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ABSTRACT 
 

The aim of the study is to examine the relationship between marital satisfaction and problem 

solving skills among middle-aged women in Turkey. The study also has aimed to investigate 

what are the factors that contribute to marital satisfaction of middle-aged women. In this 

research, the used demographic variables are: age, socio-economic status, level of education, 

children, type of marriage, duration of marriage, and employment status. There is a lot of 

research conducted about marital satisfaction, and problem solving skills. In this study, 

quantitative study is conducted. The research was conducted in Turkey, using two scientific 

scales: ENRICH marital satisfaction scale and Problem Solving Scale. These scales have 

subscales. This study was conducted randomly among middle-aged women in Turkey. There 

were 131 participants. The results of the study show that there is negative and low statistically 

significant correlation between Problem solving confidence and Marital satisfaction, 

Approach avoidance and Idealistic Distortion and Marital Satisfaction, and finally between 

General index of Problem solving and Idealistic Distortion and Marital Satisfaction. Moreover, 

there are no statistically significant differences between younger, older and middle-aged 

participants in marital satisfaction.  Furthermore, there are no statistically significant 

differences between younger, middle-aged and older participants in the problem-solving. 

There are no statistically significant differences between employed and unemployed women 

in marital satisfaction. There are statistically significant differences in Idealistic Distortion and 

Marital satisfaction subscales between different groups of women and their type of marriage. 

There is no statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction between women that have 

children and those that do not have children. There are no statistically significant differences 

between woman regarding the duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital 

satisfaction variables. There are no statistically significant differences in problem solving and 

marital satisfaction among women that have different levels of education. Finally, there are 

statistically significant differences in problem solving and marital satisfaction between women 

that belong to different socio-economic status. 

 

 

 

Key Words: Marital Satisfaction, Problem Solving Skills, Arranged marriage, 

Middle-aged Women 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

This research deals with understanding the relationship between marital satisfaction and 

problem solving skills among middle-aged women in Turkey. There is a lot of research 

dealing with marital satisfaction and problem solving skills. Marital satisfaction is 

important factor for psychological well-being. (Beach, Whisman, & O’Leary, 1994),  

Health plays a key role in maintaining the individual's life as part of society. World Health 

Organization (WHO) 1948: "health is not only described with the absence of illness and 

disability, but also physical, social and spiritual well-being." When we look at the concept 

of health from a family point of view, family members need to be 'in a good state' so that 

the family functions can be fulfilled. 

Marriage, family institution and family members are an important and natural source of 

social support for the society (Yildirim, 1997). 

In Connell, Mitten and Bumberry’s (1999) refers that “Marriage can be heaven or hell 

and is usually both.”  Greff (2000) argued that “beside some other variables, such as 

satisfaction with the quality of life and sexual relationship, conflict management and 

communication, marital satisfaction is one of the important determinants of well-

functioning family.” 

In Turkish culture, wedding is an important social event as in other cultures. It is known 

that marriage leads to the highest happiness. 

 Marriage adaptation can be defined as satisfaction with marriage. Marriage adjustment 

can be defined as a decrease in the number of conflicts in marriage and an increase in 

happiness. Marital satisfaction is defined as positive thoughts and approaches among 

couples, happiness, sexual satisfaction, and positive communication. (Üzel, 2015). 
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One of the most important skills that couples must have in their marriage is the problem-

solving skills. For problem solving, an individual must perceive necessity for reaction 

and react at some level. This is defined as the process of finding solutions for difficulties 

(Taylan, 1990) 

Heppner (1982) says that problem solving can be used with coping with problems as an 

equal meaning. In the beginning of the marriage period, couples find sources of problems 

in themselves. In the progress of time, couples find problems in their spouses with 

decrease in their love. (Canel, 2007) 

Happy couples' problem solving behavior is better than in unhappy couples, and it is 

stated that unhappy couples often dispute and exhibit inadequate communication skills 

during these arguments (Wright & Fichten, 1983). 

South and Lloyd (1995) state that marriage is influenced by many factors and that it is 

important to consider variables, such as culture, gender, sexuality, number of children, 

marriage pattern and education in the evaluation of marriage. 

Satisfaction is an important measure for someone to fulfill their wishes and be happy in 

marriage. If marriage cannot be fulfilled, divorce often takes place, which in turn affects 

children. Mainly, marriage satisfaction should be emphasized, factors affecting it 

positively or negatively must be identified, and marriage also affects life satisfaction 

(Üncü, 2007). 

Erbek et al. (2005) stated that problem solving is an important relationship-building skill, 

and he pointed out that the skills of relationships are related to happiness in marriage. 

Hünler and Gençöz (2003) argue that solving the problems encountered in a marriage 

with correct problem solving strategies will have constructive and positive results for the 

relationship. Moreover, according to the research they conducted, problem-solving skills 



3 
 

in perceived marriage were found to be an important predictor of marital satisfaction. In 

marriage relationship, not meeting needs and expectations of spouses leads to serious 

deterioration in interaction between spouses, deterioration in both social relationships and 

sharing. They can cause stress on spouses and this leads to divorce with a decrease in 

satisfaction (Özgüven, 2000). 

Guidubaldi and Cleminshaw (1985) emphasized that couples' overall life satisfaction and 

lifestyle styles are important factors affecting marital satisfaction, and that marital 

satisfaction and socialization of children are related to their partner's behavior. He also 

emphasized that maintaining parental roles are related to the high level of satisfaction. 

Spouses with high satisfaction, while they are maintaining parental role, are more open 

and relevant to their children. 

In our modern society, healthy marriages are hardly seen nowadays. The main factor is 

that society is changing rapidly, and in these rapid changes, traditional structure becomes 

a weakness under the pressure of modernity and there are new patterns of behavior, and 

people have many problems in their marriages. During this process, unhealthy marriage 

leads to divorce. In this process, people need to have problem solving skills. They may 

reach satisfaction in their marriage with problem solving. In this study, our aim is to find 

a relationship between marital satisfaction and problem solving skills. Also, there can be 

other factors which can affect marital satisfaction such as, socio-economic factors, levels 

of education, children, employment status, age, types of marriage. They will be discussed 

in our study.  

1.1. Definition of Marriage 

Marriage has history of four thousand years, it is a cultural institution established by a 

human (Özgüven, 2001).  
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At the same time, marriage occurs in various societies. The institution of marriage ensures 

the continuation of human beings, and at the same time, individuals’ regular life and, 

consequently the individual conforms to the social rules (Bacanli, 2001). Thus, healthy 

regulation of sexual life, identification of lineage, determination of gender roles and 

business division, and regulation of economic production and consumption activities are 

considered as functions of marital status (Özgüven, 2001). 

Marriage is expressed that individuals meet their needs in psychologically and physically, 

socially in common time and place (Gülerce, 1996). In other definition is described that 

sexual intercourse become acceptable by social norms(Güvenç,1984).  However, 

marriage has important role in development of individuals and provide 

happiness(Glenn,1991). 

Marriage has history of four thousand years, it is a cultural institution established by a 

human (Özgüven, 2001).  

At the same time, marriage occurs in various societies. The institution of marriage ensures 

the continuation of human beings, and at the same time, individuals’ regular life and, 

consequently, the individual conforms to the social rules (Bacanli, 2001). Thus, healthy 

regulation of sexual life, identification of lineage, determination of gender roles and 

business division, and regulation of economic production and consumption activities are 

considered as functions of marital status (Özgüven, 2001). 

Marriage defines as the social contracts that women and men associate their life in 

accordance with social norms, traditions, customs, and laws. Family and marriage are two 

intertwined concepts, which are in fact related but have different characteristics (Akt, 

Doğan, 2010).  
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The family and marriage institution maintains as a universally fact day to day, and its 

basic element of society. Marriage, family and characteristics of marriage institution are 

shaped by the cultural, social and economic structure, but there are seven basic functions 

that are similar in all societies. (Özgüven, 2001)  

1.2. Marriage in Turkey 

The definition of marriage in official statistics is "a bilateral agreement that men and 

women eligible to marry according to the Turkish Civil Code are doing in front of the 

competent legal authority"(TÜİK, 2013a).  

Turkish societies have given importance to family life. It is as a special institution. The 

Turkish family life has been researched by many explorers. Researchers have been 

worked on Turkish social life, traditions, history and culture. They analyzed relatives’ 

relationships, child-parent relations and education system in family. They have 

emphasized on the basic components of the Turkish family. The Turkish family is thought 

of as an instructive. There are some elements which are very important. These are 

discipline, commitment to the family, conservation of honor, and regular family life. It is 

traditional structure that has been passed from old generations to new generations. Other 

factors that have played an important role in the conservation of the family establishment 

in the Turkish society are the respect for the elderly, the mutual sense of responsibility 

and the helping consciousness, diligence, warm neighborhood relations, hospitality and 

so on and it has been effective in preserving the continuity between the generations. In 

modern world, global changes have also been influential in the Turkish society. It has 

also significantly influenced in family life. Thus, the values and perception of society 

have been changed in modern societies. (Süleymenov, 2009) 
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In Turkish society, there are different opinion among young and older generation, and it 

is one of the deterministic factors in recent times. The new generation looks at the family 

from a different point of view than the old generation. In young people, there is often an 

intense interest in individual lifestyle, unmarried relationship, and elderly generations do 

not understand this kind of lifestyle. The family that they attributed as the most sacred 

value to the Turkish societies a few decades ago; Today, it has lost value in a great way. 

(Süleymenov, 2009) 

Unlike other societies of the world, Turkish society found gender equality in earlier 

periods. There is a lot of historical information on this subject. In Turkish history, there 

are extensive sources about freedom of women in society. In Turkish society, women are 

accepted as the most important determinant of family. The woman is a controlling force 

in the Turkish family and not controlled. (Süleymenov, 2009) 

When we look at the general tendencies that emerged in Turkey from the 1980s to the 

present days. It seen that individuals marry in late years. However, when comparing with 

past there found changes; induvial find their spouse from different environment, they 

make decision about marriage by own, divorce was increased, and remarriage was 

increased. These trends have been associated with the process of social change and 

modernization. One can say that it is a result of individualism. (Turğut, 2015) 

In Turkey, (Uslu, 2011) a survey about family incomes that was conducted by Ministry 

of Family and Social Policy. The survey indicated family incomes from lower status to 

higher status. There were found six category which are;  

 450-810 TL (Lowest)  

 812-1200 TL (Lower-middle)  

 1250-1870 TL (Middle-lower)  
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 2000-3000 TL (Middle)  

 3200-5500 TL (Middle- upper)  

 5600 or more TL (Highest)  

Socio-economic differences in the social structure may also cause the family structure to 

change over time, along with social change.  

In marriage at the time of the day the relationships can be worn out more quickly. People 

are getting tired of each other. There may be external factors in the inner yard affecting 

this. In metropolitan cities, people can have more expectiation in their marriage, and they 

can be more destructive in their marriage if these expectations are not met. 

Socioeconomic level may be effective in this case. Couples with low economic levels can 

not meet their needs in the rapidly developing world, problems can arise in their marriage. 

Instead of being united against difficulties, they can harm their marriages by producing 

more problems. So they are unhappy in their marriage. 

1.3. Arranged Marriage and Love Marriage 

In the past, arranged marriage was common event in villages. Parents choose their son' 

wife. They are looking girl with some criteria’s. Generally, they are considering that 

ability of housework, cooking, is she respectful etc. This kind of features are very 

important to select appropriate daughter in law. Also, girls' family has some criteria like 

family history, job, socio-economic status, etc. Arranged marriage work in this way is 

male side visit female side in suitable time. If families decided for their marriage, their 

son and daughter meet to speak together. (Özgüven, 2001). 
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 In today and in city culture, it is not possible to say that it works. In today modern 

cultures, Couples can be married by selection of their families or by selection of their 

environment. There are several differences brought about by modernization. 

It is believed that young people cannot make healthy, and correct decision for marriage 

that is the reason why arranged marriage is preferred. (Auboyer,1965; Goode, 1963: Akt: 

Batabyal, 2001)  

Approximately half of marriages are arranged marriage, but rate of arranged marriage is 

lower for young people in urban area and it is also lower for educated population. (Atalay, 

Kontaş, Beyazit and Madenoğlu, 1992).  

Hortaçsu and Basbug (1996) there did survey on married couples in Ankara. % 15 of 

married couples who are arranged marriage. This couples are married less than 10 years. 

Romantic love based marriage has come from western to Turkey in the late 19th century 

and has led to several adverse reactions. (Duben and Behar, 1991, Hortaçsu, Basbug and 

Muhammedberdiyev, 1996). This understanding was faced adverse reactions during the 

Ottoman Empire, western marriage model was taken as an example model by the 

Republic of Turkey. It is based on equality of couples and love, westernization and 

secularization efforts. (Hortaçsu, Basbug, and Muhammedberdiyev, 1996: Akt: Hortaçsu, 

1999). 

Today in Turkey, traditional arranged marriage is different from past.  family suggest to 

meet their daughter and son, and they marry or not according to their decisions. This from 

the standpoint of Hortaçsu (1999), it is more suitable to say that "modern arranged 

marriage" instead of arranged marriage in nowadays. In other cultures, it is possible to 

see same progress.  There are researches on types of marriage in Japan, and India, there 

were found that family, or environment can find spouse, but individuals decide to marry 
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by themselves. They are not forced to marry.  (Blood, 1967, Rao and Rao, 1982, 

Applbaum, 1995) 

In Turkey, when looking changes about marriage preferences over time, there were found 

remarkable changes about making decision on marriage. Over the past years, arrange 

marriage is preferred less than before. People prefer to find spouse by themselves. While 

percentage of arranged, marriage was indicated %57 from 1981 to 1990, percentages are 

decreased in years 2001-2011 for arranged marriage. The percentages were %34. On the 

other hand, I married "with my own". The proportion of the population increased from 

approximately 38% to 62% in the same period. The proportion of those who marry in 

their own choice, whether by arranged marriage or not, is arrived to %95 in period of 

2001 -2011. Arranged marriage with family decision which is without asking person' 

opinion, was decreased for the period 2001-2011. The proportion of those remaining in 

the case is about 2% for the period 2001-2011. When compared to 1981-1990 period. It 

can be said that the decrease is 4.5 times. (Turğut, 2015) 

1.4. Attribution Theory 

There is a large body of literature on the attribution theory, one of the most effective 

theoretical approaches to social psychology. The theory has been applied to many areas, 

and one of the most common areas of these applications is the close relationships that 

constitute the subject of this work. As it is known, attribution theory is a broad concept 

that contains many theoretical approaches rather than a single set point. For this reason, 

psychologists have differentiated concepts of attribution theory. (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). 

The attribution theory, which developed in the 1960s with the cognitive movement, 

became the basic paradigm in the 1970s. The theory deals with epistemology, so the basic 

question that you ask is how people know. Theorists working on this issue are interested 
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in what happened and others are interested in their intentions. Attribution theory is not 

interested in non-obvious. The basic human vision is that people are rational; people are 

inferred depending on the input of information and their actions are purely psychological 

beliefs (Weiner, 1990). 

Bradbury and Fincham (1990) say that couples who are experiencing marriage stress, 

when they are compared with happy couples, stressful couples blame each other for the 

problems in their relationship; they decrease the positive events, and they increase the 

negative events. Regarding the marriage, stressful spouses see their spouses as selfish and 

malevolent. Baucom, Sayers and Duhe (1989) investigated whether these developments 

have led individuals to develop a specific loading style to explain marital behavior. 

According to the loading style view, an individual is treated in a consistent way to make 

causal explanations for different situations (Feather and Tiggemann, 1984; Akt., Baucom 

et al., 1989). Couples with compatible marriages have shown that they attribute less to 

other negative relationship events to their spouses and they have seen these events as 

unstable and special. Regarding the attribution style, researchers have found that some 

spouses develop a certain attribution style; some have stated that they do not develop 

attribution style, and the ones who developed are stressful couples. From these findings, 

this strict thought style is related to the marriage incompatibility  

Fincham et al. (2000) suggested that there is a very strong link between relationship 

attribution and satisfaction. In studies that investigate the relationship between attribution 

and marital satisfaction, the basic hypothesis in this regard is that negative relationships 

will increase the effectiveness of events and positive events will decrease the effects of 

positive relationships. Attribution is associated with relationship satisfaction in low levels 

(Fincham, Harold, Gano-Philips, 2000). The hypothesis is supported in many studies. 
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1.5. Marital Empowerment through Cognitive Self-Disclosure 

Edward Waring was a therapist; his idea was that what should be done to achieve a 

successful marriage. He believed that intimacy is the most important determinant factor 

for marriages. He continued his works on marital intimacy. According to his idea, 

intimacy provides a successful couple’s relations and family life. Moreover, he 

emphasized that intimacy can be increased with cognitive disclosure. He has eight factors 

that are related to intimacy:  

1. Affection: couples’ emotions and how they express their closeness.  

2. Identity: what are self-confidence and self/esteem levels among couples 

3. Sexuality: how couples meet their sexual needs sufficiently. 

4. Cohesion: both spouses have close approach to their marriage and compromise 

each other.  

5. The Conflict Resolution:  resolution of various arguments quickly in a couple’s 

relationship. 

6. Expressiveness: how much they share their thoughts, attitudes, feelings, and 

beliefs with their spouses. (Waring, 1988). 

7. Compatibility: it is defined with the level of working and playing with each other. 

8. Autonomy: how free are couples from their family and environment.  

In a relationship, intimacy is an important factor, if couples have intimacy, they can reach 

predictability for their relationship, be emotionally close, to be understandable 

cognitively. Waring defined that, “intimacy is a determinant factor to achieve satisfaction 

in relationship, and it continues for a long time.” (Waring, 1988). It was found that if self 

disclosure is high, then the degree of intimacy will be high. When we look at what is 

cognitive self-disclosure, there are attitudes, finding out a person’s needs, opinions, 

beliefs, and theories. The theories are related to relationship. 
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 The aim is that spouses can know themselves and improve self awareness of each other. 

(Waring, 1988). 

If emotional disclosures are not included that means that they do not show their feelings. 

If couples have a problem, they would show negative feelings to each other, and they 

would be away from each other. That is the reason why he preferred using cognitive self-

disclosure. Waring says that when you have a high rate in intimacy, it is easy to reach 

high rate on satisfaction in marriage and family life. It appears with cognitive self- 

disclosure. (Waring, 1988). 

Cognitive self-disclosure theory has efficiently attributed to martial satisfaction and 

problem solving. In this theory, it is emphasized that spouses should have intimacy, 

common ideas, empathy, ability to resolve problems quickly, using cognitive ability solve 

problems which are effective in reaching satisfaction in marriage and solving couples’ 

and family problems.  

Couples are generally behaving with their feelings, when they have a problem in their 

marriage instead of using thinking. Cognitive ability provides us with thinking more 

logically, good decision-making. In today’s marriages, people make decisions so quickly 

without thinking. When people make decisions without solving problems, they can cause 

more problematic conditions in their marriage. 

1.6. Social Exchange Theory 

The basic assumption of social exchange theories is that human relations are based on the 

exchange of reward and price. According to theories, people in relationships prefer to get 

more rewards and pay a lower price. While the reward is defined as a collective pleasure 

or satisfaction, the price is defined as factors that inhibit the performance of the individual 

(Thibaut and Kelley, 1959, Hovardaoğlu, 1996).  
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Thibaut and Kelley (1959) have shown that the rewards and price are determined by 

factors outside the relationship and by the factors that cause the interaction itself. 

Determinants that come externally in the relationship are exogenous and internally are 

called endogenous determinants. 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) gave examples of price and rewards with looking at Jennings 

(1950) friendship elections. When looking at the friendship choices of the adolescent 

girls, they noted that in some cases the awards are based on the similarity between two 

people, sometimes the awards provided can withstand the differences, and sometimes the 

people are able to love because they reduce the rewards of others. 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) noted that another factor in this issue is status. Often, when 

people establish relationships with individuals in their own status and class, they have 

stated that they prefer people with high status when they must make choices outside. The 

explanations in this regard are that these people have more tools to reward the other, that 

they can benefit from the privileges that they have obtained with a high-status person, or 

that they can increase their prestige with a respectable person. 

Sedikides, Oliver and Campbell, (1994) investigated the personal meanings and gender 

differences in the reward and price exchanged in romantic relationships. According to the 

results of the research, individual gains related to romantic relationships were found to be 

accompanied by close relationship, happiness or joy, inclusion, love or other liking, 

closeness, personal growth and self-understanding, and a more positive self-esteem. The 

most serious costs in these relationships have been found to be stress or sadness related 

to the relationship, social or non-social sacrifices, increased dependence on the partner, 

struggles, time and labor investment, and bad feelings about oneself. When gender 

differences in this regard were examined, women reported significant gains in terms of 

personal growth and self-understanding, self-esteem as compared to males. The loss of 
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identity and the loss of soft love are serious costs. Men, on the other hand, reported 

different variables for earnings and cost. Men reported that sexual satisfaction is the most 

important benefit for the relationship and monetary losses are a serious cost. (Rusbult, 

1983). Rewards and costs may differ between individuals and genders. 

According to Sabatelli (1984), in the beginning of a marriage relationship, rewards from 

obtained marriage relationship are over both the comparison and comparison levels. 

However, over time, the conditions of individuals and marriages may change (as is the 

case with children) and there may be changes in the exchange equation. In this context, it 

is very important to examine the expectation levels of individuals in the understanding of 

marital relations. As it is known, marriage satisfaction, which constitutes the subject of 

this study, is taken as the function of the level of comparison based on this theory and it 

is measured. 

In our study, we also examine other conditions that affect marital satisfaction.  As 

explained in social exchange theory, women obtain self-esteem, personal growth, on the 

other hand, they have cost like dependence partner, struggle with marriage, stress, 

children factor.  For example, when they work, they also have responsibility with her 

spouse and family. They can have more stress, and would not cope with them. They can 

have difficulties. In the beginning of the marriage, people want to see more rewards 

instead of cost; they want to have more satisfaction in marriage. This theory shows what 

are the costs and rewards in relationships. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Marital Satisfaction 

In comparing close relationships, marriage is more intense relationship undoubtedly. 

Berscheid and Regan (2005) marital satisfaction is defined positive or negative emotions 

regarding with relationship. Marriage satisfaction; Marriage adjustment, marriage 

Quality, happiness of marriage is close meaning. 

Robins, Caspi and Moffitt (2000), marital satisfaction is concerned to the division of 

work, financial situation the future which are related how satisfied the couple are in 

different dimensions. 

There are three clues for marital satisfaction;

 

1) Sexual satisfaction: Because a healthy and happy relationship lies based on sexual 

relationship, and it is based on a healthy and happy relationship lies. Sexual 

relationship brings a lot of benefits as well as creating a perfect and special bond 

with a loved one or a loved one. First of all, sexual relationship can save the 

existing relationship from the routine cycle and keep the couple alive.  

2) Satisfaction In individual’s need and protection: Couples need each other in 

marriage life, and if they meet their needs, satisfaction can be more. Especially, 

women need protection emotions, they want from their spouse. 

1) Sexual satisfaction

2) Satisfaction in individual's need and protection

3) Satisfaction in love (Özgüven, 2009).
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3) In marriage life, respect, understanding is important for good couple relationship, 

but love is one of the most important factor for marital satisfaction. 

Rosen-Grandon (1999) expressed three main factors affecting marital satisfaction 

1) Having enough mutual love, 

2) Couples' mutual affinity, 

3) Individuals have defined their existence as a parent in their life and adopting 

appropriate attitudes about their beliefs. 

These factors emphasize that; Mutual love is important because couples have a lifetime 

to live happily together, to share their lives, to enjoy spending time together. 

When people have commitment each other, they can easily overcome the problems that 

they meet in their marriage. 

As a parent in marriage, and their coincidence with their common attitudes is an important 

factor in reaching satisfaction in their marriage. 

Another researcher described the factors that affect marital satisfaction and the 

characteristics of happy couples as follows: (Fitzpatrick,1988) 

1) Using more positive nonverbal messages 

2) Being consensus, sharing common ideas and improve their ideas. 

3) Open minded and appropriate attitude towards resolving disputes. 

4) Avoid conflict or improve conflict positively. 

5) Support each other in all process 

6) Reach consensus. 
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7) Be consistent in verbal or nonverbal messages 

8) Make the critics positive. 

9) It should be low dissatisfaction, and high satisfaction. 

These factors indicate how individuals solve problems, when they meet difficulties, and 

to achieve successful marriage life. The main considerations emphasized in these factors 

are; It expects more empathy for individuals in their mutual relations. In empathy, couples 

can understand each other better and resolve their problems even more quickly. It is also 

important to approach more compromise. The criticism can be reduced further and a 

happy environment can be created. In addition, showing supportive behaviors among 

spouses gives confidence in marriage and helps couples to think more positively about 

each other. Lastly, satisfaction rate should be higher than dissatisfaction rate. People may 

be able to cope with few problems, but having too many problems can harm marriage too 

much. 

Levinger and Huston (1990), Marital adjustment is concerned having capacity of 

adjustment on couple’s relationship. As well-known fact, there are many variables on 

maintains or stop relationship. Researches show that one variable is dependency. 

In marriage, continuation of relationship indicates high dependency. (Agnew, Van Lange, 

Rusbult and Langston, 1998; Drigotas and Rusbult, 1992; Drigotas, Rusbult ve Verette, 

1999) Continuation of relationship are concerned with what individual do in relations 

which can be award or payoff in  

relations, what individual invest in relations. These play roles on maintain or over 

relations. (Rusbult, 1983) 
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Some studies point out that in any event in relations when individuals speaking instead 

of stop talking or show reaction of dependence which indicate positive function in 

relationships. (Rusbult, Yovetich and Verette, 1996; Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn, 1982)  

According to Virginia Satir “I noticed that communication is so unhealthy if people are 

closed and indirect communication.” (Satir, 1983 p: 26) 

Van Lange and colic (1997), Generosity is most important positive factor on protection 

and maintains of relationship. Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster and Agnew (1999), They point 

out that having trust, and rapport among couples, is most important dynamic of marriage.  

There are studies which are affect to determine marital satisfaction. In some studies, 

(Davis and Rusbult, 2001; Kalmijn, 2005), they focused on individual's attitude. Davis 

and Rusbult (2001) analyzed couple’s attitudes about general topics such as capital 

punishment, ethnic prejudice. The results show that couples' attitude and opinions are 

more compatibility each other. Couples who have high marital satisfaction, they have 

high close attitudes. Kalmijn (2005) analyzed results that show individuals are becoming 

equitable or traditional regarding with marriage. They have close attitude.  

Broderick and O’Leary (1986), they paid attention that studying on marital satisfaction 

should be focused with individuals' attitudes. 

According to some researchers the quality of relationship, both truth characteristics of the 

relationship and perceptions of individuals play important role. According to authors, 

quality of perceived relationship has six basic components which are satisfaction, trust, 

proximity, passion, harmony, and love, and quality of perceived relationship is not one 

dimensional complex. Authors also found that It has been indicated that individuals 

perceive their relationships and spouses more positively when the ideal spouse 

perceptions are consistent. (Fletcher, Simpson ve Thomas, 2000a; 2000b) 
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Lewis and Spainer (1979) propound theoretical models about marital satisfaction and 

consistency. According to these models, having proper social and personal resources, 

satisfied lifestyle, rewards in marriage relationships, these are considered determinative 

factor for marital satisfaction. 

Aida and Falbo (1991) obtained that if couples see as an equal each other, they have 

higher marital satisfaction than traditional couples. 

Lye and Biblarz (1993) has comment that non-traditional attitudes make less satisfaction 

in marriage life. couples' marital satisfaction is lower, when couples have distinct 

attitudes. It found that if wives have nontraditional attitude than husbands, they have more 

conflict among them. On the other hand, if husbands are nontraditional than wives. 

Conflict is reduced. 

Lavee and Olson (1993) categorized that there are seven types of marriage. “Devitalized 

(40 %), Financially focused (11%), Conflicted (14%), Traditional (10%), Balanced (8%), 

Harmonious (8%), and Vitalized (9%) couples.” Vitalized couples have whole 

satisfaction in their marriage. They explained harmonies couples that intimate 

relationships are more satisfying, but outward characteristics of marriage life are less 

satisfying. Balanced couples mean that both outward and inward features of marriage are 

equal. Therefore, they have equal satisfaction in marriage. Devitalized couples have 

whole dissatisfaction with all features of marriage life. Financially focused couples are 

dissatisfied in their marriage, but they have only satisfaction about one issue that is 

management of money. Conflicted couples have just positive satisfaction with their 

outward activities other cases, they have whole of dissatisfaction. Traditional couples 

have conflict about communication, parenting and sexual life. They have satisfaction 

almost with their parenting, religious life, and activities. 
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Blum and Mehrabian (1999) found that in marital satisfaction, one of the key factors is 

pleasantness of temperament. Adjustment is also important when become dual 

adjustment, couples gain more marital satisfaction in their marriage.  Women who are 

obedient, and unpleased are highly disadvantageous in marital satisfaction. Couples' 

having similar temperament on pleasantness and dominance is connected with marital 

satisfaction, but marital satisfaction cannot be predicted with similarity. it is weak and 

suspicious for prediction. 

Roizblatt, Kaslow, Rivera, Fuchs, Conejero, and Zacharias (1999), they did research in 

Chilean population. The result found marital satisfaction has positive correlation with 

happiness during the childhood. They also have comments that there are three essential 

factors for couples who are satisfied or unsatisfied. These factors are trust, love, and 

loyalty. 

Burleson and Denton (1997) Communications skills is important aspect as others for 

marital satisfaction. There found positive association between communication skills and 

marital satisfaction among non-distressed couples, but among distressed couples, there 

were found negative association between them. 

Goodman (1999) indicated that there was a positive relationship between intimacy and 

marital satisfaction, and a negative relationship between marital satisfaction and hostile 

control. Additionally, he found that men have higher autonomy than women, and older 

couples have higher intimacy than middle age couples. Eventually, there were found 

autonomy is not more important factor than long term marriage, intimacy, leaving hostile 

control. 

For marital satisfaction, cultural differences are important factor. Marital satisfaction is 

change from one culture to another.  Research shows that when husband earn money, that 
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is so significant. On the other hand, it is not important for Americans, and there is negative 

correlation between age and marital satisfaction. For the Japanese, there was no found 

significant correlation between marital satisfaction and age. there was found that rewards 

from marital relationship provide marital satisfaction for both two groups. (Kamo,1993) 

Spouse selection and marital satisfaction is related with personality. Almost, women are 

social able.  People have different characteristics. Couples prefer select similar 

characteristics with their characteristics. If personality character of spouses has lower 

level of pleasantness, emotional resolution, intellect openness, the result would not be 

marital and sexual satisfaction. (Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford,1997) 

2.1.1. Idealistic Distortion 

It is one of the positive marital reflection. It is used by Fowers ve Applegate (1995) 

Idealistic distortion is used identify unrealistic view about person' spouse and marriage. 

Fowers, Applegate, Olson and Pomerantz's (1994) studied with very large sample group, 

and there was a high level of association between marital satisfaction and idealized 

distortion in married individuals. 

It is also defined as a marital idealization. According to this term, married people believe 

that their spouses are better than others. Idealization of spouse is positive reflection in 

marriages. However, studies had been between individuals have positive perception and 

individuals who have average perception. (Endo, Heine and Lehman, 2000; Murray and 

Holmes,1997; Murray, Holmes and Griffin, 1996a; Murray, Holmes and Griffin, 1996b). 

Research results show that individuals who idealize their spouse, they are more satisfied 

and long term marriage than people who have average marriage. 
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There is a research in last decades’ years, many spouses want to see themselves as having 

happy or extremely happy marriage. (Bur gess & Cottrell, 1939; Lee, Seccombe, & Shee 

han, 1991; Terman, 1938; Weingarten, 1985)  

There are many studies that show many people see their marriage better than 

approximately normal marriage and their partner better than approximately normal 

person. (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a; Pomer antz, 1995; Rusbult, Van Lange, 

Wildschut, Yov etich, & Verette, 2000). 

Idealistic Distortion measurement refers that believing satisfied on person ' relationship, 

and positive inclination about relationship that is te reason why some authors suggest 

positive illusion and there is also oretical explanations as an alternaative. (Fowers, 2000; 

Fowers et al., 1996; Fowers & Pomerantz, 1992). 

Positive inclination make people to understand their relationship. In terms, this 

satisfaction is become partly with not real positive perceptions. This explanation was 

supported by a study of more than 5000 married couples, with average ideal marriage 

satisfaction being accompanied by idealistic distortion (Fowers & Applegate, 1996). It is 

normal for a positive bias to establish a positive partiality about one's relationship, and 

maintaining that satisfaction and commitment to the relationship is part of it. (Fowers & 

Pomerantz, 1992, Rusbult, Van Lange, Wildshut, Yovetich and Verette, 2000). 

2.2. Problem Solving Skills 

The problem word is probably one of the words that people have most encountered 

throughout their lives. According to John Dewey, the problem is expressed as that make 

confuses everything, confronts, and belies the beliefs. (Akt, Gelbal, 1991). 

Problem is defined as a person' having any difficulty physically or mentally (Karasar, 

2000). 



23 
 

Problems can be long-term, short-term, simple or complex. It is divided into emotional, 

economic and bodily contents. These different types of problems can be combined with 

each other to become more complex problems (Cüceloğlu, 1999). 

Problem solving can be considered as a process of reaching the goal by overcoming the 

obstacles (Nezu, 1985). Individual's tendency of the problem solving, self-esteem is 

important in this process. Objectiveness, creative thinking, management of anxiety 

facilitates problem solving. (Ağır, 2007). 

Sconzain (1995) argued that in marriage, couples can receive happiness with avoidance 

of conflict. Problem solving strategies are important in marriage, if couples are not able 

to deal with the problem-solving strategies, marital conflicts bring harm couples' marriage 

highly. Chiu (1998) found that lower marital satisfaction has relationship with family 

conflict. 

According to Epstein (1982), there are certain observations in problematic relations: 

 1. Individuals’ wrong perceptions and thought each other: In marriage relationship, 

mostly people have problem because of wrong perceptions, understanding. They do not 

try to see objectively, it causes of problem in relationships. 

2. One spouse' prejudiced attitude toward the her / his partner: When couples have 

prejudice for her partner, they can behave without thinking, analyzing in problematic 

situation. It can cause to dmage in marriage relationship.  

3. Formation of negative schema about spouse, and impressions: People can find their 

wives guilty in any negative case when they form a negative schema for their spouses. 

This can lead to problems in their marriage. 
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2.2.1. Problem Solving Skills Development 

Although, there are differences from one problem to another problem and from one 

person to another person, there are many studies in the literature regarding the process of 

problem solving.  

D’Zurilla ve Goldfried (1971) examined problem solving process in 5 stages which are 

general approach, identification of problem, creating options decision making and 

evaluation.  The general approach can be either supportive or obstructive that allows the 

individual to adopt or reject a solution and it is defined as a mental tendency that leads 

the individual to behave in a certain way. The identification of issue is related with 

identification of problem. The creation of options involves the choice of problem solving 

as a goal-directed process. Decision-making is defined as selecting a particular item from 

a range of options for action. The evaluation includes the stage, the implementation of the 

action plan and the comparison of the results. Fender (2003) defines the problem-solving 

process in five steps. The first step is to confront the problem and to own the problem. 

Other stages are identified as problem determination, selection of options, determination 

and application of appropriate solutions. (P. 225) 

According to D 'Zurilla and Nezu, problem solving process (2007) 

1. Problem orientation (negative orientation and positive orientation): On the basis of our 

positive orientation, there is a positive opinion about the problems experienced. They 

believe that time and effort is needed to solve a successful problem. (D’Zurilla, Chang ve 

Sanna, 2003). 

Negative thinking is called negative direction to the problem. Negative direction is the 

nonfunctional point of view for the problems experienced. 
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2. Defining and formulating the problem: During the identification phase, there is usually 

the analysis of the quality of the probing and the collection of data relevant to the subject. 

Recognizing the problem is the most important step in solving the problem. At this stage, 

the correct definition of the problem is necessary for the solution of the problem. 

3. Production of alternatives: In solving the information, it is difficult to find alternatives 

to decide something. This information needs to be searched and researched. It is necessary 

to find alternatives from the data and to take the strongest one in the decisions to be taken. 

At this stage, the quality of the problem in general is analyzed from different directions, 

the data are collected. In the decision-making phase, this data is important and predicts. 

4. Decision making: The counselors list alternative ways of solutions and assess the 

outcomes of the proposed solutions for each purpose. This evaluation is done in the form 

of criticism of options and comparison of options. Finally, the clients decide on one of 

the solution options to formulate a solution plan. 

5. Application of solutions and prove the validity: Counselors are encouraged to 

implement many alternative solutions that occur simultaneously. During the 

implementation phase of the solutions, incentives are provided for the clients to use the 

self-monitoring, evaluation and rewarding procedures. If the identified solutions did not 

work, help the clients to resume the problem-solving process and identify and fix any 

problems. (Çekici, 2009) 

Bingham (1998) states that a problem-solving individual's approach and steps are likely 

to change from problem to problem, and that there is no single method to effectively solve 

all problems. According to Bingham, the individual's sense of responsibility makes the 

need to find solutions to the feeling of a more severe feeling. For this reason, there is an 

important influence on the individual's sense of responsibility on problem-solving skills. 
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2.2.2. Confidence in Problem Solving Ability 

Individuals make evaluation about themselves and their environments, and they build 

skills according themselves and their abilities. One of them is their belief in problem-

solving skills. (Heppner, Witty ve Dixon, 2004)  

Thought of confidence in problem solving ability, self-esteem and their personal beliefs 

about their skills is important on person' problem solving process. This process indicates 

how this process is effective on problem solving. (Heppner and Petersen, 1982) 

Problem solving concerns the individual's purpose, needs, values, beliefs, skills, habits 

and attitudes. Problem solving is the process of defeating difficulties in achieving an aim, 

which can be explained as the process of using knowledge and solving it by adding 

originality, creativity or imagination. The individual's orientation to problem solving, 

courage, willingness, and self-confidence are also influential in solving the problem. It is 

stated that some personality features such as having the sense of self-confidence in the 

solution of the problems encountered, an objective point of view, creative thinking, not 

worrying much about the events, being agile (Saygılı, 2000).  

Koberg and Bagnal (1981) found that people with problem-solving skills are innovative, 

preferences and decisions clearly, having a sense of responsibility, flexible thinking, 

courage and adventurism, introducing different ideas, self-confidence, have a personality 

trait such as being comfortable and emotional, active and energetic, being creative, being 

a producer, and having a critical point of view. 

2.2.3. Approach-Avoidance 

Refers to re-eyeing the previous problem-solving efforts to apply in the future and to 

actively search for alternative solutions. Approach-avoidance concerns the individual's 

approach for problem solving or their personal tendency for avoidance. (Heppner and 
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Krauskopf, 1987) In one way, different approaches are preferred for different problem 

solutions.  While some people tend to approach, and solve problems in problem solving; 

some of them prefer tendency to avoid problems. Tendency of approach is important for 

identification of problem, and to find effectively problem solving ways. (Heppner and 

Petersen, 1982) 

Avoidance orientation, a protection developed to prevent possible future mistakes 

mechanism. Avoidance orientation is an orientation that is persuaded by focussing on 

falsification, which is referred to as a potential for future failures (ZweigAnd Webster, 

2004: 1693-1708). 

There is a linear relationship between the intensity of negative emotional reactions and 

the avoidance orientation. In those with a low learning orientation, the intensity of 

negative emotional reactions may increase (William, et al., 2005: 55- 80). Avoidance 

approach is a problem-solving style involving dragging, postponement, immobilization 

techniques and strategies in the face of problems. It is observed that those who adopt the 

avoidant problem-solving style usually tend to postpone problems as much as possible, 

rather than struggle with problems, tend to postpone problems as much as possible, expect 

problems to resolve themselves, and occasionally try to load their own responsibilities. 

The characteristics of those who adopt this problem-solving style are: delaying problem 

solving as much as possible, waiting for problems to resolve themselves, throwing 

responsibility for problem solving into others. (D'Zurilla, Nezu and Maydeu-Olivares, 

2002). 

According to Bandura (1989), people who look at their skills with suspicion are avoiding 

hard work. They do not have enough stability to reach their goals. Whether they encounter 

a hurdle, in their personal activities, when they have difficulty in their job, or when they 

fail. 
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They focus thinking in this way leads to more anxieties by drawing their attention to 

personal deficiencies and possible inconveniences than how they can do their activities. 

Their anxiety prevents their efforts and their analytical thinking. Failed lives cause them 

to give up immediately in the face of difficulties by lowering their motivation. As they 

tend to interpret their inadequate performances as inefficiencies, there is no need for more 

failures to lose their faith in their abilities. They are easily distressed and suffer negative 

consequences (Çelikkaleli, 2004). 

D'Zurilla, Maydeu-Olivares and Kant (1998) conducted a survey to determine how age 

and gender differences affect social problem-solving ability. "Social Problem Solving 

Inventory" was used in the research. The results of the study are as follows: Social 

problem solving ability increases from young adulthood (17-20 years) to middle age (40-

55 years) and decreases in old age. In particular, middle-aged individuals (aged 40-55) 

are less likely to be positive-oriented and more likely to solve logical problems, negative-

orientation to problems, less dominance, carelessness and avoidance than young adults 

(ages 17-20). Compared to adults of advanced age (60-80 years), middle-aged (40-55 

years) individuals are positively more susceptible to problem-solving rather than 

positively oriented. Some age differences are characteristic of a sex. Within the young 

adult group (aged 17-20), gender differences were also noted in the areas of incompetence 

/ carelessness. 

2.2.4. Personal Control 

In problem solving process, controlling emotions and behaviors. In this context, 

controlling the emotional reactions and behaviors in problem solving processes allows 

for more effective solution of the problems. (Heppner and Baker, 1997) This dimension 

refers to the ability of people to maintain control in problem situations. (Heppner and 

Petersen, 1982) 
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It may be the perceived control center on the life of one of all beliefs about self and society 

(Mirowsky & Ross 1989). The feeling of having personal control is a generalized 

expectation that learns that the results depend on one's own choices and actions (Rotter 

1966, Seeman 1983). Perceived weakness is a learned, generalized expectation that the 

influence of external forces, such as strong people, it is determined by forces outside 

themselves, such as chance, fate or chance. Thus, perceived control and perceived 

weakness represent two extremes of continuity: someone' belief that they can shape 

conditions and circumstances in somebody' life and somebody can not change events or 

circumstance for others. (Pearlin et al. 1981) 

The result of the problem-solving process in the targeted way reinforces the perceived 

"personal control" and "competence" (self-efficacy) concepts that are thought to increase 

the effort of the individual in possible future problem-solving processes. The problem-

solving stages are not a completely disjointed process but a continuous process (Bilgin, 

2010). 

Personal control is a subjective situation, and it is centered on personality, inclination, 

belief, and observation. It can only be evaluated with self report and with effect of 

situations and individuals. Moreover, Langer (1983) stated that the need for power is less 

stable than the need for control between individuals and throughout their lives; Events 

can change the size of the control, but the essential requirement of controls is in most 

people's lives. Finally, not the strength but the low levels of personal control are 

associated with various negative outcomes such as stress, depression, predisposition. 
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2.3. Research Findings Related with Marital Satisfaction and 

Problem Solving Skills 

Sillar, Roberts, Leonard, and Dun (2000) They observed that when they look couples who 

have dissatisfaction and conflict relationship, the couples are angrier, pessimistic and 

blaming. Moreover, Fletcher, Thomas and Durrant (1999) If couples have much quality 

of marriage in their relationship, they can express openly and freely their negative 

thoughts and feeling. Furthermore, Sllars and colleagues (2000) In couple relationship, 

women are more redirected, sensitive and they behave impartial in discussion. 

Researchers explained that different attitudes depend on gender differences. These 

different attitudes are result of different power among spouses. (Ball, Cowan, & Cowan, 

1995; Leonard & Senchak, 1996)  

Pasch and Bradbury (1998) mentioned that first years of marriage also affect future for 

marriage relationship, if couples have weak skills in discussion about marital matters, it 

is risk for future marital dysfunction. 

State of mood and mental health affect problem solving ability in marriage. They are also 

connected with marital conflict. Mayne, Oleary, Mccrady, Contrada and Labouvie (1997) 

“They conducted an experiment with distressed couples and found that in a 40-minute 

experimental conflict induction period concerning difficulty areas of the participants' 

relationship. Women expressed higher depression symptoms and hostility than men.” 

In the later years of marriage, couples' challenging and extent roles has shown decrease 

with departure of children from house. These new events make opportunity couples to 

have gaining more time and energy. It indicates that marital quality increase in the later 

stages of year. (Gary R. Lee, 1988) Generally, couples have children in first years of 

marriage. Having a new child that means full responsibility. They cannot find more time 
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together. They participate less activity. May they cannot enough understand what they 

live in their marriage. Then in later years, when their children leave from home, they may 

notice their wrong, good things in relationship. Their experiences and age can provide 

them to think logical, and they can try maintaining more quality marriage together.  

Pineo (1961) was pioneer for longitudinal study, levels of marital happiness, satisfaction, 

or adjustment has been declining during at least 20 marriage years. According to 

subsequent cross sectional studies, it was confirmed that marital satisfaction is lower in 

middle age than early age. 

There is one research that found when couples’ children set new nest, positive 

psychological results are occurred on women. (Glenn, 1975) In addition, after retirement 

positive interplay increase among couples. (Gilford, 1984) 

Spitze (1988) and Hochschild (1989) asserts that when wives work and bring money 

home, and husbands help housework, that can provide empathy among couples. 

Understanding is important factor in marital satisfaction. Therefore, this empathy can 

ensure marital satisfaction.  May be, equality division of labor is not more efficiently than 

empathy in marital satisfaction. The literature indicates that dual earning make well 

understanding among couples.  (e.g., Schwartz, 1994). When people make empathy, they 

can exactly understand others. Generally, marital problems appear with 

misunderstanding, so marital satisfaction may be occurring with empathy or 

understanding.  

(Booth et al., 1984; Johnson et al., 1986; Schumm and Bugaighis, 1986) indicated that 

wives' long time working make decrease on marital happiness. Especially when wives 

pass 40 hours in a week. 
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There are some studies research about marital satisfaction and employment. Literature 

review shows the relationship between couples' employment and marital satisfaction are 

changed in the last 30 years. marital happiness, adjustment, and happiness has shown 

decrease among husbands, because of wives’ work outside from home in the 1960s. 

(Burke & Weir, 1976; Orden & Bradburn, 1969).  There can appear some complexity 

among couples. It is well known fact that there are some stereotypes for women roles. 

Generally, women are at home, doing housework, cooking, and looking for children etc. 

When women show decrease in quality of her house issue that can be reason decrease 

marital quality. In Turkish culture, women’s role is also more considering issue, so when 

women work outside. It could quiet affect marital quality in relationships. 

There was one another study in 1980s. Marital quality is high among women. The results 

particularly point that highly educated women have high marital quality. Women are also 

employed who have higher marital quality than women are not employed. (Houseknecht 

& Macke, 1981; Simpson & England, 1982). 

However, when times come 1970s, studies indicate that there was no found significant 

difference in marital quality among husbands and wives in regarding just one earner or 

two earners. Marital quality is same for both. (Glenn & Weaver, 1978; Locksley, 1980) 

Literature sources show that this topic was looked at in different views. Whether the 

spouses' marriage duration is related to satisfaction is examined. According to the 

research result; (Schumm, 1985, Akt, Gökmen, 2001). 

Marital satisfaction differs when the gender factor is considered, depending on the 

duration of the marriage. As time increases, satisfaction decreases in women and 

increases in men. (Houseknecht & amp; Macke, 1981, Filsinger & amp; Wilson, 1984, 

Gaesser & Whitboure, 1985, Akt.) 
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One of the factors that affecting the marital satisfaction is the duration of marriage. In this 

field work; (Anderson, Russel & Schumm, 1983), marital satisfaction is low in the initial 

stages of marriage, but when couples' children nest, the couples' satisfaction will be 

increase. 

The development of problem solving skills has an impact on marital satisfaction 

(Akt.Canel 2007). When the literature is examined; According to Heatoni and Albrecht 

(1991) Married individuals have increased their efforts towards marriage, when their 

marriage progresses, and their age increases. When they get problem, the solution finding 

process will speed up. This can also result in increased marital satisfaction (Heaton & 

Albrech, 1991). 

When analyzing meeting problems in marriage, in first three years of marriage, coping 

ways with problems are positive or negative. Marriage satisfaction falls towards within 

six years compared to the first years of marriage, and coping ways problems can be a 

factor in this (Noller & Feeney, 2002). 

In early year of marriage, Communication and satisfaction are important for shaping 

future relationship of marriage. Researches show that, while spouses assess marriage 

processes, they have considered communication and attitude among themselves instead 

of their individual differences.  Before marriage, the quality of communication between 

couples can also affect the marriage process and satisfaction (Noller & Feeney, 2002). 

If there is long term marriage, it is important sign for high marital satisfaction. (DeMoss, 

2004) Couples who make decision of divorce, marital satisfaction is indicated lower. 

(Broman, 2000). 
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It has been determined that married people who get married in early ages are not able to 

reach sufficient maturity and their social identities are not improved sufficiently and this 

situation can lead to marital insufficiency (Akt: Çelik, M., 2006) 

There are some factors which are determinant for marital satisfaction. These are; 

existence of couples' roles in marriage, inability to have vital balance, communication 

ways and mutual balanced communication, point of view toward conflicts. Negative 

factors can cause divorce. (Akt: Eraslanlı& Kalkan, 2008). 

According to Solmuş (2011), the duration and status of the relationship can affect marital 

satisfaction. Before marriage, it is significantly important   that understanding their life 

style, realize how much they can trust each other. 

According to a research done, there are many reasons that affect marital satisfaction. 

According to this research, it has been observed that individuals' occupation and status 

are related to their satisfaction in marriage. Individuals with high occupational status have 

a higher standard of living than individuals with lower occupational status. The marital 

satisfaction is high with individuals who are in a good position, and the with individuals 

who are lower in the occupational sense, marital satisfaction is lower.  (Hasta, 1996) 

Higher status gives people more advantages in life. Therefore, in this case it could affect 

positive advantage in marriage life, when you are satisfied with life conditions, it could 

be reflecting satisfaction in marriage life.   

When women were analyzed whether they work or not, different results were 

encountered.  Fışıloğlu (1992) If women work that is factor to reduce marital satisfaction 

for men. 

Glenn and Weaver (1978) also researched on whether women work or not. A woman's 

work is not a determinant in the context of marital satisfaction for woman or man. In a 
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study by Burke and Weir (1976), it is seen that there is an interaction between woman's 

work and perspective of marital satisfaction. 

If there is a   high positive and clear communication, marital satisfaction is also asserted 

in high rate. If communication skills are low, marital satisfaction can be low, because 

conflict relationships depend on lower communication skills. (Chapin, Chapin& Sattler, 

2001; AktCanel, 2007). 

Having children is most important factor in marriage that make happiness in family. The 

positive and negative effects of children can manifest on marriage. Children provide 

mutual attachment between couples. As children in the family is a source of love and 

happiness, they reinforce ties between family members and contribute to the emotional 

communication that represents family ties. But childcare is a difficult experience, and 

often this task is carried out by mothers. This can create a conflict between couples, 

indirectly affecting happiness and peace of couples (Hasta, 1996). 

Bradbury, Fincham, and Beach (2000) conducted research that included the experiences 

of parents and the role model that could affect marital satisfaction. There are some criteria 

which are effective on marital satisfaction, such as the conflicts or divorces of the parents, 

the communication ways, and the individuals having mental or physiological health 

problems. In addition, demographic factors such as economic process, occupation, 

marriage forms, age and gender factors are affecting marriage satisfaction. (Bradbury, 

Fincham, 2000, AktCanel, 2007). 

Numerous authors (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971; Gladwin, 1967; Johoda, 1953; 

Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976) Problem solving ability has important impact for healthy 

process.   
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There had been a research about child rearing. In this study, it was inquired that how 

mothers deal about problem solutions with their preschool children and how they are 

helpful coping with the problem. (Shure & Spivack, 1978; Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 

1976). The result show that mothers' problem solutions on daughters is positively 

related with daughters' ability of solutions on real life problems, but there was no found 

the relationship between mothers and sons. 

Generally, Family Problem solving researches are related with either making decisions 

by whom or different variables which have mutual effect. (Warmbrod, 1977).  Paolucci, 

Hall and Ax- inn (1977) reported a study which rated families on the extent to which 

they performed five steps in decision making. Alternative generation was used by the 

families. Distressed couples have difficulties in decision making, on the other hand 

there is highly seen discussion of the problem. It was found by O'Flaherty.  (Thomas, 

1977). There are many alternative solutions and solution choices which they can use by 

couples or families, but they are not known adequately. 

Tallman (1961) The research show that mothers who are highly adoptable that their 

children have better social ability than children who are middle rate adoptable mothers. 

There are three elements of adaptability one of them is flexibility that means ability 

using another option means. Kieren (1966), In studying couples' problem solving, if 

expressed that couples' employing same concept, there were found high rate flexibility it 

relates to high problem perception and division of housework equally.    

There is one study about communication skills. If couples are trained with communication 

skills programs, their perception would increase, and they can be open for options. 

Communication is important factor to obtain high level of flexibility in relationship. 

(Miller, Nunnally, & Wackman, 1976).  On the other hand, in one study there were found 

that groups who are not communicate exactly, but they are faster to solving problem than 
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other groups. The other groups can communicate exactly. The results show that 

communication is not the best options on problem solving (McConville & Hemphill, 

1966). 

Conflict resolution strategies are used to give direction for couples' behaviors. Generally, 

conflict relationships are seen in distressed relationships. Negative behaviors are related 

with marital dissolution (Gottman, 1994). There is a present study, aim of the study 

analyzing marital satisfaction, maladaptive avoidance and attacking conflict resolution 

behaviors. Avoidance behavior can be defined in such way removing problem or conflict, 

and keeping feelings inside. On the other hand, attacking physically and verbally to 

spouse (Rubenstein & Feldman, 1993). 

Childrearing is not easy, and it is general problem, Parents' perspective is deterministic 

role in generate child's behaviors in all settings, such as in home, school, neighborhood 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1993). 

Mothers' solutions in a way of problem solving, and their own produced solutions in 

childrearing are elements of parenting styles. In this process, child's ability of learning 

and problem solving can be improved and shaped with this way (Bronfenbrenner, 1993; 

Rogoff & Gamer, 1984).Childrearing problem is common. There are three factor which 

are mothers' solutions in childrearing.  

1) Arrangement of problem, analyzing what kind of problem include in there 

2) Evaluation of generated solutions  

3)Thinking of other person's perspective for social emotional process (Nezu, Nezu, & 

Peri, 1989; Shure, 1985).  
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The problem should be explained clearly for arrangement of problem method. Generally, 

there is seen deficit on explaining childrearing problems such as other situations in 

everyday life (Luszc, 1989; Sinnott, 1989). 

Tversky and Kahneman (1981) expressed that should be done in the face of a problem, 

that should be considered how the problem should be arranged, so that has effects on 

types of solutions. 

There are some factors which are expected conditions in childrearing. These are; mothers' 

experience on parenting, mothers' ability of problem solving, and personal  

resources. Mothers' parenting experience is expressed based on number of children. In 

this case, experienced mothers are better on problem solving, because they have more 

practices. There is no need to arrange more solutions. On the other hand, the mothers have 

more solutions. They might arrange more solutions to achieve higher quality (Cantor & 

Kihlstrom, 1987; Goodnow, 1988; Holden, 1988). 

Personal sources are factor to find solutions on childrearing problems, such as, mothers' 

education and verbal ability. Educated mothers may have ability problem solving.  

Zussman (1978) found that educated mothers who have 10 years old child, apply less 

physical punishment and, less controlling their children behavior. Furthermore, they have 

logical thinking on understanding their children behaviors and actions. They can find 

reasons on child behaviors and actions and solve the problems with their knowledge. 

When couples have many problems before marriage, or conflict among them, that cause 

decrease marital satisfaction. Marital satisfaction can be affected negatively, when 

spouses have different attitudes in debates. For example; while one spouse behaves angry 

about one issue, another one ignore. (Noller & Feeney, 2002). 
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Individuals who have high marital satisfaction, they have a positive physiological and 

psychological process. Individuals who have a positive psychological and physiological 

process, their levels of negative mood are lower, higher happiness of life, and greater 

resilience than problems (Kirby, 2005). 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY   

1. Aim of the study is to investigate if there is a relationship between marital 

satisfaction and problem solving skills among middle age women. 

2. To investigate the factors that contribute to marital satisfaction of middle-aged 

women. 

3.1. Hypothesis  

1. There is statically significant positive correlation between martial satisfaction and 

problem solving skills.  

2.  Middle age women from our sample have high scores of marital satisfaction scale  

3. Middle age women from our sample have high scores confidence in the ability to 

solving problem. 

4. There are statistically significant differences between employed and unemployed 

women in marital satisfaction. 

5. There are statistically significant differences in marital satisfaction between women 

that belong to different types of marriage (love marriage, arranges marriage involuntary 

and voluntary arranged marriage) 

6.  There is a statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction between women 

that have children and those who do not have children.  

7. There are statistically significant differences between woman regarding the duration of 

marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction variables.  

8.  There are statistically significant differences between problem solving and marital 

satisfaction among women that have different education level. 
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9. There are statistically significant differences in problem solving and marital 

satisfaction between women that belong to different socio-economic status. 

3.2. Participants 

Sample size were 131 women from Turkey. Participants’ ages were from 40 to 60 which 

belong to middle age period. There were investigated socio-economic status, duration of 

marriage year, employment status, types of marriage, age, children factor, and education 

level. 

Table 1:Distribution of age among the participants of the research 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 40-45 80 61,5 61,5 61,5 

45-55 33 25,4 25,4 86,9 

55-60 17 13,1 13,1 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 1 represents the distribution of age among participants, 61,5 % of the participants’ 

age (80) is between 40-45, 25,4% of the participants’ age (33) is between 45-55, 13,1% 

of the participants’ age (17) is between 55-60.  

Table 2:Distribution of employment status among the participants of the research 

Employment status 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Employed 47 36,2 36,2 36,2 

Housewife 83 63,8 63,8 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 2 represents the distribution of employment status among participants. 36,2 % of 

the participants (47) are employed, 63,8 % of the participants (83) are housewife. 
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Table 3:Distribution of level of education among the participants of the research 

What is your level of education 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Primary school 69 53,1 53,1 53,1 

High school 39 30,0 30,0 83,1 

BA Degree 18 13,8 13,8 96,9 

MA Degree 4 3,1 3,1 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 3 represents the distributions of education level of the participants. 53,1 % of the 

participants (69) graduated from primary school. 30,0 % of the participants (39) graduated 

from high school. 13,8 % of the participants (18) graduated from university, 3,1% of the 

participants (4) graduated master program. 

 

Table 4:Distribution of socio-economic status among the participants of the 

research 

How is your socioeconomic status 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 500-1000 TL 6 4,6 4,6 4,6 

1000-1500 TL 26 20,0 20,0 24,6 

1500-2000 TL 26 20,0 20,0 44,6 

2000-3000 TL 53 40,8 40,8 85,4 

5000 TL or more 19 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 4 represents the distributions of socioeconomic status of the participants. 4,6% of 

the participants’ income (6) are 500-1000 TL. 20,0% of the participants’ income (26) are 

1000-1500 TL, 20,0% of the participants’ income (26) are 1500-2000 TL, 40,8 % of the 

participants’ income (53) are 2000-3000 TL, and 14,6% of the participant’ income (19) 

are 5000 TL or more. 
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Table 5:Distribution of marriage duration among the participants of the research 

Marriage duration? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1-10 11 8,5 8,5 8,5 

10-20 30 23,1 23,1 31,5 

20-30 70 53,8 53,8 85,4 

30-40 19 14,6 14,6 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 5 represents the distributions of marriage duration of the participants. 8,5% is (11) 

1-10 years. 23,1 % is (30) 10-20 years. 53,8 % is (70) 20- 30 years. 14,6 % is (19) 30-40 

years.  

Table 6:Distribution of types of marriage among the participants of the research 

Types of marriage 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Love marriage 32 24,6 24,6 24,6 

Arranged marriage/ 

involuntary 

23 17,7 17,7 42,3 

Arranged maarriage/ 

voluntary 

75 57,7 57,7 100,0 

Total 130 100,0 100,0  

 

Table 6 represents the distributions of types of marriage of the participants. 24 ,6% of the 

participants (32) are love marriage. 17,7 % of the participants (23) are arranged 

marriage/involuntary. 57,7 % of the participants (75) are arranged marriage/ voluntary. 

3.3. Materials 

There were used three instruments which were translated to Turkish language. Also, we 

used socio-demographic form to invesitgate variables. 
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3.3.1. ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale 

The EMS Scale is a 15-item scale comprising the Idealistic Distortion (5 items) and 

Marital Satisfaction scales (10 items). Each of the 10 Marital Satisfaction items represents 

one of the areas of the marital relationship assessed by the full-length 

ENRICH Inventory (e.g. communication or sexual relationship). Thus, the EMS Scale 

provides a 1-item sampling of the 10 dimensions of marital satisfaction found to be most 

important by Fournier et al. (1983), whose conclusions about the important domains of 

marital satisfaction provide an indication of the content validity of the EMS Scale. 

The EMS Scale provides a score for each partner. This score is derived by first scoring 

the Marital Satisfaction and Idealistic Distortion scales, then correcting the Marital 

Satisfaction score downward on the basis of the person’s idealistic Distortion score. 

ENRICH Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale Scoring Procedures 

1. The positive and negative signs to the left of each item indicate whether the item should 

be scored in a positive or negative direction. Items scored in a negative direction would 

be reverse-scored (i.e., if it is marked 5, it would be scored 1: if it is marked 4, it would 

be scored 2: a 3 remains unchanged). 

2. Items 1, 4, 6, 9, and 13 constitute the Idealistic Distortion scale. The remaining items 

are in the Marital Satisfaction scale. 

3. Individual raw scores for the Marital Satisfaction and Idealistic Distortion scales are 

calculated by first reverse-scoring the negative items and then summing the appropriate 

items for each scale.  

4. Individual EMS scores are obtained by revising Marital Satisfaction scores to correct 

for Idealistic Distortion scores with the following formula in which PCT = percentile 
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score for individual Marital Satisfaction scale and ID = percentile score for individual 

Idealistic Distortion scale: 

EMS score = PCT – [(.40 x PCT)(ID x .01)]. 

3.3.2. Problem Solving Scale 

The present Problem Solving Scale consisted of a 6-point, Likert-type format of 35 items 

constructed by the authors as face valid measures of each of the five problem-solving 

stages, based on a revision of an earlier problem-solving inventory (Heppner & Petersen, 

Note 1). The items were randomly ordered and written to contain an equal number of 

positive and negative statements about problem solving. Low scores indicate behaviors 

and attitudes typically associated with successful problem solving.  

A principal-components factor analysis was performed using the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1970). The analysis yielded 

10 factors having eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and accounting for 65% of the common 

variance. Using a screen test to identify only the major common factors (Cattell, 1965), 

three factors were extracted. Using a varimax rotation and applying the rule of retaining 

only those factor loadings above .3, three factors were identified with 11,16, and 5 items. 

A summary of the items that contribute to each of the three factors. The first factor was 

labeled by the experimenters "problemsolving confidence," and it includes items that 

seem to assess confidence in engaging in a wide range of problem- solving activities. The 

second factor was labeled "approach-avoidance style," because a central theme among 

most of these items involved whether an individual approach or avoids different problem-

solving activities. The third factor was labeled "personal control," since most of the items. 

Problem solving scale scoring: 
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The P.S.I. consists of three subscales: confidence in the ability of solving the problems 

(items: 5, 10, 11*, 12, 19, 23, 24, 27, 33, 34*, 35), the approach-avoidance style (items: 

1*, 2*, 4*, 6, 7, 8, 13*, 15*, 16, 17*, 18, 20, 21*, 28, 30, 31) and the self-control (items: 

3*, 14*, 25*, 26*, 32*). The items 9, 19 and 22 are filter items and do not count. Also, 

the global score is considered as a general index of the awareness of problem solving 

ability.  

3.4. Procedure 

In this study, I did quantitative research method. My aim to seek to the relationship 

between marital satisfaction and problem solving skills among middle age women. The 

reason why this method was chosen lies beneath of that which quantitative research 

method I can get statistical results which helps me to draw conclusion based on reliable 

data. 

I gathered participants from Turkey. I collected data from literature review of previous 

research on this topic to find out how the literature review are related with my research. 

Various information was gained from various and different sources which are from books, 

articles, researches, and statistical results from previous results. I analyzed my research 

with comparing the finding related researches.  

 Whereas the questionnaires were designed to take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

In the first part, we put socio-demographic form in the beginig of the appendix. For the 

analysis of data SPSS was used. Results of this study was presented in tables provided by 

these software programs. 

3.5. Ethics 

Since the sample consists of adults, it was insured that their privacy rights were protected. 

However, questionnaires didn’t include any question which may bring possible risk to 
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experience psychological distress for the participants. Scales of measurement were also 

examined by the expert before they were distributed among the participants. They were 

informed about the content and consequences of research before they were asked to 

participate in this research. All participants participated voluntarily, and it had told them 

that the results of questionnaires were discussed only by a researcher. They were said that 

the results of the questionnaires won’t be shared with any third person, and their names 

will be kept clandestine for their rights of confidentiality. On other words, they were 

notified that the results will be reported objectively in terms of scientific rules, and they 

won’t be used for any other purpose. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

In this research, SPSS was used to analyze the collected data. In this part, the results of 

this research will be presented in tables produced by this software program.  

1.1 Testing the correlation between martial satisfaction and problem 

solving skills 

 
Table 7:Correlational matrix of all dependent variables 
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Problem solving confidence 

R 1 .453** .257** .801** -.173 -.192* -.070 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

 .000 .003 .000 .051 .030  

.434 

N 128 124 128 124 128 128 128 

Approach avoidance 

R .453** 1 .314** .834** -.210* -.204* -.099 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000  .000 .000 .019 .022 .271 

N 124 125 125 124 125 125 125 

Personal control 

R .257** .314** 1 .606** -.031 -.064 .108 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.003 .000  .000 .728 .474 .220 

N 128 125 130 124 130 129 130 

General index of Problem 

solving scale 

R .801** .834** .606** 1 -.185* -.226* -.053 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000  .040 .012 .556 

N 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 

Idealistic Distortion 

R -.173 -.210* -.031 -.185* 1 .827** -.007 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.051 .019 .728 .040  .000 .938 

N 128 125 130 124 130 129 130 

Marital satisfaction 

R -.192* -.204* -.064 -.226* .827** 1 .017 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.030 .022 .474 .012 .000  .846 

N 128 125 129 124 129 129 129 

R -.070 -.099 .108 -.053 -.007 .017 1 
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ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.434 .271 .220 .556 .938 .846  

N 128 125 130 124 130 129 130 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 7 represents correlation between subscales of problem solving skills, and subscales 

of marital satisfaction. The result shows that there is negative and low statistically 

significant correlation between Problem solving confidence and Marital satisfaction (r = 

-.192*, p= .030), Approach avoidance and Idealistic Distortion (r= -.210*, p = .019) and 

Marital Satisfaction ( r= -.204*, .022), and finally between General index of Problem 

solving and Idealistic Distortion (r=-.185*, p= .040)  and Marital Satisfaction (r= -.226*, 

p= .012). Also, there is no statistically significant correlation between problem solving 

confidence and idealistic distortion and enrich marital satisfaction score, Approach 

avoidance and enrich marital satisfaction score, personal control and Idealistic Distortion, 

Marital Satisfaction and enrich marital satisfaction score, General index of Problem 

solving and enrich marital satisfaction score. 

1.2. Testing for statistically significant differences between different age groups 

in our sample on marital satisfaction scale. 

For this purpose, we used One-way ANOVA test to explore such group differences. 

 

Table 8:Descriptive statistics for variables of Marital Satisfaction according to the 

independent variable of age 

 N Me 

An 

Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimu

m 

Maximum 
 

 

Idealistic 

Distortion 

40-45 80 15.9000 4.76432 .53267 5.00 25.00   

45-55 33 15.5455 4.94400 .86064 5.00 25.00   

55-60 17 14.4706 5.08819 1.23407 5.00 21.00   

Total 130 15.6231 4.83730 .42426 5.00 25.00   

40-45 79 32.4051 7.50986 .84492 18.00 50.00   
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Marital 

satisfaction 

45-55 33 32.6061 8.73549 1.52065 12.00 49.00   

55-60 17 33.0588 9.26331 2.24668 15.00 50.00   

Total 129 32.5426 8.01367 .70556 12.00 50.00   

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

40-45 80 42.0066 15.50591 1.73361 .00 92.40   

45-55 33 172.4236 749.40803 130.45519 .00 4346.00   

55-60 17 43.6424 19.19369 4.65515 .00 66.88   

Total 130 75.3264 377.80976 33.13611 .00 4346.00   

 

 
Table 9:One way ANOVA for testing differences between different age groups in 

marital satisfaction 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Idealistic Distortion 

Between 

Groups 

28.914 2 14.457 .614 .543 

Within Groups 2989.617 127 23.540   

Total 3018.531 129    

Marital satisfaction 

Between 

Groups 

6.158 2 3.079 .047 .954 

Within Groups 8213.858 126 65.189   

Total 8220.016 128    

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Between 

Groups 

417002.352 2 208501.176 1.471 .233 

Within Groups 
17996485.27

0 

127 141704.608   

Total 
18413487.62

2 

129    

 
There are no statistically significant differences between younger, older and middle age 

participants in marital satisfaction. 
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1.3. Testing the effects of age on the ability to solving problem 

 
Table 10:Descriptive statistics for variables of Problem solving subscales according 

to the independent variable of age 

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
 

 

Problem solving 

confidence 

40-45 78 26.9103 9.04417 1.02405 12.00 53.00   

45-55 33 23.1515 5.84231 1.01702 12.00 42.00   

55-60 17 27.4706 8.79714 2.13362 16.00 47.00   

Total 128 26.0156 8.41725 .74399 12.00 53.00   

Approach 

avoidance 

40-45 77 44.5714 8.66850 .98787 28.00 73.00   

45-55 32 41.4375 7.74987 1.37000 22.00 54.00   

55-60 16 46.5625 11.52371 2.88093 29.00 75.00   

Total 125 44.0240 8.93747 .79939 22.00 75.00   

Personal control 

40-45 80 16.7250 4.41222 .49330 5.00 28.00   

45-55 33 16.8485 6.51978 1.13495 5.00 30.00   

55-60 17 16.4118 5.25665 1.27492 7.00 27.00   

Total 130 16.7154 5.09025 .44644 5.00 30.00   

General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

40-45 76 87.8158 16.54063 1.89734 48.00 130.00   

45-55 32 81.1875 15.17731 2.68300 42.00 114.00   

55-60 16 90.1875 21.59697 5.39924 57.00 143.00   

Total 124 86.4113 17.08611 1.53438 42.00 143.00   
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Table 11:One way ANOVA for testing differences between different age groups in 

Problem solving subscales 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Problem solving 

confidence 

Between 

Groups 

369.119 2 184.560 2.674 .073 

Within Groups 8628.850 125 69.031   

Total 8997.969 127    

Approach avoidance 

Between 

Groups 

340.258 2 170.129 2.170 .119 

Within Groups 9564.670 122 78.399   

Total 9904.928 124    

Personal control 

Between 

Groups 

2.159 2 1.080 .041 .960 

Within Groups 3340.310 127 26.302   

Total 3342.469 129    

General index of 

Problem solving scale 

Between 

Groups 

1251.291 2 625.645 2.184 .117 

Within Groups 34656.734 121 286.419   

Total 35908.024 123    

There are no statistically significant differences between younger, middle and older 

participants in the problem-solving subscales. 

1.4.  Testing for statistically significant differences in marital satisfaction between 

employed and unemployed women. 

 

Table 12:Group Statistics of Employment Status 

Group Statistics 

 
Employment 

status? 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Idealistic Distortion 
Employed 47 15.2340 4.90436 .71537 

Housewife 83 15.8434 4.81482 .52850 

Marital satisfaction 
Employed 47 32.1064 7.51299 1.09588 

Housewife 82 32.7927 8.32183 .91899 

ENRICH Marital 

satisfaction Score 

Employed 47 133.0164 628.04911 91.61038 

Housewife 83 42.6586 17.10337 1.87734 
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Table 13:Independent sample test of employment status 

 Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 
  

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

 

 

Idealistic 

Distortion 

Equal variances 

assumed 

.010 .919 -.689 128 .492 -.60933 .88486   

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  -.685 94.17

7 

.495 -.60933 .88942   

Marital 

satisfaction 

Equal variances 

assumed 

.259 .612 -.467 127 .642 -.68630 1.47062   

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  -.480 104.1

85 

.632 -.68630 1.43021   

ENRICH 

MArital 

satisfaction 

Score 

Equal variances 

assumed 

6.396 .013 1.314 128 .191 90.35783 68.77619   

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  .986 46.03

9 

.329 90.35783 91.62961   

 

There are no statistically significant differences between employed and unemployed 

woman in martial satisfaction, which means that employment is not important factor for 

marital satisfaction.  

1.5. Testing for statistically significant differences between different types of 

marriage in marital satisfaction 

 
 

Table 14:Descriptive statistics of marital satisfaction variables with regard to type 

of marriage 

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m 

 

 

Idealistic 

Distortion 

Love marriage 32 14.5313 5.29141 .93540 5.00 25.00   

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

23 13.8261 4.45842 .92964 5.00 23.00 
  

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

75 16.6400 4.53705 .52389 8.00 25.00 
  



54 
 

Total 130 15.6231 4.83730 .42426 5.00 25.00   

Marital 

satisfaction 

Love marriage 32 30.5938 9.46252 1.67275 12.00 50.00   

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

22 30.0000 6.69755 1.42792 15.00 44.00 
  

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

75 34.1200 7.39971 .85444 17.00 50.00 
  

Total 129 32.5426 8.01367 .70556 12.00 50.00   

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction 

Score 

Love marriage 32 40.0091 19.67200 3.47755 .00 92.40   

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

23 36.8100 16.36834 3.41303 .00 65.66 
  

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

75 102.206

8 

496.84641 57.3708

8 

10.00 4346.00 
  

Total 
130 75.3264 377.80976 33.1361

1 

.00 4346.00   

 
Table 15:One way ANOVA for exploring differences between different types of 

marriage in marital satisfaction 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Idealistic Distortion 

Between 

Groups 

189.978 2 94.989 4.265 .016 

Within Groups 2828.553 127 22.272   

Total 3018.531 129    

Marital satisfaction 

Between 

Groups 

450.377 2 225.188 3.652 .029 

Within Groups 7769.639 126 61.664   

Total 8220.016 128    

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Between 

Groups 

128226.552 2 64113.276 .445 .642 

Within Groups 
18285261.07

0 

127 143978.434   

Total 
18413487.62

2 

129    
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There are statistically significant differences in Idealistic Distortion and Marital 

satisfaction subscales between women that belong to different types of marriage (love 

marriage, arranges marriage involuntary and voluntary arranged marriage) 

Table 16:Post hoc procedure for exploring statistically significant differences 

Multiple Comparisons 

Scheffe   

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) Types of 

marriage? 

(J) 

Types of 

marriage

? 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Id
e
a

lis
ti
c
 D

is
to

rt
io

n
 

Love marriage 

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

.70516 1.29010 .861 -2.4903 3.9006 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

-2.10875 .99648 .111 -4.5769 .3594 

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

Love marriage 

-.70516 1.29010 .861 -3.9006 2.4903 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

-2.81391* 1.12486 .047 -5.6001 -.0277 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

Love marriage 

2.10875 .99648 .111 -.3594 4.5769 

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

2.81391* 1.12486 .047 .0277 5.6001 

M
a
ri
ta

l 
s
a
ti
s
fa

c
ti
o
n

 

Love marriage 

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

.59375 2.17483 .963 -4.7936 5.9811 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

-3.52625 1.65806 .108 -7.6335 .5810 

Love marriage 

-.59375 2.17483 .963 -5.9811 4.7936 
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Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

-4.12000 1.90397 .100 -8.8364 .5964 

Arranged 

maarriage/ 

voluntary 

Love marriage 

3.52625 1.65806 .108 -.5810 7.6335 

Arranged 

marriage/ 

involuntary 

4.12000 1.90397 .100 -.5964 8.8364 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
            

 

There are statistically significant differences in Idealistic distortion only between women 

that had involuntary and voluntary arranged marriage, where voluntarily married women 

had higher results on Idealistic distortion subscale. 

2.3. Testing for statistically significant differences between women that have 

children and that do not have children in marital satisfaction.  

 

Table 17:Descriptive statistics of variables of marital satisfaction regarding the 

variable of having children 

Group Statistics 

 
Do you have 

chidlren? 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Mean 

Idealistic Distortion 
Yes 126 15.5556 4.72026 .42051 

No 4 17.7500 8.46069 4.23035 

Marital satisfaction 
Yes 125 32.4000 7.86478 .70345 

No 4 37.0000 12.49000 6.24500 

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Yes 126 76.2375 383.75994 34.18805 

No 4 46.6250 19.38047 9.69023 
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Table 18:T-test for exploring the effects of having children on marital satisfaction 

 Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 
  

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differenc

e 

Std. 

Error 

Differenc

e 

 

 

Idealistic 

Distortion 

Equal variances 

assumed 

6.313 .013 -.893 128 .374 -2.19444 2.45868   

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  -.516 3.060 .641 -2.19444 4.25120   

Marital 

satisfactio

n 

Equal variances 

assumed 

2.424 .122 -1.131 127 .260 -4.60000 4.06599   

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  -.732 3.077 .516 -4.60000 6.28449   

ENRICH 

MArital 

satisfactio

n Score 

Equal variances 

assumed 

.080 .777 .154 128 .878 29.6125

4 

192.610

23 

  

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  .833 114.97

2 

.406 29.6125

4 

35.5348

2 

  

There is no statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction between women that 

have children and those who do not have children. 

1.6. Testing for the effects of duration marriage on problem solving and marital 

satisfaction. 

 Table 19:Descriptive statistics of variables of marital satisfaction regarding the 

variable of duration of marriage 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
 

 

Problem 

solving 

confidence 

1-10 11 27.5455 10.83848 3.26793 17.00 52.00   

10-20 28 25.6429 10.00079 1.88997 12.00 53.00   

20-30 70 25.6714 7.45561 .89112 12.00 45.00   

30-40 19 26.9474 8.27630 1.89871 16.00 47.00   

Total 128 26.0156 8.41725 .74399 12.00 53.00   

Approach 

avoidance 

1-10 11 45.7273 8.75318 2.63918 28.00 59.00   

10-20 26 40.5769 7.56398 1.48342 22.00 51.00   
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20-30 70 44.2000 8.74204 1.04487 27.00 73.00   

30-40 18 47.2778 10.57636 2.49287 29.00 75.00   

Total 125 44.0240 8.93747 .79939 22.00 75.00   

Personal 

control 

1-10 11 16.6364 3.29462 .99337 11.00 21.00   

10-20 30 14.9333 4.46390 .81499 5.00 25.00   

20-30 70 17.0571 5.28297 .63144 5.00 28.00   

30-40 19 18.3158 5.66718 1.30014 8.00 30.00   

Total 130 16.7154 5.09025 .44644 5.00 30.00   

General index 

of Problem 

solving scale 

1-10 11 89.9091 17.24213 5.19870 67.00 124.00   

10-20 25 79.1200 16.21296 3.24259 42.00 112.00   

20-30 70 86.9286 16.19923 1.93618 51.00 130.00   

30-40 18 92.3889 19.39417 4.57125 57.00 143.00   

Total 124 86.4113 17.08611 1.53438 42.00 143.00   

Idealistic 

Distortion 

1-10 11 13.8182 5.52844 1.66689 5.00 25.00   

10-20 30 16.4333 5.13731 .93794 8.00 25.00   

20-30 70 16.1571 4.57984 .54740 5.00 24.00   

30-40 19 13.4211 4.29878 .98621 5.00 21.00   

Total 130 15.6231 4.83730 .42426 5.00 25.00   

Marital 

satisfaction 

1-10 11 29.5455 8.47778 2.55615 19.00 44.00   

10-20 29 34.9310 8.34921 1.55041 19.00 50.00   

20-30 70 32.4714 7.78464 .93044 12.00 50.00   

30-40 19 30.8947 7.64413 1.75368 15.00 44.00   

Total 129 32.5426 8.01367 .70556 12.00 50.00   

ENRICH 

MArital 

satisfaction 

Score 

1-10 11 35.6427 17.45186 5.26193 10.16 59.66   

10-20 30 44.5153 15.53686 2.83663 .00 60.98   

20-30 70 103.9969 514.60337 61.50687 .00 4346.00   

30-40 
19 41.3221 17.92334 4.11190 .00 66.88   

Total 130 75.3264 377.80976 33.13611 .00 4346.00   
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Table 20:One way ANOVA table for exploring the effects of duration of marriage 

on problem solving and marital satisfaction 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Problem solving 

confidence 

Between 

Groups 

54.423 3 18.141 .252 .860 

Within Groups 8943.546 124 72.125   

Total 8997.969 127    

Approach 

avoidance 

Between 

Groups 

533.589 3 177.863 2.297 .081 

Within Groups 9371.339 121 77.449   

Total 9904.928 124    

Personal control 

Between 

Groups 

152.180 3 50.727 2.003 .117 

Within Groups 3190.289 126 25.320   

Total 3342.469 129    

General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

Between 

Groups 

2125.554 3 708.518 2.517 .061 

Within Groups 33782.470 120 281.521   

Total 35908.024 123    

Idealistic Distortion 

Between 

Groups 

167.625 3 55.875 2.469 .065 

Within Groups 2850.906 126 22.626   

Total 3018.531 129    

Marital satisfaction 

Between 

Groups 

316.194 3 105.398 1.667 .178 

Within Groups 7903.822 125 63.231   

Total 8220.016 128    

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Between 

Groups 

125311.595 3 41770.532 .288 .834 

Within Groups 
18288176.02

7 

126 145144.254   

Total 
18413487.62

2 

129    

 

 
There are no statistically significant differences between woman regarding the duration 

of marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction variables. 
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1.8. Exploring the differences between women with different educational level in 

problem solving and marital satisfaction. 

 
Table 21:Descriptive statistics of variables of marital satisfaction regarding the 

variable of education 

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Minimum Maximum 
 

 

Problem solving 

confidence 

Primary 

school 

67 27.0000 8.58293 1.04857 12.00 53.00   

High school 39 23.7436 6.74622 1.08026 13.00 44.00   

BA Degree 18 26.7222 9.32300 2.19745 14.00 52.00   

MA Degree 4 28.5000 14.47987 7.23994 12.00 45.00   

Total 128 26.0156 8.41725 .74399 12.00 53.00   

Approach 

avoidance 

Primary 

school 

65 45.6000 9.26148 1.14875 26.00 75.00   

High school 38 42.9737 7.19417 1.16705 28.00 59.00   

BA Degree 18 41.0556 8.69396 2.04919 27.00 58.00   

MA Degree 4 41.7500 16.66083 8.33042 22.00 57.00   

Total 125 44.0240 8.93747 .79939 22.00 75.00   

Personal control 

Primary 

school 

69 17.2174 4.94936 .59583 8.00 30.00   

High school 39 16.7179 5.22115 .83605 5.00 27.00   

BA Degree 18 15.3333 5.33578 1.25766 5.00 26.00   

MA Degree 4 14.2500 5.18813 2.59406 8.00 19.00   

Total 130 16.7154 5.09025 .44644 5.00 30.00   

General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

Primary 

school 

64 89.3438 16.28440 2.03555 57.00 143.00   

High school 38 83.2368 13.91953 2.25805 61.00 118.00   

BA Degree 18 83.1111 20.25104 4.77322 48.00 124.00   

MA Degree 
4 84.5000 36.13401 18.0670

0 

42.00 121.00   

Total 124 86.4113 17.08611 1.53438 42.00 143.00   

Idealistic Distortion 

Primary 

school 

69 15.7971 4.55224 .54803 7.00 25.00   

High school 39 14.7436 5.33468 .85423 5.00 25.00   
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BA Degree 18 16.7222 5.18828 1.22289 5.00 25.00   

MA Degree 4 16.2500 2.21736 1.10868 14.00 19.00   

Total 130 15.6231 4.83730 .42426 5.00 25.00   

Marital satisfaction 

Primary 

school 

68 33.0147 7.20798 .87410 18.00 50.00   

High school 39 30.1538 9.32043 1.49246 12.00 48.00   

BA Degree 18 36.1667 7.46167 1.75873 22.00 50.00   

MA Degree 4 31.5000 2.08167 1.04083 29.00 34.00   

Total 129 32.5426 8.01367 .70556 12.00 50.00   

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Primary 

school 

69 43.9751 14.99873 1.80564 .00 92.40   

High school 
39 146.438

2 

690.4026

2 

110.552

90 

.00 4346.00   

BA Degree 18 49.0344 12.95407 3.05330 18.00 61.94   

MA Degree 4 41.1100 9.18351 4.59176 29.99 52.48   

Total 
130 75.3264 377.8097

6 

33.1361

1 

.00 4346.00   

 
Table 22:One way ANOVA table for exploring the effects of level of education on 

problem solving and marital satisfaction 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Problem solving 

confidence 

Between 

Groups 

299.922 3 99.974 1.425 .239 

Within Groups 8698.047 124 70.146   

Total 8997.969 127    

Approach 

avoidance 

Between 

Groups 

382.660 3 127.553 1.621 .188 

Within Groups 9522.268 121 78.696   

Total 9904.928 124    

Personal control 

Between 

Groups 

76.083 3 25.361 .978 .405 

Within Groups 3266.387 126 25.924   

Total 3342.469 129    

Between 

Groups 

1143.940 3 381.313 1.316 .272 
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General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

Within Groups 34764.084 120 289.701   

Total 
35908.024 123    

Idealistic Distortion 

Between 

Groups 

55.574 3 18.525 .788 .503 

Within Groups 2962.956 126 23.516   

Total 3018.531 129    

Marital satisfaction 

Between 

Groups 

478.453 3 159.484 2.575 .057 

Within Groups 7741.562 125 61.932   

Total 8220.016 128    

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Between 

Groups 

282165.013 3 94055.004 .654 .582 

Within Groups 
18131322.60

9 

126 143899.386   

Total 
18413487.62

2 

129    

 

There are no statistically significant differences between problem solving and marital 

satisfaction among women that have different education level. 

1.9.  Testing for the statistically significant differences between women from 

different socio-economic status in problem solving and marital satisfaction 

Table 23:Descriptive statistics of variables of marital satisfaction regarding the 

variable of education 

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error Minimum Maximu

m 

 

 

Problem solving 

confidence 

500-1000 TL 6 28.6667 7.17403 2.92878 21.00 41.00   

1000-1500 TL 25 29.6000 10.29563 2.05913 16.00 53.00   

1500-2000 TL 26 22.2308 6.95303 1.36360 12.00 42.00   

2000-3000 TL 52 26.8077 7.66463 1.06289 16.00 52.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 23.4737 7.81998 1.79403 12.00 45.00   

Total 128 26.0156 8.41725 .74399 12.00 53.00   

Approach 

avoidance 

500-1000 TL 6 49.0000 4.00000 1.63299 43.00 54.00   

1000-1500 TL 24 47.4167 10.87045 2.21892 29.00 75.00   
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1500-2000 TL 26 41.9615 8.47812 1.66270 26.00 59.00   

2000-3000 TL 50 43.7200 7.13153 1.00855 27.00 59.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 41.7895 11.01302 2.52656 22.00 67.00   

Total 125 44.0240 8.93747 .79939 22.00 75.00   

Personal control 

500-1000 TL 6 16.8333 2.78687 1.13774 15.00 22.00   

1000-1500 TL 26 17.8846 5.82633 1.14264 6.00 28.00   

1500-2000 TL 26 16.9231 5.26059 1.03169 5.00 25.00   

2000-3000 TL 53 16.7358 4.58740 .63013 8.00 26.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 14.7368 5.56619 1.27697 5.00 30.00   

Total 130 16.7154 5.09025 .44644 5.00 30.00   

General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

500-1000 TL 6 94.5000 4.63681 1.89297 88.00 102.00   

1000-1500 TL 23 93.8261 20.90161 4.35829 65.00 143.00   

1500-2000 TL 26 81.1154 15.90051 3.11835 48.00 110.00   

2000-3000 TL 50 87.2200 14.12667 1.99781 51.00 124.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 80.0000 19.56471 4.48845 42.00 121.00   

Total 124 86.4113 17.08611 1.53438 42.00 143.00   

Idealistic 

Distortion 

500-1000 TL 6 12.6667 4.67618 1.90904 9.00 19.00   

1000-1500 TL 26 14.1923 4.96402 .97353 5.00 23.00   

1500-2000 TL 26 16.2692 4.74601 .93077 7.00 25.00   

2000-3000 TL 53 16.4151 4.88102 .67046 5.00 24.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 15.4211 4.35017 .99800 5.00 25.00   

Total 130 15.6231 4.83730 .42426 5.00 25.00   

Marital 

satisfaction 

500-1000 TL 6 29.8333 5.70672 2.32976 23.00 37.00   

1000-1500 TL 26 30.0769 8.14824 1.59800 12.00 47.00   

1500-2000 TL 26 32.3846 7.89469 1.54828 19.00 50.00   

2000-3000 TL 52 34.3462 7.87870 1.09258 15.00 48.00   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 32.0526 8.48838 1.94737 13.00 50.00   
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Total 129 32.5426 8.01367 .70556 12.00 50.00   

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction 

Score 

500-1000 TL 6 39.7083 13.14688 5.36719 24.00 56.83   

1000-1500 TL 26 41.0531 19.01769 3.72967 .00 92.40   

1500-2000 TL 26 205.6188 844.57458 165.63470 10.56 4346.00   

2000-3000 TL 53 44.5364 15.97996 2.19502 .00 66.88   

5000 TL or 

more 

19 41.0674 17.59130 4.03572 .00 60.98   

Total 130 75.3264 377.80976 33.13611 .00 4346.00   

 

 
Table 24:One way ANOVA table for exploring the differences between women of 

different socio-economic status on problem solving and marital satisfaction 

ANOVA 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Problem solving 

confidence 

Between Groups 891.206 4 222.802 3.380 .012 

Within Groups 8106.762 123 65.909   

Total 8997.969 127    

Approach 

avoidance 

Between Groups 634.895 4 158.724 2.055 .091 

Within Groups 9270.033 120 77.250   

Total 9904.928 124    

Personal control 

Between Groups 111.150 4 27.787 1.075 .372 

Within Groups 3231.319 125 25.851   

Total 3342.469 129    

General index of 

Problem solving 

scale 

Between Groups 3199.986 4 799.996 2.911 .024 

Within Groups 32708.038 119 274.857   

Total 35908.024 123    

Idealistic 

Distortion 

Between Groups 150.544 4 37.636 1.640 .168 

Within Groups 2867.987 125 22.944   

Total 3018.531 129    

Marital 

satisfaction 

Between Groups 376.466 4 94.116 1.488 .210 

Within Groups 7843.550 124 63.254   

Total 8220.016 128    

ENRICH MArital 

satisfaction Score 

Between Groups 552077.389 4 138019.347 .966 .429 

Within Groups 17861410.233 125 142891.282   

Total 18413487.622 129    
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The direction of difference shows that there are statistically significant differences in 

problem solving as General one and Problem solving confidence between people that 

have lower income have higher results on above mentioned subscales. The differences 

will be checked by the Sheff’s procedure. 

Post hoc procedure 

Table 25:Post-hoc procedure for exploring differences in Problem solving 

confidence and General index of Problem solving scale 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) How is your 

socioeconomic 

status? 

(J) How is your 

socioeconomic 

status? 

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. Error Sig. 
 

 

P
ro

b
le

m
 s

o
lv

in
g
 c

o
n

fi
d

e
n
c
e

 

500-1000 TL 

1000-1500 TL -.93333 3.69068 .999   

1500-2000 TL 6.43590 3.67692 .549   

2000-3000 TL 1.85897 3.50032 .991   

5000 TL or 

more 

5.19298 3.80180 .760   

1000-1500 TL 

500-1000 TL .93333 3.69068 .999   

1500-2000 TL 7.36923* 2.27405 .038   

2000-3000 TL 2.79231 1.97581 .736   

5000 TL or 

more 

6.12632 2.47087 .196   

1500-2000 TL 

500-1000 TL -6.43590 3.67692 .549   

1000-1500 TL -7.36923* 2.27405 .038   

2000-3000 TL -4.57692 1.94998 .246   

5000 TL or 

more 

-1.24291 2.45027 .992   

2000-3000 TL 

500-1000 TL -1.85897 3.50032 .991   

1000-1500 TL -2.79231 1.97581 .736   

1500-2000 TL 4.57692 1.94998 .246   

5000 TL or 

more 

3.33401 2.17632 .673   

5000 TL or more 

500-1000 TL -5.19298 3.80180 .760   

1000-1500 TL -6.12632 2.47087 .196   
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1500-2000 TL 1.24291 2.45027 .992   

2000-3000 TL -3.33401 2.17632 .673   
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500-1000 TL 

1000-1500 TL .67391 7.59999 1.000   

1500-2000 TL 13.38462 7.50873 .531   

2000-3000 TL 7.28000 7.16287 .904   

5000 TL or 

more 

14.50000 7.76375 .483   

1000-1500 TL 

500-1000 TL -.67391 7.59999 1.000   

1500-2000 TL 12.71070 4.74571 .135   

2000-3000 TL 6.60609 4.17702 .645   

5000 TL or 

more 

13.82609 5.13970 .132   

1500-2000 TL 

500-1000 TL -13.38462 7.50873 .531   

1000-1500 TL -12.71070 4.74571 .135   

2000-3000 TL -6.10462 4.00856 .678   

5000 TL or 

more 

1.11538 5.00376 1.000   

2000-3000 TL 

500-1000 TL -7.28000 7.16287 .904   

1000-1500 TL -6.60609 4.17702 .645   

1500-2000 TL 6.10462 4.00856 .678   

5000 TL or 

more 

7.22000 4.46803 .626   

5000 TL or more 

500-1000 TL -14.50000 7.76375 .483   

1000-1500 TL -13.82609 5.13970 .132   

1500-2000 TL -1.11538 5.00376 1.000   

2000-3000 TL -7.22000 4.46803 .626   

 

Table 25 shows that statistically significant differences are obtained only between those 

women that have amount of money from 1000 – 1500 TL and those with 1500-2000TL. 

This is probably due to the number of participants. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The aim of this study is to investigate if there is a relationship between marital satisfaction 

and problem solving skills among middle-aged women. Secondly, we investigate the 

factors that contribute to marital satisfaction of middle-aged women. Additionally, 

different demographic features were examined to find out differences between them. For 

instance: age, level of education, having children or not, socioeconomic status, duration 

of marriage, type of marriage. The participators are from Turkey. Their age is between 

40 and 60. Middle age group is selected because after a certain period, marriages are 

shaped. We can find accurate results. In this process, finding a relationship between 

marital satisfaction and problem solving skills among middle-aged women would provide 

more reliable results. In this study, there are 9 hypotheses which will be explained with 

results.  

5.1. Correlation Between Martial Satisfaction and Problem Solving 

Skills 

Our hypothesis was that there is statically significant positive correlation between martial 

satisfaction and problem solving skills. The results show that there is a negative and low 

statistically significant correlation between Problem solving confidence and Marital 

satisfaction, Approach avoidance and Idealistic Distortion and Marital Satisfaction, and 

finally between General index of Problem solving and Idealistic Distortion and Marital 

Satisfaction. Also, there is no statistically significant correlation between problem solving 

confidence and idealistic distortion and Enrich marital satisfaction score, Approach 

avoidance and Enrich marital satisfaction score, personal control and Idealistic Distortion, 

Marital Satisfaction and Enrich marital satisfaction score, General index of Problem 

solving and Enrich marital satisfaction score. 
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These results indicate that while women score higher on problem solving, they score 

lower on marital satisfaction, or it is the opposite. Women with problem solving skills are 

capable to identify a problem in the family and they are trying to solve it. When we look 

at Turkish women, the women generally are more interested in family relationship, child 

rearing, housework, relationship with relatives and other issues in family life.  While they 

can deal with family matters and solve problems successfully, women may have neglected 

the relationship with their spouse. They could be successful in problem solving, but 

maybe they cannot obtain marital satisfaction. 

On the other hand, if they are not able to find solution because of the other factors, such 

as problems in family, cultural issues with children, etc., they may not be able to cope 

with these family difficulties, but they may have no problems with her husband, and they 

are satisfied with marriage. 

There are studies on problem solving skills in married couples. According to the result of 

the study done in this context, it has been determined that the problems related to marital 

relationships can only be resolved by cooperative work of the couples. (Tallman and 

Hsiao, 2004). 

A study in which problem-solving ways of individuals were investigated through sample 

marriage problems indicated that spouses with higher marriage satisfaction as opposed to 

the ones with lower marriage satisfaction acquire more efficient problem solving methods 

(Winemiller and Mitchel, 1994). In other research, there was a positive correlation 

between marital satisfaction and problem solving skills. 
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5.2. Differences Between Different Age Groups in Our Sample on 

Marital Satisfaction Scale 

Our hypothesis was that middle-aged women from our sample have high scores on marital 

satisfactions scale. Our hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant 

differences between younger, older and middle-aged participants in marital satisfaction.  

Our samples age groups are from 40 to 60, they are close, so maybe that is the reason why 

we found no differences between them, but if we compared women between 20 and 30 

of age, we might find differences between them. Young people can have a very good 

marriage or not. It is first time; they do not have experience, but women aged from 40 to 

60 age are more experienced, they can have stable marriage satisfaction during this 

period.  

There was a similar result to our study; there have been found that age is not related to 

marital satisfaction (Acar, 1998, Güven, 2005). 

In one study, it was found that middle-aged groups are better in post-parental period than 

earlier stages groups, (Glenn, 1975) and older groups are very happy in their stage. It 

shows that person become better overtime. (Stinnett et al., 1972) 

5.3. Differences Between Different Age Groups in our Sample on 

Problem Solving 

Our hypothesis was that middle age women from our sample have high confidence in the 

ability to solve problem. Our hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant 

differences between younger, middle-aged and older participants in the problem-solving 

subscales. 
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In confidence of problem solving, individuals evaluate themselves, and they develop 

strategies in coping with problems. In this process, a person’s ‘self-esteem, and beliefs 

play important role in problem solving. Problem solving abilities cannot change easily. 

Also, problem solving skill is known as a previously acquired behavior. That is the reason 

why there would be no differences between younger, middle-aged and older participants. 

Also, their ages are close. 

In a study, the differences in problem-solving skills between age groups were 

investigated. These age groups are as follows: young group (17-20), middle-aged group 

(40-45), elderly group (60-80). According to the results, the problem-solving skills have 

increased from young to middle age, but it has been seen to recur in old age.(D’ Zurilla, 

Maydeu-Olivares and Kant,1998). 

5.4. Differences Between Employed and Unemployed Women in 

Marriage Satisfaction 

Our hypothesis was that there are statistically significant differences between employed 

and unemployed women in marital satisfaction. The results show that there are no 

statistically significant differences between employed and unemployed women in marital 

satisfaction. Our hypothesis is rejected. 

The reason could be that this age group has more experience in marriage life than younger 

age group. Therefore, they are more careful not to allow external and internal influences 

on their marriage. Marital satisfaction may not be affected. 

Another possibility, if there is mutual harmony, good communication and agreement in 

their marriage, couple relationship cannot be affected due to women’ employment status. 

The results of other studies are different, so that the study of Tahmasebi and colleagues 

showed that there was a significant difference between marital satisfaction among 
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employed women and housewives; they concluded that employed women compared to 

housewives are more satisfied with their family life (Tahmasebi S, Moghadesi J, Alavi 

AMM., 2005). Farasat et al. showed that marital satisfaction in housewives was higher 

than in employed women (Farasat Z. 2005). 

In addition, two studies reported that significant difference between the marital 

satisfaction of employed women and housewives is not seen. (Motavalli R, Ozgoli G, 

Bakhtiari M, Alavi Majd H. 2009; Sadegh MoghadamL, Askari F, Marouzi P, Shamsh, 

Tahmasbi S. 2006).  

Asiai showed that employed women due to a high emotional intelligence are more 

satisfied with their marital life. (Asiai M., 2006) 

5.5. Differences in Marital Satisfaction Between Women that Belong 

to Different Types of Marriage (love marriage, involuntary 

arranged marriage and voluntary arranged marriage) 

Our hypothesis was that there are statistically significant differences in marital 

satisfaction between women that belong to different types of marriage (love marriage, 

involuntary arranged marriage and voluntary arranged marriage). The results show that 

there are statistically significant differences in Idealistic Distortion and Marital 

satisfaction subscales between different groups of women and their type of marriage. We 

used Sheffes procedure to check the differences. Table 16 shows that there are statistically 

significant differences in Idealistic distortion only between women that had involuntary 

and voluntary arranged women, p value is .049.  Table 14 shows mean values; voluntarily 

arranged marriage is 16.6400, and involuntarily arrange marriage is 13.8261. Therefore, 

voluntarily married women had higher results on Idealistic distortion subscale. 

Idealistic distortion is a positive reflection on marriage. Couples express very well their 

marriage and spouse. Fowers, Applegate, Olson and Pomerantz's (1994) found very high 
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level of association between marital satisfaction and idealistic distortion in married 

individuals. Idealistic distortion affects marital satisfaction. 

In Turkish culture, arranged marriage is when family elders find a spouse for their 

children according to different factors, such as family structure, culture, socioeconomic 

status, their children’s physical features, personality, adaptation, levels of education, etc. 

In addition, if their children want to marry, they get married.  

In Turkey, love marriages have increased in modern life, but arranged marriage is still 

perceived as a happy marriage in Turkish culture. On the other hand, involuntarily 

arranged marriage occurs in some parts of Turkey. Generally, this kind of marriage is 

unhappy in Turkey. Especially in the eastern part of Turkey, women are exposed to this 

kind of marriage. They are married with pressure. Some families can be very strict. If 

their daughters are against, they can be threatened with killing. 

When we compare voluntarily and involuntarily arranged marriage, voluntarily arranged 

marriages can be more idealized because the marriage decision is also by couples.  They 

may want to show their marriage well, because there is one judgement that arranged 

marriage does not include love that is the reason why some people may want to show they 

have happy and lovely marriage. In involuntarily marriage, there is a high possibility of 

blaming the people who caused them, because it is not their decision, and they may do 

not have expectations for happiness in their marriage life.  

In a similar study, Blood (1967) suggests that arranged marriages improve in quality over 

time, while self-selected marriages decline in quality. 

In another similar study, it was found that the way of marriage did not have a significant 

effect on marital adjustment (Polat, 2006). In another study, spouses married with the 
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decision of their families were found to have more conflicts than those married with their 

own decisions (Hortaçsu, 2007). 

5.6. Difference in Marital Satisfaction between Women that have 

children and that do not have children 

Our hypothesis was that there is a statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction 

between women that have children and those that do not have children. Our hypothesis is 

rejected. There is no statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction between 

women that have children and those that do not have children. 

Our samples are from 40 to 60 of age. Mostly, they have children. There are just four 

women that do not have children. Because of that, maybe we could not find any 

differences. 

In another case, the participants are middle-aged, and they probably do not have small 

children. Therefore, they do not have so many duties about their children. When their 

duties are reduced, they can reach the satisfaction in marriage as when they did not have 

children. There is a similar finding in one study, couples who have children aged between 

0- 13 have lower marital satisfaction than people who do not have children. On the other 

hand, there were no significant differences between people who have children at least 17 

years or more, and people who do not have children (Orbuch, House, Mero & Webster, 

1996; Akt: Çınar, 2008) 

In a similar study, marital satisfaction is low in the first years of marriage, but when 

couples' children are born, the couples' satisfaction increases. (Anderson, Russel & 

Schumm, 1983) 
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One research was conducted with the participation of 230 Korean-American couples. It 

was found that women without children have higher marital satisfaction than women with 

children. (Akt. Çınar, 2008). 

5.7. Differences between different groups of woman regarding the 

duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital 

satisfaction variables 

Our hypothesis was that there are statistically significant differences between woman 

regarding the duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction variables. 

Our hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant differences between 

woman regarding the duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction 

variables. 

Problems solving ability does not change easily. It is gained at an early age, so maybe 

that is the reason why we found this result.  

Middle-aged group from our samples are adults, and they have more life experience, they 

are more conscious than young age groups. Therefore, their marriage would not be 

affected with time. 

In a similar study, it was found that the duration of marriage was not a predictor for 

marriage satisfaction (Akt, Çınar, 2008). 

In a study, while there was a found relationship between marriage duration and marital 

satisfaction for men, but there was no significantly relationship between marital 

satisfaction and duration of marriage for women. (Turan, 1997). 

There are studies that examine marital adjustment with various demographic variables. 

There are no relationships between duration of marriage, having children and marital 

adjustment (Fışıloğlu, 1992). 
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5.8. Differences problem solving and marital satisfaction among 

women that have different education level 

Our hypothesis was that there are statistically significant differences in problem solving 

and marital satisfaction among women that have different level of education. Our 

hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant differences in problem solving 

and marital satisfaction among women that have different level of education. 

The reason is a cultural factor. We are analyzing Turkish women. In literature review, it 

is explained how important family is in Turkish culture. There are important values, 

thoughts, lifestyle, and they cannot be affected by other factors easily. If educated women 

or uneducated women are concerned with family life, marital satisfaction and problem 

solving skill cannot be affected easily. 

Education rate has increased nowadays, people see the education as an ordinary event 

comparing to the past. Today, education is a social event. In Turkey, men generally do 

not consider whether their wife is educated or not. It is a positive factor for marriage life. 

In a similar study, Snyder (1997) did research on Latin origin and black couples. He 

investigated marital satisfaction in terms of level of education, and they reported that 

married couples with low educational level were more under stress and marital 

satisfaction was low. 

In a similar study, Kamo (1993) analyzed married individuals in terms of demographic 

variables, stating that people with low socio-cultural level and low educational level have 

problems in their marriage, and people with similar socio-cultural and educational levels 

do not have a significant difference in marital satisfactions. 

There is a study related with problem solving skills. Erdem (2001) did research on nurses 

who are in different level of education to compare their problem-solving skills. There are 
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two groups. First group graduated from health high school, another group graduated from 

university. Problem solving Inventory is used. The results found that two groups have 

similar problem solving skills. There found that are no statistically significant differences 

between them. 

5.9. Differences in problem solving and marital satisfaction between 

women that belong to different socio-economic status 

Our hypothesis was that there are statistically significant differences in problem solving 

and marital satisfaction between women that belong to different socio-economic status. 

The results show that there are statistically significant differences in problem solving as 

General one and Problem solving confidence between people that have lower income 

have higher results on the above-mentioned subscales. The differences are checked by 

the Sheffes procedure. Statistically significant differences are obtained only between 

those women that have amount of money from 1000 – 1500 TL and those with 1500-

2000TL.  They are very close amounts of income. This is probably due to the number of 

participants. 

According to results, there are no differences between lower income and higher income 

on marital satisfaction and problem solving skill. The reason could be that people are not 

considering income as a determinant factor for their marriage. Normally, it was expected 

that people who have high income are more satisfied in their marriage.  

Also, as we evaluated in some hypotheses, this ability is gained at an early age. Problem 

solving skills do not change with external or internal factors easily. 

In a similar study, Hardee (2001) indicated that demographic variables such as socio-

economic level, marriage age, education level affect the psychological satisfaction of 

partners. 
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Cilli showed that employed women with better education, income and socio-economic 

situation had higher marital satisfaction (Cilli, 2006).  

In another study, Vaijayanthimala and colleagues in India also showed that higher levels 

of income and better employment status of the couples increase marital satisfaction 

(Vaijayanthimala K, Kumari K, Panda P., 2004). 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 

C1: Our hypothesis is that “there is a statically significant positive correlation between 

martial satisfaction and problem solving skills”. According to the results of the study, 

there is a negative and low statistically significant correlation between Problem solving 

confidence and Marital satisfaction, Approach avoidance and Idealistic Distortion and 

Marital Satisfaction, and finally between General index of Problem solving and 

Idealistic Distortion and Marital Satisfaction. These results indicate that while women 

score higher on problem solving, they score lower on marital satisfaction, or it is the 

opposite.  

C2: Our hypothesis is that “middle-aged women from our sample have high scores on 

marital satisfactions scale”.  According to the results of the analysis, the hypothesis is 

rejected. There are no statistically significant differences between younger, older and 

middle-aged participants in marital satisfaction. Our samples age groups are from 40 to 

60; they are close, so maybe that is the reason why we found no differences between 

them. 

C3: Our hypothesis is that “middle-aged women from our sample have high confidence 

in the ability to solve problems”. Our hypothesis is rejected. According to the results, 

there are no statistically significant differences between younger, middle-aged and older 

participants in problem-solving.  

Problem solving abilities cannot change easily. Also, problem solving skills are known 

as a previously acquired behavior. That is the reason why there are no differences between 

younger, middle-aged and older participants. Also, their ages are close. 

C4: Our hypothesis is that “there are statistically significant differences between 

employed and unemployed women in marriage satisfaction”. The results show that there 
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are no statistically significant differences between employed and unemployed women in 

marital satisfaction. Our hypothesis is rejected. 

The reason could be that this age group has more experience in marriage life than younger 

age groups. Therefore, they are more careful not to allow external and internal influences 

on their marriage. Marital satisfaction may not be affected. 

C5: Our hypothesis is that “there are statistically significant differences in marital 

satisfaction between women that belong to different types of marriage (love marriage, 

arranged marriage involuntary and voluntary arranged marriage)”. The results show that 

there are statistically significant differences in Idealistic Distortion and Marital 

satisfaction subscales between different groups of women and their type of marriage. We 

used Sheffes procedure to check the differences. Voluntarily married women had higher 

results than involuntarily married women on Idealistic distortion subscale. 

C6: Our hypothesis is that “there is a statistically significant difference in marital 

satisfaction between women that have children and those who do not have children”. Our 

hypothesis is rejected. There is no statistically significant difference in marital satisfaction 

between women who have children and those that do not have children. Our samples are 

from 40 to 60 of age. Mostly, they have children. There are just four women that do not 

have children. Because of that, maybe we could not find any differences. 

C7: Our hypothesis is that “there are statistically significant differences between woman 

regarding the duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction variables. 

Our hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant differences between 

woman regarding the duration of marriage on problem solving or on marital satisfaction 

variables. 

C8: Our hypothesis is that “there are statistically significant differences between problem 

solving and marital satisfaction among women that have different level of education”. 
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Our hypothesis is rejected. There are no statistically significant differences problem 

solving and marital satisfaction among women that have different level of education. 

C9: Our hypothesis is that “there are statistically significant differences in problem 

solving and marital satisfaction between women that belong to different socio-economic 

status”. The results show that there are statistically significant differences in problem 

solving as General one and Problem solving confidence. People that have lower income 

have higher results on the above mentioned subscales. The differences are checked by the 

Sheffes procedure. Statistically significant differences are obtained only between those 

women that have amount of money from 1000 – 1500 TL and those with 1500-2000TL.  

They are very close amounts of income. This is probably due to the number of 

participants. 
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LIMITATION OF STUDY 

This research was applied to middle age women in Turkey. Their ages are between from 

40 to 60. A limitation of the study is the sample group; the study was conducted to a 

sample group in Turkish female population. The research has only 131 participators 

which cannot be the representative of all middle age women in Turkey.  

In this study, there were used socio-demographic form. There are some variables; socio 

economic status, level of education, children factor, types of marriage, duration of 

marriage, and age. There would use also other variables like children age, is it first or 

second marriage. If it would have applied majority of group, there would find religious 

and cultural differences. 

Also, there were just four women had not children in our study. If we would apply 

majority group, we would may find differences between women that have children and 

women have not children. 

The samples are from only some part of Turkey. The results would be different when it 

is applied in an urban and rural area. 
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APPENDIX A (English Version) 
 

Socio-Demographic Form 

Please mark the questions below according to your own information. 

1. Age 

40-45  (    ) 

45-55  (    ) 

55-60  (    ) 

2. Level of education 

Primary school(    ) 

High school (    ) 

B.A  degree(    ) 

M.A  degree(    )  

3. Level education of your partner 

Primary school(    ) 

High school (    ) 

B.A  degree(    ) 

M.A  degree(    )  

4. Employment status 

Working  (    ) 

Not working (    ) 

5. Socio-economic status: 

500 - 1000 TL (   ) 

1000 - 1500 TL (   ) 

1500 - 2000 TL (   ) 

2000 - 3000 TL (   ) 

5000 TL or more 

6. Duration of your marriage: 

1-10 (    ) 

10-20 (    ) 

20-30 (    ) 
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30-40 (    ) 

7. Which types of marriage? 

Love marriage (    ) 

Arranged marriage / involuntary (    ) 

Arranged marriage /voluntary (    ) 

8. Do you have children? 

Yes (    ) 

No(    )  

9. How many children do you have? 

1 (    ) 

2 (    ) 

3 (    ) 

4  or more (    ) 
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APPENDIX B (English Version) 
Problem Solving Inventory 

 

The purpose of this inventory is to try to determine how you are generally reacting to your problems in your 
daily life. Please answer the following items as sincerely as possible from your hand and taking into account 
how you typically behave when you encounter such problems. 
 
Mark the closest selection according to you. 

1.Strongly Agree 

2. Moderately Agree 

3.  Slightly Agree 

4. Slightly Disagree 

5. Moderately disagree 

6. Strongly Disagree 

 
 

  

1.Strongly 
Agree 

 

 

2. 

Moderately 

Agree 

 

 

3.  Slightly 

Agree 

 

 

4. Slightly 

Disagree 

 

 

5. 

Moderate

ly 

disagree 

 

 

6. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

1. When a solution to a 
problem was unsuccessful, I 
do not examine why it didn‘t 
work. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

2. When I am confronted 
with a complex problem, I do 
not bother to develop a 
strategy to collect 
information so I can define 
exactly what the problem is. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

3.When my first efforts to 
solve a problem fail, I 
become uneasy about 
my ability to handle the 
situation. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

4. After I have solved a 
problem, I do not analyze 
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what went right or what 
went wrong. 

      1        2        3         4          5          6 

 

5. I am usually able to think 
up creative and effective 
alternatives to solve a 
problem. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

6. After I have tried to solve 
a problem with a certain 
course of action, I take time 
and compare the actual 
outcome to what I thought 
should have happened. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

7. When I have a problem, I 
think up as many possible 
ways to handle it as I can 
until I can‘t come up with 
any more ideas. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

8. When confronted with a 
problem, I consistently 
examine my feelings to find 
out what is going on in a 
problem situation. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

9. When a problem confuses 
me. I do not try to express 
my emotions and thoughts 
in concrete and clear. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

10.  I have the ability to solve 
most problems even though 
initially no solution is 
immediately apparent. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

11. Many problems I face are 
too complex for me to solve. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

12. I make decisions and am 
happy with them later. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

13. When confronted with a 
problem, I tend to do the 
first thing that I can think of 
to solve it. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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14. Sometimes I do not stop 
and take time to deal with 
my problems, but just kind 
of muddle ahead. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

15. When deciding on an 
idea or possible solution to a 
problem, I do not take time 
to consider the chances of 
each alternative being 
successful. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

16. When confronted with a 
problem, I stop and think 
about it before deciding on a 
next step. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

17. I generally go with the 
first good idea that comes to 
mind. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

18. When making a decision, 
I weigh the consequences of 
each alternative and 
compare them against each 
other. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

19. When I make plans to 
solve a problem, I am almost 
certain that I can make them 
work. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

20. I try to predict the overall 
result of carrying out a 
particular course of action. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

21. When I try to think up 
possible solutions to a 
problem, I do not come up 
with very many alternatives. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

22. When faced with a novel 
situation I have confidence 
that I can handle problems 
that may arise. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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23. Given enough time and 
effort, I believe I can solVe 
most problems that confront 
me. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

24. When faced with a novel 
situation I have confidence 
that I can handle problems 
that may arise. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

25. Even though I work on a 
problem, sometimes I feel 
like I am groping or 
wandering, and am not 
getting down to the real 
issue. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

26.I make snap judgments 
and later regret them. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

27. I trust my ability to solve 
new and difficult problems. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

28. I have a systematic 
method for comparing 
alternatives and making 
decisions 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

29. While thinking how to 
cope with one problem, I do 
not try to make combination 
of different ideas. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

30. When confronted with a 
problem, I do not usually 
examine what sort of 
external things my 
environment may be 
contributing to my problem. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

31. When I am confused by a 
problem, one of the first 
things I do is survey the 
situation and consider all the 
relevant pieces of 
information. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

32. Sometimes I get so 
charged up emotionally that 
I am unable to consider 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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many ways of dealing with 
my problems.  

 

33.After making a decision, 
the outcome I expected 
usually matches the actual 
outcome. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

34. When confronted with a 
problem, I am unsure of 
whether I can handle the 
situation. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

35. When I become aware of 
a problem, one of the first 
things I do is try to find out 
exactly what the problem is. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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APPENDIX C (English Version) 

ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Inventory 

 

Please read carefully the following items and answer according to your relationship with your spouse. 
There are 1 to 5 options. Strongly Disagree, Moderately Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Moderately Agree, 

Strongly Agree. Select the option that suits you best!  

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

  Moderately 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree   

1. My partner and I understand each other 

perfectly. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*2. I am not pleased with the personality 

characteristics and personal habits of my 

partner. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

 3. I am very happy with how we handle role 

responsibilities in our marriage. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

 4. My partner completely understands and 

sympathizes with my every mood. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*5. I am not happy about our communication 

and feel my partner does not understand me. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

 6. Our relationship is a perfect success.     

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

 7. I am very happy about how we make 

decisions and resolve conflicts. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*8. I am unhappy about our financial position 

and the way we make financial decisions. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*9. I have some needs that are not being met 

by our relationship. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

 10. I am very happy with how we manage our 

leisure activities and the time we spend 

together. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

11. I am very pleased about how we express 

affection and relate sexually. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*12. I am not satisfied with the way we each 

handle our responsibilities as parents. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 
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 13. I have never regretted my relationship with 

my partner, not even for a moment. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

*14. I am dissatisfied about our relationship 

with my parents, in-laws, and/or friends. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

15. I feel very good about how we each practice 

our religious beliefs and values. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 
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APPENDIX A (Turkish Version) 
 

Sosyo-Demografik Form 

Lütfen aşağıda ki soruları kendi bilgilerinize göre işaretleyiniz. 

1. Yaş 

40-45  (    ) 

45-55  (    ) 

55-60  (    ) 

2. Eğitim Durumunuz 

İlkokul(    ) 

Lise (    ) 

Üniversite (    ) 

Yüksek Lisans(    )  

3. Eşinizin eğitim durumu 

İlkokul (    ) 

Lise (    ) 

Üniversite (    ) 

Yüksek Lisans (    ) 

4. İş durumunuz 

Çalışıyorum (    ) 

Çalışmıyorum (    ) 

5. Size göre, gelir düzeyiniz 

500 - 1000 TL (   ) 

1000 - 1500 TL (   ) 

1500 - 2000 TL (   ) 

2000 - 3000 TL (   ) 

5000 TL yada daha fazla 

6. Evlilik süreniz: 

1-10 (    ) 

10-20 (    ) 

20-30 (    ) 
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30-40 (    ) 

7. Evlenme biçiminiz ağadakilerden hangisidir? 

Aşk evliliği (    ) 

Görücü usulü / istemeyerek (    ) 

Görücü usulü/ İsteyerek (    ) 

8. Çocuğunuz var mı? 

Evet (    ) 

Hayır(    )  

9. Eğer çocuğunuz var ise kaç tane? 

1 (    ) 

2 (    ) 

3 (    ) 

4 yada daha fazla (    ) 
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APPENDIX B (Turkish Version) 
Problem Çözme Envanteri 

 

Bu envanterin amacı, günlük yaşantınızdaki problemlerinize (sorunlarınıza) genel olarak nasıl tepki gösterdiğinizi 

belirlemeye çalışmaktır. Lütfen aşağıdaki maddeleri elinizden geldiğince samimiyetle ve bu tür sorunlarla 

karşılaştığınızda tipik olarak nasıl davrandığınızı göz önünde bulundurarak cevaplandırın.  

 

Aşağıda ki sıralamaya göre size en yakın gelen şıkkı işaretleyiniz. 

1. Tamamen Katılıyorum 

2. Çoğunlukla Katılıyorum 

3. Kısmen Katılıyorum 

4. Kısmen katılmıyorum 

5. Çoğunlukla Katılmıyorum 

6. Tamamen Katılmıyorum 

  

1. 

Tamamen 

Katılıyoru

m 

 

 

2.  

Çoğunlukla 

Katılıyoru

m 

 

 

3. 

Kısmen 

Katılıyoru

m 

 

 

4. 

Kısmen 

katılmıyoru

m 

 

 

5. 

Çoğunlukl

a 

Katılmıyo

rum 

 

 

6.  

Tamam

en 

Katılmıy

orum 

1. Bir sorunumu çözmek için 

kullandığım çözüm yolları 

başarısız ise bunların neden 

başarısız olduğunu araştırmam. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

 2. Zor bir sorunla 

karşılaştığımda ne olduğunu 

tam olarak belirleyebilmek için 

nasıl bilgi toplayacağımı uzun 

boylu düşünmem. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

 3. Bir sorunumu çözmek için 

gösterdiğim ilk çabalar başarısız 

olursa o sorun ile başa 

çıkabileceğimden şüpheye 

düşerim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

4. Bir sorunumu çözdükten 

sonra bu sorunu çözerken neyin 

işe yaradığını, neyin 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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yaramadığını ayrıntılı olarak 

düşünmem. 

 

5. Sorunlarımı çözme 

konusunda genellikle yaratıcı ve 

etkili çözümler üretebilirim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

6. Bir sorunumu çözmek için 

belli bir yolu denedikten sonra 

durur ve ortaya çıkan sonuç ile 

olması gerektiğini düşündüğüm 

sonucu karşılaştırırım. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

7. Bir sorunum olduğunda onu 

çözebilmek için 

başvurabileceğim yolların 

hepsini düşünmeye çalışırım. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

8. Bir sorunla karşılaştığımda 

neler hissettiğimi anlamak için 

duygularımı incelerim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

9. Bir sorun kafamı 

karıştırdığında duygu ve 

düşüncelerimi somut ve açık –

seçik terimlerle ifade etmeye 

uğraşmam. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

10. Başlangıçta çözümünü 

farketmesem de sorunlarımın 

çoğunu çözme yeteneğim 

vardır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

11. Karşılaştığım sorunların 

çoğu, çözebileceğimden daha 

zor ve karmaşıktır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

12. Genellikle kendimle ilgili 

kararları verebilirim ve bu 

kararlardan hoşnut olurum. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

13. Bir sorunla karşılaştığımda 

onu çözmek için genellikle 

aklıma gelen ilk yolu izlerim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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14. Bazen durup sorunlarım 

üzerinde düşünmek yerine 

gelişigüzel sürüklenip giderim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

15. Bir sorunla ilgili olası bir 

çözüm yolu üzerinde karar 

vermeye çalışırken 

seçeneklerimin başarı olasılığını 

tek tek değerlendirmem. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

16. Bir sorunla karşılaştığımda, 

başka konuya geçmeden önce 

durur ve o sorun üzerinde 

düşünürüm. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

17. Genellikle aklıma il gelen 

fikir doğrultusunda hareket 

ederim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

18. Bir karar vermeye çalışırken 

her seçeneğin sonuçlarını ölçer, 

tarar, birbirleriyle karşılaştırır, 

sonra karar veririm. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

19. Bir sorunumu çözmek üzere 

plan yaparken o planı 

yürütebileceğime güvenirim. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

20. Belli bir çözüm planını 

uygulamaya koymadan önce,  

nasıl bir sonuç vereceğini 

tahmin etmeye çalışırım. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

21. Bir soruna yönelik olası 

çözüm yollarını düşünürken çok 

fazla seçenek üretmem. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

22. Bir sorunumu çözmeye 

çalışırken sıklıkla kullandığım bir 

yöntem; daha önce başıma 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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gelmiş benzer sorunları 

düşünmektir. 

23. Yeterince zamanım olur ve 

çaba gösterirsem karşılaştığım 

sorunların çoğunu 

çözebileceğime inanıyorum. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

24. Yeni bir durumla 

karşılaştığımda ortaya 

çıkabilecek sorunları 

çözebileceğime inancım vardır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

25. Bazen bir sorunu çözmek 

için çabaladığım halde, bir türlü 

esas konuya giremediğim ve 

gereksiz ayrıntılarla uğraştığım 

duygusunu yaşarım. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

26. Ani kararlar verir ve sonra 

pişmanlık duyarım.  

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

27. Yeni ve zor sorunları 

çözebilme yeteneğine 

güveniyorum. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

28. Elimdeki seçenekleri 

karşılaştırırken ve karar verirken 

kullandığım sistematik bir 

yöntem vardır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

29. Bir sorunla başa çıkma 

yollarını düşünürken çeşitli 

fikirleri birleştirmeye çalışmam. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

30. Bir sorunla karşılaştığımda 

bu sorunun çıkmasında katkısı 

olabilecek benim dışımdaki 

etmenleri genellikle dikkate 

almam. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

31. Bir konuyla karşılaştığımda, 

ilk yaptığım şeylerden biri, 

durumu gözden geçirmek ve 

konuyla ilgili olabilecek her türlü 

bilgiyi dikkate almaktır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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32. Bazen duygusal olarak 

öylesine etkilenirim ki, 

sorunumla başa çıkma 

yollarından pek çoğunu dikkate 

bile almam. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

33. Bir karar verdikten sonra, 

ortaya çıkan sonuç genellikle 

benim beklediğim sonuca uyar. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

34. Bir sorunla karşılaştığımda, o 

durumla başa çıkabileceğimden 

genellikle pek emin değilimdir. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 

 

35. Bir sorunun farkına 

vardığımda, ilk yaptığım 

şeylerden biri, sorunun tam 

olarak ne olduğunu anlamaya 

çalışmaktır. 

    

      1 

 

       2 

 

       3 

 

        4 

 

         5 

 

         6 
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APPENDIX C (Turkish Version) 
Evlilik Memnuniyeti Envanteri 

 

Lütfen aşağıdaki maddeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve eşinizle olan ilişkinizi göz önüne alarak cevaplayınız.  

1'den 5'e kadar seçenekler vardır.1. Kesinlikle Katılmıyorum, 2. Katılmıyorum, 3. Ne Katılıyorum Ne 

Katılmıyorum,    4.Katılıyorum, 5. Kesinlikle Katılıyorum. Size en uygun seçeneği işaretleyiniz!  

 

  

Kesinlikl

e 

Katılmıy

orum 

 

Katılmıyor

um 

 

Ne 

Katılıyorum 

Ne 

Katılmıyoru

m 

 

Katılıyoru

m 

 

Kesinlikle 

Katılıyoru

m 

1.Eşim ve ben birbirimizi çok iyi anlıyoruz.     

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

2.Eşimin kişisel karakteristiğinden ve kişisel 

alışkanlıklarından hoşnut değilim. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

3.Evliliğimizdeki kendi sorumluluklarımızı 

yerine getirme konusunda çok mutluyum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

4.Eşim her türlü ruh halimde beni tamamen 

anlıyor ve duygularıma katılıyor. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

5.İletişimimizden memnun değilim ve eşimin 

beni anlamadığını hissediyorum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

6. Çok başarılı harika bir ilişkimiz var.     

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

7. Kararları alış şeklimiz ve anlaşmazlıkları 

çözümümüz hakkında çok memnunum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

8.Ekonomik durumumuz ve ekonomik 

kararları alış şeklimiz konusunda mutsuzum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

9.İlişkimde olmayan başka şeylere ihtiyacım 

olduğunu düşünüyorum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

10.Boş zamanlarımızı değerlendirme şeklimiz 

ve aktivitelerimiz hakkında çok mutluyum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 
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11.Cinsel eğilimlerimiz ve ilişkimiz hakkında 

çok memnunum.   

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

12.Ebeveynler olarak her birimizin 

sorumluluklarımızla başa etme 

yöntemimizden memnun değilim. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

13.Eşimle olan ilişkimden asla pişmanlık 

duymadım, bir saniyeliğine bile. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

14.Ailelerimizle ve arkadaşlarımızla olan 

ilişkilerimizden memnun değilim. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 

15.İnançlarımızı ve değerlerimizi uygulama 

şeklimizden memnunum. 

    

      1) 

     

        2) 

    

       3) 

   

       4) 

 

      5) 
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