals if they form coalitions with other
oppressed groups. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

43. Being Black is an important teflection of :
who [ am. 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7

49. Blacks should ry to become friends with
peaple from other oppressed. groups. 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7
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(Appendix H MIBI cont.)

Strongly " Strongly
Disagree Neutrdl Agree
5. The dominant society devalues anything not
" White male oriented. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

51. Being Black is not a major factor in my social
relationships. - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

52. Blacks are not respected by the broader society. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

53. In general, other groups view Blacks ina
positive manner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

54. I am proud to be Black. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

55. I feel that the Black community has made
valuable contributions to this society. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

56. Society views Black people as an asset. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



Appendix I: Religious Life Inventory (RLI)

Religious Life Inventory

Religious Affiliation _____Protestant-
___ Catholic
__ Jewish
____ Other (specify)
____No clear affiliation but personally
religious

How interested are you in religion? (Please circle appropriate pumber)
Not at all Moderately Extremely

1 2 3

>

5 6 7 8 9
How often do you participate in religious activities (attend church, pray, etc?)

Never

Once a year

Once a month

Once a week

____ Onceaday

_____ More than once a day

i

This questionnaire includes some commonly heard staiements about one's religious life.
They are very diverse. Your task in each of the three parts of the questionnaire is to rate your
agreement or disagreement with each statement. For each statement there is a scale on which
to make your judgment. The scale ranges from strongly disagree (SD) through disagree (D)
and agree (A) to strongly agree (SA); it is numbered from 1-9. Simply circle the number you
feel best represents your own agreement or disagreement with the statement. Try to rate each
of the statements, not leaving any blank, unless it does not apply to someone from your
religious background. Work fairly rapidly, not brooding over any one statement too long.
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(Appendix | RLI cont.)

Page 2

Partl

Patt I concerns your experience with religion. There is no consensus about right or wrong
answers; some people will agree and others will disagree with each of the statements.

SD D A SA

123456789 L The church (synagogue, temple) bas been very important for my
religious development.

123456789 2. Worldly events cannot affect the eternal truths of my religion.

123456789 3. AsIgrow and change, I expect my religion also to grow and change.

123456789 4. My religious development is a natural response to our innate need for
devotion to God.

123456789 5. Iamconstantly questioning my religious beliefs.

123456789 6. It might be said that I value my religious doubts and uncertainties.

123456789 7. My minister (priest, rabbi, youth director, camp counselor, etc.) has
had a profound influence on my personal religious

development.

123456789 8. 1 was not very interested in religion until I began to ask questions
about the meaning and purpose of my life.

123456789 9. God's will should shape my life.

123456789 10. Onreligious issues, I find the opinions of others irrelevant.
123456789 11. For me, doubting is an important part of what it means to be religious.
123456789 12. Tt is necessary for me to have a religious belief.

123456789 13. When it comes to religious questions, I feel driven to know the truth.
123456789 4. Ifind my everyday experiences severely test my re]igioug; convictions.

123456789 15. A major factor in my religious development has been the importance
of religion for my parents.

123456789 16. Ido not expect my religious convictions to change in the next few
years.

123456789 17. 1 find religious doubts upsetting.
SD D A SA
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(Appendix | RLI cont.)
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SD D A SA _
123456789 18. Religion is something I have never feli personally compelled to
consider.

123456789 19. Ihavenotyetarrivedatwhatlfeelisthetruthaboﬂrc]jgion.

123456789 20. I have been driven to ask religious questions out of a growing
awareness of the tensions in my world and in my relation to my
world.

123456789 21. My religion serves to satisfy needs for fellowship and security-

123456789 22. My religious development has emerged out of my growing sense of
personal identity.

123456789 23. My religion is a personal matter, independent of the influence of
organized religion.

123456789 24. Whether I turn out to be religious or not doesn't make much difference
to me.

123456789 25. My life experiences have led me to rethink my religious convictions.
123456789 26. Certain people have s;erved as "models" for my religious development.

123456789 27. There are many religious issues on which my views are still changing.
123456789 28. 1 have found it essential to have faith.

123456789 29. Itis importantformeto1eamabomreligionﬁ'omthosewhoknow
more about it than I do.

123456789 30. God wasn't very important for me until I began to ask questions about
the meaning of my own life.

123456789 31. Ifind it impossible to conceive of myself not being religious.

123456789 32. The "me" of a few years back would be surprised at my present
religious stance.

123456789 33. Questionsamﬁrmorecenttalto my religious experience than are
answers.

123456789 34. Outside forces (other persons, church, etc.) have been relatively
: unimportant in my religious development.

123456789 35. For me, religion has not been a "must.”
SD D A SA



(Appendix | RLI cont.)

Part I

108

Page 4

Part II concerns religious ideas and practices. Some statements refer to "church” or "the
Bible"; if your religious background is other than Christianity, please substitute the religious
institution or scripture appropriate to your background. Again, there is no consensus about
right or wWrong answers; some people will agree and others will disagree with each of the

statements.

SD D A SA

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789
123456789
123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789

123456789
SD D A SA

1. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more
important things in my life.

2. Chuich is important as a place to go for comfort and refuge from the
trials and problems of life.

3. Tt is important to me to spend periods of time in private religious
thought and meditation.

4. Tt doesr't matter so much what I believe so long asIlead a moral life.
5. If not prevented by unavo idable circumstances, I attend church.
6. The primary purpose of prayer is to’ gain relief and protection.

7. The church is most important as a place to formulate good social
‘ relationships.

8. I try hard to carry my religion over into all my other dealings in life.

9. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune
strike.

10. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray.

11. The prayers I say when I am alone carry as much meaning and
personal emotion as those said by me during services.

12. Although I am a religious person I refuse to let religious
considerations influence my everyday affairs.

13. A primary reason for my interest in religion is that my church is a
congenial social activity.

14. Quite often I have been keenly aware of the presence of God or the
Divine Being.

15. 1 read Hterature about my faith (or church).
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SD D A SA
123456789 16. Prayer influences my dealings with other people.

123456789 17. Ipray even when I have no problems.
123456789 8. Nothing is as important to me as serving God as best I know how.

123456789 19. One should seek God's guidance when making every important
decision.

123456789 20. IfI were to join a church group I would prefer to join a Bible Study
group rather than a social fellowship.

123456789 21. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in
order to protect my social and economic well-being.

123456789 22. One reason for my being a chureh member is that such membership
helps to establish a person in the community.

123456789 23. My rel.i]jgf;ous beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to

123456789 24. Religion is especially important to me because it answers many
questions about the meaning of life. i

123456789 25. The purpose of prayer is to secure a bappy and peaceful life.

123456789 26. Inmy life I experience the presence of the Divine.

123456789 27. My faith involves all of my life.

123456789 28. Sunday morning can often be spent more profitably than in regular
churchgoing.

123456789 29. If] have the opportunity to explﬁin my beliefs to a non-believer, I do
it .

123456789 ‘ 30. Religion helps to keep my life balanced and steady in exactly the
same way as my citizenship, friendships, and other
memberships do.

123456789 31. My faith sometimes restricts my actions.
SD D A SA :
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Part ITI

We now turn to another area of religious life—religious belief. Each of the following
statements expresses a belief. As before, circle the number that best indicates your agreement
or disagreement with the belief stated. The statements concern possible Christian beliefs, so
if you are from a different religious tradition you may wish to skip this part.

SO D A SA
123456789 1. Ibelieve in the existence of a just and merciful personal God.

123456789 2. Ibelieve God created the universe.

123456789 3. Ibelieve God has a plan for the universe.

123456789 4. Ibelieve Jesus Christ is the Divine Son of God.

123456789 5. Ibelieve Jesus Christ was resurrected (raised from the dead).
123456789 6. Ibelieve Jesus Christ is the Messiah promised in the Old Testament.

123456789 7. 1 believe one must accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior to be saved
from sin.

123456789 8. Ibelieve in the "second coming" (that Jesus Christ will one day return
to judge and rule the world).

123456789 9. Ibelieve in "original sin" (we are all born sinners).
123456789 10. Ibelieve in life after death.

123456789 11. Ibelieve there is a transcendent realm (an "other" world, not just this
world in which we live).

123456789 12. 1believe the Bible is the unique authority for God’s will.
SD D A SA .
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Appendix J: Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale

On the following scale please respond True or False to each of the statements in terms of
the degree to which they describe you. Fill in the circle under “True” if you feel that the
statement is true in reference to you and “False™ if you feel that the statement is false in
reference to you. : ‘

True  False
(o] O
(@) o

o

O o
e O
(o} O
o) (o}
o o}
o) o
) O
o o
o

1. It is sometimes hard for you fo go on with your work if you are not
encouraged.

2. You sometimes feel resentful when you don’t get your way.

3. There have been times when you felt like rebelling against people in
authority even though you knew they were right. :

4. No matter who you’ré talking to, you are always a good listener.
5. There have been occasions when you took advantage of someone.
6. You are always willing to admit it when you make a mistake.

7. You sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

8. You are always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.

9. You have never been irked when people express ideas very different

from your own.

10. There have been times when you were quite jealous of the good
fortune of athers.

11. You sometimes are irritated by people who ask favors of you.

12 You have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s -
feelings.

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale Form B -
. (Reynolds, 1982) ’




