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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING MARITAL SATISFACTION IN BINATIONAL MARRIAGES,
FROM AN ECOSYSTEM PERSPECTIVE

Tezer Yoruk, Nihan
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu

January 2016, 238 pages

The aim of this dissertation is to examine marital satisfaction of binational couples
from an ecosystems perspective. For this purpose, predictive role of personality,
acculturation attitudes, and perceived social support as individual traits; conflict
resolution styles, cultural distance and language skills as couple traits;
demographics, received social support, societal reactions and relations with family
of origin as contextual factors on marital satisfaction were investigated. This study
involved Russian-Turkish and German-Turkish who the husbands were Turkish
and wives were both Russian or German, living in Turkey, married at least for 6
months and wives could speak Turkish. The data were collected from 81 Russian-
Turkish, 63 German-Turkish, totally 144 binational couples. Marital satisfaction
was assessed by Dyadic Adjustment Scale. The instruments utilized in order to
assess 1Vs are: Multicultural Personality Questionnaire, Acculturation Attitudes

Scale, Multiple Source of Perceived Social Support Inventory (MSPSS), Conflict



Resolution Style Scale, Cultural Distance Scale, Language Proficiency Index,
Social Network Questionnaire, Tangible and Information Support Questions,
Negative Societal Reactions Index and Communication with Family of Origin
Index. Actor-Partner Interdepence Model (APIM) was employed in the present
study and predictive role of interactions were examine by multiple stepwise
regression analysis. Results revealed that only husbands’ and wives’ scores on
MSPSS from family, negative conflict resolution styles and negative societal
reactions predicted both their own and partner’s marital satisfaction. The results
supported three level for examining marital functioning. The findings of the study
was discussed with the relevant literature. Implications for clinical applications and

information for future studies were suggested.
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CIFT ULUSLU EVLILIKLERDE EVLILIK DOYUMUNUN EKOSISTEM
BAKIS ACISIYLA INCELENMESI

Tezer YOruk, Nihan
Doktora, Psikoloji Bolimdi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu

Ocak 2016, 238 sayfa

Bu calisgmanin amaci, ekosistem bakis agisiyla ¢ift-uluslu giftlerin evlilik
doyumunu incelemektir. Bu amagla, bireysel 6zellikleri olarak, kisilik 6zellikler,
kiiltiirlenme tutumlar1 ve algilanan sosyal destek; cift 6zellikleri olarak, c¢atisma
¢ozme stilleri, kiiltiirel mesafe ve dil becerileri; baglamsal faktorler olarak,
demografik Ozellikler, alinan sosyal destek, toplumsal tepkiler ve kok aile
iligkilerinin evlilik doyumu iizerindeki yordayici rolii aragtirilmistir. Bu c¢alisma
kocalarin Tiirk ve karilarin Rus veya Alman oldugu, Tirkiye’de yasayan, en az 6
aydir evli olan ve karilarin Tiirkge bildigi Rus-Turk ve Alman-Turk ciftleri
kapsamaktadir. Veriler, 81 Rus-Turk, 63 Alman-Turk, toplam144 cift-uluslu
giftten toplanmustir. Evlilik doyumu Ciftler Uyum Olgegi ile degerlendirilmistir.
Bagimsiz degiskenleri 6lgmek icin su araclar kullanilmistir: Coklu Kiiltiir Kisilik
Olgegi (CKO, bu arastirma icin Tiirkce’ye uyarlanmistir), Kiiltiirlenme Tutumlar
Olgegi, Cok Yoénlii Algilanan Sosyal Destek Olgegi, Catisma Coziim Stilleri
Olgegi, Kiiltiirel Uzaklik Olgegi, Dil Yeterliligi indeksi, Sosyal Ag Olgegi, Maddi
Destek ve Bilgi Destegi Sorular;, Olumsuz Toplumsal Tepkiler indeksi ve Kok

Vi



Aile ile Iletisim Indeksi. Bu ¢alismada Aktor-Partner Karsilikli Bagimlilik Modeli
(APIM) kullanilmistir ve etkilesimlerin yordayici rolii ¢oklu stepwise regresyon
analizleriyle degerlendirilmistir. Genel sonuglar sadece kocalarin ve karilarin
aileden alinan sosyal destek, olumsuz ¢atigma ¢oziim stilleri ve olumsuz toplumsal
tepkiler puanlarmin hem kendinin hem de partnerinin evlilik doyumunu
yordadigin1 gdstermektedir. Sonuglar evliligin isleyisini degerlendirirken ii¢
seviyeyi de desteklemistir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, iligkili literatiir dogrultusunda

tartistlmigtir. Klinik uygulamalara yansimalar ve sinirliliklar: degerlendirilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Evlilik doyumu, cift-uluslu evlilik, ekosistem, ¢ift, APIM

vii



To my family

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I owe my deepest gratitude to my supervisor, Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu,
without whose guidance and support this work would not have been possible.
Under his supervision, the most challenging experience in my life to date, became
insightful and fulfilling.

| should also like to express my gratitude to my dissertation committee
members. It gives me great pleasure in acknowledging the support and help of
Prof. Dr. Esin Tezer, who always encouraged me and unconditionally shared her
invaluable experience, which significantly assisted me in this study. | consider it an
honor to have worked with Assoc. Prof. Dr. Tirker Ozkan, whose expression of
trust and credit to this study, helped motivate and encourage me . It is possible to
note aspects of his extensive scientific knowledge in this study. I should like to
express my special thanks to Prof. Dr. Sennur Tutarel Kiglak and Assist. Prof. Dr.
Ferhat Yarar, who afforded me time, despite their already full schedules. It was an
honor to have their contributions, in terms of advice and comments.

I should also like to express my special appreciation and thanks to my
colleague, Assist. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Harma, for sharing his knowledge of statistics
and enlightening my as regards further aspects of statistical analysis. I should also
like to thank Kemal Gursoy, for advising me as regards the helpful use of Excel. |
am indebted to my uncle, Kemal Avcioglu, who introduced me the concept of
integration, by inviting me to his work place in Munich, which | found
enlightening.

Special thanks to Almanya’da Yiiksek, Ogrenim Gormiisler, Dayanisma
Dernegi (AYOG) in particular, to Muammer Ocal, Tiirk-Alman Dostluk and
Dernegi Hiir-Tiirk, as well as Fahri Yigit, Akdeniz Kiiltiirleraras1 Uyum Dernegi,
Ayse Cetkin and Die Briicke Dernegi, who facilitated my data collection and
supported this study by providing valuable connections. In addition, , to Efe and
Erdem, thank you so much for not only sharing your own experiences but also

helping me to meet with your friends. | owe much to my neighbours in Sefakent



Sitesi and Sadik Sam Evleri, as they always encouraged me, especially when
things weren’t always going so well.

The years during which | researched and wrote this dissertation probably
will always remind me of how precious a life is and how quickly time passes .
There were many events that | made me feel deep emotions for the first time in
my life . Now, | believe that my life would be less meaningful, without the
following people. | would, therefore, also like to thank those who helped me to
cope , especially, Ebru, Merve, Uncle Kemal and Ozde, for their endless support.
Special thanks to Yesim, Buse and Tolga, who spent time with my organizations
in Ankara, while | was in Antalya. There is a very special person in my life, Mr.
Chi-Men, Ozgiir, who seems to have an infinite capacity for solving problems
and showing support.

Last but not least, words are insufficient to express my gratitude to my
family. To my dear husband Ahmet Mecit, who was my ‘self-regulating system’
with his warmth and empathy, especially during times of increased stress, | give
thanks . To my dear parents Kevser and Serhat Tezer, whose endless efforts to
make me happy and comfortable are priceless and which always reminds me how
lucky I am. In addition, my dear brother Burhan- the rule never changes for us, he
suffers, while I learn. To my lovely niece, Dilayla Asya and nephew Jason Baris,
who have patiently waited for me to finish my work and for spending more time
together, with a real patience, ever since they were born. Finally, to my dear dog,

Vega, who made me laugh and who grew up with me, over the years.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGARISM ...ttt e e e e e e aeeeanaee s ii
ABSTRACT .ottt ettt bttt ettt e st te st et beste st eneenens WY
OZ bbbttt vi
DEDICATION .ottt e e e e nra e e asa e e annee e viil
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt Xi
LIST OF TABLES ... oottt XV
LIST OF FIGURES ..ottt XVi
(O o 1 e I S 1
INTRODUCTION ...ttt ettt se et e et e e et e e snneeennneeens 1
1.1 Background INfOrmation ...........cccccveiieiiiiecii e 1

1.2 AIMS OF the STUAY......ccoeiieiicecr e 20

1.3 Research questions and HYPOtheSIS ...........cooeviiiiininieiee e 23

1.4 Significance Of the StUY ..........ccoiiiiiiie e 26

1.5 Implications of the StUdY ..........cc.coeiiiiiiii e 29
LITERATURE REVIEW ....coooiiiiiiiceece e 31
2.1 Marital SatiSTaCtiON ........coveieiiecie e 31
2.1.1 DEFINITION ...t iieiiee et nne e 31

2.1.2 General Concerns of Marital Satisfaction ............cccceceveviiceiiviiennnne. 32

2.3 Binational MarriagesS ..........coveiveeiieeiieiie it e ettt 34
2.3.1 DEFINITIONS ..ot sne e 34

2.3.2 Ethical ConSIAErations.........c.ccveueriereaiesieeseeieeseesie e siee e seesseeneeas 35

2.3.3 Assumptions for Studying Bi-national Marriage ............cccoceeeviveennnne 37

2.3.4 Theories and ApPlICAtIONS.........cccvviiieiii e 41

2.2 Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national Marriage ...........cccoovvereneiencnennnnn, 46

2.3 Ecosystem Perspective of Marriage ........ccooevereiineninieeienese e 49

2.3.1 Ecosystem Framework and Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national
T g = To PSPPSR 53

2.3.1.1 Individual Traits and Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national Marriage



2.3.1.1.1Personality .......cccccoeiieiiiie e 53

2.3.1.1.2 Acculturation AttITUAES ........evverierieriiisesieeee e 59
2.3.1.1.3 Perceived Social SUPPOIt ........cccoveiiiirinieieeee e 64
2.3.1.2 Couple Traits and Marital Satisfaction in Binational Marriage... 67
2.3.1.2.1 Cultural DiStanCe..........ccevueierirrierieie s 67
2.3.1.2.2. Conflict Management Style..........c.ccccovvievveieiiiesece e 69
2.3.1.2.3 Language SKillS.........ccccuoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 73
2.3.1.3 Contextual FACIOrS ........ccciiviieiieiiiie et 77
2.3.1.3.1 DemographiCs .......cccccceiiieiieie e 77
2.3.1.3.2 Received Social SUPPOIt .......ccccoveiieii e 79
2.3.1.3.2 Societal REACTIONS ....ccvvivieieieiieie e 83
2.3.1.3.4 Relations with Family of Origin .........c.ccoceveviieicienincnns 85
METHOD ..ottt st se et st eneebe e 87
3.1 PartiCIPANTS ...ttt ettt nas 87
3.2 INSEIUMENTS ...ttt ettt nne e 91
3.2.1 Individual Traits Assessment INStrUMENTS.........cccccvevvereereereareeneenne 91
3.2.1.1 Personality: Multicultural Personality Questionnare................... 92

3.2.1.2 Perceived Social Support: Multidimensional Scale of Perceived

SOCIAI SUPPOTT.....eviiieiieee e 99
3.2.1.3 Acculturation: Acculturation Attitudes Scale.............ccoccveeenee. 100
3.2.2 Couple Traits Assessment INStrUMENLS .........ccceeveveiieevieeieiieceenns 101
3.2.2.1 Conflict Management: Conflict Resolution Style Scale............ 101
3.2.2.2 Cultural Distance: Cultural Distance Scale ............cccccevvvernannnns 102
3.2.2.3 Language Skills: A language skills index.........cccccoecevenininnnne 103
3.2.3 Contextual Factors Assessment INStrUMENtS.........ccoocvvveveiennennns 103
3.2.3.1 Received Social SUPPOIt.......cccccvveiieiiiieiie e 103
3.2.3.1.1 Received Social Support: Tangible and Informational Support
QUESTIONS: ...ttt et e e be e saee e beerees 104

3.2.3.1.2 Received Social Support: Social Network Questionnaire:.. 104
3.2.3.2 Societal Reaction: Negative Societal Reactions Index.............. 104
3.2.3.3 Relations with Family of Origin: Communication with Family of
(@ g o[ T (= SR 105



3.2.3.4 Demographic Information FOrm..........cccccceeviveiieiiievesecees 105

3.2.4 Dependent Variable ..........cccooveiveiiiiie i 106
3.2.4.1 Marital Satisfaction: Dyadic Adjustment Scale.............c..co....... 106

3.3 Data ColleCtion ProCeAUIE .........ccvieeieeieiie e 106
3.4 Data Analysis PrOCEUAUIE ........ccvcieiieriecie ettt sae e sre e 108
RESULTS .ottt sttt e 110
4.1 Descriptive CharaCteriStiCS.........couuivirereriiiiise e 110
4.2 COITEIALIONS ..ot enee s 110
4.2.1 Correlations between Actor’s OWn SCOTES........ccvevreeireeiieeireeinneanns 110
4.2.1.1 Husbands’ Correlations...........c.ccceeeeeivieeeeiiiiee e eiiee e 110
4.2.1.2 Wives’ COorrelations ..........cocveivueeerieeeiieeeiiieeesieessaeeessreessseeesnns 113
4.2.2 Correlations between Spouses’ [Vs and DV Scores..........ccceveeennne 114
4.3 MaiN EFFECES ...cuviiiieie e 115
4.4 REQIESSIONS ....vveuvieeeeiteesteetestee e etestaesteeseesseesaeessesseesteessesseesaeesesseenreeneens 121
4.4.1 Actor’ effects on Actor’s Dyadic Satisfaction............ccooevvrivininnns 122
4.4.2 Partner effects on Actor’s Marital Satisfaction ..........ccccccccvvevinnennn. 126
4.4.3 Interaction effectS .........ccoovviiiiiiiniic 130
4.5 ACtor-Partner EFfECtS ... 133
4.5.1 Predicting Marital Satisfaction ............cccccceviviiiiinicienc e 135
4.5.2 Testing Equality of Actor and Partner Effects ..........ccccccevvvivinnnnns 137
DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt sttt ne e 140
5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Main Effects ... 140
ST 0] 1 (=] - 14 0] SR 143
5.3 Actor Effects on Marital Satisfaction.............ccocevvviiiiieiinenens 147
5.4 Partner Effects on Marital Satisfaction .............ccoccovviiinniiiiieieee, 154
5.5 Actor and Partner Effects on Marital Satisfaction ..............cccceveverennnne 160
5.6 Interaction effects on Marital Satisfaction ...........cc.cceoeveiiniiiiiiiinns 161
5.7 LIMITALIONS ..c.vvevieieiie ettt sta e eneenee e 162
5.8 FULUIE RESEAICN ......ccvieiiee e 163
5.9 Clinical IMPlICAtIONS ......coovieiieiie e 164
5.10 CONCIUSTON....coutiiiiiitieitieie ettt 169
REFERENGCES ......oooiiiiieeee ettt 170



APPENDIX A. INFOrmMed CONSENT.......eeeeeee oot eeea e 193

APPENDIX B. Feedback Information Form..........c..cccocvvvieniinee i, 194
APPENDIX C.Demographic Information FOrm ............cccooviiiiniienncnenn 195
APPENDIX D. Multicultural Personality Questionnaire ............ccccceeveeverueenne. 196
APPENDIX E. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Russian.............cccccccovveeee. 197
APPENDIX F. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For German..............c.ccccccuveee.. 198
APPENDIX G. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Turkish-German............... 199
APPENDIX H. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Turkish-Russian ............... 200
APPENDIX I. Multidimensional Scale Of Percived Social Support ............... 201
APPENDIX J. Conflict Resolution Style Scale...........ccccccevveviiiciieiecie e, 203
APPENDIX K. Cultural Distance Scale For German, Russian And Turkish... 204
APPENDIX L. Language SKills INAEX ........cccoueriireiiiiiiiieieeese e 205
APPENDIX M. Social Network QUeStIONNAIre........cccccvevveevieeieeeiree e 206
APPENDIX N. Tangible And Information Support IndeX...........cccceevevvernnnee. 207
APPENDIX O. Societal Reactions Index, Relationship With Family Of Origin

(@ T TcTS] o] SR 208
APPENDIX P. Dyadic Adjustment SCale............cccoveviiieieiieiie e 209
APPENDIX R. Turkish SUMMAary ..........ccccoevveiiiiiii e 209
APPENDIX S. CUrriCUlUM VIta€ ....ccuveeeiieeieeie e 237
APPENDIX T. Tez Fotokopisi 1zin FOIMU ........cccccvviiveveriiiiiceieeieeeeie s 238

Xiv



LIST OF TABLES

TABLES

Table 1. Demographic characteristics accordingto gender....................oooeven. 89
Table 2. Frequencies and percentages of demographic characteristics, according to the
nationality and gender. ... ..ot 89
Table 3. Correlations within actor variables, correlations between spouses Vs and DV111

Table 3. (Continued) Correlations within actor variables, correlations between spouses

IVS AN DV ..o e e 112
Table 4. Mean differences between husbands and wives, Russian-Turkish (RT) and

German-Turkish (GT) COUPIES. ......o.viniiiii e, 118
Table 4. (Continued) Mean differences between husbands and wives, Russian-Turkish
(RT) and German-Turkish (GT) COUPIES. ........c.ovviiiii e 119
Table 4. (Continued) Mean differences between husbands and wives, Russian-Turkish
(RT) and German-Turkish (GT) COUPIES. ........cooviiiiii e 120

Table 5. Predictive husbands’ individual traits on husbands’ marital satisfaction in
three-levels, according to Stepwise Regression Analyses............ccocvvvviiiinininnns 124

Table 6. Predictive wives’ individual traits on wives’ marital satisfaction in three-

levels, according to Stepwise Regression Analyses............ccooevviviiiiiiiinianann.n. 125
Table 7. Partner effects on Husbands’ Marital Satisfaction in three-level............. 128
Table 8. Partner Effects on Wives’ Marital Satisfaction in three-level................. 131
Table 9. Study Variables, Predictors and Suggested implication........................ 167

XV



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES

Figure 1. The schematic organisation of the variables of the study ...............cc.ccoene. 21
Figure 2. Multicultural Counselling COMPEENCIES .......cccveveerieiieiiece e 37
Figure 3. ECOIOQICaAl IBVEIS .....c..ocveeieeece e 50
Figure 4. Schematic view of Huston (2005) conceptualisation............ccccccocevirinennnne. 51
Figure 5. Dimensions 0f ACCUITUIatiON ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiic i 61
Figure 6. Item loadings and factor structure of MPQ.........ccooviiiiieeiecc e 98
Figure 7. The conceptual model for Individual Traits..........ccccoevviviiieiiiieiiccec, 134
Figure 8. The conceptual model for Couple TraitS..........covviiririiniieienene e 135
Figure 9. The conceptual model for Contextual Factors ............ccoovvveieieneniiennnn. 135
Figure 10. The saturated model for Individual Traits.............cccceevevviiieiiiiecicceee, 136
Figure 11. Saturated Model for Couple TraitS..........ccccoveveeieiieiece e 137
Figure 12. Saturated Model for Couple TraifS.........ccceiiieniiiniiieeeee e 137

XVi


file:///C:/Users/Nihan/Desktop/dissertation/editing/PhD%20Dissertation%20ÇIKTI%20SON.doc%23_Toc443499152
file:///C:/Users/Nihan/Desktop/dissertation/editing/PhD%20Dissertation%20ÇIKTI%20SON.doc%23_Toc443499155
file:///C:/Users/Nihan/Desktop/dissertation/editing/PhD%20Dissertation%20ÇIKTI%20SON.doc%23_Toc443499156

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the following section, firstly, background information relating to the topic of
the study is highlighted. Secondly, aims and significance of the study are presented
while, thirdly, suggested implications are introduced
1.1 Background Information

Marital satisfaction is one of the empirical precedents of a healthy marriage
and a key concept in predicting marital outcome and which has been researched from
various aspects (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). Marital satisfaction has been
discussed and identified in various ways throughout the literature. It has been
suggested that marital satisfaction refers to the degree of happiness and pleasure
experienced in a marital relationship (Rho, 1989) or the degree of fulfillment of the
spouses’ expectations towards the marital relationship (Bahr, 1989, cited in
Sharaievska, Kim & Stodolska, 2013). Among the different definitions, a final
consensus as regards the concept of marital satisfaction indicates a subjective
evaluation (Craighead and Nemeroff, 2001). Karney and Brandbury (1995) suggested
that marital satisfaction is one of the core components of the marital relationship
because of its high correlation with marital stability and marital quality.

The importance of studying marital satisfaction derives from its benefit to
individuals and family wellbeing (Proulx, Helms, & Buehler, 2007; Bradbury, et al.,
2000). Research showed that being married is significantly associated with emotional
and physical wellbeing, if and only if, the couples are satisfied with their marriages
(Carr, Freedman, Cornman, & Consulting, 2014). Additionally, it was found that
marital satisfaction is a significant predictor of a stable marriage (Malouff,
Thorsteinsson, Schutte, Bhullar & Rooke, 2010). Karney and Bradbury (1995)

outlined that greater satisfaction predicts more stable marriages.



Marital satisfaction is one of the widely studied variables in marital researches
and in the universal sense, numerous variables are identified as the predictive factors
of marital satisfaction (Brandbury, et al., 2000). Marital satisfaction has been related
to various facts, such as personality (Charania, 2006; Teichner & Farnden-Lyster,
1997); social support (Reevy, 2007; Cramer, 2006; Copeland and Norell, 2002);
communication (Wong, 2009; Blanchard, Hawkins, Baldwin & Fawcett, 2009;
Johnson & Jacob, 1997); sexual satisfaction (Karney & Brandbury, 1995); coping
strategies (Gottman, 2007; Branbdbury, et al., 2000;); gender roles (Hock et. al.,
1995). Efficient conflict management styles (Hunler and Gengdz, 2003; Gottman &
Silver, 1995), increased sexual satisfaction (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), high levels of
social support (Reevy, 2007; Copeland and Norell, 2002), personality traits such as
high levels of conscientiousness (Cihan Giingdr, 2007) and low levels of neuroticism
(Charania, 2006), have been suggested as being the important components of a
satisfying marriage. Cihan Gungdr (2007) found that increased skills concerning
active planning, type of coping mechanisms for dealing with stress, marital self-
efficacy and marital readiness, and all increase marital satisfaction; the existence of
psychological symptoms, can decrease marital satisfaction. Cag and Yildirim (2008)
highlighted the role of high levels of perceived social support from the spouse, sexual
satisfaction and a decreased level of education, on predicting high levels of marital
satisfaction.

Celenk and van de Vijver (2013) suggested that cultural difference affect the
predictors of marital satisfaction. In a study conducted with Dutch and Turkish
couples, it has been reported that married Dutch partners place a priority on the
personality of a spouse, reciprocity, psychological roles and emotional processes, for a
satisfying marriage. On the other hand, Turkish couples found children issues and
economical aspects, more important to a satisfying marriage. The studies proposed
that marital satisfaction is also affected by cultural differences. Additionally, families’
functions in different cultures are affected by the different expectations of male and
female behavioural patterns (Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 2008). McFadden and
Moore (2001), highlighted, however, that relatively little attention was given to

2



understanding the marital satisfaction of intercultural couples and integrating the
findings of previous studies about intercultural family life and marital satisfaction.

It terms of intercultural relationships, culturally diverse marriages have been
identified as specific treatment populations, in family therapy and counselling
literature (Furrow, Brandley & Johnson, 2011). There is still, however, debate
concerning the terminology used to identify culturally diverse couples (Rohrlich,
1988). Bustamente, Nelson, Henriksen and Monakes (2011) underlined that, different
terminologies could be used to identify marriage between individuals of two different
social units; examples being, ethnicity or nationality; because of the fact that people
might be identified with more than one culture or subcultures, at any given time. It is
preferable to use, an  ‘intercultural couple’, for any culturally diverse couple. On the
other hand, in order to focus on the nationality difference, marriages across
nationalities were defined as, ‘bi-national marriage’ (Roca & Urmeneta, 2013;
Schroedter, 2006).

It is difficult to identify worldwide statistics as regards the actual number of
intimate bi-national marriages. Based on the impact of globalization, however, it is
suggested that trends would indicate a rising number of bi-national couples (Smith,
Maas, & van Tubergen, 2012). Furthermore, immigration is suggested as a factor in
the increasing numbers of bi-national marriages. One of the countries with a diverse
population is the United States and even there, accurate statistics are not available
(Bystydzienski, 2011), however, it is estimated that there are tens of millions of
intercultural couples living in the US (US Census Bureau, 2008; cited in
Bystydzienski, 2011). In addition, when the intermarriages consist of inter-religion
relationships, the percentage of couples increases to 50 % of American couples
(McGoldrick & Giordano, 1996). In Germany, the percentage of bi-national
marriages was 9.7 % of the overall newlyweds in 1991 and this had increased to 15.5
%, in 2006 (Nottmeyer, 2009). In Portugal, the percentage is 12% and in Switzerland,
37% of the marriages are bi-national relationships, which are difficult to determine
(Lind, Relvas & Saravia, 2010).



In Turkey, the marriage statistics of bi-national marriages have been available
since 2009 and the motivation for marriage were reported to be different, such as
getting permanent resistance and work authorisation (USAK report, 2008). According
to statistics reported by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT, Marriage
Statistics, 2009) 2.9% of the overall marriage was bi-national, within two years
increasing to 3,11% (TURKSTAT, Marriage Statistics, 2011), with the highest rate,
21,4% being for German-Turkish marriages. In 2014, there were 599704 newlyweds
and 16 866 (nearly 2,9% of the overall marriages) of the brides were foreigners.
According to the USAK report (2008) in Didim, in 2005, 30% of the overall marriages
were bi-national.

Several attempts have been made to identify culturally sensitive factors that
contribute to a stable marriage in intercultural and binational marriages, such as
adjustment to a dual-culture marriage (Tseng, McDermontt, & Maretzki, 1977),
marital satisfaction and communication (Karlsson, 1951, cited in Rohrlich, 1998),
social support, acculturation, and marital adjustment (Copeland & Norell, 2002).
Increased social support (Chi, Tsang, Chan, Xiang, Yip, Cheung & Zhang, 2011;
Kisselev, Brown & Brown, 2010) and semantic accurateness as well as emotional
expressiveness in communication (Abela, Frosh & Dowling, 2005; Romano, 1997;
Rochlich, 1988; Tseng, et al., 1977), were found to have a positive effect on the
marital satisfaction of bi-national couples. Additionally, flexibility in gender roles
(Bustamante, et al., 2011) and matched expectations in both gender roles, plus the
division of labour (Cottrell, 1990), are positively associated with marital satisfaction.

Personality is one of the significant predictors of marital satisfaction (Larson &
Holman, 1994). Personality is the trait which determines how to react according to a
context (Baucom, Eldridge, Jones, Sevier, Clements, Markman & Chritense., 2007;
Muller, 2004) and it is shaped in a cultural context (Cloninger, Svrakic, & Przybek,
1993). Personality researchers, interested in how personality traits contribute to
marital satisfaction, suggested intrapersonal and interpersonal models and examined
the influence of both actors’ and partners’ personality traits on their own and partners’
marital satisfaction (Harma & Siimer, 2015; Caughlin, Huston, & Houts, 2000). There
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are several studies which highlighted that marital satisfaction is predicted by the
personality traits of the partners (Larson & Holman, 1994). Furthermore, personality
has been found to be a significant predictor of marital satisfaction in bi-national
marriages (Sung, 1990). On the other hand, Luo, Chen, Yue, Zhang, Zhaoyang and Xu
(2008), investigated the effects of interactions on individual outcomes of marital
satisfaction, according to the similarities and complementary hypothesis. Depending
on the findings, it is suggest that predictive role of personality traits are universally
valid.

There are clear findings that personality traits play a crucial role in marital
satisfaction (Larson and Holman, 1994). According Teichner and Farnden-Lyster
(1997), without considering nationality or cultural difference, several studies
suggested that personality traits might correlate differently with satisfaction at
different stages of a relationship. Kansiz and Arkar (2011) examined the relationship
between marital satisfaction and Temperament and Character traits and the results
indicated that emotionally and socially sensitive, compassionate and devoted,
empathic, affectionate, considerate and committed traits are all positive, whereas,
anxious traits are negatively correlated with marital satisfaction. Larson (2000)
suggested that wvulnerability to stress, impulsiveness, anger and hostility, self-
consciousness and dysfunctional beliefs are the personality traits that contribute to
marital dissatisfaction. On the other hand, being high in sociability, flexibility,
assertiveness traits and the absence or low levels of neurotic traits have a positive
impact on marital satisfaction. Cihan Gingor (2007) found that the direct effects of
neuroticism and agreeableness were not significant, whereas there was a significant
effect of conscientiousness on predicting marital satisfaction in a Turkish sample. It is
also suggested that any personality trait that assists in handling culturally diverse
situations would be important in a marital relationship (Tseng, 2001), and personality
traits were found to be significant predictors of marital satisfaction in binational
marriages (Sung, 1990).

Most of the studies which examine the predictive role of personality on marital
satisfaction in culturally diverse settings, mostly stress the ethnic differences between
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couples. When it is sought to integrate the findings for binational couples, Tseng
(2001) suggests that personality traits which enhance the handling of
misunderstandings and uncertainty would contribute to a better marital life.
Bustamante and colleagues (2011) supported this idea and found that flexibility,
especially as regards gender role flexibility had a positive impact on intercultural
couples’ relationships and it is an essential coping mechanism. Sung (1990) indicated
that openness plays a crucial role in the relationship of culturally different partners.
According to the findings, couples who had cultural, language and religious
differences, reported problems as a result of personality traits and the personal habits
of spouses. Moreover, it is suggested that, from the beginning, partners may have an
advantage in being flexible because individuals who choose a culturally different mate
are more likely to be non-traditional or unconventional (Sung, 1990). According to
Tseng (2001), whose studies mostly focus on cultural differences, openness about
viewing the world in different ways, is necessary for a satisfying marriage. On the
other hand, Muller (2004) suggested that being mono-cultural or intercultural, did not
show a significant difference in terms of the relationship between partner’s personality
traits and partner’s satisfaction.

When multicultural issues are pointed out, due to the higher predictive
capacities of more specific personality traits, a culturally sensitive set of traits was
recommended for use in culturally diverse environments and for immigrants (Ashton,
1998). Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2001) suggested one culturally sensitive set
of traits with five dimensions, namely cultural empathy, openmindedness, emotional
stability, flexibility and social initiative which could distinguish multicultural activity
better than other set of personality traits suggested. Although most of the studies
indicated that culturally specific personality traits for could be effectively employed
for a having better adaptation process in multicultural settings (Luijters, van der Zee,
& Otten, 2006; Leone, Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven, Perugini & Ercolani, 2005;
Ali, Van der Zee & Sanders, 2003), there is still a gap in the literature on assessing the
relations between sets of culturally sensitive personality traits and the marital
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Acculturation is also associated with marital satisfaction (Negy & Snyder,
2000). The knowledge of acculturation growing especially in a multicultural society,
results from an efforts to find more constructive relationships in society, thus, it
becomes one of the major concerning variables in a diverse cultural context (Padilla &
Borrero, 2006). There are different definitions for acculturation process. There are
different definitions for the acculturation process. Stephenson (2000) defined it as a,
‘complex, multidimensional process of learning that occurs when individuals and
groups come into continuous contact with different societies’. The attitudes and
behavior of individuals who encounter a different cultural setting, are referred to
acculturation strategies (Gul & Kolb, 2009). There are two different theoretical aspects
as concerns acculturation strategies. Firstly, in acculturation theories it has been
assumed that immigrants should change their culture and language for a better
adaptation to the dominant culture (Falicov, 2003), and these are referred to as being
unidimensional models (Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993). Unidimensional models ignore
the possibilities of experiencing mainstream culture and own culture thus, they can be
conceptualized as being assimilated or not assimilated (Falicov, 2003). The second
perspective offers the assumption that individuals can behave according to their own
cultural background and mainstream culture, when meeting a diverse culture, without
choosing one culture, this being termed called bidimensional or two dimensional
models (Thompson, 1999; cited in Negy, Hammos, Reig-Ferrer, & Carper, 2010).
Research findings concerning immigrants have shown that only behaving according to
the mainstream cultural codes and shedding the own culture, will lead to psychological
problems (Escobar, 1998; cited in Falicov, 2003; Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993). These
findings suggest the need for a two-dimensional model, for understanding the
contributions of acculturation in a multicultural family setting (Falicov, 2003).

Acculturation is a dynamic process that occurs in many different dimensions
and may result in various types of outcome as acculturation attitudes, namely
assimilation, separation, integration and marginalisation (Berry & Kim, 1988). The
assimilation attitude refers to a desire to adapt a host culture, rather than maintaining
the home culture. Contrarily, the separation attitude is an individual concern regarding
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maintaining a home culture, rather than adapting a host culture. In a marginalisation
attitude, individuals show little interest in adapting either a home culture or a host
culture. When individuals show a desire to both maintain the home culture and learn
about the host culture, this is described as an integration attitude. The latter is a
process which is defined as a learning process concerning behavioral repertoire and
the shedding of some prior behaviour traits and attitudes, at a psychological level
(Baltas & Steptoe, 2000). Thus, this process contributes to a marriage from two
covariant dimensions, an acculturation attitude as a balance for misunderstandings
(Falicov, 2003) and an acculturation attitude, with its leading role regarding
acculturative distress (Negy, et al., 2010; Ataca & Berry, 2002).

Although it is suggested that there is a need for more research, in order to
understand the relationship between marital satisfaction and acculturation attitutes
(Padilla & Borrero, 2006), Falicov (2003), stated that as a result of distingushing
cultural codes, acculturation attitutes may contribute to misunderstandings between
culturally diverse couples. Negy and Snyder (2000) compared Mexican-White
American couples and monoethnic couples, in terms of marital satisfaction and
concluded that the effect of differences particularly observed, related to gender roles,
child rearing attitudes and financial decisions. The increased differences in these
subjects’ attitudes and behaviour significantly increased the marital distress, especially
for immigrant women. Rodriguez-Garcia (2008) investigated the dynamics of
hybridity in Senegalese, Gambian and Spanish families and reported that conflicts
most obviously take place during the upbringing of children, especially involving the
transmission of values and socio-cultural models, gender relations and gender roles.
The results of the study suggest that the conflicts arising in ‘hybrid” bi-national
marriages are more likely mediated by socio-economic, situational and personal
factors, rather than from cultural attitudes.

One another contribution of different acculturation attitudes on marital
satisfaction is associated with acculturative distress. Negy and colleagues (2010)
indicated that when compared to mono-national married peers, acculturative distress
can be identified as a significant difference. It results of the study which examined the
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relationship between acculturative stress and marital distress depicted that was real or
perceived and the indications were that the pressures acculturated among Hispanic
women, were significantly correlated to marital distress. Similarly, Aycan and Berry
(1996) suggested that language has a major contribution to acculturative distress,
moreover, there are enormous challenges involving numerous tasks such as practical
(e.g., deciding which bus to take), economic (e.g., finding a job) and social (e.g.,
making new friends).

Another factor associated with marital satisfaction, universally, is perceived
social support (Cutrona, 1996; Burman and Margolin, 1992). Perceived social support
is mainly conceptualized under the process of the sense of receiving support when
needed (Rusell, 1990; Cohen, Evans, Stokols & Krantz, 1986). Scheidler (2008)
defined perceived social support as, ‘believing that others are there to help if needed,
are source of comfort, can assist with needs or concerns, are available to listen when
needed and are dependable’ . Social support can be in many forms, such as emotional,
social integrative, social network or perceived from different sources, such as family
and friends (Rusell, 1990). Most of the studies underlined the importance of perceived
social support, especially from family, for a better, intimate relationship (Cutrona,
1996).

The literature explains the role of perceived social support for bi-national and
intercultural couples, this depending on the social circumstances and dependency of
the partners in a new cultural environment (Cools, 2009). Considering the immigrated
partners, the protective role of perceived social support against acculturation stress
plays a crucial role in the individual life of binational couples (Berry, 2006; cited in
Falconier, Nussbeck, & Bodenmann, 2013). Social support is one of the concepts
which is highly correlated with psychological well-being and plays a buffering role for
stressful life events (Frese, 1999). Additionally, the increased emotional support from
one partner predicts the increased wellbeing of the other, which results in a better
marital relationship (Carr et al., 2014).

There are several models suggested, in order to understand the nature of the
relationship between perceived social support and marital satisfaction (Cutrona, 1996).
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In particular, for the binational marriages, the contributions of perceived social support
may become relevant to marital satisfaction from two aspects; the buffering role in
stressful events (Frese, 1999) and decreased social ties (Cools, 2009). Among the
different models, however, Burman and Margolin (1992) suggested that marital
satisfaction increases due to the fact that perceived social support increase to feeling
loved and respected, regardless of any cultural difference. On the other hand, this
giving and receiving process may be affected by gender (Cutrona, 1996) and cultural
factors (Dilworth-Anderson & Marshall, 1996).

Communication skills are also important for a better understanding of marital
satisfaction, particularly for bi-national couples (Rohrlich, 1988; Sharaievska, et al.,
2013). A communication process consists of the ability to send a message to a
partner, which is then received by the other partner and understood (Larson, 2000).
Communication is a key to marriages and improved communication skills and
intelligibility of the messages for both sides is possible, when the partners express
their thoughts and feelings clearly, with appropriate words, hereby contributing to
resolve conflicts in a way of strengthening the relationship (Larson, 2000; Bird &
Melville, 1994, p.296). Communication and language skills lead to better
understanding, so they are important and yet this is a challenging issue for bi-national
couples (Renalds, 2011; Waldman and Rubavca, 2005). Due to the fact that expressing
thoughts and feelings in a clear manner is one of the important demands of a marriage,
bi-national couples cannot be equal in dyadic communication (Renalds, 2011). Thus,
the role of language proficiency in a couple context can be discussed because in the
case of bi-national marriages, at least one of the partners can use language in a native
manner (Cools, 2009; Ter Wal, de Munnik, & Andriessen, 2008).

Karlsson (1951, cited in Rohrlich, 1988), suggesting three areas for the
classification of communication adequacy; ‘(1) Judgmental level of what to
communicate (2) inhibitions affecting communication, and (3) degree of semantic
inaccurateness’. ‘Judgmental level of what to communicate’, refers to the content of
the communication and ‘inhibitions affecting communication’ is related to
communication styles. According to this classification, this study only focuses on the
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contributions of a couple’s individual language skills, to the what degree they can
express their emotions and thoughts in daily life, in the couples’ common language
and adopted language, that correspond to the, ‘degree of semantic inaccurateness’
and its relationship to marital satisfaction.

The language adaptation process, according to (Tseng, 2001), the influence of
language skills on the power relationship between couples (Rosenblatt, 2009) and the
significance of language skills to an acculturation process (Chen, 1990), have been
discussed through the literature but only a few studies directly examined the role of
language skills in a culturally diverse marriage. Among these studies, Renald (2012)
conducted a study with Asian- American intercultural couples involving the
effectiveness of language skills on developing intimacy in a relationship and marital
satisfaction. It is proposed that increased language skills enhance communication,
which is crucial for intimacy and trust in the relationship and which contributes to
more satisfying marriages. The language fluency increases the sense of dependence
and autonomy and decreases misunderstandings between couples that results in
magnifying conflict. Moreover, language fluency contributes to developing
meaningful relationships and increases the chance for engaging in more daily activities
as a couple. Thus, it has been indicated that the effectiveness of language skill would
significantly contribute to intimacy, which predicts marital satisfaction of bi-national
couples (Renalds, 2011). Similarly, Sharaievska and colleagues (2013) found that
marital satisfaction among Korean-American and East European-American couples
decreases as a result of communication problem differences with respect to language
skills.

Cultural distance is one of the crucial variables which contributes to marital
satisfaction, especially in bi-national marriages (Romano, 2008; Waldman and
Rubalcava, 2005). Cultural distance indicates the distance between own culture and
the host culture (Babiker, Cox, & Miller, 1980). Among the studies focused on the
cultural challenges, Romano (2008) and Danesphour (2009) identified nineteen
different dimentions in which the differences can be observed; religion, belief systems
and values, power issues, gender relations, time orientations, political view, economic
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and financial issues, extended family reactions, child raising, problem solving and
communication, values, food and drink, sex, place of residence, friends, in-laws, social
class, illness and suffering and ethnocentrisms. Crohn (1995), suggested time, the
nature of the universe, cohesiveness of the family, emotional expressiveness,
interpersonal relations and gender roles, as being the six broad, organising dimensions
which are specific to couples or people in a multi-cultural setting, to interpret the
human condition and serve as a personal guide.

Although the relationship of people from similar backgrounds is not simpler
than culturally diverse relationships and regardless of the culture, many of the
stressors are common to all marriages (Crohn, 1995; Donovan, 2004), the absence of
shared rituals and traditions causes substantial stress to a marriage (Crohn, 1995).
Tseng and colleagues (1977) indicated that, ‘understanding and awareness of different
cultural patterns can help to anticipate potential problems from clash of values and
attitudes’. The vast majority of literature suggests that more culturally distant couples
are exposed to more conflict, therefore, suffer from less satisfying relationships
(Larson, 2000). In fact, the studies that focus on the cultural distance and difficulties
are not backed by empirical research and are commonly composed of the held beliefs
about intercultural couples (Donovan, 2004).

The way in which romantic or married partners deal with conflicts in their
relationship has a general impact on their relationship satisfaction (Bradbury et al.,
2000). Conflict, refers to a situation of disagreement on one or a combination of issues
in a marital relationship (Mackey et. al, 2000; cited in Ozen, 2006). Peterson (1983,
cited in Bird & Melville, 1994) stated that conflict should be conceptualised as a three-
stage process, with the stages a being trigger, engagement and termination. The
engagement stage encompass the conflict resolutions, whether the issue is solved or
escalated. Bird and Melville (1994) highlighted that, depending on the conflict
resolution, whether it has increased the understanding of each other or not, conflict
may contribute to an improvement in a partner’s marital satisfaction. Gottman &
Krokof (1989) indicated that, in distressed couples, the relationship between couples
might be damaged by impaired problem-solving.
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There are various studies focused on the associations between conflict
resolution styles and marital satisfaction. Conflict resolution styles significantly
contribute to a long-lasting marriage, hence, for a satisfying marriage, couples should
avoid criticism, contempt, defense and staying distant (Gottman & Silver, 1995).
These four characteristics of communication during a conflict would be a sign of an
unbalanced relationship, which leads to marital dissolution. There is a consensus in the
literature that negative conflict management styles have a negative effect on marital
satisfaction (Ozen, 2006; Johnson, 2004; Gotmann & Silver, 1995). Ozen (2006)
found that the negative conflict resolution styles of both partners predicted the
decreased marital satisfaction of a couple. Moreover, husbands significantly predicted
lower levels of marital satisfaction than wives, however, the effects of the conflict
resolution styles of wives on predicting the marital satisfaction of husband, were not
significant.

Abela and collegues (2005) suggested that, conflict management styles were
affected by cultural differences. In their study with Anglo-Americans and Maltese, it
is found that woman demand/man withdrawal corresponded to marital satisfaction for
Anglo-Americans, whereas, it was to the contrary, for Maltese. In one of the few
studies conducted with an intercultural sample, Bustamante and colleagues (2011)
found that humour had a positive impact on intercultural couple’s relationships.
Additionally, knowledge of conflict-coping mechanisms might enhance a therapist’s
cultural competence, in counseling intercultural couples. They concluded, however,
that much more examination is needed to understand the association between coping
mechanisms and marital satisfaction.

Throughout the literature, there are different findings on the effects of the
demographic variables regarding marital satisfaction. Larson and Holman (1994),
suggest that demographic characteristics offer a context for a marriage and
significantly, predict marital satisfaction. The association between some demographics
and cultural configuration, which is brought by someone to the relationship, are
suggested as the contextual factors (Larson & Holman, 1994). The literature revealed
that, without focusing on the assessment of cultural differences, marital satisfaction

13



isfound to be related to age and a spouse’s age, the number of children, the length of
the marriage, income and education (Jose and Alfonson, 2007). One of the main issues
arise as to whether gender significantly predicts marital satisfaction or not. With
relevance to gender, research suggests that wives report more decreased marital
satisfaction than husbands (Lee, 1999). Carr and collegues (2014) found that, among
older couples, the marital satisfaction of husbands was still higher, however, marital
quality was a function of the perceived benefits for both husbands and wives. On the
other hand, some of the researches indicated that there is little difference between
husband and wives, in this regard (Celenk & van de Vijver, 2011). Nichols and
Schwartz (2001) indicated that the degree of marital satisfaction might differ,
according to length of the marriage because the tasks in the relationship differ
according to the marital cycle. According to Nichols and Schwartz (2001), the
exposure of the transitions would play a significant role as a result of the task in
marriage thus, there may be a curvilinear relationship. Age, occupation, education and
income also play a significant role in later marital skills (Larson & Holman, 1994).
Larson (2000) indicated that in the early stages, individuals may still lack
relationship skills, that would decrease marital satisfaction over time. There are
different findings as regards the association between education and marital
satisfaction. Education is not in an entirely linear relation with marital satisfaction
(Larson & Holman, 1994), on the other hand, Dékmen & Tokg6z (2000) found that
high education levels have a positive relation to marital satisfaction.

There are also several studies that examine the relevance between demographic
variables, race, ethnicity and marital satisfaction. In the last two decades, cross-
cultural studies suggest a poor relationship between race and marital satisfaction and
that the degree of the marital satisfaction is not effected by race (Whyte, 1990, cited in
Larson & Holman, 1994). On the other hand, Larson (2000), underlined the ideal need
to be similar in age, educational level, income and contextual background, which
would predict a healthy, stable marriage. In bi-national marriage cases, the length of
settlement was found to predict marital satisfaction (Kisselev et. al., 2010).
Furthermore, for culturally diverse couples, increased levels of education enhance the
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adaptation process of couples (Cakir, 2009). There is, however, a lack of research that
examines associations of demographic differences with marital satisfaction in bi-
national marriages.

Received social support is proposed as another predictor of marital satisfaction
(Kisselev, et al., 2010; Copeland & Norell, 2002). Received social support is defined
as the amount of the support that is received from a person (Cohen et. al., 1986) or a
number of functions from formal or informal social networks (Copeland & Norell,
2002). Vaux (1988, cited in Hlebec, Mrze, & Kogov, 2009) indicated that a social
network serves as a social support resource and it is, ‘as a subset of a larger social
network to which an ego turns or could turn for assistance’. Received social support
can also be in the form of tangible and informational support (Cutrona, 1996; Cohen
et. al., 1986). Tangible support refers to received assistance with regard to material
needs, whereas, informational support indicates received informational help from a
social network.

The importance of identifying the role of the received social support as regards
marital satisfaction increases under such circumstances of bi-national marriages in
which at least one of the partner emigrates. Due to this fact that, such circumstances
encompass stressful life events because of a real loss of family, friends, community
and the multiple connections that result from language difficulties and educational
differences (Falicov, 2003). On the other hand, in bi national marriage cases, the role
of social support in the international environment is accentuated because an
assignment presents both the disruption of established social support networks and a
challenge to developing new ones (Copeland & Norell, 2002). Social networks are
significantly associated with coping with uncertainty and change (Herfst, Van
Oudenoven, & Timmerman, 2008). Copeland and Norell (2002) indicated that
accompanying couples on international assignments need adequate informal and
formal social networks, to reduce the risk of unsuccessful marriage as a result of the
adjustment process.

Marrying in a culturally diverse setting, accompanied by the decrease in social
skills that often arises, stresses the importance of tangible and informative support
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(Kisselev, et al., 2010; Turker, 2002). There is a significant loss of significant
resources, familiar regulation, places, friends, networks and familiar food, in culturally
diverse settings (Abuzahra, 2004). Cakir (2009) found that getting practical and
financial support from a husband plays a protective role in an immigrant wife’s
wellbeing. Additionally, Copeland and Norell (2002) suggested a contribution to the
acculturation process explanations. It has been found that, those who have deeper
relations with far- distant supporters, are less likely to adjust to multicultural settings,
than those who try to establish contact with a local network of friendships. It is also
indicated that a non-native partner may need an enlarged local social network.

Families’ and friends’ reactions towards the marriage are the listed among the
challenges to bi-national marriages (Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001). Larson and Holman
(1994) conceptualised the approval or disapproval reactions of parents and friends in
an immediate network as societal reactions, which constitute the ‘current context’.
Bhugra and De Silva (2000) identifies societal attitudes as one of the dimensions that
make culturally diverse couples more problematic than others. Additionally,
according to the systemic perspective, marriage consists of both wives’ and husbands’
family systems, so that their relationship with family origins would have various
effects on the marriage (Nichols, 1988).

In intercultural families, marital satisfaction is more likely to decrease as a
result of any external oppressions, such as negative societal and family reactions
(McFadden & Moore, 2001). Jones and Chao (1997) supported the idea that many bi-
national families suffer from prejudice and discrimination, which are common factors
that can serve as a barrier to a healthy marriage. Fu and colleagues (2001) indicated
that, not only family reactions but also friends’ approval is crucial in promoting
marital satisfaction. Moreover, Larson (2000) suggests that reactions of family and
friends has a universally valid impact on the process of the marriage and family and
friend’s approval are positively associated with marital satisfaction.

One of the challenges for bi-national couples is to keep close contact with the
family of origin members, particularly for the immigrated spouse (Fu, et al., 2001).
The migration case studies, which are conducted on both individualistic and
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collectivistic samples, highlighted the importance of having social interaction with the
family of origin (Negy et al., 2010). Rosenblatt (2009) indicated that, especially for
the spouse who lives away from family of origin, losing connection and contact with
the family of origin members may lead to a feeling of loss and embarrassment in the
relationship with the community. Additionally, family of origin cohesion was
significantly correlated with marital distress, in Hispanic immigrant women sample
(Negy et. al., 2010). Copeland and Norell (2002) also indicated that, especially for the
one who lives in an international setting, who seeks a long distant supporter, which is
now much easier by the developing technology. It has, however, been found that those
who have deeper relations with far-distant supporters, are less likely to adjust to
multicultural settings, as opposed to those who try to make contact with a local
network of friendships. To the contrary, according to a cross-cultural study conducted
with 16 different nations, in each culture, there is a need to have contact with the
family of origin members, and that the importance of the contact with the family of
origin members for spouses is universally valid (Georgas, Mylonas, Bafiti, Poortinga,
Christakopoulou, Kwak, Kagitcibasi, Ataca, Berry, Orung, Sunar, Charalambous,
Goodwin, Wang, Angeleitner, Stepanikova, Pick, Givaudan, Zhuravliova-Gionis,
Konantambigi, Gelfands, Marinova, McBridge-Chang, Kodi¢, 2010). Similarly,
Larson (2000) proposed the relations with partners’ own parents or siblings, after
marriage, is one of the indicators for a long-term marriage success.

Most of the studies on culturally diverse populations and marital satisfaction
underlined a need for assessing complementary and similarity in the traits of the
couples (Renalds, 2011; Sullivan & Cottone, 2006; Larson, 2000). In particular,
scholars indicated the importance of the differences in the main subjects, such as
cultural distance (Falicov, 2003; Tseng, 2001), communication styles (Waldman and
Rubalcava, 2005; Falicov, 2003; Tseng, 2001), as regards acculturation attitudes
(Falicov, 2003; Tseng, 2001). Among the studies that examine actor-partner and
couple similarities effects on marital satisfaction, Luo and collegues (2008) suggested
that personality similarities play a crucial role for higher levels of marital satisfaction,
the level of similarity does not predict marital satisfaction. The happiness of a

17



relationship is a function of who the person is, who the spouse is and how similar they
are concerning a specific trait, which relates to actor-partner and interaction effects.

There are studies which assess both the affects of actor-partner and couple
similarities on marital satisfaction. The spouses’ trait similarities on, ‘unconventional
and curious’ , ‘talkative and energetic’, ‘regulative on impulses’ and ‘friendly,
cooperative’, that refer to being high on extraversion, openness to experience,
agreeableness and conscientiousness, are associated with high marital satisfaction
(Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000). Hence, dominance/ submissiveness (Dryer &
Horowitz, 1997) and impulsivity (Nemechek & Olson, 1999) traits provided a
consistent support for a complementarity hypothesis. Regardless of assessing the
nationality diversity between spouses, similarities on agreeableness and
conscientiousness were significantly related to marital satisfaction. Based on the
assumption that culturally diverse couples do not share a similar background and have
decreased pool of shared values, similarities concerning cultural factors are suggested
for a better marriage (Donovan, 2004; Crohn, 1995).

The results of the studies suggest that, regardless of a focus on cultural
differences, various factors can predict marital satisfaction, moreover, marital
satisfaction or dissatisfaction cannot be predicted by only one predictor (Falke &
Larson, 2007), and requires a multilayered approach (Bradbury, et al., 2000). There
are a number of reported variables, which are associated with marital satisfaction
increasing in the literature, even so, there is a need for a comprehensive understanding
of the associations between variables and marital satisfaction (Bradbury & Karney,
1995). Moreover, in recent decades, the concept that a marriage consists of two
partners and partner’s emotion, cognition or behaviour are interdependent, started a
discussion about research methods (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Focusing on one
of the partners individually and ignoring the couple interactions, is inadequate in
understanding the underlying dynamics of the marital relationship, the dyad being
fundamental to interpersonal relationship research. Thus, an ecological perspective is
suggested to overcome these issues. The ecosystem perspective analytically defines a
problem and examines marital behaviour, in levels of analysis (Huston, 2000).
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Huston (2005) suggested four fundamental ideas and a framework for
assessing marital relationships, by using the Ecosystem framework, which is based on
Brofenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory (1977, 1979). This framework comprises
on four fundamental ideas; ‘(a) marriages are interpersonal systems, (b) spouses’
psychological and physical qualities shape their efforts to maintain a successful union,
(c) both marriage and the partners are dynamic, (d) marital unions are embedded in a
social context’. The ecological study of marriage also requires to link constructs across
the levels of societal-individual and marital, recognising that each level provides the
context for the others (Huston, 2000). The three broad levels of analysis consist of;
ecological environment, as the society in which the spouses function, individual
beliefs and attitudes, as the individual spouses and the behavioural systems, are in as
close a relationship, as is the marriage relationship.

The contexts of influence refer to respectively, constructs that contain and
directly influence the individual, the relationship between constructs that contain the
individual; constructs do not contain the individual but have indirect influence and
broader societal level values and ideologies that provide a total context for the other
systems (Huston, 2005). Change in any part of the system affects the system as a
whole and its other sub-parts, creating the need for adaptation of the entire system,
rather than giving minor attention to only one aspect of the system (Bubolz & Sontag,
1993). In order to test an ecosystem framework of dyadic relationships, the overall
schematic organisation utilised examines the relationship of contextual factors,
individual factors and couple inter-actional process or family influences (Larson &
Holman, 1994).

Among the theories, the ecological framework is suggested for studying the
family in all its diverse forms because of the potential for capturing the totality of
human interactions and the relationships of families with their environment (Phenice
& Griffore, 1996). Ecological systems perspective provides a global and a unique
standpoint. Most of the theoretical approaches have particular strengths but serious
limitations, however, the ecological model is well-designed to understand the complex
dynamics, such as are observed in ethnic minority (Phenice & Griffore, 1996; Huston,
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2000). Wong (2009) suggests that ecosystems’ theory contributed effectively to
understanding the development of predictors of marital satisfaction for interracial
couples and it could give us a point of view of the dynamics that may be present
across most combinations of multicultural settings. The ecosystem approach is also
useful in running a research and conduct professional practice (Wilson, Larson,
McCulloch & Stone, 1997).

1.2 Aims of the Study
Bi-national marriage and the marital satisfaction of the couples constitute the

major focus this study, while ecosystem perspective provides a framework. When it is
sought to integrate the predictors of marital satisfaction in bi-national couples and an
ecosystem perspective, the definitions of Huston (2005), Larson (2000) and Larson
and Holman (1994) were utilised and classified, based on these researchers findings.
In the current study, the three levels named, individual traits, couple traits and
contextual factors, were used and presented in a schematic organisation in Figure 1.

- Individual traits consist of individual-member influences on the couple
system and the variables contributing to individual traits are personality
traits, acculturation attitudes and perceived social support.

- Couple traits refer to the influences of the skills as a couple or the
circumstances that the relationship consists of; it is the couple’s inter-
actional processes which consist of variables as conflict resolution styles,
language skills and cultural distance

- Contextual factors that comprise the environments in which the couple
system is embedded, consist of variables such as demographics, received
social support, societal reactions and relations with family of origin.

According to the schematic organization, the aim of the current study is to

examine the predictors of unique contributions at each level. Additionally, considering
the contributions of both wife and husband, the concept of, ‘Actor Partner Effects’ was
utilised, for examining the predictive role of interaction effects (Kenny, et al., 2006).
Since it is intended to examine the contribution of the variables more

comprehensively, not only the unique contributions but also the pooled effect of the
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variable were targeted for assessment. The literature suggests employing the Actor-
Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) (Kenny, et al., 2006), to observe the
reciprocity of the marital partners and the pooled effect of the variables, therefore, in

the current study, the interaction effects were assessed by APIM.

Individual Traits

a. personality

b. acculturation attitude

c. perceived social support
Couple Interactional Traits
a. Conflict Resolution Style
b.Cultural distance

¢. Language Skills
Contextual Factors

a.Demographics (age, gender, income,
nationality, education, lenght of
settlement, lenght of marriage)

h.Received social support
c.Relations with family of origin
D.Societal reactions

Figure 1. The schematic organisation of the variables of the study

The aim of this study is to identify the unique and multiple contributions of
variables to healthy and permanent relationships in a culturally diverse setting, as
regards cross-national marriages. According to a prior aim of this study, the results of
the study suggest providing the following information;

- The unique and multiple contributions of husbands’ individual, couple trait and
contextual factors on the explained variance of his own marital satisfaction and
wives’ marital satisfaction and comparison of both husbands’ and wives’
contributions,

- The unique and multiple contributions of wives’ individual, couples trait and

contextual factors, as regards the explained variance of her own marital

21



satisfaction and her husbands’ marital satisfaction and a comparison of both
husbands’ and wives’ contributions,

- The predictive role of similarities and differences concerning husbands’ and

wives’ marital satisfaction.

The roles of multicultural differences need further understanding because everyone
should be understood in their own context (APA, 2002). According to this aim of the
study, German-Turkish and Russian-Turkish couples, where the husbands are Turkish
and the wives are either German or Russian, were included in this study, in order to
assess the contributions of cultural diversity to marital functioning, by means of
marital satisfaction. Moreover, the couples in this study are living in Turkey, which
means that at least one of the partners of each couple has an immigration experience.
On the other hand, both husbands and wives experience new cultural settings, as result
of their relationships with their partners. Scholars indicated the importance of having
similar values, attitudes and backgrounds (Danesphours, 2009; Crohn, 1995) and these
similarities promote marital satisfaction, due to the better understanding of their
expectations (Larson, 2000). Nonetheless, more information is needed, to better
understand how couples who have a different ethnicity, race or nationality
background, manage any differences in such a way as to promote marital satisfaction.

This study specifically focuses on cultural differences, thus a question arises as
to whether there is any specific difference between mononational and binational
spouses, in terms of the personality characteristics that are associated with marital
satisfaction. There is a need to understand what cultural difference can bring to a
relationship because there is still a gap in the literature about any relationship between
marital satisfaction and universally valid and culturally sensitive variables. Thus,
according to previous studies, this study aim, to understand a two-dimensional issue
for marital satisfaction will,

- Identify culturally sensitive traits that are relevant to adaptation and which
contribute to marital satisfaction (Negy et al, 2010; Sullivan & Cottone, 2006),

- ldentify culturally sensitive traits that are relevant to sustaining a marital
relationship (Sullivan & Cottone, 2006; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005; Tseng, 2011).
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Ecosystem perspective suggests that a change in marital satisfaction can cause
a change in the perceptions of family life (Huston, 2005; Bubolz & Sontag, 1993). The
current study aims to evaluate only the effect of the differences (changes) in
ecosystem of bi-national families, at a specific point in time. Thus, the effects of
individual, couple and contextual levels are analysed as predictors of marital

satisfaction at the present stage.

1.3 Research questions and Hypothesis
This study is the first to systematically assess the predictive role of individual

traits, couple traits and contextual factors of self and partner’s own, self and partner’s
marital satisfaction, in a bi-national couple sample. Although there has been no
systematic or compressive research conducted before, depending on the concept that
general findings should be universally valid (Luo, et al., 2008), research questions and
hypothesis were presented as regards the following. On the other hand, in order to test
an actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) with a structural equational model
(SEM), first a hypothesis regarding the predictive role of an actor and partner’s traits
as regards actors’ and partners’ marital satisfaction, has been presented. It been
hypothesised that actor and partner effects of individual, couple and contextual traits
would predict marital satisfaction of both actor and partner, in bi-national marriages.
Research questions and hypothesis related to the predictive role of an actor on
the marital satisfaction of wives and husbands;
RQ 1. Do individual traits, such as personality, acculturation attitude and perceived
social support of the actor, predict an actor’s marital satisfaction?
H1: Personality traits of the actor are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H2: Acculturation attitudes of the actor are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H3: Perceived social support for the actor is expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.
RQ 2. Do couple traits, such as conflict resolution style, cultural distance and the

language skills of the actor, predict the actor’s marital satisfaction?
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H4: Conflict resolution styles of the actor are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
HS5: Cultural distance of the actor is expected to predict the actor’s marital satisfaction.
H6: Language skills of the actor are expected to predict the actor’s marital satisfaction.
RQ 3. Do contextual factors, such as demographics (age, gender, length of settlement,
length of marriage, income, education), received social support (social network,
tangible and information support), societal reactions and relations with family of
origin of the actor, predict the actor’s marital satisfaction?
H7: Demographics (age, gender, length of settlement, length of marriage and the
income, education) characteristics of the actor, are expected to predict the actor’s
marital satisfaction.
H8: Received social support for the actor is expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H9: Societal reactions of the actor are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H10: Relations with family of origin of the actor is expected to predict the actor’s
marital satisfaction.

Research questions and hypothesis related to the predictive role of the partner,
as regards the marital satisfaction of wives and husbands;
RQ 4. Do individual traits, such as personality, acculturation attitude and perceived
social support of the partner, predict the actor’s marital satisfaction?
HI11: Personality traits of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H12: Acculturation attitudes of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H13: Perceived social support of the partner is expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
RQ 5. Do couple traits, as a conflict resolution style, cultural distance and the

language skills of the partner, predict the actor’s marital satisfaction?
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H14: Conflict resolution styles of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H15: Cultural distance of the partner is expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H16: Language skills of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
RQ 6. Do contextual factors, such as demographics (age, gender, length of settlement,
length of marriage, income, education), received social support (social network,
tangible and information support), societal reactions and relations with the family of
origin of the partner, predict the actor’s marital satisfaction?
H17: Demographics (age, gender, length of settlement, length of marriage, income,
education) characteristics of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H18: Received social support of the partner is expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H19: Societal reactions of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
H20: Relations with the family of origin of the partner is expected to predict the
actor’s marital satisfaction.

Interaction effects

Considering the complementary aspects and similarities of findings, with
emphasis on the cultural similarities of bi-national couples, the interaction of actor-
partner effects is tested and hypothesised as i follows;
RQ 7. Do similarities in individual traits, such as personality, acculturation attitude,
and perceived social support, predict the actor’s and his partner’s marital satisfaction?
H21: Similarities in personality traits are expected to predict the actor’s and partner’s
marital satisfaction.
H22: Similarities in integration attitudes are expected to predict the actor’s and

partner’s marital satisfaction.
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H23: Similarities in perceived social support is expected to predict the actor’s and
partner’s marital satisfaction.
RQ 8. Do similarities in a couple traits, as regards conflict resolution style, cultural
distance and language skills, predict the actor’s and partner’s marital satisfaction?
H24: Similarities in positive conflict resolution style is expected to predict the actor’s
and partner’s marital satisfaction.
H25: Similarities in cultural distance is expected to predict the actor’s and partner’s
marital satisfaction.
H26: Similarities in language skills are expected to predict the actor’s and partner’s
marital satisfaction.
RQ 9. Do similarities in contextual factors in demographics (age, gender, education)
received social support and societal reaction predict the actor’s and partner’s marital
satisfaction?
H27: Similarities in demographics (age, gender, education) characteristics are
expected to predict the actor’s and partner’s marital satisfaction.
H28: Similarities in received social support (social network), is expected to predict the
actor’s and partner’s marital satisfaction.
H29: Societal reactions of the actor are expected to predict the actor’s marital
satisfaction.
1.4 Significance of the Study

It is evident that the number of bi-national marriages is increasing, not only in
Turkey but also all over the world. Although immigration statistics do not directly
reflect the percentage of the bi-national marriages, according to proximity effects, an
increase in immigration would increase the probability of having intimate
relationships and marriages across individuals of different nationalities (Jacobson &
Heaton, 2008). In particular, a suitable climate for living and low living expenses,
make the cities on the costs of Turkey alluring to Western citizens, such as Germans,
Dutch and Scandinavians and it is predicted that the number of immigrants will
increase over time, that predicts a higher number of bi-national marriages (Siidas,
2006).
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According to the statistics, the significance of focusing on bi-national
marriages is increasing, not only in Turkey but also in a global sense. There is,
however, a gap in the literature for empirically testing the marital relationships of
culturally diverse couples. The result is that, this study is the first that has assessed the
nature of bi-national marriage, as a special population in Turkey, with a
comprehensive study and one of the few studies in the literature. Statistics given in the
background information section could not accurately reflect the percentages of
underlying expectations of marriage and the focus of this study is only on romantic
relationships, so that overall percentages would not be the targeted population.

Most researchers who study multicultural settings underline the importance of
understanding the ecosystems of a bi-national marriage (Arredondo, 2003; Sung,
1990). Another aim of this study is that the results will provide information for
comparison at three levels, namely as individuals, couple traits and contextual factors,
according to the contributions to husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction. Thus, the
model that is presented in this study enables identifying the impact of ecosystems,
individual-couple traits and contextual factors. The result is that the study presents a
model that encompasses the role of the individual and couples’ psychological factors,
as well as and contextual factors, such as socioeconomic status, in a stable bi-national
marriage.

Additionally, in the current study, an ecosystem perspective was utilised for
understanding the culturally diverse nature of bi-national marriages and marital
satisfaction. Even although the theoretical background of the ecosystem perspective is
well-documented, few studies conducted in an effort to understand the complex
structure of marital satisfaction have considered three levels, not only for culturally
diverse marriages but also concerning mononational marriages. In addition,, this study
will be one of the first to examine a three- level model for bi-national marriages.

In virtually every treatment process of the couple, involving therapy or counseling,
in order to improve marital quality, marital satisfaction is assessed (Gottman &
Levenson, 1992), thus, understanding the predictors of marital satisfaction becomes
important. One of the principal objectives of the current study is to establish and
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present a comprehensive understanding of the factors which can provide increased
marital satisfaction, in a specified population, as regards bi-national marriages.

The significance of examining marital satisfaction as an indicator of marital
functioning comes from its benefit to individual, psychological health (Proulx, et al.,
2007; Bradbury, et al., 2000). When the results of this study are considered, the study
will be one of the first studies that comprehensively provides empirical evidence as
regards the marital satisfaction of bi-national couples.

Tseng (2001), did, however, suggest that culturally sensitive variables would be
utilised in interventions for culturally diverse populations (Tseng, 2001). There are
still comparatively few studies few studies that examines the contributions of
culturally sensitive variables, particularly those concerning multicultural personality
traits, acculturation attitudes and cultural distance, language skills, tangible and
information support, social network and relations with the family of origin, as the
affect marital satisfaction. Ashton (1998) suggested assessing a culturally sensitive
set of personality traits, yet still there is gap in the literature concerning the
relationship between multicultural personality traits and the marital satisfaction of bi-
national couples. The current study employs an assessment of culturally sensitive
personality traits. Moreover, acculturation attitudes were significantly assessed, in
understanding the adaption process to a new cultural setting; this study differs from
the literature in that the contribution of acculturation attitudes, as a two-dimensional
model to marital satisfaction, is examined.

Among the studies which discuss culturally sensitive variables associated with
marital satisfaction, most employed a qualitative method, depending on interviews,
thus, this study will be the one of the few studies that employed a quantitative method.
Additionally, in light of the three-level analysis results, not only will there be unique
contributions but also covariate contributions of the variables to marital satisfaction
will be discussed.

The vast majority of literature highlights the different characteristics and needs of
immigrants in culturally diverse settings (Negy et al., 2010, Baltas & Stepteo, 2000).
As Tseng (2001) noted, having a racial or an ethnic difference between couples brings
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different dynamics. Participants in this study comprised one native and one immigrant
spouse. Thus, the current study would differ from the literature by providing an
understanding of the dynamics of native-immigrant couples’ marital satisfaction. The
results are, therefore, discussed considering the characteristic of the participants,
which enables the comparison of two different experiences and characteristics of the
spouses.

The actor-partner interdependence model (APIM) enables researchers to observe
dyads intrapersonal and interpersonal influences on the interested variable (Kenny,et
al.,2005). This study is the first to empirically test the intrapersonal and interpersonal
influences on the marital satisfaction of bi-national couples in Turkey. Moreover, the
results of the current study provide  further information in understanding the
similarity and complementarity effects of particular variables, such as personality,
acculturation attitudes, conflict resolution styles, received and perceived social support
and demographics, on bi-national marriages, in Turkey and this will supplement
existing knowledge. Thus, as indicated above, it is predicted that this study will add
significantly to current literature, in providing descriptive information to fill the gap
in the literature for validated interventions and theoretical studies, both in Turkey and
on a global scale.

1.5 Implications of the Study

The treatment process of the couple therapy or counseling, requires an
understanding of marital satisfaction, due to the increased associations with marital
quality and stability (Karney & Brandbury, 1995). The present study improves the
knowledge of marital satisfaction in bi-national marriages, as a result of understanding
the predictive role of several variables of the present study on marital satisfaction,
which will enhance an assessment by serving the information as regards what to
assess. Moreover, the current study will improve the knowledge about what
contributes to marital satisfaction in bi-national couples, which is crucial for
empirically validated interventions

Several scholars suggested intervention options and treatment models for bi-
national couples, under culturally sensitive approaches (Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005;
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Tseng, 2001; Falicov, 1995; lbrahim & Schroeder, 1990). In any culturally diverse
setting, when working with couples, therapists should be a, ‘cultural broker’ (Tseng,
2001). On the other hand, there is still the need for empirical support for the models.
This study proposes comprehensive empirical findings for increasing the
understanding of the nature of bi-national marriages. Thus, one of the contributions of
the present study would be improving treatment options for bi-national couples. This
study examines relationship concerns, moreover culturally sensitive factors, such as
one of the important variable acculturation attitudes. In practice, in addition to
addressing relationship concerns, professions, couple therapists and counsellors should
understand, assess and treat as necessary multicultural and culturally sensitive factors,
when working with bi-national couples. The findings concerning culturally sensitive
factors will have implications in intervention contexts.

Another of the values of the current study will be provided by testing a three-
level approach, with an ecosystem. Clinicians may benefit from a three- level analysis,
by distinguishing the effects of the individual traits, couple traits and contextual
factors. The information, provided by the levels of analysis, help clinicians concerning
assessment procedures. Moreover, understanding the contributions of both actors and
partners at each level, will guide a clinician about how to support or who to support,
for a better marital life. In Turkey, there is an important gap requiring the production
of social policies, including preventive systems for bi-national marriages. The
information regarding, in particular, contributions of acculturation and other
contextual factors such as demographics, societal reaction, tangible support,
information support and social network, would provide a basis for policies. Thus, the
results of the current study offer information as to how to serve and produce political

changes in a societal context.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the related literature is presented in sections, according to the
aims of the study. In the first section, the concept of marital satisfaction and related
issues to bi-national marriages are introduced. Secondly, the general characteristics of
bi-national marriage and general considerations, such as ethical issues and theoretical
backgrounds and applications are presented. In the last section, the ecosystem
perspective and study variables according to the ecosystem, are presented.

2.1 Marital Satisfaction

In the following section, definitions and general concerns as regards marital
satisfaction and general concerns marital satisfaction in bi-national marriages are
presented.
2.1.1 Definition

Marital satisfaction has been identified and considered in various ways
throughout the literature (Bradbury, et al., 2000). Hawkins (1968, p. 164; cited in
Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson, 1989), defined marital
satisfaction as, ‘the subjective feeling of happiness, satisfaction and pleasure
experienced by a spouse when considering all current aspects of his marriage’.
Marriage is a process, that encompass attitudes and reflects the properties of spouses.
According to Gilford and Bengston (1979), marital satisfaction is an evaluation of
spouses’ on positive interactions and negative feelings in the relationship. In another
definition, Rho (1989), indicated that martial satisfaction is the degree of happiness
and pleasure experienced in the marital relationship. Marital satisfaction was also
identified as the degree of fulfillment of the spouses’ expectations towards marital
relationship (Bahr, 1989, cited in Sharaievska, et al., 2013). Bird and Merville (1994),
stated that marital satisfaction indicates the spouse’s description and evaluation of the

quality of their own marriage, whether it is good, happy or satisfying. Craighead and
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Nemeroff (2001) pointed out that the common the definitions of marital satisfaction
is that it is a subjective evaluation.

Spanier (1976) suggested evaluating marital functioning by means of dyadic
adjustment, on a dimension from well-adjusted to maladjusted. The level of dyadic
satisfaction, is one of the components which defines the outcome of a dyadic
adjustment. Dyadic adjustment is determined by the outcome components, such as,
‘troublesome dyadic differences; interpersonal tension and personal anxiety; dyadic
satisfaction; dyadic cohension; consensus on matters of importance’. Dyadic
adjustment is an assessment in a continuum, due to fact that it has a changing state.
Fitzpatrick (1988, cited in Bird and Merville, 1994) stated that the amount of conflict,
agreement on particular areas, such as beliefs, values, ratings about happiness of the
spouses, expectations about the duration of the marriage, are used as components of
marital satisfaction in different studies.

Through the literature, the concept of, ‘marital satisfaction’ and the differences
between marital adjustment, marital happiness, and marital stability, were discussed.
Karney and Brandbury (1995) have suggested that, although there is a high correlation
between marital satisfaction and marital stability, marital stability tends to increase
over time, hence marital satisfaction decreases, therefore, using marital stability and
marital satisfaction interchangeably, is inaccurate. Bir Aktirk (2006), however, cited
that marital adjustment and satisfaction are suggested to correlate similarly with other
variables, in spite of some differences in definitions, using the terms in a common
sense way would be acceptable (White, 2003). Moreover, adjustment and satisfaction
in a first dimension and divorce and disharmony in a second dimension, comprise two
major components of marital quality (Weiss & Cerreto, 1980; cited in Fowers &
Olson, 1993).

2.1.2 General Concerns of Marital Satisfaction

In the last two decades, as a result of understanding that, the nature of the
relationship between spouses is not independent, the assessment and the studies of the
concept of marital satisfaction have taken a new direction (Weiss & Heyman, 1997).
According to the Kenny and colleagues (2006), dyads are interdependent, the

32



relationships are reciprocal, each spouse has an impact on the other and his/her own
marital satisfaction. The study of Fowers, Applegate, Olson and Pomerantz (1994),
supported the concept of reciprocity, which found that spouses’ marital satisfaction
correlates to each other, suggesting that significant correlations were observed only for
the couples who report high levels of marital satisfaction. In order to assess the marital
satisfaction of a dyad actor-partner interaction model (APIM), is suggested to observe
both intrapersonal and interpersonal influences (Luo et al., 2008; Kenny et al., 2006).

Despite several factors being identified as the predictor of marital satisfaction,
nevertheless the subjectivity of the marital satisfaction is a challenge in identifying the
set characteristics for marital satisfaction (Sharaievska, et al., 2013). Huston (2005)
underlined a need for assessment tools and methods, which would enhance better
understanding of the reciprocal nature of marital satisfaction and accordingly, offered
to use diaries. On the other hand, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), which was
developed by Spanier (1976), is one of the widely used assessment tools for
examining marital satisfaction (Bradbury et al., 2000).

There is a paradigm shift that, for better understanding of the dynamic of a
long-term marriage, would indicate that studies should not only focus on what causes
a problem but, more focus should give to what makes a marriage better (Gottman &
Silver, 1995). Marital satisfaction is one of the empirical precedents of a stable and a
healthy marriage (Malouff, et al., 2010; Karney & Bradbury, 1995). It is, thus, one of
the widely studied variables in marital researches and numerous variables have been
identified as being the predictive factors of marital satisfaction (Bradbury, 2000).
Efficient conflict management styles (Hunler & Geng¢dz, 2003; Gottman & Silver,
1995), increased sexual satisfaction (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), high levels of social
support (Reevy, 2007; Copeland & Norell, 2002;), personality traits such as high
levels of conscientiousness (Cihan Gungor, 2007), low levels of neuroticism
(Charania, 2006), have all been suggested as important components of a satisfying
marriage. Among the few studies conducted of Turkish monoculturally, married
couples that comprehensively assessed the multiple affect of marital readiness, marital
self-efficacy, psychological symptoms and personality traits on marital satisfaction.
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Cihan Glingor (2007) found that increased skills in active planning ways of coping
with stress, marital self-efficacy and marital readiness increase marital satisfaction,
were beneficial, whereas, existing psychological symptoms decrease marital
satisfaction. Cag and Yildirim (2008) highlighted the role of high levels of perceived
social support from the spouse, sexual satisfaction and decreased level of education,
on predicting marital satisfaction.

According to the literature review results, Karney and Bradbury (1995)
concluded that there are respectable numbers of studies that assess the unique
predictors of marital satisfaction, besides which, there is much more need to deepen
the understanding of the contributions of several variables. Brandbury and colleagues
(2000), therefore, suggested employing a multi-layered approach for examining the
predictors of marital satisfaction, in order to assess possible multiple relations and the
contributions of predictive variables.

2.3 Binational Marriages
2.3.1 Definitions

Rohrlich (1988), mainly raised the discussion of terminology and the added the
concept of a marriage of ‘dual-culture’, which refers to the multi-cultural contexts of
the couple. In different disciplines, endogamy and exogamy were used to identify
partners from different ethnic backgrounds (Larson & Murno, 1990). The marriages of
partners from same economic, social and cultural categories were identified as
homogamy marriages whereas, contrararily, heterogamy was used to describe the
‘dual-culture’ version (Eeckhaut, Lievens, Van de Puttu, & Lusyne, 2011; Thomson,
1990)(Eeckhaut, Lievens, Van de Putte, & Lusyne, 2011). Thus, this definition
represents a broader definition of culture and subcultures.

Culture is, however, ‘a design for living, the shared understanding underlying a
shared way of life. The essential attribute of culture is that is it shared, and that is
provides a vocabulary of symbols to express and assign meaning to various aspects of
social life’ (Keith, 1991, p.95; cited in Dilworth-Anderson & Marshall). According to
this definition, culture subsumes and may represent as race, ethnicity, religion, sexual
orientation or class. The diversity of the culture perspective dominated the terms for
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definitions thus, scholars explained the underlying reasons for using the different
terms.

Similarly, some scholars use the term, ‘intermarriage’, according to a broader
definition of culture, in order to represent the partners from at least two races,
nationalities or religions (Ho, 1990; Crippen & Bre, Gudykunst, 1994; Gordon, 1964;
cited in Rohrlich, 1988). Muller (2004), explained the setting of borders, such as race,
ethnicity, culture and/or religion and that any marriage across those borders was
defined as, ‘intermarriage’. The term, ‘intercultural’, was also used frequently by
different scholars, in order to encompass racial, ethnic, nationality diversity in any
classification. (Muller, 2004; Tseng et al., 1977)

Multicultural perspectives suggest avoiding any definition that consists of
labelling (Ivey, D’Andrea, Ivey & Simek-Morgan, 2002). Cottrell (1990) used the
term, ‘cross-national’, in order to define marriages of individuals across different
nations and suggested that because one of the partner probabilities in continuing to
main ties, such as citizenship, there is the chance that the couple may live in a country
where both partners are foreigners, although, this is much more likely with interethnic
marriages, which are different. Similarly, Jacobson and Heaton, (2008) preferred to
use cross-cultural for the latter described couples. On the other hand, in studies
conducted in Spain (Roca & Urmeneta, 2013) and Germany (Schroedter, 2006), ‘bi
national’ was used, in order to identify two people married across nationalities.

2.3.2 Ethical Considerations

The debate may arise as to whether or not ‘bi-national marriage’ offers a
context for studying intimate relations. There are several viewpoints in the literature,
which argue the need for culturally sensitive research and intervention for intercultural
marriages (Karis & Killian, 2008; Bustamente, 2011). lvey, and colleagues (2002,
p.18), proposed that, it is a primary ethical responsibility to provide effective practice,
according to the needs of culturally diverse clients.

On an individual basis, with a multicultural context, therapies/counselors
should consider three points, which should be covered in assessing an approach for an
effective way of providing help (Jereb, 1982, cited in Bolton-Brownlee, 1987): Firstly,
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the assessment procedure should encompass a framework or context that the client can
understood. Secondly, the goal determines a desirable change in functioning,
according to the context of the client and counselor. Thirdly, the intervention that is
suitable for an effective change. The result is that, acceptance of the multiplicity of
variables that constitute an individual's identity and development of a client-centered
and balanced method, would be necessary in a multicultural approach. Ballou (1996;
cited in lvey et al., 2002) criticised traditional models, theories and practice for being
biased, in that the information was provided for white and middle-class persons, which
did not reflect a suitable context for approaching diverse populations.

The first formal recognition of mentioned responsibility and the importance of
multicultural issues, were provided by the American Psychology Association (APA).
APA (2002), published a, ‘Guideline on Multicultural Education, Training, Research,
Practice, and Organizational Change for Psychologists’, which that suggested the four
main goal to assist psychologists:

(@) the rationale and needs for addressing multiculturalism and
diversity in education, training, research, practice, and
organizational change; (b) basic information, relevant
terminology, current empirical research from psychology and
related disciplines, and other data that support the proposed
guidelines and underscore their importance; (c) references to
enhance on-going education, training, research, practice, and
organizational change methodologies; and (d) paradigms that
broaden the purview of psychology as a profession.

According to the multiculturalist therapist’s point of view, all clients deserve to
be understood, within their own context (Addison & Thomas, 2009). This context also
includes the therapist’s variables and belief system. The multicultural, cultural
diversity, literature, which also comprises bi-national families and couples, addresses
different aspects of the client, as suggested by a model with three domains,
Counselor/Therapist Awareness of Own, Counselor/Therapist Awareness of Client’s
Worldview, Culturally Appropriate Intervention Strategies and within these three
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components, Attitudes and Beliefs, Knowledge, and Skills should be included, as
shown in Figure 2. (Arredondo, et. al. 1996; cited in Arredondo, 2003) The first
domain consists of the counsellor/therapist awareness of own, which reflects the
dimensions of their own beliefs, attitudes, biases or stereotypes. The second domain
focuses on the dimension of knowledge and awareness of the client, which is
developed with an understanding of the client’s culture and worldviews. The third

domain consists of specific clinical techniques andculturally-appropriate intervention

strategies.
C/T Awareness of Own C/T Awareness of Client’s Culturally Appropriate
Cultural Values and Biases Worldview Intervention Strategies
a. Attitudes and a. Attitudes and a. Attitudes and
Beliefs Beliefs Beliefs
b. Knowledge b. Knowledge b. Knowledge
c. Skills c. Skills c. Skills

Figure 2. Multicultural Counselling Competencies (Reprinted from Arredondo, et.al., 1996)

On the other hand, approaching a culturally appropriate intervention does not
mean becoming an expert in every cultural configuration, nor letting go of the
psychological theories; the aim should be to present a universally working framework
(Addison & Thomas, 2009). Researchers should only focus on the planning
requirements, which result from any cultural diversity or context, while avoiding
presenting one ethnicity or cultural group, as being superior to any other (lvey, et al.,
2002)

2.3.3 Assumptions for Studying Bi-national Marriage

Multicultural issues and the number of the studies that focus on intermarriages, eg.
intercultural, interracial, bi-national, have been increasing in recent decades
(Bystydzienski, 2011). Despite this, even in the U.S. which has the highest
frequencies, it is difficult to identify the frequency of intercultural marital statistics,
despite it being acknowledged that, as a result of changes in political and the

economic circumstances, the frequency of bi-national marriages has been increasing
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(Donovan, 2004; Killian, 2008). In family therapy and counselling literature,
culturally diverse families and marriages are identified under the specific treatment of
populations (Furrow, Brandley, & Johnson, 2011). Despite the clear and expanding
presence of intermarriages (McFadden & Moore, 2001), it is the one of the less
researched issues of marriages considered, particularly with respect to marital
satisfaction in bi-national families. It is, thus, appropriate to explain some basic
assumptions as to why it is of value to study marital satisfaction and bi-national
marriages as a special population, so as to inform interventions for couple and marital
therapy and also, counselling.

The first assumption as to why there is value in studying bi-national marriages as
a special population, is that after the second half of the 20th Century, there has been an
ever-increasing frequency in intercultural marriages. The globalising affects of
immigration and technology and people having more opportunity to contact others of
different cultures, nationality, race and ethnicity, all contribute to the value of
examining this phenomenon. Moreover, as a consequence of proximity and societal
trends (Jacobson & Heaton, 2008), the probability of forming intimate intercultural
relationships has increased (Donovan, 2004). According to sociological researches on
marriages, geographical proximity is a reliable predictor of mate-selection (Katz and
Hill, 1958; Kerckhoff, 1974; cited in Bilgin, 2003). Pederson (2000, cited in
Bustamante et. al., 2011), highlighted the increasing amount of intercultural dating
among college students and both the numbers and social acceptance of bi-national
couples have increased (Killian, 2008). In Germany, the percentage of bi-national
marriages was 9, 7 %, from all newlyweds in 1991, then the trend accelerated,
reaching 15, 5 % in 2006 (Nottmeyer, 2009). In Portugal, 12% and in Switzerland
37%, relatively, of marriages are bi-national (Lind et. al., 2010). More than 50 % of
American couples intermarry (McGoldrick & Giordano, 1996). In Turkey, the
marriage statistics of bi-national marriages have been available since 2009. According
to the statistics reported by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT, Marriage

Statistics, 2009), %2,9 of the overall marriages were bi-national and in two years, this
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number had increased to %3,11 (TURKSTAT, Marriage Statistics, 2011), with the
highest rate, %21.4 of those marriage, being German-Turkish marriages.

Secondly,compared to culturally homogenous marriages, intercultural marriages
suffer from higher divorce rates (Kalmijn, 2005) and are more likely to be less
satisfying (Smith, et. al., 2012). High rates of divorce can be a consequence of
experiencing significant complications in the early stages of a marriage (Halford &
Simons, 2005). According to Cottrell (1990), where t different characteristics become
apparent and which were formed by the combination of their culture, social class and
location, which leads to each family experiencing different challenges, issues and
themes. Contrarily, Negy and Synder (2000), indicated that intercultural couples who
have a long-term relationship, report high levels of satisfaction for both partners and
they do not always suffer from higher rates of divorce (Cools, 2009).

Thirdly, there are several viewpoints in the literature, which argue the need for
aculturally sensitive research and intervention, for intercultural marriages (Karis &
Killian, 2008; Bustamente, 2011), meanwhile, argue the universality of the models.
According to the multiculturalist therapist’s point of view (Addison & Thomas, 2009),
all clients deserve to be understood within their own context. This context also should
also include the therapist’s variables and belief system. This does not involve
becoming expert in every cultural configuration, nor letting go of the psychological
theories, the aim being to present a universally working framework. The multicultural,
cultural diversity, literature, which also includes bi-national families and couples,
addresses different aspects of the client, as suggested by a model with three domains
(Arredondo, et.al., 1996). The first domain consists of the counsellor/therapist’s
awareness of own, which reflects the dimensions of their own beliefs, attitudes, biases
or stereotypes. The second domain focuses on the dimension of knowledge and the
awareness of the client, which is developed with an understanding of the client’s
culture and worldviews. The third domain consists of specific clinical techniques,
which dictate culturally appropriate intervention strategies (Rosenblatt, 2009).

Fourthly, the motivations, expectations and dynamics of bi-national marriages may
differ from those in mononational couples’ marriages. According to Jones and Chao
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(1997), culturally sensitive factors can contribute to a stable marriage in intercultural
marriages or serve as a barrier to a healthy marriage. The studies and theories which
focus on bi-national marriages, have underlined differences in cultural values and
worldviews (Baltas & Steptoe, 2000), language problems and distinct communication
styles (Jones & Chao, 1997; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005); religious and belief
differences (Heaton & Pratt, 1990), that can be a source of stress for bi-national and
intercultural couples. According to Danesphour, (2009), religious, belief systems and
values, power issues, gender relations, time orientation , political views, economic and
financial issues, extended family reactions, child raising, problem solving and
communication, were all identified as being challenges for intercultural couples. In
the case of bi-national marriages, where at least one of the partners lives away from
his/her homeland, this may directly influence the power relationship between partners.
This does no, however, mean that intercultural, and thus, bi-national marriages, are not
inherently problematic (Crohn, 1995). These claims does not appear to be well-
supported by empirical researches, as most studies examine the difficulties depending
on interview results, therefore, the degree of their contribution to the cultural
challenges is not specified. Sullivan and Cottone (2006) emphasise the need for more
empirical findings that could facilitate a conceptualisation of the problems and
interventions specifically, for not only bi-national but also intercultural couples.
Fifthly, compared to culturally homogenous marriages, intercultural marriages are
exposed to high levels of stress and conflict and consequently, low levels of marital
satisfaction (Fu et. al., 2001). High levels of stress can be the result of acculturation
(Baltas & Steptoe, 2000; McFadden & Moore, 2001) and social oppression (Jones &
Chao 1997) and negative societal and family reaction (McFadden & Moore, 2001). In
bi-national marriage cases, at least one of the partners may lose a network, only gained
by language skills, which is a significant stress factor in the acculturation process
(Ataca & Berry, 2002). As a result of the aforementioned difficulties, newlywed bi-
national couples may experience more complications that may lead to divorce, than do

mono-national couples (Halford & Simons, 2005).
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2.3.4 Theories and Applications

Through the literature, theories and models concerning  multicultural
counselling and therapy suggest that therapists’ awareness of own culture and
cultural flexibility is necessary, in any therapeutic strategy (Falicov, 2003, Tseng,
2001, Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005, Sullivan & Cottone, 2006). The reasons for this
vary first it is important to create a better rapport (Tseng, 2001), secondly, expand an
understanding of the problem (Falicov, 2003), McGoldrick (1998, cited in Guanipa,
2003) and thirdly, avoid using an intervention that do not fit to the reality of the
family and is culturally insensitive (Falicov, 2003). Finally, efforts must be made to
prevent from a therapist demonstrating any attitude of cultural superiority and power
issues (Bhugra and De Silva, 2000). Focusing on cultural differences at inappropriate
times and contents, uncovering strengths may lead to a higher degree of distress in
couples and only culturally well-equipped therapists and counselors, aware of own
cultural background can eliminate the appropriate time and content to be covered
(Falicov, 2003).

Mostly in the literature, couple-counseling and therapy approaches adapt basic
principles to culturally diverse couples and discuss the applicability of the main-
stream approach. Liu and Andrea (2011) underlined that theory may suggest that
attachment styles are universal and yet, the expression of the emotions varies across
cultures. Thus, additional principles are necessary, in order to decode the emotions for
culturally diverse couples. The Multicultural Counseling and Therapy (MCT)
framework suggests three considerations that should be applied, according to the
structure of the theoretical work (lvey, D'Andrea , Brandford Ivey, & Simek-Morgan,
2002). According to MCT, using basic listening skills and reinforcing the client’s
satisfaction, are necessary factors. Additionally, information about family rules and
stories should be gathered and finally, eliminating the specific thoughts, behaviours
and feelings of the individuals in their story, is important.

One of the first articulation, culturally sensitive competencies arose during the
1970s and was designed by the members of the Division of Counseling Psychology of
APA, as a result of their efforts, one of the initial frameworks for working across
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cultures was published by Sue and colleagues (1982, cited in Collins & Arthur, 2010).
In time, according to mostly single observations, depending on the observational
studies on bi-national and multicultural families and marriages, scholars adapted
cultural perspective to marital and couple interventions. Despite the development over
time, s many frameworks still lack empirical validation (Sullivan and Cottone, 2006).

After the declarations of the Division of Counseling Psychology of APA, post-
modern approaches and more culturally sensitive family theories and interventions
were suggested. Cultural differences can be a source of differences in cognitive,
affective and behavioural responces (Burleson & Hanasono, 2010, p.298; Cutrona,
1996). On the other hand, Streek (1994) outlined that interpersonal communication
can be local and generic, yet also specific and universal. Nevertheless, there is still
debate regarding what is specific about being a bi-national couple, as opposed to being
a multicultural couple. The question may arise as to whether or not this argument
should imply that there are no universal and general characteristics that can be covered
by classical theories.

Scholars emphasised different components concerning counselling or a
therapy setting such as, approaching similarities and differences (Hsu, 2001; Perel,
2000, cited in Sullivan & Cottone, 2006), emphasising the adjustment process (Tseng,
2001, Romano, 2008, Falicov, 2003), the importance of acculturation stress for
interventions (Baltas & Steptoe, 2000; Ibrahim & Schroeder, 1990) and
communication skills (Cools, 2009; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005; Biever et al., 1998;
Ibrahim & Schroeder, 1990;). Several studies stressed the importance of working on
any cultural similarities and differences of the couples, as an appropriate strategy for
intervention.

Firstly, Perel (2000; cited in Sullivan & Cottone, 2006) emphasised assisting
couples, when handling cultural differences. In that study, it is suggested to use
reframing techniques and the metaphor of a, tourists in a foreign country’, in order to
encourage couples to deal with cultural differences. Hsu (2001) identified the reason
for the problems as being the discord in values, beliefs, attitudes and habits. The
primary goal of culturally sensitive therapy is to increase the tolerance between
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couples, as understanding promotes cultural interest and greater harmony.
Additionally, the capacity of therapists own acknowledge of the culture is important in
helping the couple in identifying culturally-rooted behaviors. Similarly, Sulivan and
Cottone (2006) suggested focusing on similarities and differences in therapy.

One of the more comprehensive suggestions was presented by Tseng and his
colleagues (2001). Several ways of adjustment were identified, by which culturally
different couples can adapt, when they encounter problems as a result of a cultural
difference. Ignoring Adjustment refers to the process which couples do not heed
problems. The One-Way Adjustment process means that one partner gives up their
own cultural habits, attitudes or beliefs and adapts to the other partner’s cultural
patterns. When the partners adapt a cultural pattern interchangeably between their
cultures, this demonstrates an Alternating Adjustment. Partners can have an agreement
after discussing needs and feelings, which indicates the Midpoint Adjustment. Parallel
Adjustment is defined as finding a couple’s own boundaries and arriving at a
compromise on those boundaries. Partners can also adapt a new cultural pattern, other
than their own cultural backgrounds, which indicates a Creative Adjustment process.

In another culturally sensitive approach focuses on the adjustment process;
Falicov (1995) introduced a balanced and unbalanced view, as a framework for
working with couples who have culturally different backgrounds. It assumes that all
couples being embedded in different social class, region, occupation, rural; i.e.
interethnic, interracial or interfaith couples. It is acknowledged that, couples
experience a cultural transition and have various psychological reasons which may
affect the time and area of similarities and differences and whether they are
maximised or minimised by a couple. A balanced view indicates couples who are able
to ascribe differences to the fact that they were raised in a different culture but also,
instead of focusing on differences and having a confrontational different background,
they point out the similarities of their own. Contrarily, an unbalanced view highlights
couples, which are inappropriately focused on and maximising their differences,
which are the signs of distorted adaptation to cultural transition. According to
observation of these patterns, therapist should use an appropriate therapeutic strategy,
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based on cultural issues where the couples can achieve a balanced view. Falicov
(1995) identified three different patterns, based on own clinical experience. Firstly, the
conflicts which arise in the marriage are based on differences in cultural codes, which
refers to conflicts in cultural code. Secondly, the difficulties may be rooted in negative
reactions of extended family members, as a result of a perceived,
exogamous choice of partners. Thirdly, in order to prevent emotional suffering,
partners may bring the cultural stereotyping to the fore, at times of severe stress.

Romano (2008), described three phases for adjustment for intercultural couples
that reflect the reactions to the cultural differences between each other, namely, the
honeymoon phase, the settling-in phase, and the life-pattern phase. During the
honeymoon phase, couples do not focus on potential conflicts which would arise from
cultural differences rather, they interpret difference as bing romantic and exciting.
After the honeymoon phase, if the couples were not aware of the cultural differences
and develop an empathic understanding, they would experience a more chaotic
problems in the second phase. All couples experience the same phases, thus, as they
get to know each others’ expectations and defence of ‘right ways’, may be more
common, encouraging major disagreements in this phase. Romano (2008) noted that,
although the problems do a not mainly result from cultural differences and the
conflicts may indicate similar to those of mono-cultural couples, such as emotional
responses to stressful situations. Moreover, cultural differences are easier to spot as a
conflict area for all couples but bi-national couples have more elements to cover,
before that solving process becomes more complicated. In the last phase, the life-
pattern phase, couples either negotiate the differences that becomes more crucial for
culturally diverse couples or conflicts remains unresolved, that may lead to a higher
risk of divorce.

Depending on the assumptions made, cultural differences can increase conflict
areas, during an intervention. Szapoznisc (1983, cited in Ibrahim & Schroeder, 1990)
suggested handling conflicts as the problem and targeting a reduction in the
acculturation stress, which is related to conflicts. Ibrahim and Schoeder (1990),
suggested a psychoeducation model, which was inspired by three different
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approaches; Guemey's (1978) Relationship Enhancement Therapies, Szapocznik,
Sandsteban, Kurtines, Perez-Vidal, and Hervis' (1983) Bicultural Effectiveness
Training, and Ibrahim's (1987) Curriculum to Enhance Multiculturalism. The model
mainly focuses on resolving conflicts and suggests cross-cultural communications
strategiesthat would strengthen the skills of communication and multicultural
awareness. The model suggests four components; Awareness and Consciousness
Raising Component, refers to understanding the contributions of contextual factors,
where similarities and differences are observed, such as gender issues, cultural and
religious concerns, life stage issues, age issues, career concerns and family life cycle.
The second component is identified as an, Overlapping component, in which partners
try to empathise with each other’s cultural identities, by means of structured
relationship exercises. During, Knowledge component, the partners are introduced to
information about the specific culture. In the last component, which is named, Culture
specific problem solving and conflict resolution component, culturally appropriate
communication and conflict resolution skills are presented and skills are improved by
gaining information regarding the awareness, affective and knowledge components.

Waldman & Rubalcava (2005), indicated that as a result of cultural differences,
couples have distinct and divergent ways of organising experiences which interfere
with the couples capacity to understand self-object functions and validation of each
other’ subjective experiences. An interculturally equipped therapist can, however,
lead a couple to understand and validate each other’s experiences and acceptance of
differences, by enhancing awareness and the way in which they communicate. Thus,
misunderstandings and empathic ruptures would decrease and heal limits in their
mutual provision of self-object fuctions.

Emphasising communication skills such as language proficiency, negotiated topics
and conversational styles, as being an important component of intercultural couples,
Cools (2009) approached Finnish and non-Finnish bi-national couples, through
Baxter and Montgomery’s (1996), relational dialectics concept. In order to deal with
unresolved tension and additional conflicts results from cultural difference, couples
should adapt appropriate communication styles that can be suggested as an
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intervention during therapy. The language proficiency level may increase a non-native
couple’s dependency on the other in the new cultural setting, therefore, it appears
essential for therapists and counselors to acknowledge language proficiency.

2.2 Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national Marriage

Most scholars focused on different characteristics of bi-national couples, in
order to explain marital instability and decreased marital satisfaction. The studies have
emphasised macro-level sources that heighten more the distress level of bi-national
marriage than, than they do mononational couples (Fu and Heaton, 2000; Sung, 1990).
Equally, some scholars focused on different aspects and variables, at different levels,
according to the ecosystem perspective, such as the diversity and decreased shared
pool of values, beliefs, attitudes and habits (Hsu, 2001; Crohn, 1995).

According to the literature, it is obvious that bi-national couples experience
different challenges and experience more distress than do monocultural couples,
however, identifying the source of the challenges and distress differs in studies. One of
the underlined sources of distress is the increased prejudice and discrimination toward
culturally-diverse, married couples (Falicov, 2003). On the other hand, Tseng (2001)
indicated that it is difficult to identify the encountered prejudice and discrimination for
different groups, as, for example, being black or white as husband and a wife, has
different dynamics.

One important dynamic that can be unique to bi-national couples is the
dynamics concerning power relations. Scholars explained the effect of power in the
relationship as mostly depending on the disadvantaged position of the non-native
partners regarding economic status and social relationships with social network and
institutions, especially for those who lack of language skills (Rosenblatt, 2009). Power
relationships can be determined by the partners’ country of , as any ‘national
characteristics’, such as any economic difference between the partners’ countries,
results in undermining the self-esteem of one the partner to the other, which would
establish an unbalanced power relationship.

None of the married couples share a totally similar cultural background, each
partner needing a trust, affection, respect and support so, all couples can struggle
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concerning marital satisfaction (Falicov, 2003). Numerous aspects of studies suggest,
however, that bi-national couples can encounter more marital distress (Bustamante et
al., 2011; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005; Mcfadden &Moore, 2001). Goodman (1991,
cited in Fu, et al., 2001) explains that cultural homogamy facilitates having a better
understanding of each other’s expectancies, thus, distress levels and the number of
conflicts can increase, due to cultural differences. Contrary to the other findings, Negy
ve Syyder (2000), reported that there was no significant difference between Mexican-
White American couples and monoethnic couples, in terms of marital satisfaction,
concluding that, the magnitude of cultural differences did not have a negative effect on
marital satisfaction. In fact, the effect of differences, particularly in gender roles, child
rearing attitudes and financial decisions, were significant in increasing marital distress,
especially for immigrant women. In the light of these contrary findings it is suggested
that, mate selection according to their own expectations, complementary and similarity
in traits and different dimensions, such as personality and gender roles, would be
significant in terms of any magnitude of difference (Botwin, Buss & Schakelford,
1997).

In another study, Muller (2004), indicated that difference in values, thus cultural
differences, may lead to different expectations from marriage, such as one partner
maybe making ‘love’ as the priority, whereas, the other may place greater value on
‘economics and/or social’ matters. The direction of the violation of marital
expectancy, whether it is perceived as more positive or negative, is considered as a
determinator for developing higher degrees of marital satisfaction. Predictors of
marital satisfaction and emphasis on the meaning of being married, can change across
cultures. Celenk & Van de Vijver (2013) reported that married Dutch couples find the
personality of a spouse, reciprocity, psychological roles and emotional process, to be
more important for a satisfying marriage. Married Turkish couples and married
Turkish couples living in Netherlands, contrarily, give priority to children and
economic aspects, for a satisfying marriage. Vega and colleagues (1986, cited in
Miranda, Estrada & Firpo-Jimenez (2000), conducted a study to compare Mexican-
American and Anglo-American attitudes and found significant differences in terms of
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family cohesion and adaptation, that implies the significant role of cultural difference
in a family setting.

One of the mostly focused characteristics that is suggested as a reason for bi-
national marriages exhibiting higher levels of marital distress is the acculturation
process and stress. The previous studies that focused on immigrant samples
documented the relationship between acculturation stress and marital distress,
indicating that more acculturation stress results in higher levels of marital distress
(Negy, et.al., 2010). Additionnaly, Prigersoti and collegues (1999, cited in Negy
2010), suggested that there is a gender difference, as a result of the existence of more
domestic responsibilities in a household and the assumption that these are the province
of the wife, women are more distressed than men. The assumption is based on the
concept that marital distress always corresponds to a decrease in marital satisfaction,
however, Halford, Kelly and Markman (1997) suggested that increased stress is not
always related with decreased marital satisfaction. Nonetheless, the effect of the
acculturation process on the marital satisfaction of bi-national couples is not well-
documented (Donovan, 2004).

On the other hand, some scholars suggests that, bi-national couples do not always
suffer from cultural differences that may result with a higher risk for a divorce, as
some couples can be better at negotiation, learning from each other, acceptance and
appreciation, and enrichment of life, when compared to some mononational couples
(Cools, 2009) . Marital satisfaction is promoted through developing intercultural
communication competence and perseverance strengthens and improves interactions
with spouses (Renalds, 2011). Danesphour (2009) suggested some ingredients for a
happier and satisfying Muslim-Christian marriage, which monocultural couples would
not need. Firstly, couples should perceive and be responsive to partner’s emotional
and physical needs, which means accepting cultural compromises. Secondly,
adaptability would be a key point for partners, especially if they had limited
acknowledge about the other’s culture before getting married. They would be more
willing to negotiate about cultural and regional issues, so that it would be easier to find
a way to tolerate differences. Thirdly, stereotypical assumptions and judgments may
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harm one partner’s positive sense of self, which would damage the relationship.
Muslim males may feel threatened and defensive about any judgment as regards
Islamic values, while allusion to individualist attitudes towards a Western partner
would result in a similar reaction. Finally, mutual goals and educational levels would
make negotiating easier, due to the effects on the value and beliefs systems of the
partners. Jones and Chao (1997), identified three factors that contribute to a healthy
relationship specific to culturally diverse couples: ’(a) A conscious awareness by both
partners of the role which culture plays in relationship; (b)The ability of both partners
experience ethnic and cultural energies to be viewed as an expansion rather than a
threat to the self; (c)The paradoxical ability of both partners to develop their own
uniqueness because of the other partner’s different cultural background.”’ .

Despite successful culturally sensitive therapy applications, a gap still exits about
the contributions of different contexts to marital satisfaction in a bi-national family
setting. Thus, in the following, detailed information regarding the ecosystem theory of
marriage is introduced and predictors of marital satisfaction in bi-national marriages
are presented, according to the framework.

2.3 Ecosystem Perspective of Marriage

Bronfenbrenner (1977, 1979), introduced a theory on the process of influences
on individuals called the, ‘ecological systems theory’, which mainly has an impact on
ecological approaches (Robbins, Mayorga, & Szapocznik, 2003). Brofenbrenner’s
theory (1979), consists of four different nested levels namely, microsystem,
mesosystem, exosystem and macrosystem. Microsystem targets the individual systems,
according to the purpose of the observation. Thus, an adult, an adolescent, a spouse, a
family or a school, may represent the unit for observation as a microsystem. The
relationships between these single settings are represented as a mesosytem that is
required for observing the development of the single settings. The third level is the
exosystem, which represents the ecological environment; the system has no direct
interaction with a unit in a microsystem but will have an impact on the social system.
Macrosystem refers to the context that consists of culture, mental representations of
people and the ideal standards in a society (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Any change in
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each level will cause variation in the other levels. (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979).
Ecological levels nested in the context are presented in Figure 3, according to
Robbins, Mayorga, & Szapocznik (2003).

Bubolz and Sontag (1993) suggested a family ecology theory based on the
Bronfrenner’s Ecosystem Theory, that basically assumes that, in order to enhance
adaptation to the environment, families use the energy and information which is
carried through communication, decision-making, physical and the material resources
available for them in their daily life. Huston (2005), in his research, argues the
application of the ecological framework to a marital relationship and indicates how to
assess the cultural, interpersonal and psychological factors that contribute to a

relationship.

Macrosystem

Mesosystem

PeersSocal
Metwark

Target Individual

*Lpause/Partner

Exosystem

IMicrosystem  ©

Figure 3. Ecological levels

In studies within the last two decades, it has been suggested that, (a) marriages
are interpersonal systems, (b) spouses’ psychological and physical qualities shape their
individual and collective efforts to maintain a successful union (c) both marriage

relationships and the partners themselves are dynamic and (d) marital unions are
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embedded in a social context. In order to examine historical, multi-layered and
interdependent casual pathways in a relationship, three level analysis suggests a
broader perspective. According to the basic assumption of the ecosystem framework,
all three levels have a continuous effect on the other, over time and the relationships
are reciprocal (Huston, 2005). The three levels are defined in the following, which

illustrates the conceptualisation shown in Figure 4.

Macroemvironment

Individuals

Spouses’ Phvchological
And Phyzical Makeup

Marital behaviour in Context

Social Network Context

Figure 4. Schematic view of Huston (2005) conceptualisation

According to Huston 2005;
(A) Macroenviroment; the society, characterized in terms of both macro
societal forces and ecological niches within which particular spouses and
couples function;
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(B) Individual; the individual spouses, including their psychosocial and
physical attributes, as well as the attitudes and beliefs they have about each
other and their relationship;

(C) Marital behavior in Context; the marriage relationship, viewed as a

behavioral system embedded within a larger network of close relationships

Rosenblatt (2009) noted that, understanding not only the couple system but
also the ecosystems that the couple have in interaction, is a core component for
examining bi-national couples. The reason for the need to understand the ecosystem is
due to the impact of the other systems on couples; it enhances and supports the couple,
also the existence of the couple makes differences to the levels in which the couple is
embedded. Moreover, the theory accepts diverse family structures; cultural diversities
may affect family and human development and helps with coping with any problem
with relationships between individuals, the family and larger society (Smith, 2006).
Berry (2010), suggests it is a form of map that enhances exploring the layout of the
categories of variable, for the purpose of understanding human diversity in a local
context and comparative to others.

An ecological framework was suggested for examining the marital system and
marital behaviour patterns, according to recent developments in marital behaviour
researches and ecosystem theory. According to the fundamental ecosystem of the
marriage framework, each part of the three-system affects the other, thus, there is a
focus on the interdependence of the levels (Huston, 2005). This idea is parallel to the
suggestion that dyads are interdependent, any change of a trait in one partner’s system
possibly affecting a change in the other partner’s particular traits (Kenny, et al., 2006).

Larson and Holman (1994) suggested the overall schematic organization and
related factors, in order to utilise an ecosystem framework in a dyadic relationship,
namely individual traits, couple interactional traits and contextual factors. Individual
factors consist of individual-member influences on the couple system; couple’ traits,
as the couple’s interactional processes and contextual factors consist of the
environments in which the couple system is embedded, which is the subject of this
study. An organisational schema and suggested variables according to the categories,
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were shown in Figure 3. The predictors of marital satisfaction in bi-national couples
and from the ecosystem perspective, the definitions of Huston (2005), Larson (2000),
and Larson and Holman (1994) were utilised and classified, based on those researchers
work. In the current study, the three levels named, individual traits, couple traits and
contextual factors, were used and presented in a schematic organisation in the Figure

- Individual traits consist of individual-member influences on the couple
system; and the variables contributing to individual traits are personality
traits, acculturation attitudes and perceived social support.

- Couple traits refer to the influences of the skills as a couple or the factors
of which the relationship consists; it is the couple’s interactional processes
which consist of variables, such as conflict resolution styles, language
skills and cultural distance

- Contextual factors that constitute the environments in which the couple
system is embedded and consists of variables such as demographics,
received social support, societal reactions and relations with family of
origin.

2.3.1 Ecosystem Framework and Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national Marriage

In the following section, literature regarding the variables of the current study
are presented, according to the schematic organisation of the ecosystems perspective,
respectively as individual traits, couple traits and contextual factors.
2.3.1.1 Individual Traits and Marital Satisfaction in Bi-national Marriage

Individual traits are the factors which include personality, attitudes and skills
as an individual, for predicting marital satisfaction (Larson, 2000; Larson & Holman,
1994). Individual traits consists of three factors for bi-national marriages;
acculturation attitudes, personality, and perceived social support.
2.3.1.1.1Personality

Personality is a complex and unique system, which is composed of the
different behavioural component that distinguishes individuals (Morris, 2002, p.452).
Although there are different personality theories, it has been suggested to identify the
ideal set of traits, when a multicultural aspect contributes to the issue (Ashton, 1998).
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Van der Zee and Van Qudenhoven (2000), introduced Multicultural Personality Traits
(MPQ), which are related to multicultural effectiveness. Van der Zee and Van
Qudenhoven (2001), identified five personality traits, these being;

Cultural Empathy refers to the ability to empathize with the feelings, thoughts
and behaviors of members from different cultural groups. Open-mindedness
refers to an open and unprejudiced attitude towards outgroup members and
towards different cultural norms and values. Emotional Stability refers to a
tendency to remain calm in a stressful situation. Flexibility reflects the ability
to switch easily from one strategy to another. Social Initiative refers to the
ability to establish and maintain contacts and the courage to take an action.

In a multicultural setting, individuals have to overcome some stressful life
situations, such as loosing social environment (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven,
2001), so that there is a need to establish more friendships with locals, where Social
Initiative plays a crucial role. Additionally, there is always the possibility of having to
confront more contrary situations than expected, thus, Flexibility will be important.
Acting without prejudice would enhance the development of positive relations with
locals, which is an important attitude (Hammer, Gudykunst & Wiseman, 1978; cited in
Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000), covered under Open-mindedness
characteristics. The Emotional Stability trait would also be moderator in unexpected
situations, such as losing a passport, an accident or a broken-down car, may result in
more heightened stress levels. It is evident that sensitivity to a difference, Cultural
Empathy, would always enhance the adaptation process in a society. In a study with
intercultural students, a positive relation was found between communication
adaptability, interaction involvement, flexibility and intercultural effectiveness (Chen,
1990). MPQ can distinguish multicultural activity level better than Big Five traits. The
correspondence of the MPQ dimensions of Openmindedness, Social initiative and
Emotional Stability, among Big Five traits, are respectively; Openness to Experience,
Extraversion and Neuroticism (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000). It is, thus,
evident that Multicultural Personality Traits would be important for anyone who

experiences a culturally diverse environment and immigration. It is also suggested that
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any personality trait that assists in handling culturally diverse situations would be
important in a marital relationship (Tseng, 2001).

Karney and Brandbury (1995) evaluated the findings of 115 published
longitudinal studies, which examined outcomes of marital life, with the purpose of
understanding marital development. The studies, which were found in Psychological
Literature database, were included and the findings of the studies with regard to
predictors of marital satisfaction were summarised by meta-analytic technic, in the
literature review. Among 200 variables, agreeableness, conscientiousness and
extraversion were positively associated, while openness and neuroticism were
negatively associated with husbands’ and wives’ own marital satisfaction. Moreover,
none of the personality traits reported as predictor of the partners’ marital satisfaction.
The importance of the predictor role of neuroticism was underscored, in that most the
studies were reporting the negativity effect on marital outcomes.

In one of the recent reviews of marital studies, Malouff, Thorsteinsson,
Schutte, Bhullar and Rooke (2010), conducted meta-analysis to 19 studies that assess
the relationship between Five-Factor Personality traits and relationship satisfaction.
The significant meta-analytic associations supported the previous findings, that high
levels of agreeableness, conscientiousness and extraversion and low levels of
neuroticism were significantly correlated with high levels of relationship satisfaction.
Causality was not, however, tested in the included studies. The associations between
low neuroticism and high agreeableness and conscientiousness may reflect a, ‘low
self-control” profile, which can be related to psychopathology, therefore, it has been
suggested that these traits are significantly associated with relationship satisfaction.
On the other hand, personality traits were suggested to have direct effects on
relationship satisfaction, such as criticism and defensiveness, which are behavioral
components of neuroticism and would decrease relationship satisfaction.

Charnai (2007) conducted a comprehensive research on 400 married couples,
that assesses the associations between 13 personality dimensions asBig Five,
attachment avoidance and anxiety, social absorption and social individuation,
psychological masculinity and femininity, sensation-seeking and socio-sexuality and
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marital satisfaction, by using a Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM). In the
study, only the ethnicity of the individuals was reported and that the participants
consisted of predominantly White/Caucasian and a minority of the participants were
Latino, Asian and Black, in addition, the participants were all heterosexual couples.
The results of the study indicated that Openness to experience is negatively connoted,
whereas, conscientiousness, extraversion and agreeableness were positively associated
with the actor’s marital satisfaction. The significant partner effects were observed for
the predictive role of an extraversion trait, women’s extraversion traits being positive
predictors of husbands’/partner’s marital satisfaction, however, in general, low levels
of extraversion were a predictor of high marital satisfaction. Moreover, neuroticism
was negatively correlated with marital satisfaction but the unique contribution on
multiple regression analysis was not significant and high levels of openness predicted
low levels of personal satisfaction. Empathy, respect, interest in local culture,
flexibility, tolerance, technical skill, open-mindedness, sociability, positive self-image
and initiative, were also identified as positive predictors of satisfied relationships.
According to the assessment of the relationship between similarities and marital
satisfaction, only attachment avoidance and social individuation were significant,
which suggest that similarities in the need for closeness would be more important than
any other personality dimension.

Larson (2000), suggested that vulnerability to stress, impulsiveness, anger and
hostility, self-consciousness and dysfunctional beliefs, are the personality traits that
contribute to marital dissatisfaction. On the other hand, being high in sociability,
flexibility, assertiveness traits and displaying an absence or low levels of neurotic
traits, have a positive impact on marital satisfaction. These traits increase the
possibility of being a person who gets on well with others in a intimate relationship,
which enhances open communication, resolving differences without anger and
frustration, as well as being energetic and optimistic, therefore, these aspects are
important for both spouses.

Kansiz and Arkar (2011) examined the relationship between marital
satisfaction and Temperament and Character traits and the results indicated that higher
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marital satisfaction levels are correlated with the high score reward dependence,
cooperation and persistence negatively correlated with harm and avoidance.
Individuals who are more emotionally and socially sensitive, compassionate and
devoted, empathic, affectionate, considerate and committed, all had high scores on
marital satisfaction. Harm avoidance, which is related to anxious traits, had a negative
correlation with marital satisfaction. This finding is consistent with a longitidunal
study over a forty-year period, which indicated that less extravert and more agreeable
husbands were more likely to stay married (Kelly & Conley, 1987, cited in Donovan,
2014).

Cihan Gungoér (2007) examined a model for explaining marital satisfaction,
which observed not only direct effects but also indirect effects of marital readiness,
marital self-efficacy, psychological symptoms, coping with stress and personality
traits, in a Turkish sample that consisted of 1024 individuals. It found that the direct
effect of neuroticism and agreeableness were not significant, while marital self-
efficacy mediated the relationship between neuroticism, agreeableness and marital
satisfaction. It is suggested that neurotic traits decrease the level of marital self-
efficacy and as a result, the degree of marital satisfaction also  decreased
Agreeableness was found to increase marital self-efficacy, so that a lovely, generous
and socially- connected individual had increased levels of marital satisfaction.
Additionally, there was a significant direct effect of conscientiousness, on predicting
marital satisfaction.

Sung (1990) indicated that openness plays a crucial role in relationships with
culturally different partners. Interviews, marriage license applications with interethnic
couples and reported complaints of Black-Chinese couples living in US, where the
couples were from different nationalities, were assessed by the researcher. The data of
the study was collected from 1972 to 1982. According to this study, couples put more
emphasis on personality traits and the personal habits of the spouses as a source of
problems, rather than couples having cultural, language and religious differences. It is

suggested that, from the beginning, partners have an advantage in being flexible
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because individuals who choose a culturally different mate are more likely to be non-
traditional or unconventional.

In light of literature and applications, Tseng (2001), whose studies mostly
focus on cultural differences, suggested that intercultural couples have to make many
changes and adjustments, therefore, the proper personality trait for a better marital
adjustment is necessary in culturally diverse couples. Open-mindedness about living in
a world with a different manner and accepting the new experiences, would be one of
the important characteristics for a satisfying relationship. More sensitivity to his/ her
partner’s needs, mutual consideration and similarities of the couples on both traits, are
suggested as being requirements for a better marital life in culturally diverse couples.

In a study conducted with Latino-White, Latino-Latino and White-White
couples, Muller (2004), examined the differences between Latino -White couples and
the others, in terms of partner’s personality traits and actor’s marital satisfaction.
Although it had been expected that there would be a group differences as a result of
the cultural difference because personality is suggested as being shaped by the cultural
context, there were no significant difference partner’s personality traits and levels of
marital satisfaction, whether monocultural or intercultural. Thus, it has been rejected
that culture difference would lead to personality differences.

Renalds (2011) conducted interviews with 18 individuals who were involved in
an Asian-American marriage and examined the effective communication,
communication competencies, conflict resolutions and marital satisfaction. According
to the results of the study, similarities in personality traits were reported as beneficial
to a satisfying intercultural marriage. Empathy, patience, flexibility and openness
skills, were suggested for enhancing the building of a satisfying marriage.

Celenk and Van de Vijver (2013), assessed associations between cultural
factors and marital satisfaction, in a Turkish, Turkish-Dutch (Turkish immigrant
couples living in the Netherlands) and Dutch couple sample. The determinants of
marital satisfaction were analysed, according to interviews conducted with dyads. The
results indicated that there was a cultural difference in putting more emphasis on the
personality of the partners, for a satisfying marriage. Personality of the partner was
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more important for marital satisfaction in a married Dutch sample, than with married
Turkish and Turkish immigrants (living in the Netherlands) sample. It has been
suggested that the predictive role of personality traits on marital satisfaction would
effected by the cultural difference of individual spouses.

According to Luo and colleagues (2008), the happiness of a relationship is a
function of who the person is, who the spouse is and how similar they are in terms of
specific traits, thus, it is much more about actor-partner and interaction effects. It has
been found that actor and partner traits predicts marital satisfaction and that
similarities play a significant role in marital satisfaction. On the other hand, the level
of similarity does not predict marital satisfaction. Emotional stability,
conscientiousness, social potency, dependability, accommodation and interpersonal
relatedness, were related to higher levels of marital satisfaction. Similarities in,
‘unconventional and curious’, ‘talkative and energetic’, ‘regulative on impulses’ and
‘friendly, cooperative’ traits, which refer to being high on extraversion, openness to
experience, agreeableness and conscientiousness, are all associated with high marital
satisfaction (Watson et al, 2000). Nemechek and Olson (1999), found that similarities
in agreeableness and conscientiousness were significantly related to the marital
satisfaction of mononational couples. Charania (2006), reported that personality
similarities were not a significant predictor of marital satisfaction but that similarities
in variables that are more related to a couple context, a relationship, ie. attachment
style, predicted marital satisfaction, thus, the relationship variables are suggested as
reducing the effects of similarities in personality traits. Contrary traits, such as
dominance/ submissiveness (Dryer & Horowitz, 1997) and dissimilarities in
impulsivity (Nemechek & Olson, 1999), predicted higher levels of couple marital
satisfaction (Nemechek & Olson, 1999; Dryer & Horowitz, 1997).
2.3.1.1.2 Acculturation Attitudes

The knowledge about acculturation is growing, especially in multicultural
society, as results of finding more constructive relationships in society and it is one of
the major concerning variables in a diverse cultural context (Padilla & Borrero, 2006).
There are different definitions for acculturation, according to Redfield, Linton, &
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Herskovits (1936; cited in Berry & Kim, 1988), acculturation refers to a culture
change which is a consequence of the continuous and direct contact between diverse
cultural groups. This process occurs in both group and individual level, moreover
individual level is named as psychological acculturation (Graves, 1967; cited in Berry
& Kim, 1988). Stephenson (2000), defined acculturation as a, ‘complex,
multidimensional process of learning that occurs when individuals and groups come
into continuous contact with different societies’. Additionally, Arends-Téth and van
de Vijver (2006) suggest that the acculturation process consists of three components,
these being antecedent factors, strategies and consequences.

Acculturation strategies refer to the attitudes and behaviour of individuals who
encounter a different cultural setting (Gil & Kolb, 2009). There are two different
theoretical aspects about acculturation strategies. Firstly, among acculturation theories,
it has been assumed that individuals who live in a host culture should change their
culture and language for better adaptation to the dominant culture (Falicov, 2003),
these being called unidimensional models (Negy et.al, 2010). Unidimensional models
ignore the possibilities of experiencing mainstream culture and own culture, thus, can
be conceptualised as being assimilated or not assimilated (Sanchez and Fernandez,
1993). Secondly, bi-dimensional or two-dimensional models (Thompson, 1999; cited
in Negy et.al, 2010), offer the assumption that individuals can behave according to
own cultural background and mainstream culture, when faced with a diverse culture,
without choosing one culture. Research findings on the immigrants have shown that
only behaving in the mainstream cultural codes and shedding their own culture, leads
to psychological problems (Escobar, 1998; cited in Falicov, 2003; Sanchez &
Fernandez, 1993). According to Berry and Kim (1988), dimensions of acculturation
attitudes should be considered for individuals and groups, in a new cultural setting.

The acculturation model suggests there are four different patterns of acculturation
attitudes considering attitudes towards own culture and host culture, namely
integration, assimilation, separation and marginalisation (Berry & Kim, 1988). In a
plural cultural setting, negative and positive answers of individuals and groups
regarding two main questions, “Is my cultural identity of value and to be retained?”
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and “Are positive relations with larger (dominant) society to be sought?” determine
the dimensions of an adapted acculturation attitude (see Figure 5). If the individual
gives positive answers to both questions, that maintains own cultural identity and
extends positive relations with the host culture, this indicating an integration attitude.
On the opposite side, if the individual regrets own cultural identity and positive
relations with the host culture, answers are negative to both questions, which shows a
marginalisation attitude. Separation attitude refers to individual’s efforts to maintain
own cultural identity but is less concerned about developing relationships with the
host culture; answers are positive to first question and negative to the second.
Contrarily, negative answers to the first question and positive to the second, indicates
assimilation attitudes that individuals lose own cultural identity and extend relations
with the host culture.

Is it considered to be of value to
maintain cultural identity and
characteristics?

“YES’? ‘GNOQ?
Is it considered to be of value to “YES” INTEGRATION ASSIMILATION
maintain relationships with
other groups? “NO” SEPARATION MARGINALISATION

Figure 5. Dimensions of Acculturation

Falicov (2003) suggests that acculturation lenses facilitate  handling
misunderstandings between family members, even for the therapist in the larger
system that occur with the conflict of underlying beliefs and expectations in cultural
context. Miranda, and colleagues (2000), demonstrated the utility of exploring the
meaning of acculturation and encouragement for acculturation for the Latino
population living in the US. According to a uni-dimensional model, less acculturated

and highly acculturated immigrant, Latino families demonstrated differences in
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particular subjects. Family cohesion, emotional support, conflict, planning daily life
and activities dynamics differed between the two groups.

Additionally, Ward and Kennedy (1994), examined the contributions of
sojourners’ acculturation attitudes to individual psychological stress in New Zealand.
Both employees and partners participated in the study. Results of the study revealed
that integration and assimilation attitudes were associated with lower levels of
psychological distress. Separation attitudes were associated with more sociocultural
difficulty and more levels of psychological distress. Marginialisation attitudes
contributed to sociocultural difficulties and psychological stress was less than with
separation attitudes.

Among the studies focused on couples with partners from different ethnic
background Negy and colleagues (2010), it is well documented that there is a
relationship between the immigration experience, acculturation stress and marital
distress and it was concluded that acculturation plays an important role in marital
satisfaction. Women who had more acculturation stress reported significantly higher
levels of marital distress.There is, however, a need for more research, in order to
understand the relationship between marital satisfaction and acculturation (Padilla &
Borrero, 2006; Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993)

Tirker (2002), presented an observation on bi-national marriage cases living in
Turkey. It has been indicated that, when assimilation attitudes were expected from
wives, such as concerning changing her name to a Turkish name, being criticised
because of the clothes being worn, this raised marital discord and four of the five
couples divorced. In a Turkish-German marriage case, after a suicide attempt by the
wife, the husband encouraged his spouse to have a job and be more tolerant to her
cultural needs, which indicates an integrative attitude process for both; later, they
reported that they had a more stable marriage. On the other hand, wives who have
more satisfying marriages reported that they were acting more as a Turk, than before.
It has been outlined that it would be difficult to decide to divorce for the immigrant

spouse, as a result of a long integration process to which she would need to adjust
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herself again in her homeland; this might involve such as finding a job or restructuring
a social network.

In an interethnic study, Negy and Synder (2000), found that in Mexican-White
American couples, women who were more acculturated to American culture (more
assimilated) had experienced more marital distress, as a result of disagreements about
finances. This finding suggests that conflicts in gender role expectations increase
marital distress. Even so, in that study, males were expected to be the fiscal manager
in the area where the study was conducted, whereas, wives played an active role in
financial issues, thus, the attitude of acculturation becomes a source of conflict.
Similarly, Markoff (1977, cited in Muller, 2007), suggested that cultural difference
may reveal different dynamics in a relationship. Western man would prefer to have
control over a relationship, so that they might seek a submissive and supportive Asian
partner. Thus, integration attitudes would not always predict a satisfying marriage.

In a cross-cultural study, Celenk and Vijver (2013), conducted semi-structured
interviews, in order to assess the determinants of marital satisfaction for Turkish
couples (living in Turkey), Turkish-Dutch couples (Turkish immigrants in The
Netherlands) and Dutch couples (living in The Netherlands). According to
observations referring to the acculturation process, it is suggested that Turkish couples
living in The Netherlands tend to protect their heritage of cultural behavioural
patterns, especially in the private domain, such as in marital life. It has been cited that
this is as result of a slower adjustment process in the private domain (Arends-Toth &
van de Vijver, 2004).

Falicov (1995), indicated that there is a need to test the affects of acculturation
attitudes in cross-cultural partners’ marital satisfaction, according to the concept of a
balanced approach. Muller (2004) compared the characteristics of relationships in
Latino-White, White-White and Latino-Latino couples and assessed the acculturation
attitudes. The attitudes and differences about gender roles and religion and spirituality,
were compared with regard to the mean difference of marital satisfaction of three
groups. Only the difference in attitudes towards religion and spirituality had a
significant impact on marital satisfaction, White-White couples reporting higher levels
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of satisfaction and lower levels of differences than Latino-White and Latino-Latino
couples. On the other hand, acculturation categories had no significant affect on
marital satisfaction. It has been suggested that it would be a result of sample
characteristics, that all three groups were good at English or structure of the
assessment tool.

2.3.1.1.3 Perceived Social Support

The definition of social support varies and perceived social support is mainly
conceptualised under the process of the sense of receiving support when needed
(Rusell, 1990). Scheidler (2008), defined perceived social support as, ‘believing that
others are there to help if needed, are source of comfort, can assist with needs or
concerns, are available to listen when needed and are dependable’. This is a primary
process for intimate relationships (Baxter, 1986; cited in Cutrona, 1996) and the
importance of the perceived social support increases in multicultural settings (Berry,
2006).

As mentioned by Cutrona (1996), support is a giving and receiving process and
culture has an influence on shaping the context of perceived social support. Culture
may provide a reference for what to provide, who to provide support and how it is
understood (Dilworth-Anderson & Marshall, 1996). Depending on the belief that
Turkish people are more likely to be more collectivist, they appear to need more
emotional support among family members (Mocan-Aydin, 2000).  Georgas and
colleagues (2010), however, compared 16 countries in terms of family systems and
functions, as social support has indicated there is no such distinction; all 16different
cultures showed similar patterns in relations with family of origins and seek their
support. Similarly, Dilworth-Anderson and Marshall (1996), indicated there is no
difference between diverse cultural groups when seeking emotional support, however,
there were differences in providing and receiving such support. Dilworth-Anderson
and Marshall (1996), nevertheless, did not focus on intimate relationships and spousal
support; they concluded that, when acknowledging diverse cultural groups, researchers

should carefully use the instruments and interpret results, when differences occur.
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Baxter (1986, cited in Cutrona, 1996), indicated that partners should support
each other, otherwise the relationship may be damaged. The partner’s responsivity,
when the support is needed, contributes to a partner’s beliefs about a relationship, that
it capable of coping with i intimate relationships, and supported partners would be
validated by the other’s worth, feelings or actions (Cutrona, 1996).

The literature suggests that there is a gender difference in intimate
relationships, that it is more crucial to wives than men (Cutrona, 1996). Belle (1987),
explains the differences across gender on predicting relationship factors with a,
‘ceiling effect’, where women are more likely to provide support, thus, men to receive
more support, on the other hand, men vary on giving support to their spouse.
Scheidler (2008), however, implied there are no gender differences concerning
perceived social support.

Scheidler (2008), conducted research on doctoral students during stressful
times and assessed the relationship between perceived social support, perceived stress
and marital satisfaction. A multidimensional scale, which consists of family, friends,
and significant others, was used, in order to assess perceived social support. The
results of the study implied that stress had a negative impact on marital satisfaction.
Perceived social support, however, positively predicted marital satisfaction and among
the support sources, spousal (family) support had a greater impact, when predicting
marital satisfaction. Additionally, although female participants of the study reported
higher levels of stress, there were no gender differences as regarded the perceived
social support scores of the participants. It has been suggested that perceived social
support has a buffering role in perceived spousal social support, during stressful life
events. Consistently, Negy and collegaues (2010) underlined the importance of
perceived social support, especially from family.

Negy and colleagues (2010), examined the predictive role of perceived social
support, acculturative stress and marital distress in a Latino immigrant women sample
living in the US, bilingual questionnaires being used as assessment tools. Results have
shown that marital distress is significantly predicted by acculturative stress and
perceived social support. In addition, perceived social support played a mediator role
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between acculturative stress and marital distress. The ones who perceived family and
friends as a source of support had a lesser degree of acculturative stress and marital
distress. Burman and Margolin (1992), suggested two possible explanations for the
function of perceived social support. Perceived social support either increases to the
feeling of being loved, respected and assistance that helps to perceive the source of
stress as being more tolerable and less stressful or the decrease in marital satisfaction
can be a source of a stress for spouses, thus, decreased perceived social support is an
indicator of poor relationships.

At times of stress, as life crises have shown, there was a significant negative
effect on marital satisfaction, in a Chinese sample (Chi et al., 2011). Additionally,
there is a direct effect of perceived social support, on predicting marital satisfaction.
The relationship between stress and marital satisfaction is moderated by the perceived
social support that, during times of stress, perceiving that support from family will be
available when needed, significantly increases marital satisfaction. Perceived social
support is, thus, suggested as having a buffering role in that, overcoming a stress
factor will be easy for the supported individuals, which would increase marital
satisfaction. Contrarily, it is suggested that perceived social support is more
significant, when there is no actual stress or the stress level is decreased; received
social support is more important as a result of the leaded benefits to the individual
during stressful events (Norris & Kaniasty, 1996).

In one of the few studies conducted, which compares mononational and bi-
national couples, Cools (2009), assessed the influences of language and
communication on a Finnish/Non-Finnish partner’s sample; the non-Finnish partner’s
were lacking in Finnish proficiency. Several interview techniques were used to assess
18 bi-national couples. According to the results, in bi-national couples, language
proficiency and dependency on partners in a new culture may increase the need for
increased perceived social support from partners, for a more stable marriage. ,

On the other hand, literature provided support that perceived social support
may play a significant role in predicting wellbeing (Dehle and collegues, 2001;
Cutrona, 1996), which would moderate relationship satisfaction for culturally, diverse
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couples (Tseng, 2001). Dehle and collegues (2001), found that perception of adequacy
of social support from the spouse decreases depressive symptoms, whereas, decreased
perceived social support increases the symptoms. Additionally, Vanfossen (1986, cited
in Cutrona, 1996), suggested that components of social support contribute to wellbeing
differently across gender, men seeking more intimacy than women.

2.3.1.2 Couple Traits and Marital Satisfaction in Binational Marriage

Couple traits refer to the influences of the skills as a couple or the
circumstances of which the relationship consists (Larson, 2000). It is considered that,
each cultural norm does not have same amount of effect on individuals, according to
the ecosystem theory (Brofenbrenner, 1977, 1979). In order to generalise and compare
differences, studies must focus on comparisons in the couple context, more than on
individual differences. The literature findings regarding cultural distance, conflict
management style and language skills, were presented in this section.
2.3.1.2.1 Cultural Distance

Cultural distance indicates the distance between own culture and the host
culture (Babiker et al., 1980). Tseng (1977), indicated that, ‘understanding and
awareness of different cultural patterns can help to anticipate potential problems from
clash of values and attitudes’. There are a limited number of studies which directly
observe the relationship between cultural distance and marital satisfaction. The
literature on bi-national marriages, however, mainly emphasises the risk in bi-national
marriages, is as a result of the decreased pool of shared (Crohn, 1995) and similarities
promote marital satisfaction (Larson, 2000). Moreover, the affect of cultural distance
can be reflected through the acculturation stress degree and the effect of social
proximity in attitudes and psychological distress being led by sociocultural
difficulties.

Romano (1988) and Danesphour (2009), identified nineteen dimentions, to
which culturally diverse couples are exposed to the differences; religion, belief
systems and values, power issues, gender relations, time orientations, political view,
economic and financial issues, extended family reactions, child-raising, problem-
solving and communication, values, food and drink, sex, place of residence, friends,
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in-laws, social class, illness and suffering and ethnocentrisms. Crohn (1995),
suggested; time, the nature of the universe, cohesiveness of the family, emotional
expressiveness, interpersonal relations and gender-roles; six broad organising
dimensions that are specific to couples or people in a multi-cultural setting, in order to
interpret the human condition and serve as a personal guide.

According to Renald (2011), knowledge and understanding cultural conflict areas are
essential for preventing conflict. On the other hand, regardless of an emphasis on
being a bi-national or mononational couple, Larson (2000), indicated the importance
of having similar values, attitudes and backgrounds, these similarities promoting
marital satisfaction, due to a better understanding of their expectations. Still more
information is needed to understand how couples who have different ethnic, race or
nationality backgrounds, manage the differences in such a way as to enhance marital
satisfaction. Bhugra & De Silva (2000)underlines the importance of focusing on
differences, when working with culturally diverse couples. It is suggested that
culturally different couples need greater adjustment, according to the fact that at the
microcultural level, they have different habits, beliefs, values and customs.

In their study, Fu, Tora and Kendall (2001), named the research focus group as

being multi-ethnic, however, the participants were couples who were different in
religion, national origin and first-spoken language and they found that, even after
controlling the religion effect, cultural differences decreased the couples’ over all
marital happiness .
Sharaievskaand colleagues (2013), assessed marital satisfaction among Korean-
American and East European-American couples, with a qualitative method and
highlighted the fact that intercultural couples increase marital satisfaction by learning
each others culture and decreasing the cultural distance.

The increase in cultural distance indicates low degrees of adaptation to a host
culture (Poyrazli, Kavanaugh, Baker & Al-Timimi., 2004; Ward & Kennedy). Pan
and colleagues (2007), stated that cultural distance increases acculturative stress. A
contrary finding suggested by Bektas (2004), indicated that there was no significant
relation between cultural distance and the adaptation process. The results of some
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studies have shown that the existence of social problems increases with cultural
distance (Chapdelaine & Alexitch, 2004). Hence, social problems lead to
psychological distress that results in a decrease in marital satisfaction.

As Romano (2008), indicated, stress between couples is crucial in confronting
conflicts, where the cultural differences between couples increases the level of stress.
Similarly, Waldman and Rubalcava (2005), underlined cultural differences as potential
stressors in intercultural relationships, as a result of the potential for misunderstanding.
Higher levels of stress and conflict result in decreased marital satisfaction, when
compared to culturally homogenous marriages. The findings clearly suggest the need
to acknowledge the effect of the cultural distance of spouses, in terms of their marital
satisfaction. Moreover, although there have been no studies assessing the degree of
similarities as regards the cultural distance of bi-national spouses, according to the
research findings resulting from in mononational marriage samples, value and
background similarities significantly predict marital satisfaction (Luo et al., 2008;
Ozen, 2006; Larson, 2000).
2.3.1.2.2. Conflict Management Style

Conflict refers to a situation of disagreement, regarding one or a combination
of issues in a marital relationship (Mackey et. al, 2000; cited in Ozen, 2006).
Regardless of the cultural differences, conflicts arise in all marriages (Renalds, 2011)
and conflict resolution skills would be crucial for effectively dealing with conflict and
increasing marital satisfaction (Larson, 2000).

The literature suggests that dealing with the problems in a more constructive
and effective way, increases the couples’ marital satisfaction (Bradbury, Fincham, &
Beach, 2000). After reviewing related literature Ozen (2006), suggested four different
categories that encompass common features of conflict resolution style suggested
through the literature, namely positive, negative, subordination and retreat conflict
resolution styles. Positive conflict resolution style refers to discussing a conflict, by
presenting constructive behaviour and suggesting reasonable solutions. Negative
conflict resolution style consists of destructive behaviour, such as presenting verbal
and physical aggression. Subordination indicates a submissive solution whereby, there
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is acceptance of a partner’s requests, without any negative response. Postponing the
discussion, staying silent or refusing to discuss it, is related to the Retreat conflict
resolution styles. This study employed these four categories, however, research results
are presented according to the researchers’ categories.

Johnson (2004), identifies two categories, namely pursue and withdraw and
four possible negative cycles during a conflict resolution, which are mainly destructive
and decrease marital satisfaction in relationships. The concepts of, critise, complain,
blame, demand and control, are related to pursuance, while, defend, dismiss, shut
down, numb out and avoid, are characteristics of withdrawal. It is stressed that,
responsiveness to the attachment need during a conflict is necessary for healthy and
satisfying relationships.

Gottman and Krokoff (1989) observed the relationship between the behaviours
of the couples, when attempting to resolve high-conflict resolution and marital
satisfaction, with a three-year follow up study. According to the results, different
behavioural patterns for husbands and wives played a significant role in improving
concurrent marital satisfaction. Wives’ reactions, such as anger and confrontation
concerning disagreement, only improved marital satisfaction, when husbands did not
engage whining, stubborn and withdrawn behaviours. On the other hand, negativity
was a stronger predictor of marital satisfaction than positivity, for both current and
follow up marital satisfaction.

Gottman and Levenson (1992), grouped couples according to their interactive
behaviours during conflict resolutions, namely regulated and non-regulated. Non-
regulated couples were the couples which displayed more conflict engagement,
stubbornness and withdrawal from interactions. Two groups were examined in terms
of marital dissolution, in which marital satisfaction was an indicator of marital
dissolution. Results have shown that non-regulated couples suffer from decreased
marital satisfaction. Moreover, in a four-year follow-up, the percentage of the couples
which reported a decrease in marital satisfaction was higher for non-regulated couples,
than for regulated couples. Husbands of non-regulated couples expressed more anger
and whining and wives expressed more anger and disgust/contempt during conflict
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resolutions, than did regulated couples. Gottman (1994) reported that, according to
the results of the previous studies, it has been concluded that complaining, critising,
contempt, defensiveness and stonewalling, puts couples at a higher risk of decreased
marital satisfaction, which is called, the, ‘Four Horsemen of Apocalypse’.

Depending on the observations carried out over around 14 years, concerning
approximately 650 couples, Gottman and Silver (1995), noted that, unless couples
have an effective conflict management style, having a satisfying and happy marriage is
nearly impossible. In order to have a happy marriage, couples should increase the
‘positive emotions’ to each other and decrease ‘negative emotions’.

When there is the introduction of premarital assessment and a counselling
manager, Larson (2000), highlighted that supporting the partner, rather than trying to
promote change, avoiding criticism and promoting forgiveness is required, in order to
improve marital satisfaction. It has been noted that couples functioning would be
better determined by the destructive ways of responding to a conflict. The negative
emotions that led to a destructive conflict resolution styles are suggested as being
more influential than the positive emotions, which are produced by positive conflict
management styles.

Hinler and Geng6z (2003), examined the role of perceived marital problem
solving abilities, submissive behaviours and marital relationship, on married couples.
It has been found that submissive acts during a conflict decrease marital satisfaction. It
is, however, suggested that submissive behaviours contribute to the perception of a
decreased possibility of finding a resolution to the conflict area and perceived problem
solving skills, more than does decreasing the tension during a conflict.

In a study Ozen (2006), assessed the actor and partner effects of conflict
resolution styles on marital adjustment. The married couples’ self-reports of conflict
resolution styles, considered as positive, negative, retreat and subordination, were
examined. The results of the study have shown that negative conflict resolution styles
of both partner’s predicted decreased marital satisfaction of the couple. Moreover,

husbands predicted significantly lower levels of marital satisfaction with wives,
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however, the effects of the conflict resolution styles of wives on predicting the marital
satisfaction of husbands, were not significant.

According to the results of the study conducted with married couples, Rosen-
Grandon, Myers and Hattie (2004, cited in Renalds, 2012), proposed that respect,
forgiveness, romance, support and sensitivity, are all important characteristics of
couples, for a satisfying marriage. Cultural diversity was not a focus of the study and it
has been highlighted that all couples benefit from these characteristics.

In the study, Sharaievska, and colleagues (2013), examined cultural
background influence on marital satisfaction. Korean-American and East European-
American couples were included in the study and interviews were conducted, in order
to assess the associations between leisure time activities, language proficiency,
conflict management style and marital satisfaction. According to the results, even after
considering the difficulty in language proficiency, couples reported conflict resolution
style still had a negative effect on marital satisfaction. One of the interviewees
indicated that her mind-set about how conflicts are expressed was different from
Americans and another interviewee outlined the difference in terms of emotional
openness during a conflict. The interviewees concluded that, differences in conflict
resolution styles are about the culture where they grew up.

Although emotions which may arise during a conflict are universal, they
display rules which differ across cultures (Liu and Wittenborn, 2011). Muller (2004)
cited Markoff (1977) that western man may prefer to marry a submissive and
supportive Asian woman, whereby, he could control the relationship.  Johnson
(2004), proposed that, openness and self-disclosure were important for a satisfying
marriage, in an American sample and that the need for to express intimacy decreases
in collectivist cultures. During a conflict, empathy, patience, flexibility and openness
traits, would contribute to a successful, close intercultural relationship (Gereis, 2000).

On the other hand, Renalds (2011), suggested that one of the main issues of
intercultural conflicts management styles arises from there being individualism or
collectivism, due to the focus of the responsibilities and corresponding results varying
in individualism and collectivism. Individualists primarily feel responsible for their
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own behaviour, needs, and goals, whereas, collectivists are more likely to focus on
their own behaviour and the impact of that behaviour on the others, which moderates
the conflict management styles. Rohrlich (1988), indicated that self-disclosure and
decision making power, are suggested as having a healthy impact on the relationships
of culturally diverse couples. In fact, communication habits vary across cultures, with
those of a Mediterranean culture displaying more self-disclosure, than do northern
Europeans (Renalds, 2011).

Additionally, Bhugra and De Silva (2000), proposed a model for the
assessment and planning a couple therapy for treating culturally diverse couples. The
results indicated that, self-disclosure is one of the critical issues during an appropriate
intervention, for culturally diverse couples.
2.3.1.2.3 Language Skills

The communication process consists of the ability of sending a message to a
partner, which is then received by the other partner and understood (Larson, 2000).
Communication is a key for marriages in that, where there is improved communication
skills and intelligibility of messages from both sides, when the partners express their
thoughts and feelings clearly and with appropriate words, this contributes to resolving
conflicts in a way so as to strengthen the relationship. Communication and language
skills lead to understanding, so that those skills become more important and a
challenging issue for bi-national couples (Renalds, 2011; Waldman and Rubavca,
2005).

Bi-national couples cannot be equal in a dyadic communication, whereas,
expressing thoughts and a feeling in a clear manner, is one of the important demands
of a marriage. Karlsson (1951, cited in Rohrlich, 1988), suggested three areas for
classification of communication adequacy; ‘(1) Judgmental level of what to
communicate (2) inhibitions affecting communication, and (3) degree of semantic
inaccurateness’. ‘Judgmental level of what to communicate’, refers to the content of
the communication, and ‘inhibitions affecting communication’, is related to

communication styles.
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Communication skills encompass  nonverbal and verbal communication,
which refers to linguistic skills, flexibility, social skills and the ability to perceive and
respond to interactions. Communication competence, which refers to the language
skills concept, is essential for effectiveness and appropriateness in interactions, in
intercultural marital settings (Chen, 1989, cited in Renalds, 2011). Chen (1989, cited
in Renalds, 2011), suggested that, ‘personal attributes, communication skills,
psychological adjustment and cultural awareness’, contribute to effective and
appropriate communication. In bi-national marriage circumstances and the language
proficiency of the partners play an important role from two aspects with its
contribution to marital satisfaction, the first being a clear understanding between
couples (Tseng, 2001) and a contribution to the acculturative stress of the immigrated
partner (Beiser and Hou, 2001; cited in Cakir, 2009).

Regardless of the direct effect on marital satisfaction, relevant literature reveals
several important contributions of language skills to bi-national marital life. First of
all, at least one of the partners losing the control over life, may contribute to an
imbalance in the power of the relationship. One of the partners can be responsible for
financial management, social interactions and institutional processes, i.e. makes much
dependence on the husband (Rosenblatt, 2009). Additionally, when the couples adapt
one of the partner’s native language that puts the non-native speaker partner in a
weaker position, especially when they argue (Cools, 2009). Rosenblatt (2009),
suggested that the choice of common language have some implicit meanings that give
direction to the relationship. In most the cases, couples choose the language of the
partner who has more power and some people are less comfortable when they make
decisions, plan and display self-disclosure in a second language, which may lead to a
communication deficit. Moreover, in time, a partner may need to give up use of own
mother tongue, which means letting go of the language-based self of own, for a better
relationship with his/her partner. In a study conducted by Frame (2004), a Chinese-
American wife and a Caucasian husband reported that they needed to put much more
effort into communication, for example, in relation to a joke, as they cannot always
understand the humour.
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Language competence can be one of the stress resources, as a result of social
life. In particular, for the immigrant, language skills can play a protective role against
acculturation stress (Cakir, 2009). In a Finnish and non-Finnish sample living in
Finland, non-Finnish participants of the study indicated that they feel handicapped,
and struggle in following ever-day life (Cools, 2009). Beiser and Hou (2001, cited in
Cakir, 2009), indicated that low language proficiency can play a more destructive role
for less educated women and more elderly individuals, as a result of acculturation
stress. Even after spending 20 years in the host country, non-native speaker partners
can have to deal with missing information in conservation and being unable to follow
a conversation or misunderstanding one. According to the results, language is the
biggest challenge in their life, with its accompanying emotions such as helplessness
and frustrations

The role that language skills contribute to integrative acculturation attitude is
significant (Dona & Berry, 1994). Language serves as an integration instrument to a
host country (Chen, 1990), with low language acculturation leading to negative
outcomes. Birman and collegues (2002, cited in Cakir, 2009), in a sample in Canada,
found that language competence increases in the social involvement that may lead to
adaptation to host country. In an immigrant population, couples were less satisfied
when wives were more acculturated in language than their husband and the researcher
concluded that decrease in marital satisfaction is a function of a change in gender roles
that is link to the language skills, such as in finding a job (Kisselev, Brown, & Brown,
2010). The result is that, gender role expectations may vary across cultures and there
has been no relevant study examining the role of language skills, in bi-national
marriage in Turkey.

In all bi-national couples, partners adaptation can be in three different ways;
(1) adaptation of one of the partners’ native language, (2) adaptation of a third
language, (3) a mixture of languages (Cools, 2009; Tseng, 2001) The dynamics and
the contribution of adaptation by way of language between partners to marital
satisfaction is, however, not well documented. Consistent with the literature, Bhugra
and De Silva (2000), suggested that one of the common difficulties in culturally
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diverse couples is communication, both verbal and non-verbal. Frequently,,
expressions lead to misunderstandings and are perceived as being inappropriate in
their own culture, which issue should be handled in an intervention with culturally
diverse couples.Among the few studies carried out, Sharaievska, Kim, & Stodolsa
(2013), found that, as a result of communication problem differences with respect to
language skills, marital satisfaction decreased among Korean-American and East
European-American couples.

Renalds (2011), conducted a study with Asian- American intercultural couples,
on the effectiveness of language skills on developing intimacy in a relationship and in
marital satisfaction. It is proposed that increased language skills enhance
communication, which is crucial to intimacy and trust in a relationship and contributes
to more satisfying marriages. This had an impact on two aspects firstly, the sense of
dependence and autonomy and secondly, misunderstandings lead to magnifying
conflict. Language fluency contributes to developing meaningful relationships and
increases the chance for engaging in more daily activities as a couple.

Rohrlich (1988), explains why low language skills decrease the marital
satisfaction of bi-national (in his terms dual-culture) couples, according to Festinger’s
Basic Tenet Theory, in which it is suggested that, when individuals encounter a
psychological inconsistency, they try to reduce it. According to this theoretical
suggestion, bi-national couples encounter a psychological inconsistency, if verbal
communication decreases. The problem in accurate communication causes frustration
between couples that may lead to psychological inconsistency and increase conflict
between couples. The result is that bi-national couples suffer from decreased marital
satisfaction, when compared to mononational couples. ‘The importance of each of the
cognitive elements, the ratio of dissonant to consonant elements, and the amount of
cognitive overlap’, will function for the magnitude of the dissonance. As a solution,
Rorhlich (1988), suggests that couples should increase their listening or language
skills. Waldman and Rubalcava (2005), simply explains the fact that impaired

language skills lead to misunderstanding, which is a source of conflict.
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Although researches clearly indicate that language skills are a vital component,
most couples are unaware of this fact and begin a relationship, even if they do not
have improved language skills regarding a common language (Rosenblatt, 2009).
Family reunion and immigration policies reinforce the improvement in language
skills, social life demand, such as caring a child, which makes it hard to accomplish
some of the tasks related to improving language skills or courses (Ter Wal et al.,
2008).
2.3.1.3 Contextual Factors

Contextual factors refer to situations or environment, in which the spouses and
the relationship is embedded (Larson, 2000). Contextual factors related to marital
satisfaction in bi-national marriages have four dimensions; demographics, received
social support, societal reactions and relations with family of origin.
2.3.1.3.1 Demographics

The literature findings regarding the relationship between marital satisfaction
of mononational and bi-national spouses and demographic variables, including gender,
age, education, income, length of marriage, length of settlement, are presented below.

There are contrary findings in the literature regarding the relationship between
gender and marital satisfaction. Cihan Giingér (2007), found a gender difference on
total scores of marital satisfaction, males being more likely to have higher levels of
marital satisfaction than females. Additionally, age was not a significant predictor of
marital satisfaction. Celenk and Vijver (2011), reported no gender difference as
regards the marital satisfaction of Turks (living in Turkey) and Dutch (living in The
Netherlands). On the other hand, wives of Turkish immigrant couples reported less
satisfaction, if they were experiencing more problematic behaviours, such as
gambling.

Age is the one of the demographics examined as a predictor of marital
satisfaction. Larson (2000), suggested that as people gets older, the possibility of
readiness for the marital life situation increases, such as an independent economic
status, therefore, age is a significant predictor of marital satisfaction. Similarly, Negy
and colleagues (2010), found in a Hispanic women immigrant sample, that age is
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significantly correlated with marital distress, which decreases marital satisfaction.
Moreover, it is implied that marital satisfaction increases as individuals get older,
especially after children leave home (Jones & Chao, 1997).

Studies suggest that increased income is correlated with increased marital
satisfaction (Renne, 1970, Rho, 1989; Basat, 2004). According to Larson (2000), for a
marriage, income and employment status are significant, in order to have
independently living experiences. In addition, similarities in educational level and age
would enhance marital satisfaction, as these factors would contribute to having similar
topics to discuss, overlaps in interest and bring a sense of comfort and compatibility.
Additionally Cag and Yildinm (2013), explained a significant relation between
education and marital satisfaction, whereby, where education increases, emotional
intelligence and marital satisfaction increases, as a result of increased emotional
intelligence. In addition, socioeconomic s status was found to be positive predictor of
marital satisfaction, in a homogenous marriage sample living in Turkey (Imamoglu &
Yasak, 1997).

The developmental perspective on marriage and marital satisfaction provided a
number of researches with a focus on the length of the marriages. Different scholars
identified different stages, according to life transformations.The findings about the
stages, thus the length of the marriage and the degree of marital satisfaction, are in
conflict. The issue is mostly effected by social norms and expectations through the
various stages (Sharaievska et al., 2013). Sharaievska and colleagues (2013), cited that
the stage that encompasses the upbringing of a child, is associated with decreased
marital satisfaction (Hirschberger, Srivastava, Marsh, Cowan, & Cowan, 2009).
Additionally, in cases of bi-national couples, having a child would increase the
problems between couples because the conflicts and cultural differences become more
explicit concerning life cycle events (Rosenblatt, 2009). Attitudes about nurturing a
child, offer a conflict area. Negy and colleagues (2010), found that marital distress is
significantly correlated with the length of a marriage, in a Hispanic, immigrant women

sample. Contrary, Charnai (2006), indicated that the length of a marriage did not
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moderate the relationship among any of the personality traits and the actor’s self-
reported marital satisfaction.
2.3.1.3.2 Received Social Support

Received social support is defined as the amount of support that is received
from a person (Cohen et. al., 1986) or a number of functions (Copeland & Norell,
2002), from formal or informal social networks. Vaux (1988, cited in Hlebec, et al.,
2009), indicated that the social network serve as a social support and it is, ‘as a subset
of a larger social network to which an ego turns or could turn for assistance’. The
collection of individuals who know and interact with individuals or couples, are also
identified as social networks (Fisher, 1982; Lauman, 1966; cited in Milardo, 1988).
Received social support can also be in a form of tangible and informational support
(Cutrona, 1996; Cohen et. al., 1986). Tangible support refers to received assistance
with regard to material needs, while informational support indicates received
informational help from a social network. The function of social networks may be
differ according to the availability, type, amount and timing of the support (Milardo,
1988, p. 19)

According to Milardo (1988), the significance of analysing a social network
increases due to the fact of the concept of structural interdependence between personal
relationships and supplementary networks. Additionally, it has been highlighted that
social network analysis can be applied to family studies, in order to understand the
role of support from social network, when necessary. Social network analysis
enhances identifying psychological or social psychological events or conditions,
which contribute to the development, maintenance and stability of marital
relationships.

Social networks may increase the wellbeing of individuals (Hays, 1985; cited in Bird
& Melville 1994). As a result of moving to a new place or being in a new setting,
individuals may suffer from a loss of significant relationships in a social network
(Brehm, 1992; cited in Bird & Melville 1994). Individuals, however, provide a sense
of belonging, more than do friends in social networks (Bird & Melville, 1994).
Additionally, friends in a social network may function for decreasing anxiety and
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depression, allowing involvement in activities, information chances and task
assistance. To the contrary, there are several models suggested to explain the
effectiveness of social support, indicating that social support does not always promote
the wellbeing of the individuals (Rini & Schetter, 2010). It is highlighted that the
benefit of the support mostly depends on the situation, needs and motivations.
Furthermore, models and the studies focus on social support underlines the buffering
role social support provides, especially during times of stress (Rini & Schetter, 2010;
Negy et. al., 2010).

The effect of received social support, in forming a satisfying marriage, is
demonstrated in various studies (Cutrona, 1996). Cramer (2006), examined the
perceived and received social support and conflict resolution styles, as predictors of
relationship satisfaction in young adults and clearly stated that all kinds of support,
particularly from the spouse, are associated with relationship satisfaction. It is
suggested that social support prevents escalating conflict and serves as an indicator of
emotional support, as well as a buffer to psychological wellbeing.

Similarly, Sullivan and colleagues (2010), found in a longitudinal study that
for all couples, support behaviours from partners predicts martial satisfaction. The
findings of the study mainly underlined the function of social support as promoting
empathy, validation and caring within a relationship. According to the one-year
longitudinal observations, lower levels of positive support behaviours and higher
levels of negative support behaviours, significantly increased the display of negative
emotions during conflicts.

According to Burleson and Hanasono (2010), there is a gender difference when
receiving social support, due to the fact that wives are more sensitive to a husband’s
responses and feel more deeply, than do husbands. On the other hand, husbands are
more affected by the peripheral features of interaction, that they are less likely to the
process of a wife’s behaviour. , Cutrona (1996), cited that employed women seek
more tangible support than men and indicated that there is a gender difference
concerning the contribution of tangible support on predicting wellbeing (Vanfossen,
1986).
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Lawrence and colleagues (2008), conducted research on married couples living
in the US, to compare the effects, amounts and adequacy of received support in
relation to an actor-partner interdependence model. According to the results, although
the amount of received support did not have a significant effect on predicting the
marital satisfaction of husbands, husbands’ perception of the adequacy of social
support significantly predicted higher levels of their own marital satisfaction.
Additionally, in order to increase wives’ marital satisfaction, the perception of the
amount of support from the husband, played a significant role. Amount was not
important for husbands, which view was to the contrary for the wives and the amount
of the support was more important for their satisfaction. It is concluded that the
increase in wives’ marital satisfaction mostly depends on the support from their
husband, when needed, than was a spontaneous effort by the husband to provide
support.

Identifying the role of the received social support on marital satisfaction
increases due to the fact that under the circumstances of bi-national marriages, at least
one of the partner emigrates and this is a stressful life event because of a real loss of
family, friends and community (Falicov, 2003; Brehm, 1992; cited in Bird & Melville
1994) and the multiple connections that result from language difficulties, plus
education differences (Falicov, 2003). On the other hand, in bi-national cases, the role
of social support on the international environment is accentuated because an
assignment presents both the disruption of established social support networks and the
challenge to develop new ones (Copeland &Norell, 2002). Moreover, social networks
are significantly associated with coping with uncertainty and change (Herfst et. al.,
2008). Copeland and Norell (2002), indicated that, accompanying couples on
international assignments need adequate informal and formal social networks and in
terms of both the family and friendship networks necessary to reduce the risk of an
unsuccessful marriage as a result of an adjustment process.

Given the reason stated above, marrying in a culturally diverse setting is
accompanied by a decrease in social skills, which mainly arises from the importance
of tangible and informative support (Tlrker, 2002; Kisselev, Brown, & Brown, 2010).
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There is a loss of significant resources, familiar regulation, places, friends, networks
and familiar food, in culturally diverse settings (Abuzahra, 2004). Cakir (2009),
examined the resiliency of Turkish immigrant women in the UK. The role of
perceived discrimination, perceived social support and acculturation attitudes were
assessed, as a predictor of resilience, by using a quantitative method. Additionally,
qualitative methods were employed. According to the results of the qualitative study,
language, accommodation, social network, loneliness and belongingness, plus health
problems, serve as a either protective or a risk factor, for Turkish women immigrants’
resilience. Additionally, it is found that practical and financial support from the
husband plays a protective role in an immigrant wife’s wellbeing.

Copeland and Norell (2002) examined the role of social support in a new
international environment for wives, which provided a better understanding of the
acculturation process. It has been found that, those who have deeper relations with
long-distance supporters, such as more frequent distant contact with family and
friends, are less likely to adjust to multicultural settings than who try to contact a local
network of friendships. The results of the study highlighted the need for an enlarged
local social network, for a better adjustment process.

Ter Wal and colleagues (2008), conducted a study with married women who
migrated to the Netherland after marriage. It was found that several of the women had
suffered from social isolation. Additionally, nearly fifty percent of the women reported
that they would recommend newlywed women not to settle in The Netherlands, due to
the fact of possible social isolation, loneliness and difficulty in finding a job. Cools
(2009), indicated that the lacking of language skills in new social settings increases the
dependency of ne partner on the other that leads to a stress.

Negy and colleagues (2010), underlined the importance of social support as a
buffering role in an immigrant sample, during times of stress. This was particularly
true as regards, information support, ie.taking advice or tangible support, i.e. financial
or economic assistance, from available social networks, such as churches and
community, which were frequented by the immigrants. Additionally, women who
have increased source of social support reported less marital distress.
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2.3.1.3.2 Societal Reactions

In the vast literature listed, there are challenges to the view that bi-national
marriages have to deal with issues, including dealing with family and friends’
reactions to their marriage ( Fu, et al., 2001). Bhugra and De Silva (2000) identify
societal attitudes as one of the dimensions that separates culturally diverse couples
from others. In this study, however, societal reactions are defined according to Larson
and Holman (1994), as being the approval or disapproval reactions of the parents and
friends in the immediate networkthat constitutes the ‘current context’.

According to the ecosystem perspective, couples do not only have to make an
impact on their social systems but they are also affected by the social environment that
they experience (Huston, 2005). Regardless of cultural diversity in marital life,
therefore, family and friend’s approval of a relationship is significantly associated
with marital satisfaction. The research results indicated that parental and friendship
disapproval are correlated with marital problems (Larson, 2000). In a marriage,
approval from family and friends is helpful for several reasons, including being
approved increased confidence in the relationship, that the choice of spouse would be
validated, a decrease in isolation from family and friends, an increase in support when
the spouses need this during marriage and a decrease in the criticisms that spouses
would encounter about their spouse or their choice.

Cihan Giingor (2007), examined the role of family and friends’ approval on
predicting marital satisfaction, without focusing on cultural difference, in a Turkish
couples sample. According to the results, increased approval of friends was associated
with higher levels of marital satisfaction, while there was no significant effect of
approval of family on marital satisfaction.

On the other hand, a bi-national marriage puts the couple more at risk of
feeling guilty-regretful about getting married against the wishes of their family and
friends, than would be the case with mononational couples. A marriage that consists of
cultural differences is more likely not to be approved of by a partner’s family and
friends (Biever, et al., 1998). In the majority of the literature, studies focus on not
only bi-national marriages but also on intermarriage (ethnic, cultural, national),
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conceptualised societal reactions such as oppressions, prejudice and reported negative
impacts of societal attitudes on marital relationships (Tseng, 2001). According to
interviews, reports of interethnic group marriage (Chinese-American) examined by
Sung (1990), indicated that, couples who were living in more isolated places reported
that they suffer more from negative societal reaction. On the other hand, the pressure
of the negative societal reactions tends to decrease for a couple living in big cities.

Additionally, Tirker (2002), suggests a similar determination for Turkish-
German couples. According to the reports, depending on the daily observations of bi-
national couples living in Turkey, wives can face negative reactions in terms of gender
role expectancy more in Adana, than those who live in a European city or in Istanbul
(a metropolis). Moreover, husbands tended to be ignored by the society, if they accept
their wives being alone in public places , such as going shopping alone, or to the
cinema with friends. Additionally, it is noted that societal reactions resulted marital
discord for Turkish-German couples. Social environment puts an emphasis on a
German wife being expected to behave according to the dominance of a male. In
cases where the parents of the Turkish partner, whose marriage to a German was
disapproved of, the result was that the German partner had to work harder in dealing
with marital problems.

Tseng (2001), implies approval of the parents and friends contributes to
successful intermarriage. The concerns about cultural differences increase the
probability of an unsupportive context for couples. According to the literature review,
Tseng (2001), outlines the buffering role of the support of parents, siblings and close
friends on daily crises, thus, it is best if the relationship is approved. The attributions
to a bi-national marriage by the family of origin and friends can increase feelings of
discomfort, so that a partner may feel on the defensive or socially isolated (Rosenblatt,
2009).

When defining unbalanced patterns, there are negative patterns that culturally
diverse couples’ experience, Falicov (2003), highlighted the negative impact of
extended family members’ reactions, as a result of an out-group marriage. The impact
of the societal reaction on the marital relationship would, however change, depending
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on the life stage of the couple. This phenomenon is especially true in the earlier stages,
where negative societal reactions result in an imbalance in the relationship for
culturally diverse couples.

Families and friends are the third parties, as concerns the potential martial
conflict areas (Lee, 2006) and disapproval of those third parties increases marital
dissatisfaction (Rosen-Grandon et. al., 2004, cited in Renalds, 2011). Contrarily,
Renalds (2011) reported that, according to the observations in an Asian-American
couples sample, culturally diverse couples are not always exposed to negative societal
reactions or disapproval from society, as a result of having an out-group marriage.
Only a few intercultural couples reported negative societal reactions and a challenge
as regards family disapproval.
2.3.1.3.4 Relations with Family of Origin

One of the challenges that bi-national marriages have is to keep close contact
with family of origin members (Fu, et al.,, 2001), particularly for the immigrated
spouse. Moreover, depending on the assumption that the scientific findings are
universally valid, the relations with the partner’s own parents or siblings after
marriage is one of the indicators for a successful long-term marriage (Larson, 2000).

According to Georgas and colleagues (2004), in a cross-cultural study that
covered 16 different countries, which had both individualist and collectivist societies,
the relationships with family of origin did not depict any significant difference among
the sixteen countries experiences. In each culture, families tend to preserve a similar
amount of frequent contact, by telephone or by visiting. This finding suggests that a
partner’s need for a relationship with family of origin, is without exception according
to nationality. Additionally, Imamoglu and Yasak (1997), underlined that relationship
to kin was found to be related to marital satisfaction, in a sample of homogenous
marriages in Turkey. Increased frequency of contact predicts a higher levels of marital
satisfaction.

Contrary to this finding, Tseng (2001), indicated that relationships with parents
and siblings after marriage might differ according to the culture. This difference may,
however, arise as a result of social support expectations, such as financial support
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(Bonacci, 1978; cited in Tseng 2001). On the other hand, it is obvious that, in bi-
national marriages, the dynamics and structure differ, when compared to homogenous
marriages (Tseng, 2001). Although the importance of the relationship with family of
origin remains for each partner, the probability of meeting with family of origin
members decreases for one partner because of living in another country. It is
suggested that the loss of connection with members of family of origin results in an
increase in the stress for couples.

Celenk and Van de Vijver (2013), outlined that, the need for a connection with
family of origin will differ between individualistic Western nations and collectivist
nations, such as in The Netherlands, where couples preferred to have less
communication, contact and visits to the kin of a Turkish couple living in Turkey.
Georgas (2006, cited in Celenk & van de Vijver, 2013), supported the implication that
Dutch families prefer less social interaction with extended family members, however,
relationships with mother-father and siblings still remain important.

On the other hand, migration case studies with both individualistic and
collectivistic samples indicate the importance of having social interaction with family
of origin (Negy et al., 2010). Family of origin cohesion was significantly correlated
with marital distress, in a Latino immigrant women sample in the US. Rosenblatt
(2009). supported the idea that, especially for the spouse who lives away from family
of origin, losing connection and contact with family of origin members may lead to a
feeling of loss and embarrassment, in the relationship with the community.

According to the immigration studies, besides active contact with the host
network, having contact with relatives and friends who lives in the home country
contributes to increased psychological wellbeing (Jainskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, Jaakola
& Reuter, 2006). Nonetheless, negative effects could be observed for the
acculturation and adjustment process, particularly where a non-native spouse may seek
long-distance support, such as family of origin (Copeland and Norell, 2002). With the
developing technology, a desire for a face-to-face contact with friends and family can,

to an extent, replaced with technological devices.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

In the following chapter, firstly, information about the participants of the
current study is presented. Secondly, the instruments employed in this study are
introduced. In the last section, information regarding the application of the study as a
procedure and the data analysis procedure, are presented.

3.1 Participants

The participants are couples who live in Turkey, which involve Turkish men
who married either German or Russian women and are identified as German-Turkish
Couples (GTC or GT) or Russian-Turkish Couples (RTC or RT), through the current
study. Participants of this research study were recruited from Istanbul, Ankara and
Antalya because of the larger number of German-Turkish and Russian-Turkish
marriages there and for the convenience of the researcher.

In order to have a representative sample regarding the research questions, the
participants included in the study were selected by a purposive sampling procedure
(Boehnke, Lietz, Schreier & Willhelm, 2011). The aim of purposive sampling is to
provide a sample that enhances the focus on a population, which is related to the
research interest. After setting the criteria according to the purposes of the study, a
snowball sampling strategy was employed, in which available individuals were asked
to refer possible participants who met the criteria of the study (Boehnke et al., 2011).
The following inclusive criteria were applied to the couples, as now listed : (1) in a
relationship for at least for 6 months, (2) residence in Turkey for at least 6 months in a
yearly period, to ensure the ecosystem factors for the couples, (3) nationality of the
wives to be Russian or German and that of the husbands to be Turkish, in order to
control the confounding factors, generalising the results of the study and due to the

percentage of bi-national marriages, (4) Russian and German wives who had at least
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basic Turkish skills, in order to ensure using psychometrically appropriate
measurement questionnaires, which were prepared in Turkish.

In this study, the researcher was able to contact 538 bi-national couples, 223 of
whom volunteered to participate in the study. 171 of these voluntarily involved
couples returned the response envelopes to the researcher thus, the response rate was
76%. 5 of them reported that they thought the questions consisted of ‘private’
questions, that they preferred not to answer and 1 of the wives found the standardised
translation explanations inadequate, thus, 6 of the volunteered couples left the study.
15 of the husband’ forms were cither blank or had left more than one question
unanswered, thus, the couples were excluded from the study.

The studies have indicated that psychological health is associated with marital
satisfaction and that psychiatric illness would decrease marital satisfaction (Curran,
Totenhagen, & Serido, 2010). Following from this fact 6 couples were recruited for
this study because they reported current psychiatric treatment for such as depression or
anxiety disorders, that can be confounding factor with regard to the research questions.
One couple reported psychiatric treatment, in the form of marital counseling and this
couple has been included in the study.

After the control for the criterias, 63 German-Turkish and 81 Russian-Turkish
couples, in total 144 couples, 144 women and 144 men, totaling 288 individuals, were
included in the study. All of the husbands were Turkish. The age of total sample
ranged from 22 to 80, with a mean of 40.49 (SD=12.35). The age of the women
ranged from 20 to 74, with a mean of 38.75 (SD=12.31); for German women, the
range was 22 to 74 (Mean= 44.92, SD= 14.92) and for Russian women, 20 to 48
(Mean= 33.95, SD= 6.70). The age of men ranged from 23 to 80, with a mean of 42.43
(8D=12.17), for men married to a German, the range was 24 to 80 (Mean= 46.63, SD=
15.16) and for men married to a Russian, 23 to 60 (Mean= 39.16, SD= 7.85). The
general characteristics of the sample have been shown in Table 1 and Table 2.

The length of the marriages of the German-Turkish couples ranged from 6 months
to 50 years, with a mean of 15.13 (SD=13.17) and Russian-Turkish couples, 6 months
to 20 years, with a mean of 6.58 (SD= 4.96).

88



Table 1. Demographic characteristics according to gender

Women

Men

Age (Mean, SD)
German-Turkish
Russian-Turkish
Nationality
German (%)?
Russian(%)
Place of Birth
Germany(%)
Russia(%)
Turkey(%)
Other (%)
Length of Settlement (Mean, SD )
German-Turkish
Russian-Turkish

20-74 (38.75, 12.31)
22-74 (44.92,14.92)
20-48 (33.95,6.70)

43.8 % (N=63)
56.3 % (N=81)

41.7 % (N=60)
56.3 % (N=81)

2.1 % (N=3)
10.98, 10.20
13.99, 13.13
8.63, 6.31

23-80 (42.43, 12.17)
24-80 (46.63,15.16)
23-60 (39.16,7.85)

43.8 % (N=63)
56.3 % (N=81)

4.2% (N=6)
95.8 % (N=138)
38.47,11.77

39.65, 14.78
37.55, 8.73

a.4.2% (N=6) of the German women had reported two citizenships, German and Turkish

Table 2. Frequencies and percentages of demographic characteristics, according to the

nationality and gender

Women Men
German Russian German Russian
Longest Settlement
Germany(%) 77.7 (N=49) 12.7% (N=8) 2.5 % (N=2)

Russia(%) 97.5 (N=79)

Turkey(%) 22.2(N=14) 25 (N=2) 87.3% (N=55)  97.5% (N=79)
Education

Primary School(%) 3.2% (N=2) 1.2% (N=1) 3.2% (N=2) 4.9% (N=4)

High School(%)
Vocational School(%)
University(%)
Masters(%)
PhD(%)
Occupation Status
Working(%)
Non-working(%)

30.2 %(N=19)
34.9 %(N=22)
22.2 %(N=14)
9.5 % (N=6)

34.9% (N=22)
65.1% (N=41)

16.0 %(N=13)
17.3 %(N=14)
61.7 %(N=50)
3.7 % (N=3)

45.7% (N=37)
54.3% (N=44)

22.2 % (N=14)
17.5 % (N=11)
44.4 % (N=28)
6.3 % (N=4)
6.3 % (N=4)

69.8 (N=44)
30.2 % (N= 19)

32.1 %(N=26)
21.0 %(N=17)
34.6 %(N=28)
6.2 % (N=5)
1.2 % (N=1)

92.6% (N=75)
7.4% (N=6)

4.2 % (N=6) of the men, whose nationality was Turkish, were born in Germany

and, are married to a German women. 2.1% (N=3) of the German women was born in
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a foreign European country, however, had either German nationality and had grown
up in Germany, quite soon after birth.

In total, 72.9 % (N=105) of the couples had at least one child, 39% (N=27.1) had
no children. In the Russian-Turkish sample, 35.8% (N=29) of the couples had one
child, 25.9% (N=21), of them had two children and 6,2% (N=5) of them, had three
children. None of the Russian- Turkish couples had four or more children. 27 %
(N=17) of the German-Turkish couples had one child, 28.6 % (N=18) of them had two
children, 11.1% (N=7) of them had three children and 1.6% (N=1) of them had four or
more children.

Among the Russian-Turkish couples, 92.6% (N=75) of the men reported an
employment status and 7.4% (N=6) of them reported non-employment status. Among
German-married men, 69.8 (N=44) were employed and 30.2 % (N= 19) were
unemployed. 34.9% (N=22) of the German women were employed, whereas, 65.1%
(N=41) of them were unemployed. 45.7% (N=37) of Russian women were employed,
with 54.3% (N=44) of them being unemployed.

The families’ monthly income, according to nationality, ranged between; German-
Turkish couples, 1000 to 20000 TL and for Russian-Turkish couples, 1000 to 20000
TL. 33.3% (N=21) of the German-Turkish couples and 24.7% (N=20) of the Russian-
Turkish couples, did not report their income.

Among the couples, 63 of the women and 70 of the men had a university or a
higher graduation degree. 65.4% of the Russian women, 31.7% German women, 42 %
of the Russian-married men, 57% of the German-married men, had a university or a
higher graduation degree.

30.2% (N=19) of the husbands among German-married men and 6.2% of the
Russian-married men, had lived for at least 6 months abroad. The length of settlement
outside Turkey, for German-married men, ranged from 2 to 58 years and for the
Russian-married men, from 1 to 28 years. 22.2% (N=14) of the German women and
2.5% (N=2) of the Russian women, had spent their life time abroad, rather than in

more than in their motherland.
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Among German-Turkish couples, 50.8% (N=32) of the couples spoke German,
39.7% (N=25) spoke Turkish and 9.5% (N=6) spoke another language at home, as
their common language. Among Russian-Turkish couples, 67.9% (N=55) spoke
Turkish, 18.5% (N=15) spoke Russian and 13.6% (N=11) spoke another language at
home, as the common language.

3.2 Instruments

Instruments were planned in four parts; independent variables of individual
traits, couple’ traits and contextual factors and dependent variables. In the first part,
the independent variables of individual traits; personality, perceived social support and
acculturation attitudes were measured, by respectively, a Multicultural Personality
Questionnaire, a Multiple Source of Perceived Social Support Inventory and an
Acculturation Attitudes Scale. The second part consisted of couple’ traits, conflict’
management being assessed by a Conflict Resolution Style Scale, whereas, cultural
distance was by a Cultural Distance Scale and language skills with a Language
Proficiency Index. Contextual factors were the third part of the independent variables;
Social Network Questionnaire, Tangible and Information Support Questions were the
measurements of Received Social Support; a Negative Societal Reactions Index was
the measurements of Societal Reactions, a Communication with Family of Origin
Index was the measurement of Relations Family of Origin Relations and
demographics traits were assessed by a demographic information form (age, sex,
length of settlement, longest duration of settlement/country, education, income and
duration of marriage). The final part was the dependent variable, Marital Satisfaction,
which was measured by a Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Booklets were prepared, which
consisted of, in total, 8 scales, 3 indexes and 2 questions, which were randomly
shuffled in each booklet.
3.2.1 Individual Traits Assessment Instruments

Concerning the following psychometric properties, assessment tools for
individual traits were introduced. Independent variables of individual traits;

personality, perceived social support, and acculturation attitudes, were measured with,
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respectively, a Multicultural Personality Questionnaire, a Multiple Source of
Perceived Social Support Inventory and an Acculturation Attitudes Scale.
3.2.1.1 Personality: Multicultural Personality Questionnare

Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2000, 2001), developed a
multidimensional instrument, in order assess effective personality traits in
multicultural settings, this being named the Multicultural Personality Questionnaire
(MPQ). In the original form, MPQ consisted of five dimensions; Cultural Empathy
(CE), Open-mindedness (OM), Social Initiative (SI), Emotional Stability (ES) and
Flexibility (F). On a 5-point Likert type scale, ranging between (1), not at all
applicable and (5), totally applicable, participants rate 18 items of CE, 18 items of
OM, 17 items of SI, 20 items of ES and 18 items of F, in a total of 91 items.

Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2000), suggest five personality traits
which enhance multicultural effectiveness and should be assessed in a multicultural
setting, namely cultural empathy, open-mindedness, emotional stability, flexibility and
social initiative. An instrument that examines these five traits, in terms of multicultural
effectiveness, would be used to as a diagnostic tool for determining the training needs
of employees and enhancing the selection of international employees.

Cultural Empathy refers to the ability to empathize with the feelings, thoughts

and behaviors of members from different cultural groups. Open-mindedness

refers to an open and unprejudiced attitude towards outgroup members and

towards different cultural norms and values. Emotional Stability refers to a

tendency to remain calm in a stressful situation. Flexibility reflects the ability

to switch easily from one strategy to another. Social Initiative refers to the
ability to establish and maintain contacts and the courage to take an action.

In the original study of Van de Zee and VVan Oudenhoven (2000), subscales of
MPQ were found reliable; Cronbach alpha coefficients of subscales CE (18 items),
OM (18 items), SI (17 items), ES (20 items) and F (13 items) were, respectively, .81,
.86, .96, .91 and .80. The discriminative power of the scale was found to be better than
a Big Five Basic Traits Inventory on a student sample, in terms of cultural interest and
participation in activities (Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven, 2001). Emotional
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stability was deemed the least associated factor with other factors. According to the
results, the social desirability of the questions decreases the validity of Cultural
Empathy. The instrument has been successfully used in empirical studies and the
results proved that the psychometric properties of the instrument for evaluating
multicultural orientation and adaptability were stable across different cultures (Leone,
Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven, Perugini & Ercolani, 2005). Additionally, MPQ has
been found to be a suitable tool for discriminating among university students, with and
without explicit international inspirations (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven (2001).
3.2.1.1.2 Psychometric Studies of MPQ

In this section the adaptation studies of MPQ into Turkish is presented. First
translation procedure is introduced. Secondly, participants of the adaptation study is
presented. Thirdly, validity studies are introduced. Lastly, the reliability studies are
explained and the results are presented.
3.2.1.1.2.1 Translation Studies of MPQ

In order to translate MPQ into Turkish and conduct an adaptation study,
permission was requested and granted from Van de Zee and Van Oudenhoven (2000).
A translation and back-translation procedure was followed (Savasir, 1994). A
committee, consisting of three bilingual clinical psychologists and two interpreter
graduates in American Literature and Language, translated 91 items of MPQ t from
English into Turkish. Furthermore, back translation was carried out, independently, by
a bilingual clinical psychologist and an English-Turkish interpreter. Lastly, the
committee revised the translated items and reached a consensus on each item.

Finally, the translated items of MPQ and a socio-demographic information
form consisting of questions concerning age, gender, occupation, educational level,
marital status and income, was prepared. All of the participants read the informed
consent; if accepted, they participated in the study; responded to the socio-
demographic information form and the questionnaire and returned the forms in an

envelope.
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3.2.1.1.2.2 Participants of Turkish Adaptation of MPQ
A snowball sampling procedure (Boehnke et al., 2011) was employed for the
adaptation study of the Turkish version of MPQ. It was given to the 209 men, 241
women, in total 450 individuals, living in Ankara and Antalya. The age of the total
participants ranged from 18 to 67 years (M= 30.28; SD= 9.15); and with an average of
age for men of 31.26 years (SD = 10.15); and 29.39 years (SD = 8.20), for women.
310 (68.9%) of the participants were single and 140 (31.1%) of the participants were
married. More than half of the participants reported that they had a Bachelor’s degree
(69.8%) and they belonged to the middle SES (69.8%). Those participants who had
spent their life in a village represented (2.4%, N=11), town (15.6%, N=70), city
(26.2%, N=118) and metropolitan area (55.8%, N=251). 5 (1.3%) of the participants
had had a primary education, 54 (12%) had a high school qualification, 314 (69.8%) of
the participants had a university degree and 77 (17.1%) of the participants had a post-
graduate degree.
3.2.1.1.2.2.3 Validity Studies of MPQ
In this section, the results of the construct validity of MPQ were introduced.

Firstly, the results of the Exploratory Factor Analyses were presented. Secondly, the
modification for the MPQ in Turkish was examined and introduced as a Short-Form of
MPQ.
3.2.1.1.2.2.3.1 Construct Validity

Prior to the analyses, the main data were examined for accuracy of data entry and
missing values. The original form of MPQ has five factors, thus, the Turkish adapted
form of MPQ was expected to have five factors. The construct validity of the MPQ
was assessed, by means of Exploratory Factor Analyses. Exploratory Factor Analyses,
with varimax rotation, was run on 91 items of MPQ. There were almost 5 cases for
each variable and KMO and Bartlet’s test gave the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
sampling adequacy as .81, thus, the sample size was found sufficient and the
factorability of R assumption was satisfactory.

The results of the Exploratory Factor Analyses, with varimax rotation, indicated
that the Turkish adapted version of MPQ supported a 5-factor structure. The first
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factor, namely Open mindedness, explained 15.08% of the variance; the second factor,
namely Cultural Empathy, explained 7.19% of the variance; the third factor, namely
Social Initiative, explained 5.16% of the variance; the fourth factor, namely
Flexibility, explained 3.94% of the variance and the final and fifth factor, namely
Emotional Stability explained, 3.66 % or the variance. Five factors accounted for
35.03% of the total variance.

The items that had factor loadings of under .40 were deleted from the original
scale. Factor loadings for OM, CE, SI, Flx, ES, respectively, ranged from .62 to .42;
.72 to .41; .71 to .42; .68 to .40; .69 to .40. The factor loadings were indicating high
moderate factor loadings. There were items with cross-loadings that indicated a
modification was necessary for the scale.

According to the results, a satisfactory the construct validity of the scale is
supported by 63 items. The underlying structure of the scale is valid, in Turkish,
however, the original form consisted of 91 items and in the current form, there is a
significant decrease in the number of items considered. According to the factor
loadings a modification of the scale was suggested, the construct validity was tested
with a 63-item form and possible modifications were evaluated, which is presented in
the following section.
3.2.1.1.2.2.3.2 Construct Validity of MPQ-Short Form

In order to observe construct validity and the required modifications for the
MPQ- Turkish Form, a confirmatory factory analyses was performed. A confirmatory
factor analysis enables a direct examination of the underlying structure (Joreskog &
Sérbom, 2006). The Dimensionality of the 63-item-MPQ was tested through Lisrel
8.80 Version (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2006), using the generated covariance matrix from
twenty-five items.

According to the first study of validity, a modification in the MPQ, as a short
form, is suggested. A confirmatory factory analyses was performed, in order to assess
the five factor structure of the MPQ, with a 5--item model.

The initial model was suggested to have five factors; Cultural Empathy (items
14, 31, 36, 51, 61, 63, 68, 70, 71, 80, 86, 89), Emotional Stability (items 3, 5, 15, 23,
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46, 53, 55, 67, 69, 72, 75, 85), Open-mindedness (10, 12, 20, 21, 27, 28, 35, 48, 54,
58, 62, 66, 73, 74, 78, 84, 90), Social Initiative (items 4, 7, 9, 24, 25, 34, 38, 39, 40,
47,50, 65) and Flexibility (11, 16, 22, 29, 37, 43, 76, 83, 91), with a total of 63 items.

Initial measurement of the model was specified by Maximum Likelihood
Estimation (MLE) and according to the chi-square index, the observed data was
significant (2 (285, N=398) = 1267.73, p < .05). Since, the chi-square is sensitive to
sample size and has a bias to give a significant result in a sample size of greater than
200, X/df ratio and fit statistics were examined. Root Mean Square of Approximation
(RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Goodness-of-Fit (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-
of-Fit (AGFI) and Norm Fit Index (NFI), were used. RMSEA=.10 acceptable,
additionally NFI (NF1=.76), CFI (CFI=.80), GFI (GFI=.77) and AGFI (AGFI=.73),
indicates an acceptable fit.

The model with 63 items was acceptable, however, an improvement was
required, therefore, a 5-item model, which consisted of 5-items in each dimension was
proposed as a short form of MPQ for testing the five-factor structure of the MPQ. A 5-
item model, with the factors Cultural Empathy (items 68, 70, 71, 80, 86), Emotional
Stability (items 46, 55, 67, 69, 72), Open-mindedness (10, 35, 58, 62, 90), Social
Initiative (items 4, 9, 25, 34, 40) and Flexibility (11, 16, 37, 43, 83), was tested.

MLE results indicate that, the observed data was significant- (y2 (285, N=398)
= 4344.32, p < .05). The model was found to be a reasonably acceptable fit, with
RMSEA equal to .10 and 2 /df was below 1/5, CFI suggesting a good fit (CFI=. 81).
The other indicators suggest a moderate fit of the model, with values of around .62-.76
(NFI=.76, GFI=.64, AGFI=.62), which indicates a better fit than the 63-item model

There was a moderate correlation between open-mindedness and cultural
empathy (.58) and a low correlation between open-mindedness and social initiative
(.38). The Social initiative factor had a low correlation with cultural empathy (.29) and
emotional stability (.30). The correlations between factors, except for the four path,
ranged from -.03 to .19.

Generally factor loadings varied between .56 to 89, items of Cultural Empathy

loadings being between .80-.58, Emotional Stability loadings were between .72-.56,
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Social Initiative were between .74 and .64, Open-mindedness were between .82 and
.51; and Flexibility were between .74 and .52. All loadings were significant and this
indicates structural validity. Although modifications were suggested for the items, for
the applicability of the scale, the model with a 5-item model was accepted. The results
of the confirmatory factor analyses arewere shown in Figure 6.

3.2.1.1.2.2.4 Reliability and Validity Studies of MPQ-Short Form

In this section firstly, the participants of Reliability and Validity Studies of
MPQ-Short Form, secondly the measurements of the studies, lastly criterion validity
and reliability studies are introduced.
3.2.1.1.2.2.4.1 Participants and Procedure of Studies of Short Form of MPQ

The participants in the studies of MPQ- Short Form (SF) comprised 64
women, 42 men, in total, 106 individuals, ages ranging from 20 to 76 (M=27.12,
SD=7.72). A snowball sampling (Frey et al., 2000) procedure applied in this study.

All participants were asked to complete three forms, consisting of a
demographic form, Multicultural personality Inventory and Basic Personality Traits
Inventory. Participants were informed that the aim of this study concerned adapting a
personality questionnaire to Turkish requirements.
3.2.1.1.2.2.4.2 Measures of Studies of Short Form of MPQ

Demographic form. A demographic form, which has been prepared by the
researcher, consists of the information concerning age, gender, education, employment
status and income.

Basic Personality Traits.

Oncul and Gengoz (2012), developed the Basic Personality Traits Inventor
(BPTI), in order to examine personality factors in Turkish culture. The inventory
assesses six  personality factors namely, Extraversion, Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness to experience and Negative valence, on a 5-
point scale. In total, 45 person-descriptive adjectives, as items, are required to rate
for assessment; 8 items on Extraversion, 8 items on Conscientiousness, 8 items on
Agreeableness, 9 items on Neuroticism, 6 items on Openness to experience and 6
items on Negative Valence.
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Figure 6. Item loadings and factor structure of MPQ
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3.2.1.1.2.2.4.3 Criterion Validity of Short Form of MPQ

In this study, in order to test criterion validity, Basic Personality Traits was
used. The zero-order correlations of MPQ with the Basic Personality Traits factors
were analysed, in order to assess the construct validity of the short form of MPQ.

Cultural Empathy had the highest correlation with Agreeableness, .34, p<.001.
The correlation coefficients observed between MPQ and Basic Personality Traits
Inventory factor are significant for; Emotional Stability and Neuroticism (-.55,
p<.001); Open-mindedness and Openness to experience (.20, p<.05); Social Initiative
and Extraversion (.78, p<.001); Flexibility and Conscientiousness (-.49, p<.001).

The findings are consistent with Leone and colleagues (2005) that Social
Initiative displayed the highest correlation with Extraversion, Emotional Stability with
Neuroticism and Open-mindedness with Openness to experience, Cultural Empathy
with Agreeableness and Flexibility with Conscientiousness. Correlation coefficients
were not high, except for Social Initiative with Extraversion, however, they were
acceptable for a concurrent validity.
3.2.1.1.2.2.4.3 Reliability Studies of Short Form of MPQ

In order to test reliability of the five sub scales of the MPQ Cronbach Alpha scores
were calculated. Cronbach’s Alpha for the Cultural Empathy, Social Initiative,
Emotinal Stabiliy, Openmindedness and Flexibility were .80, .82, .63, .70 and .69
respectively. The high internal consistencies were high for Cultural Empathy and
Social Initiative. A moderate, acceptable internal consistency were observed for
Emotional Stability, Openmindedness and Flexibility.
3.2.1.2 Perceived Social Support: Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social
Support

The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS), a self-
reporting measure of subjectively, assesses three different sources of support. The
original form of the scale was developed by Zimet, Dahlen, Zimet & Farley (1988).
Three sub-scales, each addressing a different source of support, consist of (a) Family,
(b) Friends, and (c) Significant Others. Each sub-scale of the 7-point likert type scale
has 4 items, in total, 12 items. An assessment is obtained through the scores of three
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sub-scales and the total score. Increased scores address increased perceived social
support for the person from a particular source or in general.

The adaptation of the Turkish form of MSPSS was studied by Eker and Arkar
(1995) and Eker, Arkar and Yaldiz (2001). In the Turkish version of MSPSS, there
was a factorial validity (Eker and Arkar, 1995) and it was able to distinguish
psychiatric patients and non-patient groups, plus, decreased scores of UCLA
Loneliness Scale, Beck Depression Inventory and Symptom Check List, were all
associated with increased scores of MSPSS, thus, MSPSS demonstrated a high criteria
validity (not: sayisal degerleri ve yontemini ekle) (Eker, Arkar and Yaldiz, 2001). The
Turkish version of MSPSS has high internal consistency, Cronbach Alpha values for
total .89, family subscale .85, friend subscale .88 and significant other .92.
3.2.1.3 Acculturation: Acculturation Attitudes Scale

Acculturation attitudes was measured according to the model suggested by
Berry (1976, cited in Ataca, 1998), by the Acculturation Attitudes Scale (Ataca, 1998).
According to the model, a scale is arranged for four dimensions of acculturation
attitudes; separation, assimilation, integration and marginalisation. 11 subjects,
regarding Turkish community life in Canada, were determined by Ataca (1998), these
being  friendship, life style, social activities, food, holiday, celebrations, use of
language, decoration, newspaper readership children’s values, children’s moving out
and child-rearing styles. Ataca (1998), transposed the scale into Turkish in Canada, for
Turkish immigrants. Four sub-scales were used, consisting of four dimensions and
accordingly, the model assessed eleven topics, friendship, life style, social activities,
food, holiday, celebrations, use of language, decoration, newspaper readership
children’s values, children moving out, as well as child-rearing styles. Participants
were asked to evaluate their attitudes on 44 first person singular worded statements, on
a 5-point Likert type scale, ‘(1) — strong disagreement’ and ‘(5) - strong agreement’.
Each sub-scale consisted of 11 statements. Bektas (2004), revised the scale for Turkish
students living in USA, by removing questions concerning child-rearing styles. In
total, 36 questions were used in that study. Internal consistency coefficients of the sub-
scales were integration .84, separatiin. 89, assimilation .83 and marginalization .78.
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This study participants were either German citizens living in Turkey, Russian
citizens living in Turkey or Turkish citizens lived in Germany or Russia. The result
was that, the questions of Acculturation Attitudes Scale were arranged according to
the target participant, thus, four different forms were prepared, simply by changing the
name of the country in the statements and in the instructions. The Internal consistency
coefficients of sub-scales integration, separation, assimilation and marginalisation
were respectively, in Russian wives from .75, .66, .85, .84; in German wives from, .70,
.80, .78, .64; in Turkish husband’s from for German culture, .70, .79, .77, .73 and in
Turkish husbands, from for Russian culture; .81, .73, .81, .73.

3.2.2 Couple Traits Assessment Instruments

In the following psychometric properties, the assessment tools for couple traits
were introduced. Independent variables of couple’ traits; conflict resolution style,
cultural distance and language skills were measured with, respectively; Conflict
Resolution Style Scale, Cultural Distance Scale, and Language Proficiency Index.
3.2.2.1 Conflict Management: Conflict Resolution Style Scale

In order to examine the couples’ reactions towards conflicts, a Conflict
Resolution Style Scale (CRSS), developed by Ozen (2006), was employed. On a 6-
point likert type between, ‘1= totally disagree’ and ‘6=totally agree’ , self-reporting
scale, with four different conflict resolution styles, namely positive conflict resolution
style, negative conflict resolution style, subordination and retreat, are assessed. Thus,
the scale consists of 4 sub-scales and 25 items, a score for each sub-scale is calculated
for each couple and there is no total score; higher scores on a particular sub-scales
indicate the conflict resolution style of the partner.

Split half reliability analysis results indicated between high and moderate
internal consistency, between .74 - .55. Internal consistency was also evaluated with
Cronbach Alpha scores. Reliability scores of the sub-scales of CRSS for positive
conflict resolution style; .80, negative conflict resolution style .82, subordination .74,
and retreat .73.

The four-factor construct of the scale explained 52% of the variance and
confirmed the construct validity. Sub-scales of the CRSS showed significant
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correlations with Kurdek’s Conflict Resolution Styles Inventory (CRSI), conflict
engagement (from CRSI) and negative conflict resolution style (from CRSS) .75,
positive problem solving (from CRSI) and positive conflict resolution style (from
CRSS) .61, withdrawal (from CRSI) and retreat (from CRSS) .45, compliance (from
CRSI) and subordination (from CRSS).39, for supporting criterion validity (Ozen,
2006).

3.2.2.2 Cultural Distance: Cultural Distance Scale

The perceived cultural differences between couples were measured by the
Cultural Distance Scale (CDS) (Bektas, 2004). Ward and Rana-Deuba (1999) Bektas
(2004), adapted CDS from The Acculturation Index, developed by).

The original form of The Acculturation Index (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999),
consisted of 21 items, which assess the experience and similarities on a 7-point Likert-
type scale. The scale assess cognitive perspective, as well as behavioural factors as
regard clothing, pace of life, general knowledge, food, religious beliefs, material
comfort, recreation activities, self-identity, family life, accommodation/residence,
values, friendship, communication styles, cultural activities, language, employment
activities, perceptions of co-nationals, perception of host nationals, political ideology,
world view and social customs.

Bektas (2004) adapted twelve items, these being clothing, communication
style, religious, family life, values, friendship, language, food, customs, world view,
social activities and life standards. The similarities of the dimensions were to be rated
on a 5-point scale, ranging between, ‘1=very similar’, to ‘5=very different’. Higher
scores on the scale indicated greater perceived cultural distance. Internal consistency,
the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was found .81, in the original study.

In this study, the instruction was changed according to the partners’
nationality. Turkish partners were evaluated on their perceived cultural difference to
either German or Russian culture, depending on their wife’s nationality. Russian and
German partners were asked to evaluate their perceived cultural difference from

Turkish culture. Internal consistency coefficients of the scale was found for Turkish
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partner-German culture, instructed from was .89, Turkish partner-Russian culture
instructed from was .93, Russian partner from was .89, German partner from was .89.
3.2.2.3 Language Skills: A language skills index

A language skills index was created, according to the study of Ataca and Berry
(2002). A self-report language skills index of, ‘understanding, reading, writing,
speaking’, skills on daily language was developed by a commission, consisting of
three psychologists and a psychological counselor.

At first, partners were asked to evaluate their language skills, depending on
their partner’s mother language. In the second part, they evaluated their partner’s skills
concerning their own language. If they spoke a common language, apart from one of
the partner’s mother language, partners evaluated their skills based on the common
language. The reports were scored on 5-point scale, ranging between, ‘(0) no
knowledge’ and ‘(5) very good’. A total self-report score was calculated by adding
partner-reported index score and own evaluation, higher scores indicating improved
proficiency in language.

3.2.3 Contextual Factors Assessment Instruments

Contextual factors were the third part of the independent variables; Social
Network Questionnaire, Tangible and Information Support Questions were the
measurements of Received Social Support, Negative Societal Reactions Index was the
measurements of Societal Reactions, Communication with Family of Origin Index was
the measurement of Relations Family of Origin Relations and demographics traits
were assessed by a demographic information form (age, sex, length of settlement,
longest duration of settlement/country, education, income, duration of marriage).
3.2.3.1 Received Social Support
In the literature, received social support concept was proposed in two classification;
social network and supportive behaviours (Cohen et. al., 1986). Supportive behaviours
either can be instrumental or informational, thus, two different assessment tools were
used to evaluate the received social support: Social Network Questionnaire and

tangible and informational support questions.
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3.2.3.1.1 Received Social Support: Tangible and Informational Support
Questions:
Cohen and his colleagues (1986) defined;
(1) Information support; an actual assistance that is available when a person needs
any knowledge or advice, is information.
(2) Tangible support; actual assistance that is available when a person needs any
financial or material support.

In order to assess the resource and the quantity of support, participants were
asked to report whether they received any financial support and resources of
informational and financial support, when need be.

“Do you receive any financial support?”

“When you need any informational support, to whom do you ask?”

“When you need any financial support, to whom do you ask?”

Participants could report more than one source for each question on a list
comprising, ‘myself, my partner, my family of origin, my partner’s family of
origin, institutions and other’. The source of the support was noted for the results,
additionally, more source indicated receiving more support.

3.2.3.1.2 Received Social Support: Social Network Questionnaire:

Social network refers to the existence and quantity of the social relationship
and the Social Network Questionnaire consists of six questions that assess the number
of individuals who met under certain conditions. In each question, participants
reported a number of individuals from, ‘None” to 16 +” on a 7-point likert-type scale.
Higher numbers on the scale indicated an extensive social network.

Arkar and his colleagues (2004), first used the six questions in their study,
however, the reliability of the scale was assessed by Tezer and Arkar (2013). In order
to examine the internal consistency of the scale, a Cronbach alpha coefficient was
used and found .79.
3.2.3.2 Societal Reaction: Negative Societal Reactions Index

In order to assess societal reaction, the items of, ‘Negative Societal Reactions
Index™” of the PREP-M questionnaire, which was developed by Holman, Busby and
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Larson (2001), was used. The items were translated into Turkish by the researcher.
The perceived degree of approval of their relationship received from own father,
mother, friends, father-in-law, mother-in-law, husband’s/wife’s friends, were assessed
on a 5-point likert-type scale, ranging between, ‘(1) totally not approved’ and ‘(4)
totally approved’ and ‘(5) I don’t know’. ‘I don’t know’, answers were excluded from
the scoring. An average of the total score was calculated separately for husbands and
wives.
3.2.3.3 Relations with Family of Origin: Communication with Family of Origin
Index

An index named, Communication with Family of Origin Index, with two
questions prepared according to the literature that immigrants may lose their social
network and contacts (Ataca ve Berry, 2002; Copeland & Norell, 2002). The
frequency of face-to-face and other types of (via phone, Internet) social contact with
members of family origin was assessed. Participants were asked to evaluate the
frequency of the contact on a 4-point scale, ranging between, ‘none, often, sometimes,
always’. The questions were:

1. Istill have face-to-face contact with my origin of the family

2. | still have contact with my family via phone, Internet etc.

Higher numbers indicated more frequent contact with members of family of origin.

A total score was established for the frequency of communication.
3.2.3.4 Demographic Information Form

A Demographic Information form was developed by the researcher, to obtain

demographic information about some demographic characteristics of the partners and
information concerning their experiences, led by nationality and language differences.
In order to obtain demographic information, details as regards age, gender, education
level, employment status, total income, total number of children, and length of
marriage and previous the psychiatric treatment/problems, were requested are asked.
Information was requested regarding experiences and characteristics, led by
nationality differences was obtained concerning citizenship, mother tongue, length of
settlement, longest length of settlement, and commonly used language at home.
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3.2.4 Dependent Variable

In the following a Dyadic Adjustment Scale was introduced as the assessment
tool, for dependent variable, marital satisfaction.
3.2.4.1 Marital Satisfaction: Dyadic Adjustment Scale

A Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS), one of the more widely used assessment
tools for evaluating the quality of a relationship and marital satisfaction, was
developed by Spainer (1976) and was employed in this study. DAS consists of 32
items and four sub-scales; namely dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic
consensus, and affectional expression.

Two items were included in a “yes-no” format, other items for response being
on a 5-point, 6-point and 7-point likert-type scale. The total score of the scale ranged
between 0-151, with higher scores indicating more satisfaction with the relationship.

DAS was adapted into Turkish by Fisiloglu and Demir (2000). The internal
consistency of the scale in the Turkish sample was found to be .92, and Cronbach
Alpha coefficients for the sub-scales of dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic
consensus and affectional expression, were respectively, .83, .75, .75 and .80. A
Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test was used to evaluate criterion validity and it
was found significantly correlated, .82 that is, indicating high criterion validity.

3.3 Data Collection Procedure

A battery of questionnaires was prepared, consisting of Multicultural
Personality Questionnaire, Acculturation Attitudes Questionnaire, Multidimensional
Perceived Social Support Scale, Conflict Resolution Style Scale, Cultural Distance
Scale, Language Proficiency Index, Social Network Questionnaire, Tangible and
Information Support Questions, Received Social Support, Negative Societal Reactions
Index, Communication with Family of Origin Index, Dyadic Adjustment Scale and
demographic information form (age, sex, length of settlement, longest duration of
settlement/country, education, income, duration of marriage). According to the
culturally determined independent variables, German-Turkish and Russian-Turkish
pairs of batteries of questionnaires were prepared, in total, with 8 scales, 3 indices and
2 questions, which were randomly shuffled for each battery. As a result of there being
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more than one questionnaire, the researcher randomly changed the sequence of the
questions in the batteries, in order to control the sequential effect. The batteries of
questionnaires were placed in separate envelopes for the husbands and wives, then two
envelopes were each placed in one bigger envelope. Each envelope had pair numbers
for matching dyads.

A series of announcements was made at meetings of friendship organisations,
associations, and in publications of the associations. After obtaining institutional
permission, Turkish courses for the foreigners and several agencies, which mostly
employ foreigners, were visited by the researcher. Lastly, by contacting the managers
of the buildings, the aim of the study was explained in detail, the scientific purpose of
the study being highlighted, in asking for support and cooperation. Couples referred to
the researcher that fitted the criteria of different nationalities, length of marriage and
who had volunteered to participate in the study, were contacted for participation. An
appointment was made with each couple, to meet privately and at an appropriate
location.

Couples were approached by the researcher and given a basic explanation of
the study, confirming that it was a doctoral dissertation study of how bi-national
couples have built a satisfying marriage and assuring them that the result would only
be used for scientifically purposes. They understood that, if chosen to be part of the
study, they would be asked to complete a self-report questionnaire, taking about half
an hour and they could terminate their participation at any time. Couples were asked to
complete questionnaires individually and to place their questionnaires in the envelope,
without looking at their partner’s answers.

Meetings with the participants consisted of a few warm up questions and
discussion, to build trust and alliance. The participants were informed about the
statistical importance of the dyadic assessment and about the logic of how similar
responses have a corruptive effect on statistical results. In order to ensure that
husbands and wives do not see or copy their individual responses, they were asked to

fill out the form in separate areas, such as in separate rooms or at separate tables.
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The researcher accompanied the German and Russian participants, in case they
had any questions regarding vocabulary because the questionnaires were in Turkish.
Standardised explanations were prepared by a bilingual psychologist and a
professional translator (interpreter) in both Russian and German, thus allowing a
partner’s questions to be answered according to explanations in their mother language.
On the other hand, husbands were allowed to fill out their form alone and if so desired,
to take the questionnaire somewhere else, such as the workplace, later returning the
booklet. In order to prevent blanks or misunderstandings in the booklets, husbands
were asked whether they understood all of the questions and had answered each
question.

Language skills effected the duration of the study for the German and
Russians. The duration varied from 30 minutes to 90 minutes. Husbands were able to
fill out the forms in about 30 to 40 minutes, as indicated in the informed consent.

3.4 Data Analysis Procedure

Prior to the analyses, the accuracy of the main data was examined by
controlling data entry, missing values and assumptions of multivariate analyses. Due
to the limited participant numbers, blanks were substituted by the mean values.
Nonetheless, some cases left one aspect unanswered, these cases being excluded from
analysis, by pairwise deletion. For the multivariate analysis, Mahalanobis distance was
employed and no cases were identified as multivariate outlier.

The descriptive characteristics of the measures and the main effects, were
examined prior to examining the unique contributions of the independent variables and
APIM, for several reasons. In the first step, mean scores, standard deviations,
minimum and maximum ranges and correlations were examined, in order to describe
the characteristics of the measure.

Secondly, in order to observe the accuracy of the data for Actor-Partner Interdepence

Model analysis, the correlations and the main affect of the variables, differences

between husbands’ and wives’ and differences between husbands and wives of

German-Turkish Couples and husbands and wives of Russian-Turkish Couples, were

tested; 2x2 Between Subjects Factorial Design ANOVA analysis tested by using a
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SPSS 15.00 statistical programme. Kenny, Kashy and Cook (2006), suggested
controlling main effects when assessing t interactional effects because if the actor and
partner similarities can be confounding, that results can be significant.

Due to the fact that there are insufficient literature findings as regards
composing and examining a model for bi-national marriages, an explanatory strategy
is followed. Thus, thirdly, in order to identify the best predictors of marital satisfaction
at each level, stepwise regression analyses were performed separately for individual
traits, couple traits and contextual factors, for actors and partners. A stepwise multiple
regression analysis make it possible to statistically eliminate independent (predictor)
variables, according to their predictive role on dependent (criterion) variables
(Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001).

Forth, actor—partner effects (APIM) were examined by a structural equation
modeling (SEM) approach, which was employed by using predictors of both
husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction.

Lastly, analyses were extended by examining the predictive role of the level
similarities on particular variables, according to the hypothesis. The similarity effects
were examined for individual traits, such as personality, acculturation attitude, and
perceived social support; couple traits as conflict resolution style, cultural distance and
language skills, and contextual factors as demographics (age, gender, education) and
received social support (social network). Prior to the analyses, absolute differences
values for each variable were calculated, by subtracting husbands’ score from wives’
scores. Similar to the previous analyses, explanatory strategy stepwise regression

analysis and APIM test are planned.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter is devoted to the presentation of the statistical findings of the
current study. First descriptive statistics and main effects are introduced. Secondly,
correlations of the study variables are presented. Thirdly, actor-partner and interaction
effects are introduced.

4.1 Descriptive Characteristics

Mean, standard deviation and minimum-maximum range were computed for
all study variables, separately for husbands and wives and for German-Turkish
Couples’ (GTC) wives and Russian-Turkish Couples’ (RTC) wives, GTC husbands
and RTC husbands.

The assumptions were controlled regarding the unequal variances and
confounding factors. Both husbands and wives were asked to complete the same
scales, in order to avoid confounding factors. Additionally, SDs were acceptable, with
the largest difference between husbands’ and wives’ being 2.87 for language skills,
followed by the difference between integration attitudes, at .99. Additionally,
multicollinearity was not concerned, according to the correlation results (See Table 3).
4.2 Correlations

In this section firstly the correlations between actor’s an own scores for
dependent variables, secondly the correlations between dependent variables and
independent variable for buth husbands and wives are presented. Results of the
correlation analysis are depited in Table 3.

4.2.1 Correlations between Actor’s Own Scores
4.2.1.1 Husbands’ Correlations

The correlation scores were observed between husband’s own score on the
scales and sub-scales of the IVs and DVs. With the correlations between the sub-
scales of the same IV, significant correlation coefficients were between low and
moderate, ranging between .17 and .43
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Table 3. Correlations within actor variables, correlations between spouses IVs and DV

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Personality 1.CE 30%%* 08 SI%*% 4% .00 .10 07 15 08 24% .08  -14  -17* 17*
2.ES 12 .08 -06 .05 36%*% 02 07 -16 .05 -00  -15 .00 11 -12
3.0M A0%** 05 37%xx 3g%xx 0] 16 13 26%%  27%%  28% 01 06  -00  .20%
4. 17 22%% 38 08 205 .25%  19%  17* 16 09 05 .02 08 .15
5.FLX 220 34%* .03  -10 .09 05 04 02 11 04 08 17 =10 -19%
MSPSS 6.Fam. 23* 16 18* .03 03 ABX*X  E7Rex 7% Blmek 5wk 14 13 -03  .18%
7.Fri. 16 8% 26 14 02 BE¥kx  3gkkx  ogwx  Gemkk 00kk 1) (8 -16  21*
8. Sig. Ot. 20% .06 13 11 .06 28%%  BIReX gowx 0wk (Q -04  -06 .04 .08
9.Total 25%%  17%  25%* 13 .04 B8%xx  g3Eax  TEwex  ggEmx 1% .06 -12  -13 15
Acculturation  10. Intg A%xx 14 A3%x* 15 203 24%%  30%% 3% Zpwwx 14 202 - 14 7>
11.Mar 210 -22%% 14 -10  -14  -06 .01 .03 03 05 26%% 06 23** 03
12. Rel -10 -09  -06 .06 -09 -05 -05 -08 -10 - .03 -02 - -01
13. Assim -18% - -01  -23% 21  -19% .12 -04  -09 .08 AQFxx 4% 08 .14
Conf.Mang. 14. Pos 25%% 03 8% 20%  -08  25%% 17* .15 23*  21* .01  -06  -12 17
15. Neg -28%* - .00 -03 =10  -20* -15  -08  -18%  -24** .00  .33%* 07  -15
16. Sub 22%  -17* AT 10 - 15 12 .08 14 .05 07 21% 04 A3
17. Ret 02 -25%% 01 00 -12 0 -21% 216 -12 -7 =15 -02 20 .02 -12
Lang. Prof. 18. Lhus -06 .00 04 18* .13 .08 15 -03 .04 06 -03  -12  -03 .05
19.Lwom 03 10 11 11 -02 8% 07 -01 .10 05 -20% .04 14 24%
cD 20.CD 21% 13 8% 14 206 20%kx  35kkk o xk  Zlwkx ogkx 14 .03 02 .10
Social Net. 21. SN 09 30%%* 13 30%%* 09 26%% 3Rk Rk 3eRRk 16 -27** .08 - 08
Tangible 22.TS 07 16 20% .01 .06 20%%%  25xx 1] 26%* 18  -09  -04  -06 .17
Informa 23.1S 09 16 15 .04 -01  26%  18% 13 21% 07 -11 -07  -09 .06
SR 24. SRHus 16 .04 08 .04 -07  27F%  26%*  21*  27** 06 .07 11 04 05
25. SRWife  .32%** 06 12 12 205 27R%  29%%  A7* 7% 14 .07 -01 -0l  .21*
RFO 26. Visit 11 10 13 -02 14 33%%*  18% 10 25%% 07 -09 .03 -08  -03
27.Contact .06 11 16 01 15 A3Fx 3%k 1] 28%%  18%  -22%% 02  -09 .04
Marital Satis  28. MS e A BT VL - -05 Bl 30%xx 05 32%kx Z7RRx 08 -20% 06 .22%*

Note: Diagonal correlations show cross-spouses correlations. Correlations below the diagonal depicts husbands’ correlations, and
above wives’ correlations



Table 3. (continued) Correlations within actor variables, correlations between spouses 1Vs and DV

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
Personality 1.CE 02 02 04 03 -15  24%* 15 17 .08 10 13 .00 17*  18*
JES Al 11 18  -15  -03 .09 .10 -07  -08 .01 03 .07 -02 05
3.0M 15 .08 -02 16  -03  22%% 18 12 05 18 17* 02 11 12
45| A3%% 13 .07 04 07 .08 3% .02 .08  -01 .10 12 03 07
5.FLX 03 10 93 02 -01 12 202 .07 00 06 08 03 08 .01
MSPSS 6.Eam. .14 -01  -16 .15 .08 .11 21 04 03 TV ST Y St e
7 Eri. -04 -0l  -14 06 13 .02 35%%% 13 10 38 25%% 0% 23%%  1g*
8. Sig. Ot. .01 .03 03 11 05 .09 21 13 05 13 02 30%* 08 09
9.Total S04 12 02 08 11 .10 26%% 12 12 26%%  Q7%x  30%xx Q0% 5wk
Acculturation  10. Intg 00 277 04 .05 .18% 26 .09 10 01 14 14 04 11 21*
11.Mar 19 .05  -04 01  -03 12 .07  -15  -08  -19* -11 .00 15 -23%*
12. ReJ 18 .20 01 05  -10  -24** -15  -10  -12  -03  -14  -15  -10  -20*
: - - -01
13. Assim 09 S g gpex 45 30%* 08 -15  -16  -04 .00 S04 30%*
Conf.Mang. 14. Pos .01 .02 S24%% 18 15 .09 20%% 11 23 10 13 04 04 11
15. Neg 30***  -15 .01 -14  -02  -03 -13 -21%  -19* -4 -.15 -.09 -.14 -29*:-@1
16. Sub 209 28%%  Bpeex 01 A7* 24 05  -06  -11  -02 .04 11 - 14 —
17. Ret 14 310 12 .03 01 .05 14 -04  -13 12 -09  -14  -17* 01
Lang. Prof. 18. Lhus .04 .00 02 1 10 -01 .09 06 13 16 15 13 08 11
19.Lwom 210 15 .03 -10 1 11 10 .06 -0l .05 05 01 .00 .08
cD 20.CD .07 .04 213 24%% 11 25%% 05 .02 -10 .09 04 .02 -04  19*
Social Net. 21. SN 17 14 -07 14 10 11 20%  23%  26* 09 08 17 20%  A7*
Tangible 22. TS 18 14 S23% 06 06 .09 26%%  30%x g 17% 10 07 11 01
Informa 23.1S - 11 -13 -06 07 01 26%%  pO** 30 15 10 .01 .09 01
SR 24. SRHUS .07 11 2100 16 05 A2 26%%  A7*  21* 1 617 04 13 27wk
25 SRWife  -15  -18* -03 16 05 .14 12 14 24%%  pEex ] 09 21%  pgEe
RFO 26. Visit -05  -00 .03 03 16 .22%% Q3% o7wx 7%k 34wex Jgxx (g 38%* 16
27.Contact .01 02 .06 .04  16* .16 21% 28 DB%x  33wkk  3pwx  JHwx gk g
Marital Satis  28. MS - 14 221 23 10 33%* 19 21* 15 28%% 8%k Q0% 0%k pRwe

(CE= Cultural Empathy, ES= Emotional Stability, OM= Openmindedness, Sl=Social Initiative, FIx=Flexibility, Fam.= Perceived Social Support from Family, Fri.=
Perceived Social Support from Friends, Sig.Ot.= Perceived Social Support from Significant Other, Total= Perceived Social Support Total Score, Intg=Integration,
Mar=Marginalisation, Rej= Rejection, Assim= Assimilation, Pos= Positive Conflict Resolution Style, Neg= Negative Conflict Resolution Style, Sub= Subordination
Conflict Resolution Style, Ret= Retreat Conflict Resolution Style, LHus= Language Skills of Husband, LWife= Language Skills of Wife, CD= Cultural Distance,
SN=Social Network, TS=Tangible Support, 1S= Information Support, SRHus= Societal Reactions of Husband, SRWife= Societal Reactions of Wife, RFO-Visit=

Relations with Family of Origin-Visit, RFO-Cont= Relations with Family of Origin-Contact, MS= Marital Satisfaction)



The highest correlations were observed between open-mindedness and integration
attitudes (r = .43, p<.001); perceived social support and relations with family of origin
through contact (r = .43, p<.001). The correlations were acceptable for the analyses,
particularly between 1Vs of the same level.

Husbands’ marital satisfaction is positively correlated with husbands’ Cultural
Empathy, Emotional Stability, Open-mindedness, Perceived Social Support from
Family, Friends and total scores, integration attitudes, rejection attitudes, positive
conflict-resolution styles, husbands’ language skills, cultural distance, tangible
support, societal actions of both husbands’ and wives’, relations with family of origin,
through visiting and distant contact. The observed correlations have correlation
coefficients ranging between low and moderate (.20 and .51), with the lowest
correlation for relations with family of origin through visiting and the highest
correlation with perceived social support from family. A moderate negative correlation
is observed between husbands’ marital satisfaction and own negative conflict
resolution styles (r = -.34, p<.001). The results are interpreted as indicating that
husbands who had high scores for Cultural Empathy, Emotional Stability, Open-
mindedness, Perceived Social Support from Family, Friends and total scores, for
integration attitudes, rejection attitudes, positive conflict resolution styles, husbands’
language skills, cultural distance, tangible support, societal actions of both husbands’
and wives’, relations with family of origin through visiting and distant contact, also
had high scores in terms of marital satisfaction. Contrarily, husbands who had high
scores in relation to marital satisfaction, had low scores as regards negative conflict
resolution style.
4.2.1.2 Wives’ Correlations

The correlation scores were observed between wives’ own score on the scales
and sub-scales of the IVs and DVs. When there were correlations between the sub-
scales of the same IV, significant correlation coefficients were between low and
moderate, ranging between .17 and .40. The highest correlation was observed

between perceived social support from family and information support (r = .40,
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p<.001). The correlations were acceptable for analyses, particularly between 1Vs of
the same level.

Positive correlations were observed between wives’ marital satisfaction and
wives’ own scores on Cultural empathy, perceived social support from family and
friends and total score, integration attitudes, rejection attitudes, cultural distance,
social network, and for the societal reactions both of husbands’ and wives’. Positive
correlations ranged between .17 and .43, from low to moderate. Wives’ marital
satisfaction is negatively correlated with own marginalisation attitudes (r = -.23,
p<.01) and negative conflict resolution style (r = -.29, p<.001). Wives who had high
scores on marital satisfaction also had high scores on Cultural empathy, perceived
social support from family, friend and total score, integration attitudes, rejection
attitudes, cultural distance, social network, as well as societal reactions both of
husbands’ and wives’. Contrarily, wives who had high scores on marital satisfaction
had low scores on marginalisation attitudes and negative conflict resolution style.

4.2.2 Correlations between Spouses’ IVs and DV Scores

The correlations between husbands and wives were observed and the
significant correlation coefficients ranged from .20 to .76. Only positive correlations
were observed between husbands’ scores and wives’ scores on cultural empathy
(r=.30, p<.001), open-mindedness (r=.37, p<.001), perceived social support from
family (r=.45, p<.001), perceived social support from friends (r=.33, p<.001),
perceived social support from significant others (r=.22, p<.01), total perceived social
support (r=.76, p<.001), marginalisation attitudes (r=.26, p<.01), negative conflict
resolution styles (r=.30, p<.001), subordination (r=.28, p<.001), cultural distance
(r=.25, p<.01), social network (r=.20, p<.01), tangible support (r=.30, p<.001),
information support (r=.30, p<.001), societal reactions (r=.61, p<.001), relations with
family of origin through distant contact (r=.24, p<.01) and marital satisfaction (r=.63,
p<.001). The results of correlations between husbands’ and wives’ scores are
interpreted as indicating that, high husband’ scores were on cultural empathy, open-

mindedness, perceived social support from family, perceived social support from
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friend, perceived social support significant other, total perceived social support,
marginalisation attitudes, negative conflict resolution styles, subordination, cultural
distance, social network, tangible support, information support, relations with family
of origin through distant contact and marital satisfaction, were associated with high
wives’ score on the same variable. The correlations between husbands and wives is
noteworthy, in that it provides evidence of the interdependence of husbands and
wives.
4.3 Main Effects

This study mainly assesses the hypothesis based on gender differences,
however, the sample of this study consists of two different samples, based on
nationality. According to the APIM assumptions, similarities in the indicator variables
can be a confounding factor (especially for the interaction effects), therefore, the main
effects of the DVs should be controlled before the further analysis. In order to
compare spouses and spouse, based on nationality, 2x2 Between Subjects Factorial
Design ANOVA analysis is employed, by using SPSS 15.00, the spouses being
classified as, Russian-Turkish (RT) and German-Turkish (GT). First, a series of 2x2
Between Subjects Factorial Design ANOVA were conducted, to compare spouses in
terms of personality variables such as, cultural empathy, social initiative, open-
mindedness, emotional stability and flexibility. The results of the 2x2 Between
Subjects Factorial Design ANOVA analysis, were depicted in Table 4.

According to the ANOVA results that compare cultural empathy scores, there
was a significant difference between husbands and wives, F (1, 288)=12.27. Wives (M
= 18.57, SD = 2.77) had significantly higher scores on cultural empathy than did
husbands (M = 17.45, SD = 2.95). There was no significant difference between
Russian- Turkish and German-Turkish couples, however, the interaction effect was
significant, F (1,288)=4.34. According to the results, as RT wives (M = 18.20, SD =
2.94) having significantly higher scores than RT husbands (M = 17.72, SD = 2.91) and
also, GT wives (M = 19.03, SD = 2.50) had significantly higher scores than their
husbands (M = 17.71, SD = 2.91).
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When the couples were compared in terms of social initiative, there was a
significant difference between husbands and wives, F(1, 288)=14.28. Wives (M =
17.11, SD = 3.57) had significantly lower scores on social initiative than did husbands
(M = 18.32, SD = 3.48). Moreover, there was a difference based on couples, which
was significant, F (1,288) =5.35. RT couples (M=18.34, SD=3.64) had significantly
higher scores than GT couples (M=17.38, SD= 3.52).

Husbands and wives did not significantly differ on open-mindedness scores.
Similarly, the difference between RT couples and GT couples was not significant in
terms of open-mindedness. The interaction effect between RT couples and GT couple
was, however, significant, F (1,288) =5.32. GT wives (M=19.27, SD=2.83) had
significantly higher scores than RT wives (M=17.52, SD=3.70). Additionally, GT
wives had significantly higher scores than their husbands (M=18.08, SD=3.75) and RT
wives had significantly lower scores than their husbands (M=18.32, SD=3.93).

The differences in  emotional stability scores were significant for both
husbands and wives, F (1,288) =29.04, p<.001. Husbands (M=17.67, SD=4.18) had
significantly higher scores on emotional stability scale than did wives (M=15.03,
SD=4.61). The couple main effect was also significant, F (1,288)=7.78, p<.05,
indicating that RT couples (M=16.99, SD=4.60) had higher scores than GT couple
(M=15.58, SD=4.45). The difference between hushands and wives, according to
couple classification, was that the interaction effect was significant F (1,288)= 7.78,
p<.05. The difference, according to couple classification moderated by gender,
indicated that GT wives (M=13.48, SD= 4.13) had significantly lower scores than
their husbands (M=17.68, SD=3.74) and similarly, RT wives (M=16.33, SD= 4.61)
had significantly lower scores than their husbands (M=17.67, SD=4.53). Additionally,
GT wives had significantly lower scores than RT wives.

Only the differences between husbands and wives were found significant for
flexibility, F (1,288) =11.79, p<.001. Husbands (M=16.77, SD=4.10) had significantly
higher scores than wives (M=15.15, SD=3.94). There was no difference between RT

couples and GT couples.
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Among the acculturation attitudes dimensions, the only difference between husbands
and wives was observed in terms of separation attitudes. The difference between
husbands and wives was significant, F (1,288) =4.56, p<.05, indicating that husbands
show more separation attitudes (M=33.85, SD=7.66) than wives (M=31.74, SD=7.02).
Additionally, the difference between RT couples and GT couples was significant F
(1,288) =5.72, p<.05. RT couples had higher scores (M=33.96, SD=7.38) than GT
couples (M=31.64, SD=7.31). The interaction effect was also significant F (1,288)
=7.34, p<.05. RT wives (M=31.62, SD=7.18) had significantly lower scores than their
husbands (M=35.77, SD=7.04) and GT husbands (M=31.40, SD=7.79) had
significantly lower scores than RT husbands.

Among the perceived social support dimensions, the only difference between
husbands and wives was observed as regards perceived social support from significant
other dimension. The difference between husbands and wives concerning their MSPSS
significant other score was significant, F (1,288) =4.24, p<.05. Husbands (M=16.01,
SD=7.82) had significantly higher scores than wives (M=13.69, SD=8.65). Couple
classification had no significant effect, however, the interaction effect of gender and
couple classification was significant. The results indicated that, RT wives (M=11.74,
SD=8.43) had significantly lower scores than RT husbands (M=16.35, SD=7.63),
while there was no significant difference between GT wives and husbands.

There was a significant effect between RT and GT couples, as regards negative
conflict resolution styles F (1,288) =4.39, p<.05. RT couples (M=18.35, SD=7.38) had
significantly higher scores on negative conflict resolution style than did GT couples
(M=16.64, SD=6.16).The difference between husbands and wives was not significant.

The difference between husbands and wives pertaining to subordination
conflict resolution styles was, F (1,288) =6.51, p<.05. Husbands (M=23.20, SD=5.66)
had significantly higher scores than wives (M=21.29, SD=6.67). The difference
between GT couples and RT couples was also significant F (1,288) =8.48, p<.05. The
results indicated that, RT couples (M=23.18, SD=6.22) had higher scores on
subordination CRS than did GT couples (M=21.06, SD=5.97). Among the CRS, no
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significant differences were observed in terms of gender and couple classification

differences on positive and retreat dimensions.

Table 4. Mean differences between husbands and wives, Russian-Turkish (RT) and
German-Turkish (GT) couples

Variables Couple Wives Husbands Total df F
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Factor
Personality
Cultural Empathy  RT 18.20 2.94 17.72 2.91 1796 292 gender 1 12.27**
GT 19.03 2.50 17.71 2,91 18.08 2.90 couple 1 12
Total 18.57 2.77 17.45 2.95 Inter. 1 4.34*
Social Initiative RT 17.42 3.80 19.28 3.22 18.34 3.64 gender 1 14.28%**
GT 16.73 3.24 18.03 3.69 17.38 3.52 couple 1 5.35%
Total 17.11 3.57 18.72 3.48 Inter. 1 .45
Open- RT 17.52 3.70 18.32 3.93 1792 3.83 gender 1 .20
mindedness
GT 19.27 2.83 18.08 3.75 18.67 3.67 couple 1 3.06
Total 18.29 3.45 18.21 3.84 Inter. 1 5.32*
Emotional RT 16.33 461 17.67 4.53 16.99 4.60 gender 1 29.04%*
Stability
GT 13.48 4.13 17.68 3.74 15.58 4.45 couple 1 7.61*
Total 15.03 4.61 17.67 4.18 Inter. 1 7.78*
Flexibility RT 15.23 4.27 16.54 3.94 15.88 4.15 gender 1 11.79**
GT 15.06 3.51 17.06 4.29 16.06 4.03 couple 1 .14
Total 15.15 3.94 16.77 4.10 Inter. 1 .51
Acculturation
Separation RT 31.62 7.18 35.77 7.04 33.69 7.38 gender 1 4.56*
GT 31.89 6.86 31.40 7.79 31.64 731 couple 1 5.72*
Total 31.74 7.02 33.85 7.66 Inter. 1 7.34%
Assimilation RT 28.77 7.69 25.96 7.54 2736 7.71 gender 1 331
GT 26.09 6.49 25.78 6.89 2594 6.67 couple 1 2.77
Total 27.60 7.27 25.88 7.24 Inter. 1 2.10
Integration RT 42.51 7.35 40.63 8.47 41.57 7.96 gender 1 2.21
GT 43.01 6.23 42.29 6.95 42.65 6.58 couple 1 1.53
Total 42.73 6.87 41.35 7.86 Inter. 1 .43
Marginilisation RT 23.69 7.93 29.60 8.16 24.65 8.08 gender 1 1.65
GT 26.03 7.45 26.52 7.88 26.28 7.64 couple 1 3.03
Total 24.71 7.79 26.01 8.03 Inter. 1 .58
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Table 4. {Continued) Mean differences batween huzhands and wivesz, Euzsian-Turkizh
(ET) and German-Turkazh (GT) couples

Variables Couple Wives Husbands Total df F
BAean 5D Mean 5D Mean 5D Factor

Perceived Social

Support

FAPEE Totol RT 58.41 151% 5984 154 5913 1530 gender 1 02
GaT 60.1% 1616 59.27 1593 5973 159% couple | & i
Total 59.1% 1558 5959 15.63 Inter. 1 Al

MPEE Family RT 2336 602 2338 570 2337 585 gender 1 o1
GaT 2308 558 2316 585 2312 5469 couple 1 A3
Total 2334 581 23X 5795 Inter. 1 A0

PSS Friend RT 21.37 641 2073 530 21.05 &0 gender 1 57
GaT 21.00 a.18 2054 622 20077 G618 couple 1 A5
Total 2121 629 2065 547 Inter. 1 o1

MPEE Significant AT 11.74 243 1635 763 15.8% 820 gender 1 4247

Other
ar 16.21 234 1557  &10 14.04 8354 couple 1 3.66
Total 13,62 865 16.01 7.8z Inter. 1 738

Conflict

Resolution Style

Negative RT 1913 803 1758 665 18,35 738 gender 36
GaT 16.37 621 1692 615 16.64 616 couple 1 4.359°
Total 17.90 T7.38 1730 642 Inter. 1 1562

Pagitive RT 24,85 535 2567 545 2526 540 gender Al
ar 2578 581 24X 61z 2500 5499 couple 1 A5
Total 2526 555 25031 537 Inter. 1 ER K

Subordingtion RT 2205 G44 24ZE 583 2318 622 gender 1 &51°
ar 20,33 665 2179 514 21.06 547 couple 1 248°
Total 21.2% 657  23M) 566 Inter. 1 .29

Retreat AT 2128 629 2117 553 2123 540 gender 1 04
ar 20.11 741 2053 546 20032 670 couple 1 1.45
Total 2076 681 2082 571 Inter. 1 A2

Language Skills

Totel Score RT ir5E 569 24X 411 2843 864 gender 1 18.07%
GT 30.90 748 3111 6.07 il.01 a5l couple 1 7.34°
Total il.85 G481 2VIE6 9468 Inter. 1 19.95%=

Cultural Distance AT 3890 1137 37.20 1065 3805 1101  gender 1 .29
GaT 36,30 9.08 ig6E 957 G645 9.29 couple 1 152
Total E 1047 36497 10,16 Inter. 1 a2

Social Support

Soeial Network RT 19,33 599 2180 &7 20061 650 gender 1 7.50%
ar 2097 08 ZREY 176 21.82 744 couple 1 255
Total 20,05 65 2:p31 721 Inter. 1 16

Source of AT 1.83 54 157 1.05 1.75 1.00 gender 1 537

Tongible Suppart
GT 219 1.06 1.79 53 1949 1.1 couple 1 4.06°
Total 199 1.01 1.7 59 Inter. 1 ]
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Table 4. (Continmed) Mean differences between hushands and wives, Russian-Turkizh (KT)
and German-Turkish (GT) couples

Variables Couple Wives Hushands Total df F
Mean 5D Mean 5D Mean 5D Factor
Source of HT 2106 1.24 158 103 148z 116 gender 1 18.54%F
Infarmational
Support
aT 243 112 175 115 2109 118 couple 1 588"
Total 222 1.20 165 1.09 Inter. 1 55
Relations with
Family of Qrigin
Vit HT 261 15 380 g3 2495 a1 gender 1 44.85%F
aT 289 b 143 75 115 B85 couple 1 513
Total 273 Al 385 14 Inter. 1 G4
Ditont Contact AT idi &7 3.4i 74 ida 3 gender 1 22
1) 152 B4 344 g3 348 A0 couple 1 41
Tatal 347 B4 345 74 Inter. 1 22
Societal Reaction AT ERT 5 356 Bl isG 54 gender 1 34
1) 241 B4 350 B3 345 B4 coupls 1 223
Total 349 B 153 B2 Inter. 1 55
Ilarital HT 10787 1644 11041 1455 1091 1553 pgender 1 186
Satisfaction 4
aT 10658 17.22 10949 1211 10E2 14BE ocouple 1 28
4
Total 107 54 1674 11001 1350 Inter. 1

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

There was a significant difference observed between husbands and wives
concerning language skills, F (1,288) =18.07, p<.001. Wives had more improved
language skills in their husband’s language (M=31.85, SD=6.81), than did husbands’
language skills in their wife’s language (M=27.26, SD=9.68). There was also a
significant difference between RT couples and GT couples, F (1,288) =7.34, p<.05.
RT couples (M=28.43, SD=8.64) had lower scores than GT couples (M=31.01,
SD=8.51). Gender and couple classification interaction was significant, indicating that
GT husbands had significantly higher language skills scores than did RT husbands.
RT wives had significantly higher scores than their husbands

The final significant difference was found between husbands and wives

regarding relations with family of origin as visits, F (1,288) =44.89, p<.001. Husbands
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(M=3.35, SD=.74) had significantly more frequent visits to their family of origin than
did wives (M=2.73, SD=.31).
There were no significant differences between husbands and wives and between RT
and GT couples, on societal reactions and marital satisfaction scores.
4.4 Regressions

A series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed, in order to
assess the unique contributions of IVs. A stepwise multiple regression analysis makes
it possible to statistically eliminate independent (predictor) variables, according to a
predictive role on the dependent (criterion) variable. The stepwise regression analysis
produces an equation that predicts the dependent variable and at the each step, only

predictive IVs are counted in the equation. At each step, a squared multiple correlation

coefficient (RZ) and a standardised regression coefficient (B) are calculated. R2
indicates the explained percentage of variance by the combined effects of the
independent variables in the dependent variable. p enables observing the impact of
independent variables on dependent variable separetely, then compares the relative
effects of the independent variable (Tabachnic & Fidell, 2001).

The sample size is limited for increased independent variables, therefore, only
the total scores are used in analysis.In the analysis were conducted on;

- individual’ traits consist of personality (CE, ES, OM, SI, FIx), acculturation
attitudes (separation, assimilation, integration, marginalisation), perceived social
support (Sub-scales of MSPSS; family, friends, significant others and total score),

- couple’ traits consist of cultural distance, conflict resolution style (positive,
negative, subordination, retreat) and language skills (according to analysis husband’s
or wife’s scores are used),

-contextual’ factors consist of demographics (age, length of settlement, longest
duration of settlement/country, education, income, duration of marriage), received
social support (Social Network Questionnaire total score, tangible and informational

support total source scores), family of origin relations (Total frequency of
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communication with family of origin) and societal reactions (according to analysis
husband’s or wife’s Total score of Negative Societal Reactions Index are used).
4.4.1 Actor’ effects on Actor’s Dyadic Satisfaction

First, the actor’ effects were examined, thus, three separate, stepwise multiple
regression analyses were performed, utilising husbands’ marital satisfaction as the
criterion and individual traits, couple traits and contextual factors of husbands, as the
predictors. Additionally, three separate, stepwise multiple regression analyses were
performed, utilising wives’ marital satisfaction as the criterion and individual traits,
couple traits and contextual factors of wives, as the predictors. The analyses were
performed using SPSS 15.0.

In the first stepwise multiple regression, the predictive role of husbands’
individual traits were examined. Sequentially, personality, acculturation attitudes and
perceived social support, totally 13 1Vs, were added to the analysis. In the first step,
the log of perceived social support from family was found to be significant F (1, 139)
= 53.80, p<.001. According to adjusted R?, perceived social support from family
accounted for 28% of the variability. In the second step, integration attitudes were
added to the equation and with addition of the square root of integration attitudes, with
perceived social support from family, results in a significant increment in R?, Finc (1,
138)= 14.33, p<.001, R? =.35. In the third step, the change in R? was found
significant, with addition of the square root of cultural empathy, Finc (1, 137) = 6.46,
p<.05. R?=.38. Perceived social support from family, integration attitude and cultural
empathy, accounted for a 38% total variance. As indexed by its B value of .53,
p<.001, perceived social support from family was the strongest predictor of the dyadic
adjustment score. Table 5 displays the results of the stepwise multiple regression
analyses for the relationship between husbands’ marital satisfaction and husbands’
individual traits. High levels of perceived social support from family, high scores on
cultural empathy and integration attitudes, predict high levels of marital satisfaction.

Next, stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed, in order to

examine the predictive role of husbands’ couple traits on husbands’ marital
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satisfaction. Conflict resolution style, cultural distance and husbands’ language skills,
totaling 7 1Vs, were logged off to the equations, respectively. Two equations were
performed in the last step, the full model R? being found significant, with the entry of
negative conflict resolution style and cultural distance. In the first step, with the log of
negative conflict resolution style in the model, was significant, F (1, 141)= 18.69,
p<.001. The first step explained 12% of the variance. In the second step, the addition
of the square root of cultural distance to the equation, with negative conflict
resolution style, results, indicated a significant increase in R?, Finc (1, 139)= 17.05,
p<.001. The model, negative conflict resolution style and cultural distance, accounted
for 21% of the total variance. Negative conflict resolution style, f=-.30, p<.001 and
cultural distance, p=-.34, p<.001, had a similar impact on the dyadic adjustment
scores, however, in a different direction. Using less negative conflict resolution style
and finding himself more similar tp his wives’ culture, predicted higher levels of
husbands’ dyadic adjustment.

In order to assess the predictive role of husbands’ contextual factors on
husbands’ marital satisfaction, demographics (age, duration of marriage, income,
education, duration of settlement), received social support (total score of social
network, tangible and informational support), total score of relations with family of
origin and total score of societal reactions, totaling 10 Vs, were examined by stepwise
multiple regression analysis. In the one model, the log of societal reactions
significantly predicted husbands’ dyadic adjustment, F (1, 141)= 8.82, p<.05, The
equation explained 8% of the variance. The impact of societal reactions was
significant with f=.28, p<.05. More positive societal reactions predict higher levels of

dyadic adjustment scores of husbands’.
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Table 5. Predictive husbands’ individual traits on husbands’ marital satisfaction in

three-levels, according to Stepwise Regression Analyses

Unstandardised Standardise
Coefficients d
Coefficients

Model B Std. Beta t R R?
Err
Individual 1 Constant 80.80 4.07
MSPSS Family 1.24 A7 .53 7.34** 53 .28
2 Constant 65.27 5.65
MSPSS Family 1.09 A7 47 6.58** .59 .35
Integration 46 12 27 3.79**
3 Constant 56.59 6.51
MSPSS Family 1.03 A7 44 6.24** 61 .38
Integration .34 A3 19 2.60*
CE .88 .35 .19 2.54*
Couple 1 Constant 122.4 3.08
5
Negative CRS -12 17 -.34 -4.32*%* 34 A2
2 Constant 106.3 4.87
4
Negative CRS -.67 .16 -.32 -4.25%* 46 21
Cultural Distance .41 10 31 4.13
Contextual 1 Constant 88.03 7.10
Societal 5.92 1.99 .28 2.97* .29 .08
Reactions

*p<.05, **p<.001

In order to examine the unique contributions of wives’ individual traits on
wives’ marital satisfaction, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed on
wives’ personality traits, acculturation attitudes and perceived social support as
predictors and wives’ dyadic adjustment scores as the criterion. In the first step, with
the log of Perceived social support from family in the equation, first model was
significant, F (1, 140) = 28.64, p<.001, R?=.17. In the second step, the model included
marginalisation, with perceived social support from family, the equation significantly
improving R?, Finc (1, 139) = 4.11, p<.05. The model explained 19% of the total
variance. Perceived social support from family was the strongest predictor of dyadic

adjustment score, f=-.41, p<.001. Wives’ high scores on perceived social support
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from family and low scores on marginalisation predicted high scores on dyadic

adjustment of wives.

Table 6. Predictive wives’ individual traits on wives’ marital satisfaction in three-
levels, according to Stepwise Regression Analyses

Unstandardised Standardised Coefficients
Coefficients

Level Model B Std. Beta t R R?
Err
Individual 1 Constant 79.94 5.35
MSPSS Family 1.19 22 41 5.35%* 41 A7
2 Constant 89.71 7.15
MSPSS Family 1.28 22 .39 5.07** A4 19
Marginalisation -.34 A7 -.16 .2.03*
Couple 1  Constant 119.56 3.52
Negative CRS -.66 18 -.29 -3.64** 29 .09
2  Constant 108.77 5.99
Negative CRS -.65 .18 -.29 -3.63** .34 A2
Cultural Distance .28 A3 .18 2.21*
Contextual 1 Constant 79.54 7.96
Societal Reactions  8.00 2.24 .29 3.57** .29 .08

*p<.05, **p<.001

In order to examine the unique contributions of wives’ individual traits on
wives’ marital satisfaction, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed on
wives’ personality traits, acculturation attitudes and perceived social support as
predictors and wives’ dyadic adjustment scores as the criterion. Table 6 shows the
stepwise regression analysis resuts for predicting wives’ marital satisfaction. In the
first step, with the log of Perceived social support from family in the equation, the first
model was significant, F (1, 140) = 28.64, p<.001, R?=.17. In second step, the model
included marginalisation with perceived social support from family, the equation
significantly improved R?, Finc (1, 139) = 4.11, p<.05. The model explained 19% of
the total variance. Perceived social support from family was the strongest predictor of
dyadic adjustment score, p=-.41, p<.001. Wives’ high scores on perceived social
support from family and low scores on marginalisation, which predicts high scores on

the dyadic adjustment of wives.
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The next stepwise regression analysis was performed, in order to analyse the
predictive role of wives’ couple traits on wives’ marital satisfaction. Conflict
resolution style, cultural distance and language skills of wife, were added to the
equation. In the first model, negative conflict resolution style significantly predicted
dyadic adjustment score, F (1, 141) = 13.23, p<.001, R? =.09. In the second step,
cultural distance was added to the model, with negative conflict resolution style
significantly increased R?, Finc (1, 140)= 4.88, p<.05, accounted for the 12% of total
variance. Wives’ scores on negative conflict resolution style had more impact on
wives’ dyadic adjustment, f=-.29, p<.001. The lower scores of wives’ on negative
conflict resolution style and increased cultural similarity, predicted higher levels of
wives’ dyadic adjustment.

The unique contributions of wives’ contextual factors on wives’ marital
satisfaction; demographics (age, duration of marriage, income, education, duration of
settlement), received social support (total score of social network, tangible and
informational support), total score of relations with family of origin and total score of
societal reactions, totaled 10 IVs added to the stepwise regression equation, as
predictors and dyadic adjustment as criterion. The model concerning negative societal
reactions significantly predicted dyadic adjustment, F (1, 141)= 17.42, p<.001,
accounted for the 15% of total variance. As indexed by B value of .28, societal
reactions was shown to have a significant relationship with the wives’ dyadic
adjustment score, with more positive societal reactions predicting wives’ higher
marital satisfaction.

4.4.2 Partner effects on Actor’s Marital Satisfaction

Six different stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed, in order to
examine the predictive role of partner’s individual traits, couple traits and contextual
factors, on an actor’s marital satisfaction. Thus, three stepwise multiple regression
analyses were examined, in order to determine the predictive role of wives’ individual
traits, couple traits and contextual factors, on husbands’ marital satisfaction. The next

three stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed utilising wives’ marital

126



satisfaction as the criterion and husbands’ individual traits, couple traits and
contextual factors, as the predictors. Analyses were performed using SPSS 15.0.

In the first analysis, wives’ personality traits, acculturation attitudes and
perceived social support were examined, as predictors of husbands’ dyadic adjustment
score. The regression analysis results for partner effects on husbands’ marital
satisfaction are shown in Table 7. In total, 13 IVs were included in the analysis and in
the first step the model, with perceived social support significantly predicting
husbands’ dyadic adjustment score, F (1, 140)= 38.83, p<.001, R? =.22. In the next
step, the model was significant with the addition the log of the cultural empathy, Finc
(1, 139) = 8.35, p<.05. The last model explained a 26% of variance. Among individual
traits predictors, wives’ perceived social support had the strongest relation with
husbands’ dyadic adjustment score, according to B index, f=.46, p<.001. The more
perceived social support and increased cultural empathy scores, the higher levels of
husbands’ marital satisfaction there were.

In order to assess predictive role of wives’ couple traits on husbands’ marital
satisfaction, wives’ conflict resolution style, cultural distance and language skills were
examined by stepwise regression, as predictors of the husbands’ dyadic adjustment
score. The stepwise multiple regression analysis included a total of 6 1Vs; positive,
negative, retreat and subordination conflict resolution style, cultural distance and
wife’s language skills. The analysis produced only one model, with the log of negative
conflict resolution style in the equation to predict the husbands’ dyadic adjustment
score and it was found significant, F (1, 140)= 5.98, p<.05. Negative conflict
management style explained 4% of the total variance and indicated a significant
relation with husbands’ dyadic adjustment, f=-.20, p<.05. An increase in the wives’
usage of negative conflict management styles predicts lower levels of dyadic
adjustment in husbands.

A stepwise multiple regression analysis were performed utilising husbands’
marital satisfaction as the criterion and wives’ contextual factors, demographics (age,

duration of marriage, income, education, duration of settlement), received social
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support (total score of social network, tangible and informational support) and the total
score of relations with family of origin, as the predictors. The model with negative
societal reactions significantly predicted husbands’ dyadic score, F (1, 102) = 11.40,
p<.05. The model explained 10% of the total variance and indicated a significant
relation with husbands’ dyadic adjustment, p=-.20, p<.05. An increase in negative

societal reactions predicts lower levels of dyadic adjustment in husbands.

Table 7. Partner effects on Husbands’ Marital Satisfaction in three-level

Unstandardised Standardised
Coefficients Coefficients

Level Model B Std. Err Beta t R R?
Individual 1 Constant 84.78 4.19
MSPSS Family 1.09 17 A7 6.23** 47 .22
2 Constant 66.94 7.40
MSPSS Family 1.04 A7 .45 6.09** 51 .26
Cultural Empathy  1.02 .35 21 2.89*
Couple 1 Constant 116.73 2091
Negative CMS -.37 15 -.20 -2.45 .20 .04
Contextual 1 Constant 87.93 6.43
Societal Reactions 6.31 1.81 .28 3.48* .28 .08

*p<.05, **p<.001

The unique contribution of husbands’ individual traits on predicting wives’
marital satisfaction was examined by stepwise regression analysis, personality,
acculturation attitudes and perceived social support as predictors and wives’ dyadic
adjustment score as the criterion. The regression analysis results for partner effects on
wives’ marital satisfaction are shown in Table 8. In total, 13 IVs, were added to the
analysis and in the first step, husbands’ perceived social support from family was
found significant for predicting wives’ dyadic adjustment score, F (1, 140)= 22.97,
p<.001, R? =.14. In the second step, integration attitudes were added to the equation
with perceived social support from family, which significantly increased R?, Finc (1,
139) = 9.94, p<.05, R?=.20. In the third step, a model including husbands’ perceived
social support from family, integration attitudes and social initiative, significantly
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predicted wives’ dyadic adjustment score Finc (1, 138)= 7.19, p<.05, R? =.24. After the
forth step, with the square root of the husbands’ assimilation attitudes added to the
prediction of the wives’ dyadic adjustment score, the model explained 27% of the total
variance and an increase in R? was found significant, Finc (1, 137)= 4.73, p<.05.
Husbands’ perceived social support had the strongest relation with the wives’ dyadic
adjustment score, p=.38, p<.001. Higher scores of husbands’ perceived social support
from family, integration attitude, social initiative and assimilation attitudes, predicted
higher scores of wives’ dyadic adjustment.

In order to assess the predictive role of husbands’ couple traits on wives’
marital satisfaction, a stepwise regression analysis was performed by log of conflict
resolution style, with cultural distance and husbands’ language skills as predictors and
wives’ dyadic adjustment score as the criterion. In the first model, husbands’ negative
conflict resolution style was a significant predictor of wives’ dyadic adjustment score,
F (1, 141)= 7.14, p<.05, R? =.05. Next, with the log of husbands’ subordination
conflict management style added to the equation with husbands’ negative conflict
resolution style, the model explained 7% of the total variance and an increase in R?
was found significant, Finc (1, 140)= 4.01, p<.05. In the last model, husbands’
negative, subordination and retreat conflict resolution style significantly predicted
wives’ dyadic adjustment score, Finc (1, 139)= 6.41, p<.05, which explained the 11%
of total variance. Husbands’ negative conflict resolution style had the strongest
relation with wives’ dyadic adjustment score, p= -.22, p<.05. Lower scores on
husbands’ negative and retreat conflict management styles and higher scores on
subordination conflict management style, significantly predicted higher levels of
wives’ dyadic adjustment score.

The unique contributions of husbands’ contextual factors on predicting wives’
marital satisfaction, totaled 9 IVs, namely demographics, received social support;
relations with family of origin were examined, as predictor on wives’ dyadic
adjustment score by a stepwise regression analysis. The model, husbands’ societal

reactions was a significant predictor of wives’ dyadic adjustment score, F (1, 101) =
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6.77, p<.05. The model explained 6% of the total variance and societal reactions had
moderate relations with wives’ dyadic adjustment, p=.27, p<.05. Husbands’ more
positive societal reaction significantly predicted higher scores of wives’ dyadic
adjustment scores.

4.4.3 Interaction effects

Prior to analysis, in order to assess the degree of similarities in the variables,
the mean scores of the scales, Multicultural Personality Questionnaire, Conflict
Resolution Styles Scale, Acculturation Attitudes Questionnaire, Cultural Distance
Questionnaire, Social Network Questionnaire and Perceived Social Support, were
calculated. Since the difference between the wives’ and husbands’ scores would
indicate the degree of similarities and differences, the absolute values of the scales
were computed. To a degree, absolute values increase the congruence of the couple
decreasing, on the other hand, as absolute values decrease the congruence of the
couple increases. Thus, 0 indicates a complete congruence between couples.

In a series of regression analyses, the unique contribution of the similarities of
the couple scores of demographic characteristics, personality traits, conflict
management styles, acculturation attitudes, social network and perceived social
support, were examined. Firstly, the role of demographic characteristics consisting of
age and educational status were examined. The results of the regression analysis
indicating that similarities in demographics does not significantly predict marital
satisfaction of husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction.

A stepwise regression analysis was performed, in order to examine the
predictive role of personality traits on husbands’ marital satisfaction and wives’
marital satisfaction. Cultural empathy, emotional stability, social initiative, open-
mindedness and flexibility were entered into the equation, to predict husbands’ marital
satisfaction. The model with open-mindedness was significant, F (1,138)= 4.21,
p<.05, p= -.17, that means the similarity between husbands and wives significantly
predicts husbands’ dyadic adjustment score. R? indicated that .03 of the variance was

explained uniquely by similarities in open-mindedness. In the second regression
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equation, the criterion was wives’ dyadic adjustment score and the predictive role of
cultural empathy, emotional stability, social initiative, open-mindedness and
flexibility, was examined. The result indicated that R was significantly different from
zero, with the model that consists of cultural empathy, F (1,138)= 9.81, p<.05. The
similarities in cultural empathy significantly predicted wives’ dyadic adjustment score,
B=-.26, p<.05, accounted for 7% of the total variance. As the differences increase in
terms of cultural empathy traits between couples, the marital satisfaction of wives
decreases.

Table 8. Partner Effects on Wives’ Marital Satisfaction in three-level

Unstandardised Standardised
Coefficients Coefficients
Level Model B Std. Beta t R R?
Err
Individual 1  Constant 81.65 5.52
MSPSS Family 1.10 .23 .38 479** 38 .14
2  Constant 63.84 7.78
MSPSS Family .93 .23 .32 4.07** 45 .20
Integration .52 A7 24 3.15*
3  Constant 48.14 9.61
MSPSS Family .94 22 .32 418** 49 24
Integration 46 A7 22 2.78*
Social Initiative .98 37 .20 2.68*
4  Constant 34.17 11.45
MSPSS Family 1.04 .23 .36 4.60 b1 .27
Integration 40 .16 19 2.42
Social Initiative 1.18 37 24 3.17
Assimilation 40 .18 A7 2.17
Couple 1  Constant 117.46  3.96
Negative CMS -.57 21 -.22 -2.67* 22 .05
2  Constant 105.56 7.12
Negative CMS -.54 21 -.20 -2.07* 27 .07
Subordination 49 24 .16 2.00*
CMS
3  Constant 112.36 7.49
Negative CMS -44 21 -17 207 34 11
Subordination .69 .25 .23 2.75*
CMS
Retreat CMS -.63 .25 -.22 -2.53*
Contextual 1  Constant 81.15 7.92
Societal Reactions 7.45 2.21 27 3.38* 27 .07

*p<.05, **p<.001
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The unique contribution of similarities of conflict management styles, in
predicting husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction was assessed by stepwise
regression analysis. Firstly, the regression analysis was between positive conflict
resolution style, negative conflict resolution style, subordination conflict resolution
style and retreat conflict resolution style, as the independent variables and husbands’
dyadic adjustment score as the dependent variable. None of the conflict resolution
styles was found significant and added to an equation for predicting husbands’ dyadic
adjustment score. Thus similarities or differences in conflict resolution styles did not
have any contribution to the husband’s marital satisfaction. The second stepwise
regression analysis was performed between positive conflict resolution style, negative
conflict resolution style, subordination conflict resolution style and retreat conflict
resolution style, as the independent variables and wives’ dyadic adjustment score, as
the dependent variable. Similarly, score similarities of husbands and wives in rating
conflict resolution styles were not added to the equation for predicting wives’ dyadic
adjustment score, which did not significantly predict wives’ marital satisfaction. The
implication of the aforementioned was that similarities in conflict resolution styles
were not significantly associated with wives’ marital satisfaction.

In order to assess the predictive role of the value similarities of acculturation
attitudes concerning predicting husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction, two
stepwise regression analysis were performed. The first analysis was performed, as
assimilation, integration, marginalisation and separation attitude scores were
independent and wives’ dyadic adjustment score was dependent. None of the
independent variables contributed significantly to the prediction of the wives’ dyadic
adjustment score and that the similarity scores of assimilation, integration,
marginalisation and separation were not added to any equation for predicting wives’
dyadic adjustment score. The second stepwise regression analysis was performed to
examine the unique contribution of the score similarities of assimilation, integration,
marginalisation and separation ratings, as regarded predicting husbands’ dyadic

adjustment. Only the similarity of assimilation attitudes score was added to the
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equation for predicting husbands’ dyadic adjustment score and R was significantly
different from zero, F (1,142)= 4.85, p<.05. 3% of the variability in the husbands’
dyadic adjustment was significantly predicted similarities of assimilation attitudes
ratings, p= -.19, p<.05. The increase in difference in assimilation attitudes ratings of
couples decreased the husbands’ marital satisfaction.

4.5 Actor-Partner Effects

An Actor-Partner Interdependence Model was tested by using a structural
equation modeling (SEM) programme in LISREL (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). APIM
is suggested to be tested, depending on the theoretical background (Cook & Kenny,
2005). This is, however, an explanatory study and most of the IVs suggested
according to the unique contributions and bi-directional analysis, have not yet been
determined. Bi-directionality is supported when both actor and partner effects the
latter are notable significant predictors over outcome variable. In the regression
analysis, independence is not violated thus, according to theoretical suggestions with
multiple stepwise regression analysis, they were performed to determine the actor and
partner effects. Thus, bi-directional Vs were eliminated, so that interpersonal
influence or interdependence on the Vs could be tested. In this study, bi-directional
relations were found for, ‘Perceived social support from family (MSPSS Family),
Negative Conflict Management Style and Societal Reactions’, separately, at three
levels. Regression analysis is limited to comparing the effect size of the actor and
partner effects (i.e. actor effect can be larger in predicting marital satisfaction than
partner effect). According to the interaction effect analysis, none of the analysis were
significant, indicating that there is no ‘actor-moderated’ or ‘partner-moderated’ effect
of IVs in this study.

In APIM, actor effect referring to that person’s own score is a predictor of own
outcome variable and partner effect referring to that person’s own score is a predictor
of partner’s outcome variable (Kenny, et al., 2006). APIM model enables testing the
unique contributions of actor’s and partner’s for both husbands’ and wives’ marital

satisfaction. The illustration of the conceptual models,as actor’s and partner’s effect on
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marital satisfaction, separately for individual traits, couple traits and contextual
factors, are presented respectively in Figure 7, Figure 8 and Figure 9.

The proposed models consisted of dyads, as married bi-national couples and
distinguished according to the gender. According to Kenny and Cook (1999),
husbands’ marital satisfaction (En) and wives’ marital satisfaction (Ew), were the
outcome disturbances, interdependent and added to the model as unobserved variables,
they are correlated. The first proposed model should be saturated, therefore, no
restrictions allowed and all paths vary freely (Chi-square of the model would be 0).
Three different levels (individual traits, couple traits, contextual factors), totaling six

different domains, were tested according in this model

H ,
Husbands’ ah1 usba‘nds
Marital
MSPSS Satisfaction
Pra
pwl
Wives’ MSPSS

2 Wives’ Marital
w1l
Satisfaction

Figure 7. The conceptual model for Individual Traits

In order to test the unique contributions of the actor and partner effect and their
equivalence on the outcome variable, equality constraints were imposed on the actor
and partner paths concerning the gender effect (According to Figure 7; an1= pwi, ;
aw1= Pn1; Figure 8, an2= pwz, ; aw2= Pn2; Figure 9, an3= pws, ; aws= pn3). The chi-square
difference between the constrained and unconstrained models was employed, in order
to examine model significance and compare the predictive affect of actor and partner
on marital satisfaction. If the models do not significantly worsen (chi-square
difference is not significant), the results would suggest that there is no significant actor

and partner difference.
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Figure 8. The conceptual model for Couple Traits
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Figure 9. The conceptual model for Contextual Factors

4.5.1 Predicting Marital Satisfaction
Firstly, the model with actor and partner effects of MSPSS Family was tested

and the saturated model yielded significant effects, as seen in Figure 10. Actor and

partner effects were significant as regards the marital adjustment scores of both

spouses. Wives high in MSPSS Family reported high levels of marital adjustment

score (t= 4.89, p<.05) and same was true for their husbands’ marital adjustment scores
(t= 3.71, p<.05). Similarly, high levels of MSPSS Family of husbands’ predicted high
scores of dyadic adjustment for their own (t= 3.80, p<.05) and wives (t= 2.65, p<.05).

Husbands’ (an1) and wives (pwi) scores on MSPSS Family explained the 33% of the
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variance of husbands’ marital satisfaction. Husbands’ (pn1) and wives (aw1) scores on

MSPSS Family explained the 21% of the variance of wives’ marital satisfaction.

Husbands’ 3.80 Husba.nds
Marital
MSPSS Satisfaction
2.65
3.71
Wives’ MSPSS

Wives’ Marital
4.89 Satisfaction @

Figure 10. The saturated model for Individual Traits

Secondly, the saturated model for testing actor and partner effects of Negative
CRS over wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction, was significant. Actor and partner
effects were significant concerning the marital adjustment scores of both spouses.
Wives low on Negative CRS (t= -3.38, p<.05) and husbands high on Negative CRS
(t= 8.77, p<.05), reported high levels of dyadic adjustment scores for husbands.
Contrarily, high scores of wives on [Negavite, perhaps-‘Negative’?] CRS (t= 3.07,
p<.05) and low scores of husbands on Negative CRS (t=-3.01, p<.05), predicted high
levels of wives’ dyadic adjustment score. Husbands’ (an2) and wives (pw2) scores on
Negative CRS explained 43% of the variance of husbands’ marital satisfaction.
Husbands’ (pn2) and wives (awz) scores on MSPSS Family, explained 14% of the
variance of wives’ marital satisfaction (See Figure 11).

Thirdly, the results of the saturated model for testing actor and partner effects
of Societal Reactions over wives’ and husbands’ marital satisfaction, was significant.
High levels of societal reactions for both wives (aws) (t= 3.71, p<.05) and husbands
(pn3) (t= 2.65, p<.05) predicted high levels of dyadic adjustment score of wives.
Similarly, husbands (an3) (t= 4.89, p<.05) and wives (pws) (t= 3.80, p<.05) high
societal reaction scores reported high dyadic adjustment. Husbands’ (an3) and wives

(pwa) scores on Negative CRS explained 32% of the variance of husbands’ marital
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satisfaction. Husbands’ (pn2) and wives (awz) scores on MSPSS Family explained 21%

of the variance of wives’ marital satisfaction (See Figure 12).
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Figure 11. Saturated Model for Couple Traits
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Figure 12. Saturated Model for Couple Traits
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4.5.2 Testing Equality of Actor and Partner Effects
In order to compare the size of the actor and partner effects, it is suggested to

force two parameres to be equal, with a constrained model (Cook & Kenny, 2005).

Following this suggestion, three different models were tested, where the actor and
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partner effects were set separately equal and chi square differences were observed. If,
in the constrained model, chi-square difference significantly differs, the constrained
model worsened the fit of the model (Cook & Kenny, 2005). Thus, chi- square
difference was employed for the analysis.

Firstly, at the individual level, actor and partner effects of MSPSS Family was
compared to predicting the marital satisfaction of both husbands and wives. After
setting actor and partner effects to equal first for predicting husbands’ marital
satisfaction and second for wives’ marital satisfaction, the chi-square difference test
was conducted. The difference between the saturated model and the constrained
model was not significant (y2A(1, 144) = .41 p > .05), indicating that actor and partner
effects can be treated as equal. The actor effects and partner effects of predicting
husbands’ marital satisfaction were equal. Next, actor effects and partner effects over
predicting wives’ marital satisfaction were set as equal. Similarly, the constrained
model was worsened, however, the chi-square difference was not significant (y2A(1,
144) = .40 p > .05). Thus, the actor and partner effects of MSPSS can be treated as
equal, when predicting the marital satisfaction of wives.

Secondly, at the couple level, the actor and partner effects of Negative CRS were
compared to predicting marital satisfaction of both husbands and wives. Firstly, the
actor and partner effects of Negative CRS on predicting husbands’ marital satisfaction
were tested. The difference between the saturated model and the constrained model
was significant (y2A(1, 144) = 35.48, p<.001), indicating that actor and partner effects
cannot be treated as being equal. Husbands’ Negative CRS would have increased
effect on predicting own marital satisfaction. Next, the actor and partner affects of
Negative CRS on predicting wives’ marital satisfaction were tested. The difference
between the saturated model and the constrained model was significant (x2A(1, 144) =
16.40, p<.001), indicating that actor and partner effects cannot be treated as equal.
Wives’ Negative CRS would have increased effect on predicting own marital

satisfaction.
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Lastly, the question as to whether the actor’s and partner’s societal reactions
had equal impact on marital satisfaction examined. After setting actor and partner
affects to equal first for predicting husbands’ marital satisfaction, the chi-square
difference test was conducted. The difference between the saturated model and the
constrained model was not significant (y2A(1, 144) = 0.40, p>.05), indicating that
actor and partner effects can be treated as equal. Secondly, the equivalence of the actor
and partner effects for wives’ marital satisfaction was assessed. The difference
between the saturated model and the constrained model was not significant (¥2A(1,

144) = 0.40, p>.05), indicating that actor and partner effects can be treated as equal.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this section, firstly the findings of the study were discussed in light of the
previous literature. The findings are discussed sequentially for descriptive statistics
and main effects, correlations, actor affects, partner affects, APIM results and
interaction affects. Secondly, limitations and suggestions for future studies were
discussed. Lastly, the implications of the study are suggested.

5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Main Effects

This study was conducted on 144 couples, 81 Russian-Turkish couples and 63
German-Turkish couples, the wives were of non-Turkish nationality, while the
husbands were Turkish. Although the study was not designed on nationality
difference, the significant mean differences might indicate a confounding factor for
the analysis. As a result, the significant main affects were examined and considered,
when interpreting the predictive role of the individual traits, couple traits and
contextual factors.

The German-Turkish sample consisted of older couples than was the
Russian-Turkish sample and as a result of a possible correlation, more German wives
(22.2%) had spent a longer life time in Turkey, than had Russian wives (2.5%).
65.7% of Russian wives, 31.7% of German wives, 42% of the RT husbands and 67%
of the GT husbands, had a university or higher degree. 34.9% of the German wives
and 45.7% of the Russian wives, were reported to be employed, when they
participated in the study. Among the GT couples, 39.7% reported they spoke Turkish
as their common language and 50.8% spoke German as their common tongue. 67.9%
of RT couples reported Turkish as being their common language, with 18.5% of them
communicating in Russian. Those descriptives were significant for the study, whose

aim is to understand possible cultural difference affects on marital satisfaction. Hence,
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according to the literature, both the length of settlement, education level, and
employment status, would contribute to acculturation attitudes (Cakir, 2009; Ataca &
Berry, 2002), which mainly determine the relationship with new cultures, especially
for wives.

In addition, the main effects of the scales and sub-scales were examined.
Among the individual traits, significant differences were observed on personality, such
as Cultural Empathy, Social Initiative, Open-mindedness, Emotional Stability,
Flexibility, acculturation attitudes as Separation attitudes and perceived social support
from significant other dimensions. Personality traits were assessed by a culturally
sensitive tool, therefore, the results may be interpreted regarding adaptation skills.
Considering the cultural empathy dimension, there was a significant difference
between husbands and wives, the wives having higher scores than their husbands.
Depending on the phenomennon that wives were the immigrants, they would need
more improved skills on understanding the feelings, thoughts and behaviours, in a
diverse cultural setting.It was not, however, hypothesised but husbands would also
need similar skills, according to the interviews conducted with bi-national couples.
The couples reported that they would need to be understood.

On the Social Initiative Dimension, there was a significant difference between
husbands and wives and also between GT couples and RT couples. Husbands had
higher scores than wives and RT couples had higher scores than GT couples. The
differences between husbands and wives was significant for emotional stability, wives
having a significantly lower scores on emotional stability. Considering the findings
that acculturation stress has a negative impact on psychological wellbeing, this finding
can be specifically mentioned as being found as a result of the sampling. The sample
consists only of non-Turkish wives, therefore, all of the wives had an immigration
history, which may decrease the emotional stability scores. Moreover, a significant
difference between husbands and wives was observed on flexibility dimension,
husbands having higher scores than wives. The results can be interpreted as indicating

that husbands also had adaptation skills for culturally new environments. These results
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should, however, be reconsidered, depending on the gender differences within a
mono-national population and the social desirability of the scale, which is reported as
being high.

There were significant affects between husbands and wives, in terms of
separation attitudes, which indicates husbands having higher scores than wives. These
results can be interpreted as demonstrating that husbands are more likely to maintain
their own cultural identity and characteristics and less likely to maintain a relationship
with their wives’ culture. Nevertheless, the acculturation theory suggests that
acculturation attitude changes when individuals meet with a new culture (Berry &
Kim, 19889, wives being more exposed to the main Turkish culture than were
husbands exposed to the main Russian or German cultures. Additionally, RT had
significantly higher scores than GT couples, however, there was a significant
interaction affect. RT husbands had higher scores than GT husbands and RT wives.
Similarly, according to the descriptives, there were more GT husbands spending a
longer period in Germany, than did RT husbands and that more GT husbands had been
exposed to the main German culture. This finding can be suggested the difference
would increase the variance within husbands, which would have a positive impact on
regression analyses.

Among the couple traits, significant differences were observed regarding such
conflict resolution styles as Negative and Subordination and language skills. There
was a significant difference between GT couples and RT couples, RT couples having
significantly higher scores than GT couples. This finding suggests that further
analyses should be interpreted carefully, due to the main nationality effect.
Subordination conflict resolution styles had a significant difference between husbands
and wives and additionally, between RT couples and GT couples. Husbands had
higher scores pertaining to subordination scores than did wives. Similarly, RT couples
are more likely to report subordination conflict resolution styles, than are GT couples,
which should be considered in the actor-partner analysis.

142



There was a significant difference between husbands and wives, when they
were compared in terms of language skills. Wives had greater increased Turkish
language skills than their husbhands had concerning wives native language. This result
can be a result of the main culture effect that wives are living in Turkey, where they
may need to use more Turkish skills in their daily life. Moreover, this can be a result
of the sample characteristics, due to the fact that the non-Turkish sample of the study
was chosen from among wives who had at least basic Turkish language skills, with
which to fill the scales. On the language skills dimension, there was a significant
couple affect and interaction affect. GT husbands’ language skills moderated the
couple effect, in that they had a higher score than RT husbands.

Received social support indicators presented a significant difference between
husbands and wives, in that wives had higher scores on social network, more source of
tangible and information support. The results supported Burleson and Hanasono
(2010), wives would be more sensitive and more available for receiving social
support. Inconsistency was observed for thestudies which suggested that immigrant
wives suffer from decreased social network and received social support. It can,
however, be interpreted that the researcher had contact with participants through
associations, which can be suggested as being a significant source of received social
support.

5.2 Correlations

Correlations were examined, in order to observe multi-collinearity of the
criterion variables, separately for husbands and wives. The correlations coefficients of
husbands’ variables were between low and moderate, ranging between .17 and .43,
indicating that this is acceptable for the analysis. Similarly, wives’ correlations ranged
between .17 and .40, indicating low and moderate correlations between wives’
variables.

Furthermore, the associations between criterion variables and outcome
variables were examined prior to the analysis. The associations between husbands’

criterion variables and husbands’ marital satisfaction and wives’ criterion variables
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and wives’ marital satisfaction, were all examined. The increased levels of husbands’
marital satisfaction is positively correlated with high scores as regards Cultural
Empathy, Emotional Stability, Open-mindedness, Perceived Social Support from
Family, Friends and total scores, integration attitudes, rejection attitudes, positive
conflict resolution styles, husbands’ language skills, cultural distance, tangible
support, societal actions of husbands’, relations with family of origin through visit and
distant contact also had high scores on marital satisfaction. Contrarily, husbands who
had high scores on marital satisfaction had low scores on negative conflict resolution
style. The husbands who have increased ability to interpret and empathise feelings,
thoughts and behaviours of individuals from different cultures, are more open to new
experiences, norms and values and can stay calm under heightened stress situations,
had higher marital satisfactions scores. Despite there being no direct empirical
observation between personality traits and marital satisfaction, the result can be
suggested as being consistent with the literature, suggesting that culturally sensitive
personality skills increase the adaptation process and the results of this study suggest
this adaptation is associated with marital satisfaction (Negy et al., 2010),.
Additionally, husbands who had higher levels of integration attitudes, which means
they are more likely to maintain their cultural identity but at the same time, be open to
have contact and develop positive relations with diverse culture, had higher scores on
marital satisfaction. The findings concerning the association between integration
attitudes and marital satisfaction, was mostly based on studies conducted with
immigrant samples, indicating that increased levels of integration attitudes is
associated with higher marital satisfaction of their own. The correlation results
indicated consistency with the previous studies but also suggest a new finding, in that
there is a possible relation with marital satisfaction and integration attitudes, in a
sample who were living in their mainstream culture. Husbands, however, who are
more likely to maintain their own cultural heritage and less likely to be interested in
developing relationships with the new culture, which refers to a high separation

attitude, also had high levels of marital satisfaction. This finding is a new observation,
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that the studies based on the interviews with couples mainly report a correspondence
in interest of each other’s culture as being reported to be associated with marital
satisfaction. Unless further analysis is employed, however, it is not possible to
evaluate that difference with literature and it is suggested to observe the
complementary and similarity effects of the acculturation attitudes.

Consistent with the literature, an association between high scores on positive
conflict resolution styles, low scores on negative conflict management styles and high
levels of husbands’ marital satisfaction, suggest the universality of the observations.
Husbands’ increased skills on their wives’ language is significantly correlated with
increased levels of husbands’ marital satisfaction. The literature findings suggest that a
decrease in misunderstandings may be correlated with marital satisfaction (Renalds,
2011; Waldman and Rubavca, 2005; Tseng, 2001). Similarly, consistent with
literature, husbands’ low levels of cultural distance are associated with high levels of
marital satisfaction. Among received social support, having a more tangible support
source is associated with high levels of marital satisfaction. This finding is interesting,
in that husbands’ social network has no significant association with husbands’ marital
satisfaction. More positive societal reactions towards husbands’ marriage are
positively correlated with high levels of husbands’ marital satisfaction. This finding is
consistent with Larson (2000), that societal reactions are not only associated with but
also a predictor of, marital satisfaction. Additionally, it is a crucial finding for the
association between contextual factors and marital satisfaction, confirming what
Tseng (2001) underlines, in terms of the contributions of societal approval to a
successful intercultural marriage. Lastly, more frequent face-to-face contact and
distant contact is positively correlated with increased levels of husbands’ marital
satisfaction.

The associations between wives’ criterion variables and wives marital
satisfaction are examined. According to the findings, low to moderate positive
correlations are observed between wives’ marital satisfaction and wives’ own scores

on Cultural empathy, perceived social support from family, friend and total score,
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integration attitudes, rejection attitudes, cultural distance, social network, plus, societal
reactions and wives’. Positive correlations are ranged between .17 and .43, from.
Wives’ marital satisfaction is negatively correlated with own marginalisation attitudes
and negative conflict resolution style. Wives’ increased ability and intent to
understand culturally specific thoughts, behaviours and values, are associated with
increased levels of wives’ marital satisfaction. Similarly with husbands’ findings,
cultural empathy is one of the suggested personality traits, which enhances adaptation
to culturally diverse situations. Although literature implies that increased adaptation
skills are crucial for a better marital relationship, this study is significant in that, it is
one of the few studies which specifically assesses the association between culturally
sensitive personality traits and the marital satisfaction of immigrant wives. Only the
cultural empathy dimension had a significant association, as the cultural empathy
increased the marital satisfaction of their own increased. Consistent with the literature,
higher perceived social support from various sources as family, friends and all sources
together, are significantly correlated with high levels of wives’ marital satisfaction.
Among the acculturation attitudes, high scores on integration and separation attitudes
and low scores on marginalisation attitudes associated with high levels of wives’
marital satisfaction. Wives’ higher levels of marital satisfaction are associated with
their attitude to maintaining their own culture but also open to create positive
relationships with the new culture. On the other hand, wives’ attitudes to maintain
their own culture and a decreased interest towards the host culture, also significantly
correlated with high levels of marital satisfaction. Contrarily, high levels of
marginalisation attitudes, such as regretting own cultural identity and the positive
extending relations with the new culture, are associated with low levels of wives’
marital satisfaction. As mentioned before, integration attitudes are expected to be
correlated with marital satisfaction, according to the studies conducted with immigrant
wives. Additionally, marginalisation attitude and separation attitude are suggested as
being due to the interference of developing positive relations with the new cultural

environment, psychological distress and sociocultural difficulties increases, which

146



contribute negatively to marital satisfaction. The finding is, therefore, new for the
literature, in terms of the positive association between separation attitudes and marital
satisfaction. Following on from Tiirker’s (2002) study, wives’ may be expected to
adapt assimilation attitudes, therefore, it can be suggested to assess the significant
association, whether this is a result of a defensive response or not.

Lastly, this study depended on the idea of non-independence of the partners,
thus, associations between actor and partner variables were observed. The correlation
coefficients between husbands’ and wives’ scores indicated low to high positive
correlations on cultural empathy, open-mindedness, perceived social support from
family, perceived social support from friend, perceived social support significant
other, total perceived social support, marginalisation attitudes, negative conflict
resolution styles, subordination, cultural distance, social network, tangible support,
information support, relations with family of origin through distant contact and marital
satisfaction, were all associated with high wives’ score on the same variable. The
associations between husbands and wives suggested evidence for the interdependence
of husbands and wives.

5.3 Actor Effects on Marital Satisfaction
H1: Personality traits of the actor are expected to predict actor’s marital satisfaction.

According to the stepwise multiple regression results, among personality traits,
only Cultural Empathy was the significant predictor of husbands’ marital satisfaction.
This result can be interpreted as suggesting that husbands who are more interested and
open to contact with new cultural norms, values and habits, are predicted to have
higher degrees of marital satisfaction. On the other hand, wives’ personality traits did
not have a significant predictive role on their own marital satisfaction. According to
this result, there was a gender difference on concerning the predictive role of the
cultural empathy trait, on an actor’s marital satisfaction.

The literature highlighted that openness (Charnai, 2007) and conscientiousness
(Glingor, 2009), significantly predict spouses’ own marital satisfaction. Additionally,

decreased emotional stability was expected to predict marital dissatisfaction (Larson,
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2000), however, the result of this study did not supported these findings. More
specifically, openness was identified as improving the marital satisfaction of culturally
diverse couples, yet this study did not empirically support those findings. Moreover,
although higher cultural empathy traits suggested as a significant, positive contribution
to marital satisfaction in a new cultural setting (Chen, 1990), only the actor effect of
husbands were significant. Contrary findings can be the result of using a culturally
sensitive assessment tool, as suggested by Ashton (1988), whereas, most studies
depend on general personality factors.

On the other hand, previous studies were based on interviews or practical
observations, which highlighted the associations between the personality traits and
marital satisfaction. The correlations had more similar results with interviews,
however, the causality is not supported, particularly for the wives. There are also
studies that suggest personality traits may differ for individuals who prefer to marry
interculturally. Attitudes and behaviours may, thus, be similar within a population
which includes basic skill, for a better marriage. The main effects supporting this idea
are that, mean difference was most observed between husbands and wives, when the
nationality difference did not indicate a significant difference as regards most of the
dimension of personality traits
H2: Acculturation attitudes of the actor are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Husbands’ integration attitudes predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction,
however, wives’ marginalisation attitudes had a negative significant predictive role on
wives’ marital satisfaction. The results suggest that, especially for husbands positive
relations with wives, cultural background would enhance developing a better marital
relationship, as result of their attitude that validates a partner. The affect of husbands’
integration attitude on his marital satisfaction is consistent with the idea that learning
about spouses culture would increase marital satisfaction (Sharaievska et al., 2013).

Although the actor effects of integration attitudes were highlighted for both

husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction in the literature, particularly for wives who
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are immigrants, as a result of their experiences in the host culture (Negy & Snyder,
2000), the finding of this study did not support the previous suggestion. On the other
hand, marginalisation attitudes were considered to have a negative effect on marital
satisfaction, due to the fact of the increased psychological distress, which is associated
with more sociocultural difficulty (Ward & Kenny, 1994). The findings of this study
support the suggestion regarding the contribution of marginalisation. The contrary
finding could interpreted as indicating that there is another underlying factor for
improving couples’ marital life, than the individual validation of own and other culture
as an integration attitude. According to the Ward and Kenny (1994) and Negy and
colleagues (2010), own psychological distress is suggested as having a moderation
role on own marital satisfaction.

H3: Perceived social support of the actor is expected to add to an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Among the perceived social support dimensions, own perceived family support
scores was a significant predictor of own marital satisfaction for both husbands and
wives. Increased degrees of perceived family support significantly, contributed to
increased marital satisfaction for both. The findings were consistent with the findings
that perceived social support is a primary process for intimate relationships (Carr et
al., 2014, Cutrona, 1996).

In particular for the bi-national couples, it is suggested that the importance of
perceived family support increases in culturally diverse settings, as a result of
dependency on the partners and increased need of the partner who belongs to the host
culture (Cools, 2008). Additionally, bi-national couples are more likely to be exposed
to stress than mononational couples, therefore, the buffering role of perceived family
support during stressful events plays a crucial role in predicting marital satisfaction
(Scheidler, 2008). Regardless of cultural difference, however, the role of perceived
family support is conceptualised, depending on the idea that responsiveness of the
partner is necessary in building a satisfying marriage. An explanation of the findings
could be considered in light of the futher APIM results, due to the fact that one of the
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partners is an immigrant and assumed that they would be exposed to decreased social
networks and suffer from language inadequency.

H4: Conflict resolution styles of the actor are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

The finding on conflict resolution dimension was consistent with the
researcher’s expectancy that the negative conflict resolution styles of both husbands’
and wives’, predicted their own marital satisfaction. Increased, negative conflict
resolution styles result in a decrease in their own marital satisfaction. Baucom and
colleagues (2010), indicated that, during a conflict, partners may focus on the own
reactions, which is consistent with the results of this study. This result can be
interpreted under the attachment studies, that negative reactions can be associated with
negative emotions, which results in a decrease in marital satisfaction (Johnson, 2003).
H5: Cultural distance of the actor is expected to predict actor’s marital satisfaction.

Husbands’ and wives’ cultural distance significantly predict their own marital
satisfaction. Increased cultural differences significantly decrease marital satisfaction,
which indicates consistency with the literature (Daneshphour, 2009; Larson, 2000;
Crohn, 1995). The vast literature suggests that, cultural differences are the source of
stress in bi-national marriages. This finding would be interpreted as this stress
contributing to barriers to improve their own marital satisfaction, to the degree that,
however much they perceive themselves as different from their partner, they tend to be
less satisfied in their relationship. Falicov’s (1995) balanced view highlighted focusing
on similarities, to develop a healthy and satisfying marriage, which is consistent with
this finding. Moreover, cultural differences that lead to misunderstandings (Waldman
and Rubalcava, 2005) decrease marital satisfaction.

H6: Language skills of the actor are expected to actor’s marital satisfaction.

Language skills were expected to be a significant predictor of marital
satisfaction, however, contributions of language skills to explaining the variance of
both husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction were not significant. This result can be

interpreted according to Rorhlich (1988), cognitive dissonance explanation, that
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decreased communication skills can cause discomfort to a degree, until the basic skills
are developed. When the spouses have basic language skills, the significant
contribution of language skills may decrease.

Rosenblatt (2009) suggested that, intercultural marriages differ from other
marriages because of the power relationships. Language is one of the significant
indicators of the power relationship, due to the fact that one spouse’s increased skills,
which gives them an advantage during a conflict or in social life. Nonetheless,
according to the results of this study, it can be suggested that imbalance in power
would not always lead to a dissatisfying marriage. Additionally, the literature about
language skills suggests that decreased language skills lead to an acculturative stress,
which would be a barrier to a healthy marital relationship (Cools, 2008; Tseng, 2001).
Contrary to this suggestion, basic skills could help to overcome the destructive role of
any possible acculturation stress, however, the findings should be reexamined in more
detail, with non-speaker groups.

H7: Demographics (age, gender, length of settlement, length of marriage, income,
education) characteristics of the actor, are expected to predict actor’s marital
satisfaction.

None of the actor’s demographic variables was a significant predictor of their
own marital satisfaction, for both husbands and wives. Income is extracted from the
analysis because missing reports were significant.

There are contrary findings about the predictor role of demographic variables
on marital satisfaction. Larson (2000) indicated that the predictive role of age, income
and employment status, mostly related to being ready to manage a household
individually, however, contrary findings suggested that age and income are not
significant predictors of marital satisfaction. Similarly, educational level is not always
reported as a predictor of marital satisfaction. Contrarily, as a result of an increase in
emotional intelligence led by educational level, a graduation degree could be a

significant predictor of marital satisfaction. It is, however, a new finding in the
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literature that actors’ contextual factors, such as age, income and educational level, are
not significant predictors of partners’ marital satisfaction.

Literature suggests bi-national couples suffer from increased conflict, more
than do mononational couples and the adjustment process of the bi-national couples
would be more stressful (Negy, et al., 2010). In particular, for this study, due to the
possible correlations with acculturation stress and marital distress, length of marriage
and length of settlement were expected to significantly contribute to actors’ marital
satisfaction in bi-national marriages, however, the effects were not significant. This
study consists of the marital couples who have been married for at least six months,
therefore the generalisation of the results can be problematic.

HS8: Received social support of the actor is expected to predict actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Received social support has three subcategories, these being information
support, tangible support and social network, none of the subcategories having a
significant effect on predicting the marital satisfaction of husbands and wives own
marital satisfaction.

In particular, depending on the idea that immigrants would suffer from
decreased social ties, lost connections and decreased ability to communicate with
institutions, the contextual factor of social support would promote marital satisfaction.
The findings, however, were inconsistent with the idea that one of the partners of this
study is an immigrant. This contrary finding could be affected by the sample
characteristic because immigrant wives in this study significantly had higher degrees
of social support than did husbands. On the other hand, Norris and Kaniasty (1996)
suggested that received social support is more significant during stressful life events.
Although no other contribution to an acute stress was not investigated, the couples in
this study were married for at least six months, which would suggest that they may
have already had some solutions to the conflicts that they have faced, therefore, they

may experience less stressful life events.
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Moreover, especially for the immigration cases, as a result of decreased social
provision, dependency on the native partners increased (Copeland & Norell, 2002).
This study assess the received social support in a general manner, in that a number of
sources were identified more as social support sources, than identifying the husbands’
role in giving actual support. It is, however, a new finding for the literature for the
binational marriage cases, previous studies indicated received social support sources
may not improve marital satisfaction as much as perceived social support from family
(Lawrence et al., 2008).

H9: Societal reactions of the actor are expected to actor’s marital satisfaction.

Negative societal reactions of both husbands and wives had a significant effect
on predicting their own marital satisfaction. Husbands and wives, who do not feel that
their relationship is approved of by family members and friends, had significantly
decreased marital satisfaction. The effects of approval received from family and
friends on marital satisfaction are not limited to bi-national couples (Cihan-Gungor,
2007; Larson, 2000), however, the literature suggested that bi-national couples suffer
from decreased approval more than do mononational couples, as a result of oppression
and prejudice on out-group marriages (Biever, Bobele & North, 1998). The findings
were consistent with the suggestions of a negative effect of decreased approval.

H10: Relations with family of origin of the actor, is expected to have an impact on an
actor’s marital satisfaction.

The index of relations with family of origin of the actor did not have a
significant effect on an actor’s (both husbands’ and wives’) marital satisfaction.
Despite this, it is suggested that, in all cultures, individuals seek contact with their
family of origin (Georgas et al, 2010) and in the prior studies, the effect of frequency
of contact on their own marital satisfaction are not assessed. Only it has been
suggested that, particularly for immigrant partners as a result of a decrease in social
network, social ties and feeling of loss in their relationships, contact with family of
origin would promote marital satisfaction (Negy et. al., 2010). Additionally, contacts

with the family of origin would buffer acculturation stress, thus, enhancing developing
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a satisfying relationship. This is, however, the first study in which this contextual
factor is not a significant predictor of marital satisfaction. The previous studies were
mostly based on qualitative techniques, such as interview. There may be still an
association between family relations and marital satisfaction hence, the present study
suggests there is no causal effect. This contrary result could be reassessed with the use
of more sensitive assessment tools.

5.4 Partner Effects on Marital Satisfaction

HI1: Personality traits of the partner are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

The stepwise regression results indicated that wives’ cultural empathy traits
significantly predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction, whilehusband’s social iniative
traits predicted wives’ marital satisfaction.

Celenk and Van de Vijner (2013) suggested partners’ personality traits are
more important in predicting an actor’s marital satisfaction, in culturally diverse
settings. Consistent with this finding, both partner’s personality traits predicted the
actor’s marital satisfaction. Despite the fact that, the literature suggested the actor’s
emotional instability and extraversion traits predict a partner’s marital satisfaction
(Charnai, 2007), there was a gender difference in the predictors of marital satisfaction,
rather than supporting a general result. This contrary finding could be interpreted
according to the immigration circumstances and cultural diversity. Firstly, the
assessment tool was a culturally sensitive tool, which is suggested to be able to
distinguish more specific traits in multicultural settings (Ashton, 1998). Additionally,
most of the husbands participating in this study did not have immigration experience
and were natives and it was the wives who were immigrants. According the results,
the cultural empathy traits of the wives do not significantly contribute to their own
marital satisfaction, however, the importance of which  partner they are increases,
when it is sought to improve husbands’ marital satisfaction. Similarly,[possibly ---
whether the husband assumes the leading role, which indicates an increase in social

interaction and thus, an increase in social initiative trait of husbands, as the latter try to
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protect social ties, become more important for improving wives’ marital satisfaction in
an immigrant wife cases. The results are suggested to be new findings for the
literature.

HI2: Acculturation attitudes of the partner are expected to predict actor’s marital
satisfaction.

According to the stepwive regression results, husbands’ integration and
assimilation attitudes significantly predicted wives’ marital satisfaction. None of the
wives acculturation attitudes had a significant role in predicting husbands’ marital
satisfaction. Increased integration and assimilation attitude scores predict increase
wives’ marital satisfaction. The difference between genders, in terms of integration,
would be explained by the power effect on the relationship. In this study, wives were
immigrants, that giving the husband more power as a result of him being a citizen of
the host nation. Husbands who are more sensitive about learning their partner’s
culture, create a more blanced realtionship, when his wife could feel more validated.
This result is consistent with the case reported by Turker (2002), where the husband
became more sensitive to his wife’s cultural background, the couple reporting an
improvement in their life. Additionally, a husband’s tolerance contributes to his wife’s
psychological well-being.

Moreover, high assimilation attitudes scores predicts increased wives’ marital
satisfaction. The finding could be understood in light of the Marfoff (1977, cited in
2004), which suggests that partners’ preferences may be differ according to the
culture. Nonetheless, this finding is consistent with Falicov’s (1995), balance theory,
that the partners should minimise their focus on differences, in order to increase
marital adjusment in culturally diverse settings.

On the other hand, in this study, being immigrant wives would heighten
acculturation stress and the majority literature suggests that integration attitude would
decrease acculturation stress (Negy et al., 2010), as a result of integration attitute
having a buffering role on marital satisfaction. These findings suggest that

understanding a partner’s culture, especially for the immigrant partner, is more

155



important than acculturation stress, when predicting immigrant partner’s marital
satisfaction.
H13: Perceived social support of the partner is expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Among the perceived social support sources, percieved family support of both
husbands’ and wives’, significantly predicted their partner’s marital satisfaction.
Increased perceived family support of both partners, significantly contributed to
increased mutual marital satisfaction. This finding can be interpreted as not only
indicating that unsupportive spouses decrease their spouse’s marital satisfaction
(Frazier et al., 2003) but also the degree of how much they feel supported is
significant, to their partners’ marital satisfaction.

These findings could be understood by two explanations regarding the function
of perceived social support. The models of perceived social support highlight that
perceived social support increases the fact that individuals feel validated in the marital
relationship, which determines the partner’s responsibility. On the other hand, the
studies with culturally diverse couples underlined the effect of perceived social
support on personal wellbeing, therefore, the wellbeing of the individuals would
promote a better marital relationship. Consistency with literature findings can be
interpreted as the universality of the findings, when predicting marital satisfaction.
H14: Conflict resolution styles of the partner are expected to predict the actor’s
marital satisfaction.

Negative, retreat and subordination conflict resolution styles of husbands, were
significant predictors of wives’ marital satisfaction. Increased negative and retreat
conflict resolution styles of husbands significantly resulted in  decreased wives’
marital satisfaction, whereas, increased subordination conflict management styles lead
to increased wives’ marital satisfaction. Additionally, only wives’ negative conflict
resolution style significantly predicted husbands’ marital satisfaction.

Consistent with the literature, the results indicated that actors’ negative conflict

management style significantly contributes to a decrease in partners’ marital
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satisfaction. In addiation, more specifically, Gottman and Silver (1995) opined that
negative resolution styles contribute to decreased marital satisfaction, more than any
other conflict resolution style. Negative conflict resolution styles can be the most
destructive barrier to promoting a healthy relationship, which suggests the universality
of couples.

There is, however, a gender difference with regard to retreat and subordination
conflict resolution styles. Similarly, concerning negative resolution styles, husbands’
retreat conflict resolution styles contribute to destructive results on wives’ marital
satisfaction. This gender difference regarding predictive partner effect of a
subordination trait on wives’ marital satisfaction can be interpreted that, as a result of
cultural differences, expectations and rules can be different across cultures (Liu &
Wittenborn, 2011). German and Russian wives would expect more self-disclosure
from their spouses, than staying silent or refusing discussion. Rohrlich (1988),
underlined the importance of self-disclosure in setting a healthy relationship for
culturally diverse couples. Moreover, Rohrlich (1988), indicated decision- making
power during a conflict is essential for a healthy marriage, in culturally diverse
couples. Subordination conflict management styles indicate that husbands accepting
their partners request without justification promotes a decision making power for the
immigrant partner. However, this finding is, however, new in literature and should be
compared in a mononational couple sample.

Ozen (2006), reported retreat is associated with relationship satisfaction,
however, did not indicate a causal relationship. Although there is still there is a need
for assessing the partner effects on more culturally heterogeneous samples, the results
of the current study may be indicating a more destructive role in using retreat styles
for immigrant partners. Due to the fact that power may be unbalanced, the contribution
of negative conflict resolutions, such as negative conflict resolution style and retreat,
become sensitive.

HI15: Cultural distance of the partner is expected to predict an actor’s marital

satisfaction.

157



Although it was hypothesised that an actor’ cultural distance significantly
predicts a partner’s marital satisfaction, no significant relationship was observed for
predicting husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction. This result would indicate that
however much they perceive themselves as being different from their partner, this only
contributes to their own stress or acculturation stress. The actors’ perception of a
decreased pool of shared values, customs and habits, can still contribute to
misunderstandings (Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005), hence, who the partner culturally
is, does not always contribute to partner marital dissatisfaction, which conflicts with
the studies indicating the importance of cultural differences in bi-national couples.
Depending on the idea that, partners are do not always suffer from the differences and
can learn to be more tolerant towards differences (Tseng, 2001), cultural differences
would not predict marital satisfaction. According to the findings of the present study,
an actor’s marital satisfaction relies more on how the partners solve conflicts, than
how much conflict the couples face, as the level of cultural differences may increase
the conflict areas.

H16: Language skills of the partner are expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Increased fluency of partners’ language skills, as regards their spouses, was
expected to predict actors’ marital satisfaction, however, the findings of this study did
not supported this hypothesis. Although literature suggests that effective usage of
each other’s language is one of the challenges for bi-national couples, this challenge
would not contribute to explaining the variance of both husbands’ and wives’ marital
satisfaction.

This study consisted of different partners, who speak Turkish or use another language
at home, therefore, only the actor’s language skills imact on partner’s language was
assessed. There were husbands who had limited language skills in their partner’s
language. It is suggested that partners could feel validated if their spouses learn their
language, however, the results of this study can be interpreted that lack of language
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skills does not always lead to partners’ feeling less validated and having decreased
marital satisfaction.

H17: Demographics (age, gender, income, education) characteristics of the partner are
expected to predict an actor’s marital satisfaction.

Similarly, none of the demographics, as contextual factors, had a significant
contribution to partners’ marital satisfaction. As prior mentioned, due to the missing
values, income is extracted from the analysis. This study is the one of the first studies
that empirically analysed the effect of contextual factors for both actors’ and partners’
marital satisfaction, the literature on bi-national marriage studies being mostly based
on interviews and clinical observations. According to this, study it is suggested that
the age, gender and educational level of actors would not only not contribute to an
immigrant partners’ marital dissatisfaction but this would also apply to partners who
are the citizens of a host culture.

HI8: Received social support of the partner is expected to predict an actor’s marital
satisfaction.

Particularly as rregards immigrant wives, the researcher expected a significant
contribution concerning received social support dimensions, due to the contributions
of increased individual wellbeing in immigrant samples. None of the three dimensions
of tangible support, information support and social network of actors, proved to be a
significant predictor of both husbands and wives. As already mentioned, the
immigrant wives had more increased social network than their husbands, therefore,
generalisation of the results would be more suitable, only after examining the effect of
the variables with an immigrant wives or husbands sample, these having decreased
social networks. H19: Societal reactions of the partner are expected to predict an
actor’s marital satisfaction.

Similar to the actor affects, partners’ negative societal significantly predicted
actors’ marital satisfaction, for both husbands and wives. These findings suggest a
strong evidence for supporting the importance of family and friends approval, for a

satisfying marriage.
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H20: Relations with family of origin of the partner, is expected to predict an actor’s
marital satisfaction.

Although the literature suggests family of origin relations are a significant
predictor of marital satisfaction, partner effect is not observed as regards the actor’s
marital satisfaction. The researcher had expected that, for the immigrant partners, due
to the decrease in possible contacts and feelings of loss, relations with family of origin
would significantly contribute to partners’ marital satisfaction. Considering the effect
of perceived social support from family, the results can be interpreted as indicating
that the primary source for the couples’ marital satisfaction is their relationship with
own partners, rather than with extended family relationships.

5.5 Actor and Partner Effects on Marital Satisfaction

This was an explanatory study, which examined the predictors of marital
satisfaction in bi-national marriages. In order to test, APIM bidirectional relationships
should be observed, therefore, in a prior analysis, bi-directional predictors were
determined at three levels. Perceived social support from family at the individual
level, negative conflict resolution style in couple traits and negative societal reaction
in contextual factors, supported the bi-directionality assumption. The impact of
individual traits, couple traits and contextual factors, were separately tested by APIM
analysis.

The overall findings supported the expectation that, each three-level model was
significant in predicting husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction. At the individual
level, husbands’ perceived social support from family significantly predicted both
husbands’ and wives’ and wives’ perceived social support from family significantly
predicted both husbands’ and wives’, which would suggest evidence for employing an
ecosystem framework for bi-national marriage research and applications.

The findings concerning gender differences regarding three-level vyield
indicated significant variations at the couple traits level, whereas, the contributions of
husbands’ and wives’ variables had an equivalent impact on individual traits and

contextual factors.
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The importance of perceived social support increases during times of stress and
most literature on the characteristics of binational marriages indicate s that these
couples are more exposed to more heightened stress, as a result of changing social
environment and adaption to new cultural factors. According to models of perceived
social support, it could, therefore, be suggested that for immigrant women in
binational marriages, the affect would increase. Having asid that, the equivalence of
the affect size for both genders supports that perceived social support from family is
important for partners, bot those who are migrated and those who are not. Thus, the
models focused on responsiveness of the partners are suggested as explaining the role
of family support in bi-national marriages and that it is more crucial than buffering
stress. This finding is consistent with the interviews conducted with bi-national
couples, who t report that, feeling validated improves marital satisfaction.

The pooled effect of negative conflict resolution styles on predicting actor’s
and partner’s marital satisfaction was significant, however, actor affects had an
increased impact in explaining their own marital satisfaction. This finding is new in
literature and it could be interpreted that, according to Johnson (2004), depending on
the degree to which actors perceive their partners as a threat, they tend to use more
negative conflict resolution styles, which reinforces a vicious circle.

Negative societal reactions had a significant affect on predicting actor’s and
partner’s marital satisfaction and there were also no gender differences. This finding
suggests strong evidence for the importance of the approval from both partner’s
immediate relationships. Moreover, the context of the relationship should not be
ignored.

5.6 Interaction effects on Marital Satisfaction

Considering the complementary and similar nature of the findings and
emphasising the cultural similarities about bi-national couples, the interaction of actor-
partner effects is tested and hypothesised as follows;

Similarities in personality traits, integration attitudes, perceived social support,

positive conflict resolution style, cultural distance, language skills, demographics (age,
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gender, education) characteristics, received social support (social network) and
societal reactions of the actor, are expected to the predict actor’s and partner’s marital
satisfaction.

Similarities on open-mindedness traits significantly predicted husbands’
marital satisfaction. Moreover, similarities in cultural empathy traits, were positive
predictors of wives’ marital satisfaction. Literature suggests that similarities in being
talkative, energetic, friendly, cooperative and open to new experiences predicts,
increased levels of marital satisfaction. There is, however, a gender difference among
predictive personality traits. Considering the difference is not only gender-based but
also, the wives were immigrants, the results can be interpreted as indicating that
couples needs may differ according to their experiences.

Contrary to expectations, assimilation attitudes were a positive significant
predictor of husbands’ marital satisfaction. Nonetheless, assimilation attitudes indicate
that individuals have more positive relations with their partners’ cultural values,
habits, than preserving their own cultural background. This finding can be understood
with the suggestion that, if the partners validate the others’ culture, this may result in
increased marital satisfaction. On the other hand, there was a gender difference;
husbands are suggested as being more sensitive to this impact, therefore, for
generalisation of the results, it would be better to test the finding with an immigrant’
husbands sample.

5.7 Limitations

There are three limitations identified in the current study. First of all, there are
some notions about the sampling and generalisation of the study. This study gave a
priority to condering a foreign wife and a Turkish husband, according to the
distribution of the couples in the population because of the possible confounding
factors and the convenience of the couples. This may, however, be a possible
limitation for the generalisation of the study.

Two other issues regarding limitations about sample are concerned with

language difficulty and convenience. In order to use proper assessment tools, with
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acceptable reliability and fulfill the assumptions of examining, the similarities scales
were only in the Turkish language. The German and Russian participants already had
Turkish language skills, to the degree that they could understand the questions.
According to the literature, language skills are a significant variable for acculturation
attitudes (Ataca & Berry, 2002), thus, the participants of this study could have had
increased integration attitudes.

On the other hand, the researcher could have selected couples through some
associations or institutions, which provide a significant social network and social
support to the participants. Similarities in the social network and the social support of
the participants, could have affected the predictive role of some contextual factors.

Although the analyses of this study are significant and have an acceptable
power for assessment, the pooled effect of the three levels could be more suitable for
differentiation purposes, however, the decreased number of participants hindered
assessing the pooled effect of the total variables, in an APIM analysis.

5.8 Future Research

The literature findings and the suggestions based on the experience with bi-
national and intercultural marriages, suggested a moderation effect of acculturation
stress. Although the degree of cultural distance can be suggested, that would be an
indicator of the degree to which individuals were exposed to a stress and a more
detailed assessment would be much healthier. Thus, examining the moderator role of
acculturation stress in marital satisfaction and the significant predictors of this study,
would enhance the opportunity to understand the nature of the bi-national marriages.

Additionally, as indicated in the limitations, the participants of this study
consisted of a foreign wife and a Turkish husband, therefore, the suggested model can
also be tested in a foreign husband and Turkish wife sample. Moreover, with an
enlarged sample, examining the three-level constructs and predictive role of the
constructs in a pooled analysis, would contribute to the testing significancy of

ecological perspective.
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As the findings suggest, researchers should not ignore the contributions of
contextual factors, when working with bi-national families and marriages. In
particular, depending on the observations, such as, decreased number of returned
booklets and participation acceptances to this study, couples might feel uneasy and
wary. Moreover, it might prove beneficial to avoid aking for certain personal
information, such as income. Building a good rapport with the participants is a crucial
part of the studies with bi-national marriages.

Although this study suggested some predictors of the marital satisfaction of
both partners and actors that could be specifically assessed for bi-national couples, i.e.
acculturation, the final APIM analysis can be replicated in a mono-national sample.
Thus, the significance of a working model with bi-national couples could be
examined.

5.9 Clinical Implications

Due to the fact that the assessment procedure followed an analysis of, both
individuals, such as a spouse and individuals as a couple and the contexts in which the
spouses embedded, additionally evaluated the individual contributions to their own
marital satisfaction, spouse’s marital satisfaction and the comparison of the individual
contributions to both spouse’s marital satisfaction; several implications could be
suggested in a large spectrum. Thus, several clinical implications, contributions to
researches and policy-making implications are possible to suggest, in accordance with
the results of this study. A summary of the implications is given in Table 9.

The assessment of marital satisfaction was employed as an indicator for a
healthy marriage (Brandbury et al., 2000) and for the stability of the marriage (Karney
& Bradbury, 1995; Gottman & Levenson, 1992). Despite the fact that bi-national
marriages are suggested to have an increased divorce rate (Kalmijn, 2005), the
theoretical background of bi-national or intercultural couples is mostly based on
clinical observations, with relatively few quantitative or qualitative researches being
conducted, in order to understand the nature of the marital satisfaction in bi-national

marriages. One of the clinical significances of this study, is to provide quantitative

164



data for clinicians, as well as the universality of the particular variables. The findings
of this study could provide a guide for increasing marital satisfaction in nationally
diverse couples.

The information regarding the causality of the relationship between actor’s and
partner’s traits and their own and partner’s marital satisfaction, would suggest a focus
on particular aspects on couple intervention for bi-national couples. Additionally, an
ecosystem perspective increases the understanding of assessment on possible
contributing levels. Nonetheless, as Tseng (2001) noted, each culturally diverse
marriage has different dynamics. Thus, the current study mostly suggests information
for bi-national marriages in which one of the spouses is native and the other is
immigrant, which enables a discussion on the contributions of each partner in the
current dynamics. Moreover, by assessing the actor and partner affect on marital
satisfaction, the present findings would provide clinicians with a focus for each
component in the intervention, such as eliminating the possible traits that require
consciousness raising at each level.

In the psychoeducational model of it idendified four components, these being
awareness and consciousness raising, identifying cultural identities, acknowledging
the skills and culture specific problem solving and conflict resolution. According to
the results of the current study, consistent with Ibrahim and Schoeder (1990),
increasing awareness is suggested to be a crucial component for the interventions with
binational spouses. Binational couples would benefit from psychoeducational model,
in particularly, a focus would be given to husbands’ and wives’ cultural empathy
traits, husbands’ social intiative traits, cultural distance and negative societal reactions.

According to the results of the current study, in a treatment process, each of the
levels, individual traits, couple traits and contextual factors, may contribute to
improvement in a marital relationship. The causality were observed on perceived
social support, acculturation attitudes, conflict resolution styles and cultural distance
which can be improved by a learning process. The contributions of personality traits

were limited, additionally contextual factors would not a play a role on improvement
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for marital satisfaction. Interventions would be more open for change and the change
being more likely in a short time. This is especially true, when partners’ have basic
language skills, as advanced levels would not suggest increased marital satisfaction.
Thus, during an intervention or a therapy process, clinicians would not need a detailed
assessment nor to gain improvement in personality dimensions, however, when any
impairment is observed, the results suggest more individual treatment on the basis
that, personality affects their own marital satisfaction or increases the awareness of the
contributions of personality traits.

Actor effects have indicated that, for both wives and husbands, cultural
distance and acculturation attitudes such as integration, are significant predictors of
their own marital satisfaction. Several studies indicated the need for greater
adjustment, therefore, it is proposed to given more attention to differences and how
they adjust the difference offered, as an issue of culturally different couples.
According to the findings, however, cultural differences are only significant for
partners’ own satisfaction, therefore, more than seeking a balance, increasing
awareness of the individual partners may help more, in a couple intervention process.
Thus, clinicians may consider assessing the partners’ individual states. Training
material for a psychoeducational intervention or a premarital intervention, would not
need to cover each aspect of the personality traits and information regarding cultural
empathy traits would be a better focus during the intervention.

According to the results, only societal reaction was significant at contextual
level; it is interpreted that the partners would not always have to suffer from negative
social context, thus, during an intervention, only assessment of the social reactions at
the beginning would be necessary. For both partners, increasing awareness of the
contributions of societal reactions is proposed as being crucial. Additionally, the
findings suggest an implication, not only for a treatment process but also for
premarital counselling interventions; psychoeducation about the contribution of

societal approval would increase awareness for a healthy marriage. According to the
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Lot

Table 9. Study Variables, Predictors and Suggested implication

Category
of factor Subcategory  Predictors of Husbands  Predictors of Wives Implications for practice
Individual  Personality Husbands' Cultural
traits Empathy; Wives' Cultural Assess personality traits; Increase awareness
Empathy Husbands' Social Initiative about positive contributions of personality traits
Perceived Both Husbands and Both Husbands' and Wives; Encourage developing supportive relationships

Social Support  Wives; MSPSS Family

Acculturation  Husbands' Integration

Attitude
Couple Conflict
traits Resolution Husbands' and Wives'
Style Negative Conflict
Resolution Styles
Cultural Husbands' cultural
Distance distance
Language
Skills
Contextual Demographics
Factors
Received
Social Support
Societal Husbands' and Wives'
Reaction Negative Societal
Reactions

Relations with
Family of
Origin

MSPSS Family

Husbands' Integration and
Assimilation Attitude, Wives
Marginalisation Attitude

Husbands' Negative,
Subordination and Retreat
Conflict Resolution Styles

Wives' cultural distance

Husbands' and Wives'
Negative Societal Reactions

and seeking spousal support

Discuss positive and negative contributions of
attitudes, encourage developing positive relations
with new cultural enviroment and interest
towards each others’ culture

Assess conflict resolution styles, trainings for
ways to resolve disagreements

Discuss expectations and positive contributions

Encourage seeking approval, discuss
contributions of approval, increase awareness for
policy makers




findings and consistent with premarital studies literature, marital satisfaction can be
effected by societal reactions. Thus, this may put couples at risk, even before they
marry, thus, clinicians whose studies focus on premarital training could consider the
contextual effects.

According to the phenomenon suggested by Falicov (2003), which suggest that
there are extended negative reactions and impact family members’ reactions, as a
result of an out-group marriage, the results would suggests that binational couples
would be in a risk for suffering decreased marital satisfaction. On the other hand,
binational couples are not always exposed to negative societal reactions or disapproval
from society (Renalds, 2011). Prejudice may affect the degree of the approval from
family and friends, therefore social policies can be produced according to this effect.

The clinicians and scholars implied that the reason for the problems are the
discord and differences in values, beliefs, attitudes and habits thus it is suggested
focusing on similarities and differences in therapy Sulivan and Cottone (2006).
However, in order to promote marital satisfaction, it is suggested to not to focus on the
problems, putting a more emphasize on how to solve problems for binational
mariagges. According to the actor and partner affects, only perceived social support,
negative conflict management styles and societal reactions predicted both husbands’
and wives’ their own and partners marital satisfaction. The actor and partner affects
did not differ in terms of perceived social support and societal reactions, however, the
actor effects of negative conflict resolution styles were more effective than wetre
partner affects on husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction, when the partners’
contributions were still significant. The result is that, in a case with nationally diverse
partners, it is proposed to focus on the positive contributions of social support and
societal reactions. Encouraging both partners for developing supportive relationships
and increasing awareness about the contextual system in which they live would be
necessary. On the other hand, encouraging partners to develop more positive conflict

resolutions styles is suggested as being more effective.
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5.10 Conclusion

The results of this study suggest that an ecosystem framework is necessary for
understanding the nature of bi-national marriages, where there are significant
predictors of actors’ and partners’ marital satisfaction at all three levels. Bi-directional
effects were observed only for perceived social support from family, negative conflict
resolution styles and societal reactions, which mainly suggests the universality of the
couples. On the other hand, observed gender differences on predicting actor’s and
partner’s marital satisfaction suggest specific affects of cultural diversity. In particular,
acculturation attitudes and cultural distance and culturally sensitive personality traits

had significant contributions in explaining marital satisfaction.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. Informed Consent

Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Psikoloji Bolimyi, Klinik Psikoloji Biitiinlesik
Doktora programi kapsaminda, Prof. Dr. Hirol Fisiloglu danismanliginda Nihan Tezer Yoruk
tarafindan yaratdlen bir tez calismasidir. Bu ¢alismada cift uluslu ailelerde evlilik doyumunu
yordayan etkenler hakkinda bilgi toplamak amacglanmaktadir.

Mimkin oldugunca cok kisiden elde edilecek olan bilgiler topluca degerlendirileceginden ve
genel sonuclar c¢ikarilacagindan, ad-soyad ve kimlik belirleyici bilgiler istenmemektedir.
Calismaya katihm gonilluliik esasina dayanmaktadir ve kisinin sorulari yanitlarken katilmadan
vazgecme hakki vardir. Sorulara vereceginiz yanitlar sadece ¢alisma kapsaminda kullanilacak
ve sakli tutulacaktir.

Calismadan guvenilir sonuglar elde edilmesi agisindan samimi cevaplar vermeniz 6nemlidir.
Sorulari yanitlarken yanitlanmamis madde birakmaya 6zen gosterin. Bilgilerinizin gizliligini
korumak icin, olcekleri doldurmayi tamamladiktan sonra, size verilen zarfin igerisine koyup,
zarfi kapatiniz. Bu zarf sadece arastirmaci tarafindan agilacaktir.

Yaritulen bu galisma evlilik iliskiniz hakkinda sadece bilgi toplamaya yonelik olup, yardim
amagcli degildir. Calisma hakkinda bilgi almak icin Nihan Tezer ile e159668 @metu.edu.tr
adresinden iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Katiliminiz igin simdiden tesekkdir ederiz.

Bu ¢alismaya tamamen géniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
ctkabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda kullaniimasini

kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).
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APPENDIX B. Feedback Information Form

Bu calisma daha énceden de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU, Psikoloji Bélimii, Klinik Psikoloji
Bltlnlesik Doktora programi kapsaminda, Prof. Dr. Hirol Fisiloglu danismanliginda Nihan

Tezer Yoruk tarafindan yiritilen bir tez calismasidir.

Bu calisma alanda vyapilan az sayidaki calismalardan birisi olma 06zelligini
gostermektedir ve paylasilan kiiltirel degerler farklilastiginda evlilik doyumunun ne yonde ve
nasil etkilendigini incelemektedir. Bu amacgla, calismada Tirk-Alman ailelerde evlilik
doyumunu yordayan etkenler arastirilmaktadir. Calismada katilimcilara bireysel 6zellikleri,
ciftin birlikte gosterdigi o©zellikler ve sosyal cevre hakkinda sorular yoneltilerek bilgi
toplanmaya calisiilmaktadir. Sonuglarin, ciftlerin birlikteliklerini gliclendiren ve zorlayan

ozelliklerinin belirtilerek sunulmasi planlanmaktadir.

Bu calismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Haziran, 2014 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda kullanilacaktir,

aile psikolojisi ve aile terapileri alanina katki saglayacagi disliniilmektedir.

Calismada genel sonuglar ¢ikacagindan bireysel sonuglar hakkinda bilgi
verilmemektedir. Bireysel destek ve bilgi almak isterseniz profesyonel bir yardim almaniz rica
olunur. Calismanin genel sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da bu arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi

almak Nihan Tezer'e e159668@metu.edu.tr adresinden basvurabilirsiniz. Bu arastirmaya

katildiginiz icin tekrar cok tesekkir ederiz.

194


mailto:e159668@metu.edu.tr

APPENDIX C.Demographic Information Form

Demografik Bilgi Formu

Cinsiyetiniz?
Kadin = Erkek =

Yasimniz:................

Uyrugunuz:

En son mezun oldugunuz okul:

[Ikdgretim =  Lise =  Yiksek Okul
Doktora =

Calistyor musunuz? Evet =
Mesleginiz:

Aylik ortalama geliriniz (Ev toplam):

Kag yildir evlisiniz?

Cocugunuz var mi?
Evet =
Hayir =

Cevabiniz evet ise yanitlayiniz?
Kag cocugunuz var? .....................

Anadiliniz nedir? .....cooccvvvvveciiieenn,

Univeriste =  Yiksek Lisans =

Hayir =

Ev icerisinde cogunlukla hangi dili kullanirsiniz?
~Esimin Anadili: .................... = Benim Anadilim: .........ccccoceevrinnnn = Ortak dil:

Hayir =
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APPENDIX D. Multicultural Personality Questionnaire

Coklu Kiiltiir Kisilik Olcegi

Sample Items
Hig Az Bazen Cok | Tamamen
uygun | uygun uygun uygun uygun
degil

1.Kolay iletisim kurarim.

2. Geri planda kalirim.

3. Diger kiiltiirler ilgimi ¢eker.
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APPENDIX E. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Russian

Ruslar icin Kiiltiirlenme (")lgeg‘i

Sample Items
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyoru Ne de Katilmiyorum Katillyorum
m

1 2 3 4 5

1. Rus bayramlarindan ¢ok Tiirk bayramlarimi kutlamay tercih ederim.
2.Ruslar'dan cok Turklerle bir araya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim.
3. Hem Turk hem Rus bayramlarini kutlamayi tercih ederim.

4. Tiirkler’den ¢cok Ruslar’la biraraya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim.
5. "Bayram' bana birsey ifade etmiyor.

6. Hem Ruslar'lahem  Tuarkler'le bir araya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih
ederim.

7. Tiirk bayramlarindan cok Rus bayramlarini kutlamay tercih ederim.
8. Kimlerle bir araya gelip vakit gecirdigime aldirmam.

9. Cocuklarimin hem Rus hem Tiirk tarzlarina uygun yetismelerini
isterim.

10. Evde Rus yemeklerinden ¢ok Turk yemekleri yemeyi tercih ederim.

11. Evimde Ruslar’a 6zgii siislemelerden c¢ok Tiirklere 6zgii siislemelerin
olmasim tercih ederim.

12. Yakin arkadaslarimin Tiirkler den ¢ok Rus olmasini tercih ederim.
13. Evde ne cesit yemek yedigime aldiris etmem.

14. Cocuklarimin Rus tarzindan ¢ok Tiirk tarzina uygun yetismelerini
isterim.

15. Hem Tiirk hem Rus gibi yasamaktan hoslandigimi soyleyebilirim.

16. Ne tiir gazete okuduguma aldiris etmem.

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

~ B~ B

I
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APPENDIX F. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For German

Almanlar icin Kiiltiirlenme Olcegi

Sample Items
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyoru Ne de Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum
m

1 2 3 4 5
1. Alman bayramlarindan ¢ok Tiirk bayramlarim kutlamayi tercih ederim. 1 2 3
2.Almanlar‘dan cok Turklerle bir araya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih 1 2 3
ederim.
3. Hem Tiirk hem Alman bayramlarim kutlamayi tercih ederim. 1 2 3
4. Tiirkler’den ¢ok Almanlar’la biraraya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih 1 2 3
ederim.
5. "Bayram' bana birsey ifade etmiyor. 1 2 3
6. Hem Almanlar'la hem Turkler'le bir araya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih 1 2 3
ederim.
7. Tiirk bayramlarindan ¢ok Alman bayramlarim kutlamayi tercih ederim. 1 2 3
8. Kimlerle bir araya gelip vakit ge¢irdigime aldirmam. 1 2 3
9. Cocuklarimin hem Alman hem Tiirk tarzlarina uygun yetismelerini 1 2 3
isterim.
10. Evde Alman yemeklerinden ¢ok Tirk yemekleri yemeyi tercih ederim. 1 2 3
11. Evimde Almanlar’a ozgii siislemelerden ¢ok Tiirklere 6zgii siislemelerin 1 2 3
olmasim tercih ederim.
12. Yakin arkadaslarimin Tiirkler ’den ¢ok Alman olmasin tercih ederim. 1 2 3
13. Evde ne cesit yemek yedigime aldiris etmem. 1 2 3
14. Cocuklarimin Alman tarzindan ¢ok Tiirk tarzina uygun yetismelerini 1 2 3
isterim.
15. Hem Tiirk hem Alman gibi yasamaktan hoslandigim soyleyebilirim. 1 2 3
16. Ne tiir gazete okuduguma aldiris etmem. 1 2 3
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APPENDIX G. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Turkish-German

Tiirkler icin Kiiltiirlenme (")lgeg‘i

Sample Items
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyoru Ne de Katilmiyorum Katihyorum
m

1 2 3 4 5
1. Tiirk bayramlarindan ¢ok Alman bayramlarim kutlamayi tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
2. Turklerden cok Almanlarla bir araya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
3. Hem Tiirk hem Alman bayramlarini kutlamayzi tercih ederim. 2 3 4
4. Almanlar’dan ¢ok Tiirkler’le biraraya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
5. "Bayram' bana birsey ifade etmiyor. 2 3 4
6. Hem Almanlar'la hem Turkler'le bir araya gelip vakit gegirmeyi tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
7. Alman bayramlarindan ¢ok Tiirk bayramlarim kutlamay: tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
8. Kimlerle bir araya gelip vakit gecirdigime aldirmam. 2 3 4
9. Cocuklarimin hem Alman hem Tiirk tarzlarina uygun yetismelerini 2 3 4
isterim.
10. Evde Turk yemeklerinden c¢ok Alman yemekleri yemeyi tercih 2 3 4
ederim.
11. Evimde Turklere 6zgi suslemelerden cok Almanlara 6zgi 2 3 4
siislemelerin olmasim tercih ederim.
12. Yakin arkadaslarimin Almanlardan c¢ok Tiirk olmasim tercih ederim. 2 3 4
13. Evde ne cesit yemek yedigime aldiris etmem. 2 3 4
14. Cocuklarimin Tiirk tarzindan ¢ok Alman tarzina uygun yetismelerini 2 3 4
isterim.
15. Hem Tiirk hem Alman gibi yasamaktan hoslandigim soyleyebilirim. 2 3 4
16. Ne tiir gazete okuduguma aldiris etmem. 2 3 4
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APPENDIX H. Acculturation Attitudes Scale For Turkish-Russian

Tirkler icin Kiltiirlenme Olcegi

Sample Items

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Ne Katiliyorum Katihyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyoru Ne de Katilmiyorum Katihyorum

= 1 2 3 4 5

1. Tiirk bayramlarindan ¢cok Rus bayramlarimi kutlamay tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
2. Turklerden cok Ruslarla bir araya gelip vakit gegirmeyi tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
3. Hem Tiirk hem Rus bayramlarim kutlamay tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
4. Ruslar’dan c¢ok Tiirkler’le biraraya gelip vakit gecirmeyi tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
5. "Bayram' bana birsey ifade etmiyor. 2 3 4 5
6. Hem Ruslar'lahem  Tuarkler'le bir araya gelip vakit gegirmeyi tercih 2 3 4 5
ederim.

7. Rus bayramlarindan ¢ok Tiirk bayramlarini kutlamayi tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
8. Kimlerle bir araya gelip vakit gecirdigime aldirmam. 2 3 4 5
9. Cocuklarimin hem Rus hem Tiirk tarzlarina uygun yetismelerini 2 3 4 5
isterim.

10. Evde Turk yemeklerinden ¢cok Rus yemekleri yemeyi tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
11. Evimde Turklere 6zgu suslemelerden cok Ruslara 6zgi sislemelerin 2 3 4 5
olmasim tercih ederim.

12. Yakin arkadaslarimin Ruslardan ¢ok Tiirk olmasini tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
13. Evde ne cesit yemek yedigime aldiris etmem. 2 3 4 5
14. Cocuklarimin Tiirk tarzindan ¢ok Rus tarzina uygun yetismelerini 2 3 4 5
isterim.

15. Hem Tiirk hem Rus gibi yasamaktan hoslandigim soyleyebilirim. 2 3 4 5
16. Ne tiir gazete okuduguma aldiris etmem. 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX I. Multidimensional Scale Of Percived Social Support

Cok Yonlii Sosyal Destek Olcegi

Asagidaki ifadeleri okuyarak sizin i¢in uygun olan sekilde 1-7 arasinda
degerlendiriniz;
1: Kesinlikle hayir- 7: Kesinlikle Evet.

1. Ailem ve arkadaslanm disinda olan ve ihtivacim oldngimda vammda olan bir

insan (fmefm, f1ort. mganh, sézlii akraba, komsu, doktor) var.

Kesmlikle hayir 1 (2 (3 |4 |3 |6 |7 |Eesmlikleevet

Y Allem ve arkadaslanm dismda olan ve seving ve  kederlennm
pavlagabilecefim bir msan (dmegin, flért, mganh, sfzlii akraba. komsu,

doktor) var.

=
L=
i

Eesmlikle evet

=

Kesmlikle hayir 1 [2 |3 -

3. Allem (Gmefm amnem babam esim  ¢ocuklanm  kardeslenm) bana

ger¢ekten yardime: olmaya caligir.

=]
L=%
I

Kesmlikle hayir 1 (2 |3 |4 Eesmlikle evet

4. Ihtivacm olan duygusal vardmm ve destedi allemden (fmefim annemden.

babamdan. esimden. gocuklanmdan. kardeslernmden) alm.

Kesmlikle hayir 1 (2 3 |4 |5 |6 ] Eesmlikle evet

5. Ailem ve arkadaslanm dizmda olan ve bem gerpekten rahatlatan bir msan

(Gmegin. flort. msanh, sézlii akraba, komsu, doktor) var.

Kesmlikle hayir 1 (2 (3 |4 |3 |6 |7 |Eesmlikleevet
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6. Arkadaslanm bana gergekten yardimen olmaya galigirlar.

Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet

7. Isler kétii mttiginde arkadaslanma siivenebilinim.

Eesinlikle havir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesinlikle evet

2 Sonmlanmu ailemle (Smegfin, annemle. babamla, egimle, cocuklanmla
kardeslenmle) konusabilirm.

Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet
2. Seving ve kederleninu paylasabilecegim arkadaslanm var.
Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet

10. Allem ve arkadaslanm dizinda olan ve duvgulanma &nem versn bir mnsan

(megin. flért, mzanh, sézlii akraba, komsu doktor) var.

Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet

11. Kararlannmu  vermede atlem (mefim. annem, babam, ejim ¢ocuklanm
kardeslenim) bana yardumc: olmaya isteklidir.

Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet

12, Sonmlarmm arkadaslanmila komisabilinm.

Eesinlikle hayir 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 Eesmlikle evet
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APPENDIX J. Conflict Resolution Style Scale

Catisma Coziim Stilleri Olgegi

Asagida, evlilik iligkilerinde yasanan sorunlarin genel olarak nasil ¢oziimlendigi ile
ilgili ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen esinizle iliskinizi goz oniine alarak, asagidaki ifadelerden
her birine ne derece katildiginizi belirtiniz. Her bir ifadenin oniindeki bosluga asagidaki
sayilardan uygun olani yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Hig Oldukga Birazcik Birazcik Oldukga Cok
Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum

_ 1) Tartisma esnasinda konuyla ilgisiz de olsa zayifliklarini yiiziine vururum.
_____2) Kavganin biiylimemesi i¢in onun istedigi seyleri yaparim.

____3) Cok sinirlenmissem konusmayi ertelerim.

_____4) Sorun durumunda pek ¢ok seyi icime atabilirim.

_____5) Sorunun uzamadan ¢oziilebilmesi i¢in kaynagini bulmaya ¢alisirim.
____6) Sinirlendigimde kiric1 seyler sdylerim.

_____7) Problemi biiyiitmemek i¢in onu sakinlestirmeye ¢alisirim.

_ 8) Sesimi yiikselterek beni dinlemesini saglamaya ¢aligirim.

___9) Tartismada ortak bir ¢6ziim noktas1 bulmaya ¢aligirim.

____10) Cok biiyiik sorunlar yasadigimizda ondan uzak durmaya ¢aligirim.
_11) Sorun ¢éziimlenmeden tartismay1 sonlandirmam.

_12) Bagirip ¢agirarak istedigimi yaptiririm.

____13) Sorunun tiim yonlerini tartisma sirasinda konugmak isterim.

_14) Sevgilimi iligkiyi bitirmekle tehdit ederim.

____15) Bana bagirdiginda onun olmadig1 bir odaya gecerim.

_____16) Kavgalarimiz sirasindaki kizginligimi fiziksel olarak gosteririm.

____17) lliskide sorun yasanmamasi igin kendimden 8diin veririm.

_____18) Sorun yasadigimizda sevgilimin yanindan uzaklagirim.

__19) Sorunun ¢6ziilmesine yardime1 olacagina inanirsam durumu alttan alirim.
____20) Onun olumsuz tepkilerine karsilik vermeyerek problemin biiylimemesini
saglamaya c¢alisirim.

_21) Cok gergin oldugumuzda susarim.

___22) Bir problem yasandiginda, konuyla ilgili diisiindiigiim her seyi agiklarim.
___23) Eger ¢ok sinirlenmigsem, sinirim ge¢ene kadar konusmay1 reddederim.
__24) Bir problem yasandiginda, kendimi sevgilimin yerine koyarak onun ne
diisiindiigiinii anlamaya ¢aligirim.

____25) Surekli imalarda bulunurum.
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APPENDIX K. Cultural Distance Scale For German, Russian And Turkish

Kiiltiirel Uzakhk Olgegi
Kendinizi, belirtilen kategorilerde Turk kiltirine ne kadar yakin buldugunuzu belirtiniz.
Kendinizi, belirtilen kategorilerde Alman kultlrine ne kadar yakin buldugunuzu belirtiniz.

Kendinizi, belirtilen kategorilerde Rus kiltirine ne kadar yakin buldugunuzu belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Tamamen Farkli Tamamen Ayni
Buluyorum Buluyorum
1121345 11213]|4]|5
Giyim Dil
iletisim Tarzi Yemek
Dini inanglar Adetler
Aile yasantisi Dlinya Gorusu
Degerler Sosyal Faaliyetler
Arkadaslk Yasam standardi
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APPENDIX L. Language Skills Index

Tletisim

Lutfen esiniz ile iletisimde kullandiginiz dil becerilerini géz 6niinde bulundurarak olarak
kendinizi ve esinizi 0-4 arasinda degerlendiriniz, O: hig iyi degil; 1: pek iyi degil; 2: orta; 3: iyi;
4: cok iyi.

ilk bélimde yer alan “ben” olarak belirtilen alanda kendi icin Tiirkge/Rusca/Almanca
becerilerinizi ve esinizle Turkce/Rusca/Almanca iletisim kurdugunuz durumlari
degerlendiriniz. “Esim” olarak belirtilen alanda ise esiniz icin Rusca becerilerinizi ve esinizle
Rusca iletisim kurdugunuz durumlari degerlendiriniz

GUnlUk konular

Konusma

205



APPENDIX M. Social Network Questionnaire

Sosyal Ag Olcegi

1.Siradan bir hafta i¢erisinde yaklagik kag kisi ile goriisme imkaniniz oluyor?

(] Hie [] 13 [ ] 46 [ 79 [ ] 1012 [ ] 1315 [ ] 16ve+

2. Bengzeri ilgi alanlarin1 (6rnegin; spor, gezi, sanatsal faaliyetler) paylastiginiz kag tanidiginiz
var?

] wig [ 13 [ ] a6 [ ] 79 [ ] 1012 [ ] 1315 [ | 16ve+

3. Sizi ziyarete geldiginde eviniz daginik olsa utanmadan ve sikilmadan rahatlikla kabul
ettiginiz kac arkadasiniz var?

L Wi ) 13 [ ] 46 [ ] 79 [ ] 10412 [ ] 1315 [ ] 16ve+

4. Toplam kag aile liyeniz ile (6rnegin; anne-baba, es, ¢ocuklar, kardes) ve arkadasinizla agik
ve samimi olarak konusabilirsiniz?

(0 omic ] 13 [ a6 [ ] 79 [ ] 1012 [] 1315 [ ] 16ve+

5. Kag kisiye ufak tefek yardimlar i¢in basvurabilirsiniz?

D omic [ 13 [ a6 [ ] 79 [ ] 10412 [ ] 1315 [ ] 16ve+

6. Zor durumda kaldigiizda basvurabileceginiz aileniz (6rnegin; anne-baba, es, ¢ocuklar,
kardes) disinda kag kisi var?

T wig 1 13 [] a6 [ ] 79 [ ] 1012 [ ] 13-15 [ | 16ve+
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APPENDIX N. Tangible And Information Support Index

Aragcsal Sosyal Destek Indeksi

Herhangi bir yerden maddi destek aliyor musunuz? Evet = Aciklaymiz
Hayir =

Herhangi bir konuda bilgiye ihtiya¢ duyarsaniz size neler/kimler yardime1 olur?

(Birden fazla isaretleyebilirsiniz)

Kendim - Esim = Kok Ailem = Esimin Kok Ailesi =
Kurumlar =.........co......... Diger =i

Herhangi bir konuda maddi destege ihtiyag duyarsaniz size neler/kimler yardimei olur?
(Birden fazla isaretleyebilirsiniz)

Kendim = Esim = Kok Ailem = Esimin Kok Ailesi =

Kurumlar =........cccoevoee. DiSer = .oveverieeiererennn.
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APPENDIX O. Societal Reactions Index, Relationship With Family Of Origin

Questions

Toplumsal Tepkiler

Asagidaki kisiler iliskinizi ne kadar onaylamaktadir, 1-5 arasinda degerlendiriniz.

Neredeyse
hic

Biraz
Oldukca
Tamamen
Bilmiyorum

Babaniz

Anneniz
Arkadaslariniz
Esinizin babasi
Esinizin annesi
Esinizin arkadaslari

[ N O S
NN NN NN
W wwwww
N N e R S~
(N, BT, BT, MT, B0,

Kok Aile iliskileri indeksi

Kok ailemle halen yiiz yiize goriisiiriim: oHi¢ oBiraz oOldukga
oHep

Kok ailemle halen telefon, internet vb. iletisim kurarim: oHi¢  oBiraz oOlduke¢a
oHep
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APPENDIX P. Dyadic Adjustment Scale

SAMPLE FORM OF DYADIC ADJUSMENT SCALE

Ciftler Uyum Olcegi

Bir¢ok insanin, iliskilerinde anlasmazliklar vardir. Liitfen asagida verilen maddelerin her biri i¢in siz ve esiniz arasindaki
anlagsma veya anlasamama ol¢iisiinii asagida verilen diizeylerden birini secerek belirtiniz.

Her zaman

anlpgamey  anlasemani:

Hemen hemen
her zaman

Sikga

Nadiren
anlagemanyy  Enlasamaniz

Hemen hemen
Herzamam  herzaman
snlaqirz anlaymz

1. Adleyle tlzili parasal islerin AEres . ..o
zili komalar.

2. Eglancevla flgili

4. Muhabbet-zevzl gosteme

3. Diini kosular,
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APPENDIX R. Turkish Summary

GIRIS

Evlilik ve aile terapileri uygulamalarinda evliligin devamliligina ve saglikli
yapisinin Olclilmesine katkida bulunacak bilgiyi sunabilmek amaciyla en yaygin
sekilde kullanilan degiskenlerden bir tanesi evlilik doyumudur (Bradbury, Fincham, &
Beach, 2000). Evlilik doyumunu farkli sekillerde tanimlayan g¢alismalar, evlilik
doyumunun iliski igerisinde deneyimlenen mutluluk ve alinan memnuniyetin
derecesini (Rho, 1989) veya eslerin iligkilerine yonelik beklentilerinin karsilanma
derecesini (Bah, 1989°dan aktaran, Sharaievska, Kim & Stodolska, 2013) ifade
ettiginin altim1 ¢izmistir. Karney ve Brandbury (1995) evlilik doyumunun, evliligin
istikrar1 ve kalitesi ile birlikte degisimlerinin yiiksek olmasindan dolayi, evlilik
iliskisinin temel bilesenlerinden birisi oldugunu 6ne siirer.

Evlilik doyumu simdiye kadar bir¢ok arastirmaya konu olmustur, bununla
birlikte evlilik doyumunu yordayici 6zellige sahip ¢ok sayida degisken sunulmustur
(Bradbury vd., 2000). Larson & Holman (1994) evlilik doyumunu yordayan
degiskenlerin bireysel 6zellikler ve davranislar, ¢iftin etkilesim 6zellikleri ve gegmis
ve baglamsal 6zellikler olarak incelenebilecegi Onerinde bulunmustur ve yaptiklar
literatiir taramas1 sonucunda kok aile iligkileri, sosyo-kiiltiirel faktorler (yas, gelir,
egitim seviyesi), kisilik ozellikler, duygusal saglik, zayif kisiler arasi iligkiler ve
kendilik algisi, kisiler aras1 benzerliklerin ve farkliliklarin evlilik doyumunu etkileyen
degiskenler olarak rapor etmislerdir. Falke ve Larson (2007) yapilan ¢aligmalarda
cogunlukla tekli degiskenlere odaklandigini, evlilik doyumunun karmasik ve ¢ok
sayida degiskenden etkilenebilecegini, bu nedenle bir iligkiyi tekli degiskenler
iizerinden tanimlamanin bir¢ok bilginin g6z ardi edilmesi ve birlikte degisimlerinin
incelenmesi agisindan yeterli olmayabilecegini One siirmiiglerdir. Diger taraftan,

literatlrde kiltiirel farkliliklarin ¢ift uluslu evliliklerde homojen evliliklere kiyasla
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daha ¢ok zorluk yasadiklarinin ifade edilmesine ragmen (Cottrell, 1990; Danespour,
2008; Killian, 2008; Kisselev, 2010; Chi, 2011), ciftler aras1 kiiltiirel farkliliklar1 ele
alan calismalarda ¢ogunlukla catisma ¢6ziim yontemlerinin (Bustamante, Nelson,
Henriksen, & Monakes, 2011), kiiltiirlenme tutumlarinin (Negy, Hammonos, Reig-
Ferre & Carper, 2010) ve sosyal destegin (Copeland ve Norell, 2002) gibi tekli
degiskenlerin evlilik doyumuna katkilar1 incelenmistir.

Ciftlerin dogumlarn itibariyle ait olduklari uluslar farklilastik¢a kiilturel olarak
paylastiklart degerler havuzu da farklilasabilmekte, bunun sonucu olarak diger ciftlere
kiyasla kendilerine 6zgii daha fazla giicliik yasamaktadirlar (Daneshpour, 2008,
Crohn, 1995). Cift uluslu evlilikler aile psikolojisi literatiirinde “dzellestirilmis
orneklem” olarak tanimlanmakta ve bu grupla evlilik doyumu calismak bir kag
varsayima dayandigini belirtmek gerekir (Furrow, Johnson ve Brandley, 2011).
Oncelikle bu grup kalitimsal olarak sorunlu oldugu seklinde algilanmamalidir
(Donovan, 2004). Fakat bosanma oranlarinin daha yiiksek (Kalmijn, et. al. 2005;
Gaines ve Ickes, 1997; akt. Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005) ve evlilik doyumlarinin
daha disiik olabildigi yoniinde gozlemler bulunmaktadir (Smith, et. al., 2012).
Literatiirde bu gozlemlerin farkli kaynaklarinin olabilecegi iizerinde durulmustur, ilk
olarak kiiltiirel farkliliklarindan dolayr paylagilan inanglarin, ritiiellerin, gelenek ve
goreneklerin ayni ulustan olan evlilere gére azalmasiin evlilik hayatinda daha ¢ok
zorladig1 one siirtilmektedir (Daneshpour, 2008; Waldman & Rubalcava, 2005). Diger
ciftlere kiyasla evlilik hayatinda deneyimledikleri stres seviylerinin yiiksek olabilecegi
(Copeland & Norell, 2002; Fu ve ark., 2001, Jones & Chao, 1997), bu durumun
bireylerin kiiltiirlesme oranlarina dayali olarak gelistirdikleri ruh saglig1 bozukluklar
(Baltas & Steptoe, 2000; McFadden & Moore, 2001;) ve sosyal ¢evre baskilar1 (Jones
& Chao, 1997) sonucunda olusabilecegine yonelik gézlemler bulunmaktadir. Diger
taraftan, ciftlerin ulus farklilig1 g6z 6niinde bulundurulmadan yapilan ¢alismalar ¢iftler
aras1 kiiltiirel, sosyal, ekonomik ve egitim diizeyi benzerlik ve farkliliklariin hali

hazirda iliski doyumunu etkiledigini 6ne siirmektedir (Larson & Holman, 1994).
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Literatiirde farkli tilkelerden ve Kkiiltiirlerden gelen kisilerin evliliklerini
tanimlamak i¢in birbirinden tutarsiz veya birbiriyle i¢ i¢e gelen bir terminolojiye
rastlanmaktadir. Farkli sosyal sinif veya birimlerden kisilerin bir araya gelerek
kurduklar1 evlilikler literatiirde terminoloji ile ilgili bir tartigmalara yol agmus,
Rohrlich (1988) bu konuya onciiliikk etmistir. Bu projede “cift uluslu evlilik” olarak
gecen evlilikler farkli bir etnik gruba, farkli dinlere sahip olduklari i¢cin endogamy ve
exogamy olarak adlandirilabildigi ancak sik kullanimi bulunmadigi, daha ¢ok toplum
da kullandig1 sekilde karigik evlilik (mixed marriage) (Rohrlich, 1988) olarak
adlandirildig1 goriilmiistiir. Benzer sekilde alt gruplari dinler arasi, etnik kokenler
arasi, rklar aras1 tanimlamak amaciyla inter-evlilik (intermarriage) (Ho, 1990), iki-
kaltarld (dual —culture) (Rohrlich, 1988), kiiltiirler arasi (intercultural) (McFadden &
Moore 111, 2001) gibi terimler de kullanilmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, yine ¢ift uluslu bir
yapiy1 vurgulamak i¢in Lind ve arkadaslar1 (2010) tarafindan ¢ift kultrl( (bicultural)
terimi kullanilmigtir. Haandrikman (2014) calismasinda farkli ilkelerde dogup
biiylimiis olmanin altin1 ¢izebilmek amaciyla 6nerdigi “cift-uluslu evlilik (binational
marriage) ~ kullanilmaktadir.

Globalizasyonun etkisiyle, gerek teknolojik gelismeler gerekse egitim ve is
dolayisiyla kazanilan fiziksel yakinligin artmasiyla “¢ift uluslu evlilik-¢ift” olarak
degerlendirilen kiiltiirel olarak farkli paylasimlara sahip bireylerin kurduklar
evliliklerin sayisinda artis gortildiigii one siiriilmektedir (Haandrikman, 2014; Killian,
2008; Donovan, 2004). Tiirkiye’de 2009 yilindan bu yana Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu
(2014) verilen elde edilen bilgiler 15181nda ¢ift uluslu evliliklerin goriilme oranin yillar
icerisinde %3-4 arasinda degistigi sOylenebilir. Amerika’da bu artisin  takip
edilmesinin zor oldugu ancak anlamli sayida yiiksek oldugu (Bystydzienski, 2011),
Hollanda’da yaklasik %30 oraninda (Bijl vd., 2005) ve Almanya’da %10 oraninda gift
uluslu evlilik yapildig1 (Alman Istatistik Kurumu, 2011) belirtilmistir. Bu artis ile
birlikte literatiirde farkli sekillerde tanimlamalarla “¢ift uluslu evlilikler” 6zel bir grup
olarak adlandirilarak cesitli ¢calismalarda ele alinmistir (Furrow, Johnson & Brandley,

2011).
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Calismalar iligkilerin farkli donemlerinde evlilik doyumu ve kisilik 6zelliklerin
korelasyon gosterdigini onermektedir (Teichner ve Farnden-Lyster, 1997). Kisilik,
zaman igerisinde kalic1 hale gelen ve Kkisilerin olaylar karsisindaki tepkilerini
diizenleyen duygu, davranis ve diisiince oriintiisiidiir (Morris, 2002). Larson (2000)
strese dayaniksiz olmanin, diirtiiselligin, 6fke ve diismancil tutumlarin ve fonksiyonel
olmayan diisiince yapilarinin anlamli olarak evlilik doyumunu azaltan, yiiksek
sosyalligin, esnekligin ve giriskenligin evlilik doyumunu arttiran kisilik 0zellikleri
oldugunu oOne silirmiigtiir. Charania (2006) ise kiiltiirel ozelliklerle basa c¢ikabilme,
empati, saygi, yerel kiiltiir, esneklik, hosgorii, teknik beceri, acik fikirlilik, sosyallik,
olumlu benlik algis1 ve inisiyatif alabilmenin 6zelliklerinin evlilik doyumunun pozitif
yordayicilar oldugunu gozlemlemistir. Kiiltiirel farkliliklar1 ele alan c¢aligmalarda
kisilik 6zelliklerinin oynadig1 yordayici rol incelendiginde ise, Tseng (2001) yanlis
anlasilma ve belirsizlik durumlar ile basagikabilme becerilerinin daha iyi bir evlilik
hayatina katki sundugunu belirtmistir. Benzer sekilde, Bustamante ve digerleri (2011)
esneklik ile evlilik doyumu arasinda pozitif iliski bulundugunu belirtmistir. Sung
(1990) ise acik gorisli olmanmn kiiltiirel olarak farklilik gosteren bireylerin
iligkilerinde 6nemli bir rol oynadiginin altini ¢izmistir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgularina gore
kiiltiir, dil veya din gibi farkliliklarin daha ¢ok kisilik 6zellikleri nedeniyle sorunlara
yol agmaktadir. Diger taraftan Muller (2004) ciftlerin kisilik ozellikleri ve iliski
doyumlar1 arasinda tek kiiltiirlii veya cift kiiltiirli olmaktan kaynakli bir farklilik
olmadigini 6nesiirmiistiir. Ashton (1998) coklu kiiltiir ortamlarinda kisilik 6zelliklerini
degerlendirirken kiiltiire hassas uygun bir ara¢ se¢ilmesinin Onemi Uzerinde
durmustur. Kiiltiire hassas kisilik 6zellikleri ise Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven
(2001) tarafindan kiiltiirel empati, agik fikirlilik, duygusal tutarlilik, esneklik ve sosyal
girigkenlik olarak tanimlamistir.

Kisilik ve evlilik doyumu arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen diger caligmalar ise
benzerlikler ve tamamlayiciliklar1 degerlendirmektedir. Benzerlik hipotezi eslerin
benzerliklerinin evlilik doyumunu yiikseltecegini One siirerken, tamamlayicilik

hipotezi farkli kisilik 6zelliklerine sahip ¢iftlerin evlilik doyumlarinin daha yiiksek
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oldugunu belirtir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore, disa dontikliik, deneyime agiklik, hosnut
ve diirlist olma oOzellikleri yiiksek olan esler "siradis1 ve merakli", "konuskan ve
enerjik", "diirtiilerini diizenleyici" ve "dost, yardim sever" Ozellikler gosterirler ve
yiksek evlilik doyumuna sahiptirler ve bu sonug, benzerlik hipotezini destekler
(Watson et al, 2000). Diger taraftan, baskinlik / teslimiyetle ( Dryer & Horowitz,
1997) ve kendilik farkindaligl/ diirtiisellik (Nemechek & Olson, 1999) o6zellikleri
evlilik doyumunu desteklediginden tamamlayicilik hipotezi i¢in tutarlilik gosterir.
Negy ve Synder (2000) kiiltiirel olarak farklilik gosteren evliliklerde evlilik
doyumu ve Kkiiltiirlenme tutumlarinin anlagilmasinin 6nemli oldugunu vurgular.
Stephenson (2000) kiiltiirlenmeyi ‘bireylerin ve gruplarin farkli topluluklarla siire
gelen bir iliski kurdugunda ortaya ¢ikan karmasik ve ¢ok yonlii bir 6grenme siireci’
olarak tanimlar. Teorik olarak tanimlanan iki farkli kiiltirlenme tutumu vardir. Tek-
yonlii olarak adlandirilan kiiltiirlenme tutumlari, dominant kiiltiir ile karsilagildigin
birey veya grubun o kiiltiire ne kadar uyum sagladigini iki u arasinda degerlendirir
(Sanchez and Fernandez, 1993). Ote yandan, ¢ift-yonlii olarak tanimlanan bakis agis1,
farkli bir kiltiir ile karsilagildiginda, tek bir taraf olmadan bireylerin kendi kiiltiirel
gecmisleri ve ana akim kiiltiire gore tutumlarini sergileyebilecegini belirtir
(Thompson, 1999’dan aktaran Negy vd., 2010).  Arastirma bulgularina gore
go¢menlerin ana akim kiiltiirel kodlara gore davranmalarinin psikolojik sorunlara yol
acabilecegini (Escobar, 1998’dan aktaran Falicov, 2003; Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993)
bu nedenle ¢oklu kiiltlir ortamlarinda kiiltiirlenme tutumlarinin anlagilmasi igin ¢ift-
yonlt modellerin benimsenmesi gerektigini 6ne stirmektedir (Falicov, 2003). Berry ve
Kim (1988)’e gore Kkiiltiirlenme tutumlarinin, asimilasyon, ayrilma, uyum
(entegrasyon) ve marjinalizasyon seklinde gesitli ¢iktilart olan ve ¢ok sayida farkhi
boyut arasindan olusan dinamik bir siirectir.
Negy ve arkadaslar1 (2010) Ispanyol kadinlarla yaptig1 calismasinda, algilanan
ya da gercek kiiltiirlenme baskisinin evlilik stresi ile iligkili oldugunu gostermistir.
Kiiltiirlenmenin evlilik doyumu ile iligkisini inceleyen az sayida c¢alismalardan biri

olan Kisselev ve arkadaslar1 (2010) tarafindan gerceklestirilen calismada ozellikle
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dilin sagladig1 Kkiiltiirel uyumun evlilik doyumunu anlamli olarak yordadigi
gosterilmistir. Bu iliskide cinsiyetler arasi farklilik gozlenmis ve erkeklerin
kultirlenme seviyesi distiiglinde, kadinlarin ise yiiksek bulundugunda evlilik
doyumlarinin diisiik oldugu bulunmustur. Kiiltiirlenmenin 6zellikle dilde saglanan
uyumun, pratik (Or. otobilise binmek), ekonomik (6r. is bulmak) ve sosyal (or.
arkadaslik) kosullara katkida bulundugundan stresin en ©Onemli 6ncili olarak
Onerilmistir (Aycan ve Berry, 1996). Yalnizca, yapilan ikili gdriigmelere dayanan
caligmalara gore, kiiltiirel farkliliklar s6z konusu oldugunda bilgi eslerin kiiltiirleri
konusunda birbirlerine saygi gostermelerinin iligskinin devamliligi i¢in 6nemli rol
oynadigi yoniinde bilgi bulunmaktadir (Crohn, 1995). Tiirker (2002) Tiirkiye’de
gerceklesen cift uluslu evliliklerde yaptig1 gézlemler sonucu, yabanci esin sadece Tiirk
kiiltiirtinii benimsemesi beklendiginde evlilik iligkisinin, esin yasadig1 psikolojik
problemlerle birlikte, olumsuz etkilenebildigini belirtmistir.

Evlilik doyumu ile ilsikili olarak ele alinan bir degisken ise algilanan sosyal
destektir (Cutrona, 1996; Burman and Margolin, 1992). Sosyal destek, duygusal,
sosyal olarak biitiinleyici, sosyal ag gibi pek ¢ok farkli formda olabilir (Russell, 1990).
Algilanan sosyal destek kisi ihtiya¢ duydugunda destegin miimkiin oldugunu
hissetmesi olarak kavramsallagtirilir (Cohen vd., 1986). Algilanan sosyal destek
psikolojik saglik ve stresten korunma ile pozitif bir iliski icerisindedir ve bu durum,
yiiksek evlilik doyumu ile iliskili bulunmustur (Frese, 1999). Cutrona (1996) gore,
bircok calisma oOzellikle aileden alinan sosyal destegin iliskilerin desteklenmesi
acisindan énemli oldugunu belirtmistir.

Algilanan sosyal destek, 6zellikle ¢ift uluslu evliliklerde stress (Frese, 1999)
ve azalmis sosyal iligkilerin azalmasi (Cools, 2009) karsisinda oynadig1 tampon gorevi
evlilik doyumu ile iliski hale gelir (Cools, 2009; Frese, 1999). Cift uluslu evliliklerde
algilanan sosyal destegin roliinlin sosyal ortamlara bagl olarak ve yeni bir kiiltiirel
ortamda bir partnerin digerine bagimli hale gelmesi sonucu énem kazandigr sekilinde
aciklanmistir (Cools, 2009). Akut bir stress olmadiginda veya diisiik seviyede stres

yasandiginda algilanan sosyal destegin, sadece destegin saglanabilecegi yoniinde
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gelismis olmasinin evlilik doyumu ile pozitif bir iliski gosterdigi one siriilmiistiir
(Norris & Kaniasty, 1996).

Kisinin kendi kiiltiirii ve diger kiiltiir arasindaki farkliligin boyutu kiiltiirel
uzaklik olarak kavramsallagtirllmistir (Babiker, Cox, & Miller, 1980). Coklu kiiltiirel
ortamlardaki etkilesimleri kavramsallastirabilmek i¢in farkli calismalarda c¢iftlerin
kiiltiirel farkliliklariin evlilik doyumunun {izerinde etkili olabilecegi 6ne siirtilmiistiir
(Danesphour, 2009; Gaines ve Agnew, 2003; Biever ve digerleri, 1998; Romano,
1997; Bonacci ve digerleri, 1996). Tseng ve digerleri (1977), "farkl kiiltiirel 6riintiileri
anlamak ve farkindalik, deger ve tutumlarin ¢catismasindan dogan potansiyel sorunlari
onceden tahmin yardimci olabilir" diye belirtmistir. Calismalar arasinda evlilik
doyumu acgisindan 6nemli olabilecek on dokuz farkli alanda kiiltiir odakli zorluk
Romano (1988) ve Danesphour (2009) tarafindan tespit edilmistir; din, inang
sistemleri ve degerleri, gii¢ sorunlari, toplumsal cinsiyet iliskileri, zaman yonelimleri,
siyasi goriig, ekonomik ve mali konular, genis aile tepkileri, cocuk yetistirme, problem
cozme ve iletisim, degerler, yiyecek ve igecek, cinsiyet, ikamet yeri, arkadaslar,
yasalar, sosyal sinif, hastalik ve ethnocentrism olarak tanimlanmigstir. Crohn (1995),
cok kiiltirlii bir ortamda c¢iftler ya da insanlarin durumunu yorumlamada
kullanilabilecek ve kisisel bir rehber olarak hizmet verebilecek alti genis boyut
onermistir; zaman, evrenin dogasi, aile biitiinliigli, duygusal anlamlilik, kisilerarasi
iliskiler ve toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri seklindedir. Her ne kadar, benzer ge¢mislere
sahip ciftlerin evlilikleri kiiltiirel olarak farkli kisilerin evliliklerinden daha basit
degilse ve kiiltiirden bagimsiz olarak bircok ortak stres kaynagi icerse de, ortak
ritliellerin ve geleneklerin olmamasi evliliklerde stresi 6nemli oranda arttirir (Crohn,
1995; Donovan 2004). Larson (2000) kiiltiirel uzaklik sonucu ¢iftlerin daha ¢ok
catigmaya maruz kalabilecegini bunun sonucu olarak da daha az doyum veren iligki
yasabileceklerini belirtmistir.

Romantik iliskideki ya da evli ¢iftlerin iligkilerinde farkliliklarla ya da sorunla
basa ¢ikmak yontemleri iliskilerinden aldiklari memnuniyete genel bir etkide bulunur

(Brandbury vd., 2000). Bird and Melville (1994) catisma ¢6ziimiiniin ¢iftin birbirini
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anlamaya katki sunmasi halinde ¢iftin evlilik doyumunun arttirilmasimi sagladigini
belirtmistir. Problem ¢6zme becerilerinin zarar goérmiis olmasinin evlilik doyumu
diismesi ve c¢iftin stresli olmasiyla iligkili oldugu goriilmiistir (Gottman, 2007).
Ayrica, olumsuz gatisma ¢6zliim yontemlerinin evlilik doyumundaki diisiisii anlamli
olarak yordadig bulunmustur (Ozen, 2006; Johnson, 2003; Gotmann & Silver, 1995).

Bu bilgiye ek olarak, kiiltiirleraras: ¢iftlerin terapisinde de, ¢iftin bas etme
yontemlerinin arastirilmasi, terapistin kiiltiirel yetkinliklerinin arttirmasi ig¢in de
onerilmistir (Bustamante ve ark., 2001). Cinsiyet rolii esnekliginin en dnemli bag etme
mekanizmalarindan oldugunu, kiiltiirlerarasi ¢iftin iliskileri {izerinde olumlu bir etkisi
oldugunu belirtmistir. Ancak, c¢aligmalarinda evlilik doyumu ve bas etme
mekanizmalar1 arasindaki iliskinin daha ¢ok degerlendirilmesinin gerekliligini
vurgulamiglardir. Abela ve arkadaslarmin (2005) yiriittigii ¢alisgma da farkh
kiiltiirlerde kadin ve erkeklerin iletisim tarzlarinin evlilik doyumlarini1 farkli yonde
etkileyebildigini gdstermistir. Bu ¢alismada, Anglo-Amerikalilar icin kadin
talepkar/erkek cekilen oldugu zaman evlilik doyumunu arttirdigi, Malta 6rnekleminde
ise tam tersi oldugu gézlenmistir.

Cift uluslu evliliklerde konusmalarda anlamin dogru aktarilmasini ifade eden
dil becerisinin evlilik doyumu iizerinde etkili oldugu one siiriilmiistiir (Wong, 2009;
Abela ve digerleri, 2005; Romano, 1997; Tseng, McDermontt, & Maretzki, 1977).
Karlson (1951°den aktaran Rohrlich, 1988) c¢ok kiiltiirlii evliliklerde iletisim
kalitesinin 6nemini vurgulayan ilk ¢calismay1 sunmus ve 6nemli iletisim becerilerinden
bir tanesinin ifade edilen bilginin anlasilirligi oldugunu belirtmistir. Cift uluslu
evliliklerde dil becerisinin evlilik doyumuna etkisi ise giftin birbirini net
anlayabilmeleri (Tseng, 2001) ve kiiltiirlenme stresine olan katkis1 (Beiser and Hou,
2001’den aktaran Cakir, 2009). olarak iki yonden ele alinir. Duygusal ifadelerde
yanlis anlama olarak kavramsallastirilan iletisim sorunlarinin evlilik doyumunda
disiise katki sagladigi bulunmustur (Wong, 2009). Cools (2009) ise Finli ve Finli
olmayan ¢iftlerle yaptig1 gézlemlere dayali olarak diisiik dil becerisinin kilttrlenme

stresini arttirabildigi ve evlilik doyumunda da diisiisle sonuglanabildigini belirtmistir.
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Diger taraftan, iliskiye eslerden biri tarafindan getirilen bazi demografik
ozellikler ve kiiltlirel yapilar baglamsal 6zellikler olarak onerilmektedir (Larson ve
Holman, 1994). Literatiirde evlilik doyumu aktoriin yast ve esin yasi arasindaki iliski,
cocuk sayisi, evlilik siiresi, gelir ve egitim uzunlugu goéz Oniinde bulundurularak
ortaya konulmaktadir (Jose ve Alfons, 2007). Yas, meslek, egitim ve gelir son
zamanlarda evlilik becerileri {lizerinde 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir (Larson ve
Holman, 1994). Egitim, evlilik doyumu (Larson ve Holman, 1994) ile tamamen
dogrusal bir iliskide degildir, ancak egitim diizeyi artisiyla evlilik doyumu arasinda
pozitif bir iliski (D6kmen ve Tokg6z, 2000) bulunmustur. Irk, etnik koken ve evlilik
doyumu arasindaki iligski hakkinda birbiri ile ¢elisen bulgulara rastlanmistir. Son yirmi
yilda kiiltiirler arast calismalar 1tk ve evlilik doyumu arasinda zayif bir iliski
gostermektedir (Whyte, 1990; Larson ve Holman, 1994’dan alinan). Ek olarak,
evlilikte yasanilan yerdeki siirenin uzunlugu ise ¢ift uluslu esler arasindaki evlilik
doyumu uzerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip olabilir (Kisselev ve ark., 2010). Literatirde,
evlilik doyumu ile ¢iftler arasindaki demografik farkliliklar arasindaki iliskiyi
degerlendiren bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamustir.

Cift uluslu evliliklerde evlilik doyumunu etkileyebilecek bir diger degisken ise
alinan sosyal destektir (Copeland & Norell, 2002). Alinan sosyal destek kisinin sosyal
aglardan aldig1 resmi ve resmi olmayan her tiirlii destegi kapsamaktadir (Cohen vd.,
1986). Alinan sosyal destek destegin saglandigi kisi sayisin1 gosteren sosyal ag, maddi
ihtiyaglara yonelik yardimi ifade eden maddi destek veya sunulann bilgi olarak
tanimlanan bilgi destegi seklinde kavramsallastirilabilir. Uluslararast yer degistirme
durumlarinda gerek kurulan sosyal aglarin zarar gérmesi gerekse yeni sosyal aglarin
kurulmasinin zorlugundan o6tiirii  sosyal destegin roliinii ozellikle vurgulamak
gerektirmektedir (Copeland &Norell, 2002). Copeland ve Norell (2002) ciftlerin
uluslararasi yer degistirmeler yaptiklarinda resmi ve resmi olmayan sosyal aga ihtiyag
duydugunu; arkadas ve aile aglarinin varliginin basarisiz evlilik riskini azalttigini
belirtmistir. Cakir (2009) 6zellikle gogmen eslerin kocalarindan aldiklar1 pratik ve

finansal destegin 1yilik hallerine katki sundugunun altini ¢izmistir.
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Ailelerin ve arkadaslarin evliliklerine yonelik tepkileri ¢ift uluslu evliliklerin
yasadig1 zorluklar arasinda listelenmektedir (Fu, Tora, & Kendall, 2001). Larson and
Holman (1994) aile ve arkadaslardan alinan/alinamayan onay tepkileri olarak goriilen
sosyal tepkileri, ¢iftin ‘icinde bulundugu baglam1’ olarak kavramsallistirmistir. Bhugra
and De Silva (2000) sosyal tutumlarin kiiltiirel olarak farkli ¢iftlerin evliliklerinden
daha sorun olmasina neden olan yonlerden bir tanesi olarak belirtmistir. Bircok ¢ift
uluslu aile saglikli bir evlilik i¢in Onyargi ve ayrimcilik engeline takilmaktan
muzdariptir (Jones & Chao, 1997). Bu konuda yapilan ¢aligmalar dis baskilar,
olumsuz toplumsal ve aile tepkilerinin cift uluslu ailelerde evlilik doyumunu
azalttigini géstermistir (McFadden ve Moore, 2001).

Cift uluslu evliliklerde, 6zellikle gogmen es icin, karsilasilan bir diger zorluk kok
aile iyeleri ile iletisimlerini koruma olarak belirtilmistir (Fu vd., 2001). 16 kiiltiir
arasinda yapilan arastirmada kok aile iiyeleri ile iletisim kurma isteginde toplumlar
aras1 farkliliklar gézlenmedigi belirtilmistir (Georgas vd., 2001). Rosenblatt (2009)
Ozellikle kok ailesinden uzakta yasayan esin, kok ailesi ile iletisim ve iligkilerindeki
azalmanin toplum igerisinde kaybolma ve utan¢ duygularina onciiliikk edebilecegi 6ne
stirlilmiistiir. Buna ek olarak, Negy ve arkadaslar1 (2010) Latin kdkenli gogmen kadin
orneklemine kok aile ile bir araya gelme sikligindaki diigiisiin evlilik stresindeki
yiikselme ile anlamli iliski igerisinde oldugu bulundugunu ortaya koymustur. Cift
uluslu evliliklerde evlilik doyumu ve kok aile iliskilerini inceleyen ¢alismalara ihtiyag
vardir.

Multikultlrel bakis acisina gore her birey kendi baglami igerisinde anlagiimay1
hakeder (Addison ve Thomas, 2009). Bu evrensel olarak kullanilabilecek kiiltiire 6zgii
bir c¢ergeve sunmak amaciyla One siirlilmiistiir, her kiiltiirin kendine 0zgi
ozelliklerinin uzmani1 olunmasi gerektigi anlamimna gelmez. Amerikan Psikologlar
Birligi (2002) yayinladigi “Multikiiltiirel Ogretim, Egitim, Arastirma, Uygulama ve
Psikologlar icin Organizasyonel Degisim Kilavuzu” ve Kkiiltiirel farkliliklar ile
uygulamalar konusunda yapilan Oneriler 1s1ginda, terapistin kendi kiiltiirel bakis

acisinin ve stereotiplerin farkinda olmasinin, kiiltiirel farkliliklar konusunda bilgi ve
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farkindalik  kazanilmasmmin  ve  kiiltiirel  farkiliklara uygun uygulamalarin
gelistirilmesinin gerekliligi ortadadir (Arredondo, 2003). Ayrica, aile psikolojisi
literatiirlinde klasik yaklagimlar c¢ok kiiltiirlii bir sistemi degerlendirmek agisinda
yeterli olmadigi konusunda elestirilmektedir (Huston,2005; Waldman & Rubalcava,
2005). Bu elestiri kaynagini, bu yaklagimin kiiltiire 6zgli unsurlar1 ve cevresel
ozellikleri beklenen oranda degerlendirememesinden, asir1 evrensel bir bakis agisindan
aileyi degerlendirmesinden almaktadir. Fakat, ekolojik sistem yaklagimi aileyi ele
alisinda ailenin dahil oldugu sistemi ve g¢evresel faktorleri de ele almasi agisindan
farklilagsmaktadir (Huston,2005).

Ekosistem c¢ergevesinde bir birlikteligin gelismesi ve siirdiiriilmesinin nasil
miimkiin olabilecegine dair agiklamalar getirilmektedir (Huston, 2005). Ekolojik
sistem modeli etnik azinliklar gibi gruplarda bulunan karmasik problemleri anlamak
agisindan iyi tasarlanmistir (Phenice & Griffore,1996; Huston, 2000). Clnku bu teori
yalnizca bireyleri ele almaz, ¢cevre ve digerlerinin iliskiye katkisini degerlendirmeye
olanak saglar (Phenice & Griffore,1996). Gerek ¢ok c¢esitli degiskenlerin evlilik
doyumu {izerinde etkisi olmast gerekse bu degiskenlerin evlilik doyumunu
kavramsallastirarak bir arada degisimlerinin degerlendirilebilmesi, konunun ekolojik
sistem yaklasiminit kullanarak c¢ok katmanli bir perspektiften calisilmasini gerekli
kilmaktadir. Ekolojik sistem bakis acist evlilik davraniglarim  farkli analiz
seviyelerinde tanimlayarak ve inceleyerek sorunlarin analitik olarak ele almay1 saglar
(Huston, 2005). Wong (2009), ekolojik sistem modelinin irklar arast evliliklerdeki
evlilik doyumunun yordayicilarinin gelistirilmesine uygun kullanimina olanak
sagladigin1 ifade etmistir. Evlilik doyumunu c¢alismayr saglayan kuramlarin iginde,
ekolojik sistem yaklagimi, insan etkilesimlerinin tamamini ve ailelerin ¢evreleriyle
olan iligkilerini yakalayabilmesi bakimindan tiim farkli aile bi¢cimlerinde caligilmasi
Onerilmistir. (Phenice & Griffore,1996). Bu sayede, c¢oklu kiiltiir ortamlarinda ¢ogu
kombinasyonlar arasinda var olan dinamikleri anlamada faydali olabilir. Buna ek
olarak, ekolojik sistem yaklasimi arastirma ve mesleki uygulama igin kullaniglidir
(Wilson ve ark., 1997).
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Huston (2005), Ekolojik Sistem Teorisi (Bronfenbrenner, 1977,1979)
temelinde evlilik iligkisinin incelenmesi i¢in li¢ katmanli yapisal bir model 6ne
stirmiistiir. Bu modelde ii¢ katman, ¢iftlerin i¢inde islev gordiigii toplum, bireylerin
kisisel ozellik, tutum ve inanglarim1 kapsayan bireysel esler vey akin iligki ag
icerisinde gosterdikleri davranislardan olusan evlilik iliskisi olarak tanimlanmistir.
Larson & Holman (1994) evlilik iiggeni olarak da adlandirdig1 ¢alismalarinda bu ti¢
sistemi, ¢ift sistemi igerisindeki bireysel iiyelerin etkilerinin olusturdugu bireysel
ozellikler, ¢ift etkilesim siireglerinin olusturdugu cift 6zellikleri ve ciftin gomiili
oldugu sistemin olusturdugu ortami belirten baglamsal 6zellikler tanimlamistir. Bu
cergeve ekosistem perspektifine bagli evlilik analizi dort temel fikir 6gesine
dayanmaktadir; (a) evlilikler kisilerarasi sistemlerdir, (b) eslerin psikolojik ve fiziksel
nitelikleri onlarin basarili bir birliktelik siirdiirme ¢abalarini bigimlendirir, (c) hem
evlilik hem de ciftler dinamiktir, (d) evlilik birlikleri sosyal baglama gomiiliidiir
(Huston, 2005).

Sunulan literatiir bilgilerine ek olarak son yillarda ikili-kisileraras1 iligki
aragtirmalari, bir iligski iki kisi arasinda yasanir goriisiinden dolay1 sadece bireylere
odaklanmanin yetersiz kaldig1 yaklagimi iizerine temellenir, ¢iftin arastirmaya
katilmasi1 gerekli kilar (Kenny, Kashy ve Cook, 2006). Bireylerin duygulari,
diislinceleri ve davraniglart arasinda karsilikli bir bagimlilik vardir. Bu anlayis, Aktor-
Partner Bagimlilik Modeli (APIM) olarak kavramsallastirilmis ve kisinin kendi
ozelliklerinin (aktor etkisi) ve partnerinin 6zelliklerinin (partner etkisi) hem kendi
degisimi hem de partnerinin degisimi acisindan iligkileri degerlendirebilmek igin
kullanilmigtir. Evlilik doyumunu ekolojik olarak ¢alisabilmek ic¢in toplumsal, bireysel,
evlilik seviyeleri arasi1 baglantilar1 insa etmek ve her seviyenin digerine bir baglam
sagladiginin farkinda olmayr gerekli kilmaktadir (Huston, 2000). Ekosistem bakis
acisinin temelleri ise bu karsilikli degisime vurgu yaparak ciftlerin birbirine
bagimliligini destekleyen bir model 6ne stirmektedir (Huston, 2005).

Calismanin Amaci
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Sunulan literatlr bilgileri 1s1ginda bu c¢alismanin amacini ¢ift uluslu
evliliklerde evlilik doyumunu yordayici degiskenleri incelemek olusturmaktadir.
Sunulan ¢alismalar c¢ift uluslu evliliklerde evlilik doyumunu yordayici bilgi eksikligini
ortaya koymaktadir. Bununla birlikte, Brandbury ve digerleri (2000) tarafindan
evliligin c¢oklu degiskenlerin birlikte degisimlerinin incelenmesinin gerekliligi
vurgulanmasina ragmen, yapilan calismalarin c¢ogu ekli degiskenler iizerine
temellenmektedir. Coklu degiskenlerin yordayici oOzelliklerini ayirt etmek uzere
ekosistem perspektifinden Huston (2005), Larson (2000) ve Larson ve Holman (1994)
tarafindan sunulan bulgular 1s18inda arastirmanin temellendigi iic seviye bireysel
ozellikler, ciftler aras1 etkilesim 6zellikleri ve baglamsal etkiler olarak tanimlanmaistir.
Literatiir bulgular1 ve sunulan sematik organizasyon dahilinde ¢alisma kapsamina
alinacak degiskenler bireysel ozellikler olarak kisilik ozellikleri, kiiltiirlenme ve
algilanan sosyal destek; cift ozellikleri olarak c¢atisma ¢oziim yontemleri, iletisim
kiiltiirel uzaklik; baglamsal 6zellikler, demografik degiskenler, alinan sosyal destek,
kok aile iligkileri ve sosyal tepkiler olarak belirlenmistir. Buna ek olarak, ciftlerin
tepkilerinin birbirine bagimli olusu goriisii temelinde (Kenny vd., 2006), kendilerinin
ve birbirleri hakkindaki degerlendirmelerinin analiz edilmemesinin, yani aktor-partner
etkisinin goz ardi edilmesinin 6nemli bir bosluga yol agabilecegi diisiiniildiiglinden,
ekolojik  sistem  perspektifinden  aktor-partner  etkilerini  degerlendirmek
hedeflenmektedir. Boylece, bireysel Ozellikler, ¢ift Ozellikleri ve baglamsal
ozelliklerden olusan {i¢ seviyeden hangisinin kadinin, erkegin ve ¢iftin evlilik
doyumlar tlizerindeki yliksek veya diisiik etkiler olarak hesaba katildigin1 aciklayarak
evlilik doyumunun varyasin1 degerlendirmek amaglanmaktadir. Ek olarak, eslerin
arasindaki etkilesimin, bireysel, c¢ift ve baglamsal 6zelliklerin benzerlik ve
farklililarinin eslerin evlilik doyumunu yordayici 6zellige sahip oldugu test edilmek

istenmektedir.
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Bu amaca yonelik arastirma sorular1 su sekilde sekillenmistir:
Aktor Etkileri:

Eslerden birinin (kadinin ve erkegin) bireysel ozellikleri (kisilik, kiiltiirlenme,
algilanan sosyal destek) kendi evlilik doyumunu ne kadar yordamaktadir?

Eslerden birinin (kadinin ve erkegin) cift ozellikleri (iletisim, kiiltiirel uzaklik,
catigma yonetim stili) kendi evlilik doyumunu ne kadar yordamaktadir?

Eslerden birinin (kadinin ve erkegin) baglamsal 6zellikleri (alinan sosyal destek,
sosyal tepkiler, kok aile iligkileri ve demografik 6zellikler) kendi evlilik doyumunu ne
kadar yordamaktadir?

Partner Etkileri:

Eslerden birinin (kadmin ve erkegin) evlilik doyumunu esinin bireysel 6zellikleri
(kisilik, kiiltiirlenme, algilanan sosyal destek) ne kadar yordamaktadir?

Eslerden birinin (kadinin ve erkegin) evlilik doyumunu esinin ¢ift 6zellikleri
(iletisim, kiiltiirel uzaklik, catisma yonetim stili) ne kadar yordamaktadir?

Eslerden birinin (kadinin ve erkegin) evlilik doyumunu esinin baglamsal
ozellikleri (alinan sosyal destek, sosyal tepkiler, kok aile iligkileri ve demografik
ozellikler) ne kadar yordamaktadir?

Etkilesimsel Etkileri:

Bireysel ozellikleri (kisilik, kiiltiirlenme, algilanan sosyal destek), cift ozellikleri
(iletisim, kiiltiirel uzaklik, ¢atisma yonetim stili), baglamsal 6zellikler (alinan sosyal
destek, sosyal tepkiler, ve demografik 6zellikler) benzerlik ve farkliliklarinin kadinin
ve erkegin evlilik doyumunu nasil yordar?

YONTEM
Katilimcilar
Calismanin katilimcilart 63 Alman-Turk ve 81 Rus-Turk, toplamda 144 cift,
144 kadin ve 144 erkek, toplamda 288 bireyden olusmaktadir. Calismada Amagl
Ornekleme Prosediirii (Boehnke, Lietz, Schreier & Willhelm, 2011) kullanilmistir.
Calismaya (1) en az 6 aydir evli olan, (2) ekosistem etkilerini kontrol edebilmek

amaciyla en az 6 aydir Tirkiye’de ikamet eden, (3) diger karistiric1 etkileri control
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edebilmek amaciyla kadinlarin Rus veya Alman, erkeklerin Tiirk esten olustugu, (4)
psikometrik 6zellikleri uygun o6lgekler kullanabilmek amaciyla Rus ve Alman
kadinlarin en az temel diizeyde Tiirkce beceriye sahip oldugu giftler dahil edilmistir.

Tim o6rneklemin yas araligi 22-80, yas ortalamasi 40.49 yildir (§S=12.35).
Kadinlarin yas araligi ise 20-74, yas ortalamasit 38.75 yildir (SS=12.31); Alman
kadinlarin yas araligi 22-74 arasinda degismekte (Ort= 44.92, SS= 14.92) ve Rus
kadinlarin ise 20-48 arasindadir (Ort= 33.95, SS= 6.70). Erkeklerin yas aralig1 23-80,
ortalama 42.43 yildir (SS=12.17), Alman ese sahip erkeklerin yas araligi 24-80,
ortalama 46.63 yildir (SS= 15.16) ve Rus ese sahip erkeklerin yas araligi 23-60,
ortalama 39.16 yildir (SS= 7.85).
Olciim Araclar

Demografik bilgi formu, Coklu Kiiltiir Kisilik Olgegi, Kiiltiirlesme Olgegi,
Algilanan Cok Yénlii Sosyal Destek Olgegi, Catisma Yonetim Stilleri Olgegi, Kiiltiirel
Uzaklik Olgegi, Sosyal Ag Olgegi ve Evlilik Uyumu Olgegi olmak iizere 7 olgek,
toplumsal tepkiler, dil becerileri ve kok aile iligkileri indeksi olmak {izere 3 indeks
kullanilacaktir. Veri toplama aracilar1 4 boliim olarak planlanmistir. Birinci boliimde
bireysel ozellikleri 6lgmek icin Coklu Kiiltiir Kisilik Olgegi, Algilanan Cok Yonlii
Sosyal Destek Olgegi, Kiiltiirlenme Olgegi; ikinci béliimde cift 6zelliklerini 6lgmek
i¢in Catisma Yonetim Stilleri Olgegi, Dil Becerileri indeksi, Kiiltiirel Uzaklik; {i¢iincii
boliimde baglamsal dzellikler 6lgmek igin Sosyal Ag Olgegi, Toplumsal Tepkiler ve
Kok Aile llskileri indeksleri, demografik bilgi formu (yas, cinsiyet, uyruk, egitim, is
durumu, gelir, evlilik yasi, evlilik siiresi, cocuk sayisi, kullanilan dil ve oturum siiresi
bilgilerini iceren) ve dordunci boélimde evlilikte doyumunu 6lgmek icin Evlilik
Uyumu Olgegi kullanilmistir
Islem

Olgiim araglar1 Rus-Tirk ve Alman-Tiirk ¢iftlere uygun olarak hazirlanmis ve
her ¢ift icin eslestirilmis soru bataryalar1 olusturulmustur. Ayrica Rus¢a ve Almanca

standart aciklama ciimleleri belirlenmis ancak sadece arastirmacida kalmasi
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saglanmistir. Olusturulan bataryalar ayr1 ayr1 zarflara konulmus ve eslestirme
yapilabilmek i¢in numaralandirilmistir.
Calismaya goniillii olabilecek katilimcilara ulasabilmek igin kiiciik kart visit
boyutunda el ilanlar1 duyuru ve bilgilendirme hazirlanmig, dernekler, derneklerin
basili yayinlari, yabanci calisanlart olan isletmeler, yabanci dil kurslar, site
yonetimleri vb. ortamlarda sozel ve yazili duyuru yapilmasi saglanmistir. Calismanin
kriterlerine uygun ydnlendirmeler yapildiginda ciftler ile randevulagilarak bulusma
saglanmistir

Calismaya katilacak ulasildiktan sonra kendilerinden randevu alinarak,
uygulama yapilacak yer ve saatin belirlenmesi saglanmistir. Uygulama oOncesi
bilgilendirilmis onam formu verilmistir, bu formda uygulamanin amaci, gonillilik
esast ve istedikleri zaman uygulamadan c¢ikabilecekleri belirtilmistir. Uygulamada
sonuclarin etkilenmemesi i¢in en Onemli nokta eslerin formlar1 doldururken ayri
olmalaridir. Bu konudaki hassasiyet paylasilmistir. Uygulayici, o6zellikle ana dili
Tiirkce olmayan katilimcr i¢in, uygulama esnasinda yaninda bulunmustur, Tiirk
katilimcinin formu ayr1 bir yerde doldurmasi kabul edilmistir. Uygulama bittikten
sonra kendilerinden verilen zarfa kagitlar1 birlikte koyarak kapatmalari istenmistir
Analizler

Literatiirde de deginildigi iizere, ¢iftlerin degerlendirilmesi i¢in tek esten alinan
bilgi ve bu bilginin degerlendirilmesi yetersiz bulunmaktadir ve her iki esin
etkilesimlerinin degerlendirilmesinin gerekliligi vurgulanmaktadir (Kenny, Kashy &
Cook, 2006). Bu amagla en sik kullanilan analiz APIM (actor-partner interdependence
model) bu calismada kullanimistir. Bu model, kisinin nedensel degiskeninin kendi
sonu¢ degiskeni (aktor etkisi) ve partnerinin sonu¢ degiskeni (partner etkisi)
tizerindeki etkisinin aragtirilmasina olanak saglar.

Verinin modele uygun test edilebilmesi i¢in Oncesinde kisilik boyutlari,
kiiltiirlenme seviyeleri, algilanan sosyal destek boyutlari, ¢catisma ¢6zim stilleri, dil

becerileri, kiiltiirel uzaklik, almman sosyal destek, sosyal tepkiler skorlarinin

225



ortalamalar1 ve standart sapmalar1 hesaplanmis, ve mutlak farklar1 alinarak analize
hazir hale getirilmistir.

Eslerin benzerlik gdstermesi durumunda sonuglar etkilenebilecegi igin
onerildigi iizere cinsiyet ve uyrugun; kisilik, kiiltiirlenme tutumlari, algilanan sosyal
destek, catisma ¢oziim yontemleri, dil becerileri, kiiltiirel uzaklik, sosyal ag, toplumsal
tepkiler ve kok aile iligkileri tizerindeki temel etkisini degerlendirmek amaciyla 2x2
ANOVA analizi uygulanmistir.

Analizlerin istatistiksel olarak giiciinii koruyabilmek amaciyla bireysel, ¢ift ve
baglamsal olamk {izere ii¢ seviyedeki degiskenlerden yordayici etkileri en yliksek
olanlar ayristirilacaktir. Bu amacla ii¢ asamali asamali regresyon analizi (Tabachnick
ve Fidell, 2007) yapilmasi planlanmistir. Bu analiz, bagimsiz degiskenlerin birleserek
bagimli degisken lizerindeki varyansi agiklama giiglerini gézlemlemeye olanak saglar.
Sirastyla erkeklerin ve kadinlarin evlilik doyumlarimi agiklayan varyansi agiklayan
degiskenleri ayirtedebilmek amaciyla erkelerin 6zellikleri ve kadinlarin 6zellikleri ayri
ayr1 degerlendirilmistir. Birinci analizde bireysel 6zelliklerin yer aldig1 degiskenler ti¢
asamali regresyonla degerlendirilmis birinci blokta kisilik 6zellikleri, ikinci blokta
kiiltiirlenme seviyesi ve liglincii blokta algilanan sosyal destek analize sokulmustur.
Ikinci analizde ¢ift ozellikleri degerlendirilmis, birinci blokta catisma ¢dziim
yontemleri, ikinci blokta dil becerileri ve tglincti blokta kiiltiirel uzaklik analize
sokulmustur. Uciincii analizde ise baglamsal dzellikler degerlendirilmis birinci blokta
demografik degiskenler (yas, gelir, egitim seviyesi, ikamet siireleri), ikinci blokta
alinan sosyal destek ve tliglincii blokta sosyal tepkileri analize sokulmustur. Her bir
analizde sirayla aktor ve partnerin evlilik doyumu sonu¢ degiskeni olarak
degerlendirilmis ve aciklanan varyans gozlenmistir. FElde edilecek sonuclar
dogrultusunda bireysel, ¢ift ve baglamsal 6zelliklerin aktoriin ve partnerin evlilik
doyumu ile nedensel iliskisini incelemek lizere yapisal esitleme modeli ile yol analizi
yapilmistir.

Benzerlik ve farkliliklarin degerlendirilmesi i¢in aliman kisilik 6zellikleri,

kiiltiirlenme seviyesi, algilanan sosyal destek, ¢catisma ¢6ziim yontemleri, demografik
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degiskenler (yas, egitim seviyesi), alinan sosyal destek degiskenlerinin mutlak farklar
ile olusturulan yeni degiskenler ile regresyon analizi uygulanmistir. Boylelikle,
bireysel ozellikler, cift 6zellikleri ve baglamsal 6zellikler olmak Uzere ¢ seviyedeki
degiskenlerin benzerlik ve farkliliklarin her iki esin evlilik doyumunu agiklayan

varyansi degerlendirilmistir.

BULGULAR
Korelasyonlar Analizleri

Erkeklerin evlilik doyumu kendi Kiiltiirel Empati, Duygusal Tutarlilik, Acik
gorisliiliik, aileden, arkadastan ve toplam Algilanan Sosyal Destek, uyum tutumlari,
ayrisma tutumlari, Olumlu Catisma Coziim Stilleri, dil becerisi, kiiltiirel uzaklik,
maddi destek, tompulsal tepkiler, ziyaret ve uzaktan iletisim seklindeki kok aile
iligkileri puanlari ile pozitif yonde iliski gostermistir. Korelasyonlar diisiik ve orta
(.20-.51) arasinda degismistir. En diigiik korelasyon kok aile ile ziyaret yoluyla iliski,
en yiiksek korelasyon ise aileden algilanan sosyal destek ile gozlenmistir. Erkeklerin
evlilik doyumu kendi evlilik doyumu ile kendi olumsuz catisma ¢6zlim stili arasinda
negatif yonde korelasyon gozlenmistir (r = -.34, p<.001).

Kadmlarin kendi evlilik doyumlar1 ve kendi Kiltirel Empati, aileden,
arkadastan ve toplam Algilanan Sosyal Destek, uyum tutumlari, ayrisma tutumlari,
kiiltiirel uzaklik, sosyal ag ve toplumsal tepkiler puanlari arasindan pozitif yonde, .17
ile .40 arasindan degisen, korelasyon gdzlenmistir. Marjinalizasyon tutumlar1 (r = -
.23, p<.01) ve olumsuz gatisma ¢oziim stilleri (r = -.29, p<.001) ile kadinlarin evlilik
doyumu arasinda negatif korelasyonlar gdzlenmistir.

Regression Analizleri

Bagimsiz degiskenlerin varyansi agiklamaktaki katkilarmi gozlemlemek igin
asamal1 regresyon analizi uygunlanmistir. Toplam puanlar tizerinden;

- Bireysel ozellikler; kisilik (Kiiltirel Empati (KE), Duygusal Tutarlilik

(DT), Agik Gorislilik (AG), Sosyal Girisimcilik (SG), Esneklik (Esn));
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kiiltiirlenme tutumlar1 (asimilasyon, ayrilma, uyum (entegrasyon) ve
marjinalizasyon); algilanan sosyal destek (aileden, arkadastan, anlami
kisiden, toplam)

- Cift etkilesim 6zellikleri; kiiltiirel uzaklik; ¢atisma ¢oziim stilleri (Olumlu,

Olumsuz, Geri ¢ekilme, Boyun egme); dil becerileri
- Baglamsal Etkiler; demografik degiskenler (yas, ikamet siiresi, en uzun
ikamet, egitim, gelir, evlilik siiresi); alinan sosyal destek (Sosyal ag, maddi
destek ve bilgi destegi kaynaklart toplami); kok aile ile iligkiler
(goriismelerin toplam frekansi), Olumsuz Toplumsal Tepkiler
olarak belirlenen degiskenlerin sirasiyla aktor etkileri ve partner etkileri
degerlendirilmistir.
Aktorun Evlilik Doyumunun Tahmininde Aktor Etkisi

Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan bireysel degiskenler incelendiginde ilk
asamada erkegin aileden algilanan sosyal destek puanini anlamli oldugu gézlenmistir,
F (1, 139) = 53.80, p<.001, R?= .28. ikinci asamasinda uyum tutumlar1 puaninin
denkleme katilmasi modelin anlamli olarak iyilesmesini saglamistir, Finc (1, 138)=
14.33, p<.001, R? =35. Uciincii olarak, KE kisilik ozelligi denkleme katilmis ve
modelde iyilesme gozlenmistir, Finc (1, 137) = 6.46, p<.05. R?=.38. Erkegin evlilik
doyumunu bireysel 6zellikleri arasinda en giiclii olarak aileden alinan sosyal destek
yordamistir. Yiiksek seviyede aileden alinan sosyal destek, uyum tutumu ve KE
ozelligi evlilik doyumundaki artis1 yordamaktadir.

Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kendi ¢ift degiskenleri incelendiginde ilk
modelde olumsuz catisma ¢6ziim stili yer almistir ve model anlamli bulunmustur, F
(1, 141)= 18.69, p<.001, R? =.12. ikinci modelde ise, modele kiiltiirel uzaklik
eklendiginde modelde anlamli olarak iyilesme goézlenmistir, Finc (1, 139)= 17.05,
p<.001, R? =21. Olumsuz catisma ¢dziim yontemleri (B=-.30, p<.001) ile kltiirel
uzaklik (B=-.34, p<.001) puanlarindaki artig anlamli olarak evlilik doyumdaki diisiisii
yordamaktadir.
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Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kendi baglamsal 6zellikleri incelendiginde
yalnizca olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerinin modele alindigi zaman anlamli sonug¢ verdigi
bulunmustur, F (1, 141)= 8.82, p<.05, R? =.08 Olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerdeki artig
evlilik doyumudaki diisiisii yordamaktadir.

Kadimin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kendi bireysel degiskenler incelendiginde
ilk modelde kadinin aileden algilanan sosyal destek puanini anlamli oldugu
gdzlenmistir, F (1, 140) = 28.64, p<.001, R? =.17. Ikinci modelde marjinalizasyon
tutumu denkleme katilmig ve anlamli iyilesme saglamstir, Finc (1, 139) = 4.11, p<.05,
R? =19. Kadun evlilik doyumunu aileden kendi algiladig1 yiiksek sosyal destek,
diisiikk marjinalizasyon tutumu yordamaktadir.

Kadinin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kendi ¢ift degiskenleri incelendiginde ilk
modelde olumsuz g¢atigma ¢oziim stili yer almistir ve model anlamli bulunmustur, F
(1, 141) = 13.23, p<.001, R? =.09. ikinci modelde ise, modele kiiltiirel uzaklik
eklendiginde modelde anlamli olarak iyilesme gozlenmistir, Finc (1, 140)= 4.88,
p<.05, R?=.12. Kadinin olumsuz g¢atisma ¢oziim stili (B=-.30, p<.001) ile Kkultirel
uzaklik (B=-.34, p<.001) puanlarinin diismesi kadmin evlilik doyumunu anlamli
olarak yordamaktadir

Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kendi baglamsal 6zellikleri incelendiginde
yalnizca olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerinin modele alindig1 zaman anlamli sonug¢ verdigi
bulunmustur, F (1, 141)= 17.42, p<.001, R? =.15. Kadinin evlilik doyumu olumsuz
toplumsal tepkiler arttik¢a anlamli olarak artig gostermektedir.

Aktorun Evlilik Doyumunun Tahmininde Partner Etkisi

Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan partner etkileri incelendiginde, ilk
modelde kadinin aileden algilanan sosyal destek puanini anlamli olarak model katki
sundugu bulunmustur, F (1, 140)= 38.83, p<.001, R? =22. ikinci asamasinda KE
ozelliklerinin denkleme katilmas1 modelin anlamli olarak iyilesmesini saglamistir, Finc
(1, 139) = 8.35, p<.05, R? =26. Kadmin algilanan sosyal desteginin ve KE

ozelliklerinin yiiksek olmasi erkegin evlilik doyumundaki iyilesmeyi yordamaktadir.
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Erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayan kadimin ¢ift degiskenleri incelendiginde
ilk modelde olumsuz catisma ¢6ziim stili yer almistir ve model anlamli bulunmustur, F
(1, 140)= 5.98, p<.05., R? =.04. Kadinin olumsuz ¢atigma ¢dziim stilini daha ok
kullanmasi esinin evlilik doyumundaki diisiisii yordamaktadir.

Baglamsal etkiler incelendiginde, erkegin evlilik doyumunu sadece kadinin
olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerinin yordadigi bulunmustur, F (1, 102) = 11.40, p<.05, R?
=.10 Olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerdeki artis evlilik doyumudaki diisiisii yordamaktadir.

Kadmin evlilik doyumunu yordayan erkegin bireysel degiskenler
incelendiginde ilk modelde erkegin aileden algilanan sosyal destek puanini anlamli
oldugu goézlenmistir, F (1, 140)= 22.97, p<.001, RZ =14. ikinci modelde uyum
tutumu Finc (1, 139) = 9.94, p<.05, R?=.20; iiciincii modelde SG 6zelligi Finc (1, 138)=
7.19, p<.05, R? =.24; asimilasyon tutumu Finc (1, 137)= 4.73, p<.05, R? =.27
denklemlere eklenmis ve anlamli iyilesme saglamistir. Erkegin aileden algiladig:
sosyal destek, SG, uyum tutumlarindaki ve asimilasyon tutumlarindaki artis anlamli
olarak kadinin evlilik doyumundaki artig1 yordamaktadir.

Kadinin evlilik doyumunu yordayan erkegin ¢ift degiskenleri incelendiginde
ilk modelde olumsuz gatisma ¢6ziim stili yer almistir ve model anlamli bulunmustur, F
(1, 141)= 7.14, p<.05, R?=.05. Ikinci modelde geri ¢ekilme Finc (1, 140)= 4.01, p<.05,
R? =.05; ii¢lincii modelde ise boyun egmenin Finc (1, 139)= 6.41, p<.05, R? =.11
denkleme katilmasiyla anlamli olarak modellerde iyilesme gozlenmistir. Erkegin
olumsuz catisma ¢6ziim stili ve geri ¢ekilme stilindeki azalma, boyun egici stilindeki
artma kadmnin evlilik doyumundaki artis1 yordamaktadir.

Kadinin evlilik doyumunu yordayan erkegin baglamsal 6zellikleri
incelendiginde yalnizca olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerindeki artisin kadmin evlilik
doyumundaki diisiinii anlamli olarak yordadigi bulunmustur, F (1, 101) = 6.77, p<.05.
Evlilik Doyumunun Tahmininde Etkilesim Etkileri

Benzerliklerin erkegin evlilik doyumunu yordayici etkileri incelendigide Acik
gorigiiliilik 6zelligindeki benzerligin artisinin erkegin doyumundaki artisi yordadig:

bulunmustur, F (1,138)= 4.21, p<.05, R?>=.03, = -.17. Kiiltirel empati boyutundaki
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benzerlik ise anlamli olarak kadinlarin evlilik doyumundaki artisi yordamaktadir F
(1,138)= 9.81, p<.05, R?=.07, R%=.03. Asimilasyon tutumlarindaki benzerlik ise
erkeklerin evlilik doyumundaki artist anlamli olarak yordamustir, F (1,142)= 4.85,
p<.05, R%=.03, p=-.19.
Aktor-Partner Etkisi

Erkeklerin evlilik doyumunu ve kadmnlarin evlilik doyumunu hem aktor
boyutunda hem de partner boyutunda yalnizca aileden alinan sosyal destek, olumsuz
catisma ¢oziim stilli ve olumsuz sosyal tepkiler yordamistir. Bu li¢ degiskenin bir
arada, toplu etki giiclinii degerlendirebilmek amaciyla yol analizi uygulanmistir.
Bulgulara gore, aileden algilanan sosyal destegin aktor ve partner etkileri erkeklerin ve
kadmlarin evlilik doyumlarini1 yordarken anlamlidir, ayrica esittir. Olumsuz catisma
¢ozum stilleri aktor ve partner etkileri birlikte degerlendirildiginde yalnizca aktor
etkilerinin anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir, erkeklerin olumsuz catisma ¢6ziim stilindeki
artis anlaml olarak erkeklerin evlilik doyumlarindaki diisiisii ve kadinlarin olumsuz
catisma ¢6ziim stilindeki artis anlamli olarak kadinlarin evlilik doyumlarindaki diisiisii
yordamaktadir. Olumsuz toplumsal tepkilerin ise aktor ve partner etkilerinin erkek ve
kadinlarin evlilik doyumlar1 iizerinde yordayici etkisinin birlikte degisimleri yol
analizi ile incelendiginde de anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu etkilerin erkekler ve
kadinlar arasinda esit oldugu, hem erkek hem de kadinlarin olumsuz toplumsal
tepkilerindeki artigin her iki es i¢in hem kendi evlilik doyumu hem de eslerinin evlilik
doyumlarindaki diisiisii anlamli olarak yordadigi sonucuna varilmastir.

TARTISMA

Bu calismada Alman-Turk ve Rus-Tiirk ¢iftlerde evlilik doyumlarii yordayici
bireysel, ¢ift 6zellikleri ve baglamsal etkiler ekosistem bakis acisiyla degerlendirilmis.
Bu degerlendirmede bireysel ozellikler kisilik ozellikleri (KE, SG, AG, DT, Esn),
kiiltiirlenme tutumlar1 (asimilasyon, ayrilma, uyum (entegrasyon) ve marjinalizasyon),
algilanan sosyal destek (aile, arkadas, anlamli kisi ve toplam) olarak; cift etkilerim
ozellikleri kiiltiirel uzaklik, ¢atisma ¢oziim stilleri (olumlu, olumsuz, geri cekilen,

boyun egici), dil becerisi olarak ve baglamsal etkiler demografik 6zellikler, olumsuz
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sosyal tepkiler, alinan sosyal destek (sosyal ag, maddi destek ve bilgi destegi
kaynaklari sayis1) ve kok aile iligkileri olarak tanimlanmaistir.

Erkek ve kadmlarin kendi  Ozelliklerinin (aktor etkisi) ve partnerinin
ozelliklerinin (partner etkisi) ayr1 ayri hem kendi evlilik doyumlar1 hem de partnerinin
evlilik doyumlar ile iligkileri ve yordayici etkileri incelenmistir. Bu analizi
yapabilmek i¢in temel varsayimlar karsilanmistir. Verinin uygunlugu hakkinda bilgi
alma ve yorumlama i¢in korelasyon analizi uygulanmistir. Korelasyon analizleri
sonucunda erkeklerin evlilik doyumlarindaki artisin kendi KE, DT, AG, aileden,
arkadastan ve toplam Algilanan Sosyal Destek, uyum tutumlari, ayrigma tutumlari,
Olumlu Catisma Co6ztim Stilleri, dil becerisi, kiiltiirel uzaklik, maddi destek, toplumsal
tepkiler, ziyaret ve uzaktan iletisim seklindeki kok aile iligkileri puanlari artisla;
olumsuz ¢atisma ¢o6ziim stili puanlarindaki azalig ile birlikte degisim gosterdigi
gozlenmistir. Kadinlarin kendi evlilik doyumlarindaki artis ise kendi KE, aileden,
arkadastan ve toplam Algilanan Sosyal Destek, uyum tutumlari, ayrigma tutumlari,
kiiltiirel uzaklik, sosyal ag ve toplumsal tepkiler puanlarindaki artis, marjinalizasyon
tutumlar1 ve olumsuz ¢atisma ¢6ziim stilleri puanlarindaki azalis ile birlikte degisim
gostermektedir. Bu bulgular genel olarak literatiir ile tutarli bulunmustur. Ozellikle
kiiltiirel farkliliklarin arttiginda evlilik doyumunda azalma ve evlilik iliskisinde
giicliiklerde artis olabilecegini vurgulayan calismalar1 (Danesphour, 2008; Donovan,
2004; Crohn, 1995) destekler niteliktedir.

Her ne kadar kisilik 6zellikleri korelasyonlar ile hem erkegin hem de kadinin
evlilik doyumu ile iliskili bulunduysa da, karsilikli olarak yordayici etkisinin olmadigi
bireysel etkilerin gozlenmektedir. Ozellikle esneklik ve yanlis anlasilmalarde basa
cikabilme (Tseng, 2001) ve agik olmanin (Sung, 1990) evlilik iligkisini olumlu yonde
etkileyebilecegi belirtilmistir. Birlikte degisim s6z konusu kisilik o6zellikleri igin
gozlenmis olsa da yordayici etki Kiiltiirel Empati ve Sosyal Girisimcilik 6zellikleri
icin gdzlenmistir. Bu farkli bulgular 6nceki ¢alismalarin ¢gogunlukla klinik gozlemlere
veya roportajlar dayanmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ek olarak, bu caligmada

kiiltiire hassas bir Ol¢clim araci ile degerlendirme yapilmistir, tutarli bulunmayan
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bulgular kiiltiire hassas ozelliklerin Ol¢lilmesinin gerekliligini vurgulayan Ashton
(1998) destekler niteliktedir.

Calisma gogmenlik s6z konusu oldugunda, gogmen esin uyum tutumun evlilik
doyumunu etkileyecegini dne siirmektedir (Falicov, 2003; Negy & Snyder, 2000). Bu
caligmanin bulgular1 gd¢men olmayan esin, gogmen esin kiiltiiriine uyum saglamasinin
altin1 ¢izmektedir. Bu agidan literature yeni bir bulgu olarak sunulmustur.

Aileden alian sosyal destek karsilikli olarak her iki es i¢cin hem kendi evlilik
doyumunu yordamak hem de esinin evlilik doyumunu yordamak agisindan anlamli
oldugu bulunmustur. Bu bilgi 1sindan literatiirde vurgulanan aileden algilanan destegin
onemin (Cutrona, 1996), evrensel olarak tutarliligina katki sunmustur.

Ayni sekilde literatiir negative catisma ¢6ziim yontemlerinin evlilik doyumunu
yordama agisindan ¢ok daha belirleyici bir 6zellik tasidiginin altini ¢izmistir (Gottman
& Levenson, 1992). Calisgmanin bulgulari bu sonucu destekler niteliktedir. Ancak, bu
etkinin Ozellikle eslerin kendi doyumlarint yordamada, eslerin doyumlarini
yordamaktan daha 6nemli olabilecegini ortaya koymustur. Catisma ¢oziim stillerini
aktor ve partner etkileri agisindan inceleyen az sayidaki ¢alismalardan birisi olan Ozen
(2006) ile tutarlilik géstermektedir.

Dil becerisinin her hangi bir yordayici etkisi gdzlenmemistir, halbuki dil
becerisinin 6zellikle gé¢cmen esin kiiltiirlenme stresine katki sunmasindan dolay1
evlilik doyumu {iizerinde etkili olabilecegi 6ne siirtilmiistiir (Tseng, 2001; Chen, 1990).
Orneklemde belirli bir seviyede Tiirkce konusulabildigi igin hi¢ beceriye sahip
olmama kosulunda ortaya ¢ikabilecek yordayici etki gozlenememistir. Yine de dil
becerisinin belirli bir seviyenin istiine ¢iktiginda evlilik doyumu tizerindeki etkisinin
kaybolabildigi 6ne siiriilebilir.

Kiiltiirel farkliliklar paylasilan kiiltiir havuzunun azalmasindan dolay1 g¢ift
uluslu evlilikler 6zelinde evlilik doyumunu etkileyebilecek stres kaynagi olarak one
stiriilmiistiir (Romano, 2008; Waldman and Rubalcava, 2005) ancak bu g¢alismada
sadece bireysel olarak tanimlanan farklili§in yine bireyin kendisinin evlilik doyumunu

etkileyebilecek bir degisken olarak ele alinabilecegi gézlenmistir. Bu agidan literatiire
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yeni bir bilgidir, daha onceki ¢alismalar ¢ogunlukla niteliksel gozlemlere dayandigi
i¢in bu etkinin iizerinde durulmamustir.

Demografik degiskenler anlamli iligki gostermemistir. Literatiirde her ne kadar
tutarli ¢aligmalar bulunmasa da buradaki iliskilerin yordayici etkisinin gozlenmemesi
degiskenlerin dogrusal bir diizende dagilmamasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir, 6zellikle
evlilik stireleri ve yas i¢in bu durum sdz konusudur. Bununla birlikte, kiiltirlenme
seviyesi ve stresi ile iligkisi olabileceginden oturum siiresinin evlilik doyumunu
yordayabilecegi beklenmistir (Kisselev vd., 2010) fakat bu etki gozlenmemistir.
Bunun bir nedeni baska araci etkilerin kontrol edilmesinin gerekliligi olabilir.

Alman sosyal destegin, 6zellikle gogmen esin karsilastigi sosyal iliskilerde
azalma ile evlilik doyumunu etkileyebilecegi 6ne siiriilmiistiir (Kisselev vd., 2010;
Copeland & Norell, 2002). Caligmadaki bulgular bu bilgileri destekler nitelikte
degildir. Bunun bir nedeni 6rneklemeden kaynaklanabilir, calismaya katilan ciftlere
cogunlukla sosyal ortamlarda ve sosyal aglar araciligiyle ulagilmistir.

Olumsuz sosyal tepkilerin ciflerin her ikisinin birden karsilikli evlilik
doyumlarint yordadigi bulunmustur. Literatiirde kiiltiirel farkliliklar olmasa da
evrensel olarak aile (Larson, 2000) ve arkadaslardan (Cihan-Gungor, 2007; Larson &
Holman, 1994) aliman onaym evlilik doyumunu pozitif yonde yordayabilecegi
tizerinde durulmustur. Cift uluslu ve kiiltiirel olarak farklilik gosteren bireylerin evlilik
doyumu agisindan aileden ve arkadasalrdan alinan onayin daha onem kazandigi
vurgulanmistir. Sonuglar bu bulgular1 destekler niteliktedir.

Kok aile ile iliskiler korelasyonlarda evlilik doyumu ile birlikte degisim
gostermis fakat herhangi bir yordayici etki gézlenmemistir, diger taraftan ozellikle
gé¢cmen es i¢in Onemi tizerinde durulmustur (Fu vd., 2001). Larson (2000) bu
degiskenin evrensel olarak uzun siireli evliliklere katki sunabilecegini belirtmistir.
Celisen bulgu bu calismada yalnizca gorlisme sikliginin alinmis olmasindan ve
goriigme kalitesinin igerigine iliskin bilginin eksik olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir.
Ayrica, evlilik doyumu ve evliligin uzun siiremesi arasinda da nedensel bir iliskiden

cok birlikte degisim gosteren bir iliski s6z konusudur (Karney & Brandbury, 1995).
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Sonuclardan Yapilan Cikarimlar

Bu c¢alismanin, bireysel ¢ift 6zellikleri ve baglamsal etkiler olmak {izere ii¢
seviyede, ayrica her iki esin hem kendi 6zelliklerinin hem de esinin 6zelliklerinin
evlilik doyumlar1 tizerindeki etkisini arastiracak sekilde aktor-partner etkileriyle
incelemesi sonuglar1 genis bir yelpalzede ¢ikarimlar yapilmasini saglamaktadir.

Cift uluslu evliliklere yonelik yapilacak miidahaleler konusunda yol gosterici
bir nitelige sahiptir. Esler arasinda karsilikli etkiler aileden alinan sosyal destek,
catisma ¢Ozim stilleri ve sosyal etkiler i¢in gozlenmistir. Kisilik boyutunda tek bir
ozellik olarak sadece Kiiltiirel Empati boyutunun bireysel etkisi on plana g¢ikarak
evlilik doyumunu yordayict degerlendirilmesi, ¢alismay1 temel alarak ogretilebilir ve
Ogrenilebilinir konularin yapilan miidahalelerde Oncelik kazanmasi konusunu
gindeme getirmektedir.

Bireysel = farkindalik  kazandirict  miidahalelerin  hangi  alanlarda
yapilabilecegine yonelik Oneriler getirilebilmektedir. Kiiltiirel farkliliklarin ve
kiiltiirlenme tutumlariin  katkisini psikoegitim modelleri ile bireylere sunmak
mumkdndur.

Cok degiskenin incelenerek, bireysel, cift ozellikleri baglamsal etkileri
degerlendirmesi evlilik oncesi danigmanlik ve miidahaleler i¢in kapsamli bir bilgi
sunmaktadir.Bunlara ek olarak, ¢calismanin sonuglar1 baglamsal etkileri de g6z 6niinde
bulundurdugu icin koruyucu ve Onleyici bakis agisiyla sosyal politikalar tiretilirken
referans alinabilecek bilgi sunmaktadir.

Siirhliklar

Bu c¢alisma 6rneklemi geregi Tiirkiye’de yasayan erkeklerin Tiirk, kadinlarin
Alman veya Rus oldugu evlilikli kapsamaktadir. Bu nedenle yapilan gozlemler sadece
kadinlarin go¢men, erkeklerin dominant kiiltiirden geldigi evlilikler {izerinde
yapilmistir. Bu durum genelleme agisindan bir sinirlilik getirmektedir.

Ayrica, ¢alismaya dahil olan yabanci uyruklu kadin esler 6lgeklerin
psikometrik 6zelliklerini karsilayabilmek amaciyla belirli dil seviyesine kadar Tiirkce

konusabilmektedir. Bu nedenle Tiirk¢e dil becerisinin daha diisiik veya hi¢ olmadigi
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eslerin evlilik doyumlar1 konusunda bilgi almak miimkiin olmadigindan edinilen
gbzlem ve genelleme ile ilgili bir snirlilik s6z konusudur.

Ek olarak, ¢iftlere cogunlukla sosyal ortamlara dahil olan ¢iftlere ulagilmigtir.
Birbirine benzer sosyal aglari olan ¢iftlerlle uygulama yapilmistir. Bu durum da sosyal

destek etkisinin gézlenmesi agisindan bir sinirlilik olusturabilir.
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APPENDIX T. Tez Fotokopisi izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitisu

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlsi

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii I:I

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisu

YAZARIN
Soyad :
Adi
Boluma :

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:

238




