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This research examined the influence of psychological 

temperament and family-of-origin socialisation influences on 

relationship adjustment in marriage. The major goals were 

to determine: (a) if there was a relationship between the 

temperament of one mate in the marriage and the temperament 

of his or her spouse, and (b) if there was a relationship 

between the marital adjustment scores of a mate relative to 

either personal temperament or that of his or her spouse. A 

secondary purpose was to determine if certain family-of-

origin socialization experiences influenced adjustment in 

marriage. 

One hundred seventy-nine couples (H = 358) completed 

three test instruments including the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator (Myers, 1962), Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 

1976), and the Socialization Background Questionnaire 

(Church, unpublished), along with a demographic 

questionnaire. The subjects, volunteers from 12 churches 

in a large metropolitan area, had mean ages of 35.3 and 33.6 

years for husbands and wives, respectively, and had been 



married for an average of 10.1 years. 

Five hypotheses and two research questions were tested 

at the .05 level of significance. The results gathered did 

not support the hypothesis that there was a relationship 

between temperament type and mate selection. Similarly, no 

support was evidenced for any specific relationship between 

temperament and marital adjustment. On the Socialization 

Background Questionnaire, one relationship at the prescribed 

level of significance was present between husbands' self-

concept and their marital adjustment scores. At the .10 

significance level, there was also indication that husbands' 

marital adjustment was related to the acceptance they did or 

did not receive as children., regardless of the expectations 

held for them. Neither of these relationships was present 

with regard to wives' marital adjustment scores. 

The overall conclusions are that couples do not choose 

mates based on temperaments, that no relationship exists 

between temperament combinations and marital adjustment, and 

that socialization experiences affect marital adjustment 

differently for husbands and wives. 
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RELATIONSHIP ADJUSTMENT IN MARRIAGE AS INFLUENCED BY 
PSYCHOLOGICAL TEMPERAMENT AND FAMILY-OF-ORIGIN 

SOCIALIZATION EXPERIENCES 

Marriage has always been popular and remains so as 

evidenced by the approximately 2,400,000 marriages 

registered every year daring the past decade in the United 

States (The World Almanac. 1986). The popularity of this 

institution, however, is in no way indicative of the quality 

of relationships entered into by many individuals. Divorces 

over the same period have occurred about once for every two 

marriages. Furthermore, researchers have gathered evidence 

which indicates that many marital relationships not 

terminating in divorce are anything but satisfactory 

(Bernard, 1972; Nock, 1979; Pineo, 1961; Rollins & Cannon, 

1974; Swensen, Eskew, & Kohlhepp, 1981). For example, 

Swensen et al. (1981) wrote concerning their investigation: 

The conclusion suggested by the data... indicates 

that over the course of marriage the average 

marriage in our culture seems to devitalize, 

husband and wife interact less with each other, so 

that they become less satisfied with their 

relationship, (p. 849) 

Responding to the concurrent high rate of marriage and 

its dissolutionment, social scientists have been busily 

engaged in attempting to ascertain reasons for relational 



stagnation and in translating their nascent knowledge into 

preventative applicational procedures to enhance dyadic 

alliances. While those in the field of counseling and 

psychology, depending on their orientation, look at such 

factors as personality compatibility, need fulfillment, 

perceptions of self and mate, reciprocal behaviors, or 

patterns of interaction, students of sociology consider, 

both at the micro and macro level, various external 

influences which impact human relationships (Wentworth, 

1980/1981). In the 1970s alone, the number of professional 

journal articles and dissertations devoted to the issue of 

marital quality numbered over 330 (Spanier & Lewis, 1980). 

One explanation tendered for the ongoing high rate of 

marriage has to do with the perceptions people have 

regarding the means of acquiring happiness. A number of 

researchers indicate that for most adults in the U. S. the 

marital union is the strongest predictor of happiness, and 

that happiness itself, in fact, is seen to be predicated on 

having a good marital relationship (Bradburn, 1969; Bradburn 

& Coplovita, 1965; Glenn & Weaver, 1979, 1981; Knupfer, 

Clark, & Room, 1966). Furthermore, it has been postulated 

that divorce rates will continue to correlate positively to 

the extent that people depend on marriage for personal 

happiness (Glenn & Weaver, 1981). Thus, the elevated rates 

of divorce, rather than proving the demise of the marriage 

institution, can be interpreted as an indication of the 



strong desire individuals have for compatibility in marriage 

and family life (Norton & Glick, 1979). 

One method of assisting couples in the achievement of 

satisfactory relationships involves helping both partners 

understand each other's psychological style. The premise 

underlying this approach asserts that understanding 

increases acceptance. This idea is succinctly conveyed by 

Keirsey and Bates (1984), "...in understanding me you might 

come to prise my differences from you, and, far from seeking 

to change me, preserve and even nurture those differences" 

(p. 1). One instrument that has been used extensively to 

aid couples in understanding their personality differences 

is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), published in 1962 

by Isabel Myers. The MBTI, based on Carl Jung's 

psychological typology (1921/1923), portrays the divergent 

styles employed by people in approaching life and in 

interacting with it. 

A number of studies have been undertaken using the MBTI 

to demonstrate a relationship between people's psychological 

type and their marital adjustment, satisfaction, or 

happiness (Beer, 1986; Gosse, 1978/1979; Lacey, 1984; 

Lindner, 1972/1973; Sherman, 1981; Wentworth, 1980/1981). 

These studies have measured each of the four bi-polar 

dimensions of the MBTI (Extraversion-Introversion, Sensing-

Intuition, Thinking-Feeling, Judgment-Perception) and 

correlated them separately with the various scores used for 



measuring marital well-being. Keirsey and Bates (1984), 

however, contend that the real usefulness of psychological 

types comes not from looking at each of the individual 

scales, but from understanding temperaments. Temperament 

profiles result from combining the poles of two different 

scales. "Temperament can denote a moderation or unification 

of otherwise disparate forces, a tempering or concession of 

opposing influences, ...a kind of thematization of the 

whole, a uniformity of the diverse" (Keirsey & Bates, 1984, 

p. 27). They hold that the four temperaments, which are 

labeled Sensing-Perception, Sensing-Judgment, Intuition-

Thinking, Intuition-Feeling, have greater utility as 

explainers of behavior. It was the purpose of this study to 

determine the relationship between these temperaments and 

marital adjustment. In addition, the relationship between 

certain early socialization experiences and the four 

temperaments as they related to marital adjustment were 

examined. 

Review of the Literature 

The review of the relevant literature focuses upon four 

related areas of investigation: marital adjustment, 

psychological type, marital adjustment and psychological 

type, and family-of-origin research. 

Marital Adjustment 

Marital adjustment and marital satisfaction have become 



very popular fields of research. The first publications in 

this area appeared in the late 1920s and into the 1930s 

(Burgess & Cotrell, 1939; Hamilton, 1929; Terman, 1938). 

According to Spanier and Lewis (1980), in the 1970s alone 

there were 182 American doctoral dissertations and 

approximately 150 articles published on these topics. 

Diversity exists in the literature regarding the use of 

the terms "marital satisfaction" and "marital adjustment," 

the boundaries between these two concepts often being 

obfuscated (Spanier & Cole, 1976). Burr (1973), Hawkins 

(1968), Miller (1976), Rollins and Galligan (1978), and 

Snyder (1979) used the term "marital satisfaction" in the 

development of their theories. Satisfaction in marriage is 

defined as an inner reaction which is subjectively 

experienced (Burr, Leigh, Day, & Constantine, 1979), a 

feeling of happiness and contentment based on an evaluation 

of one's current relationship (Hawkins, 1968), or the 

outcome of the comparison between what one expects in 

marriage and what actually exists (Lenthall, 1977). 

The term "marital adjustment," on the other hand, has 

been utilized by Cutler and Dyer (1965), Lewis and Spanier 

(1979), Locke and Wallace (1959), and Spanier and Cole 

(1976). This concept is viewed as both a process and goal 

(Cutler & Dyer, 1965), or as a process and a qualitative 

evaluation of a state (Spanier, 1976). Locke and Wallace 

(1959) posited that adjustment in marriage includes the 



three dimensions of conflict resolution and management, 

marital satisfaction and happiness, and companionship and 

consensus. Spanier in subsequent years wrote (1976): 

...dyadic adjustment can be defined as a process, 

the outcome of which is determined by the degree 

of: (1) troublesome dyadic differences; (2) 

interpersonal tensions and personal anxiety; (3) 

dyadic satisfaction; (4) dyadic cohesion; and (5) 

consensus on matters of importance to dyadic 

functioning, (p. 17) 

According to these definitions, marital satisfaction is 

viewed as one constituent of dyadic adjustment. 

Hansen and Schuldt (1984) undertook an investigation to 

examine the relationship between marital satisfaction and 

self-disclosure. The 50 subjects they studied had a mean 

age of 25 and were married for an average 3.18 years. Their 

findings indicated that a husband's self-disclosure to his 

wife was positively related to his marital satisfaction and 

that similarly a wife s self-disclosure to her husband was 

positively related to her satisfaction in the marriage. 

Marini's study (1976), using data taken from 1963 

longitudinal studies on well-being, investigated the 

dimensions of marital happiness. She performed secondary 

analysis on the responses of 3,934 subjects from the 

metropolitan areas of Washington, Detroit, and Chicago. 

Results from this study revealed that marital satisfaction 



was positively related to marital happiness (£=.38) and to 

companionship (n=.44). 

An investigation into the relationship between self-

concept and marital quality was undertaken by Schafer and 

Keith (1984) using 294 couples with mean ages of 49 years 

for men and 47 years for women. Their results revealed that 

high self-regard and the perception of being positively 

assessed by one's spouse are both involved in contributing 

to a favorable evaluation of the marital relationship. 

Another study examined the possible positive and 

negative effects of several variables on marital 

satisfaction (Price, 1984/1985). Using data gathered from 

2,168 married respondents ranging in age from 18 to 96 

years, Price discovered that role strain, self-satisfaction, 

church attendance, presence of children, and family income 

were all factors which had varying impacts on marital 

satisfaction. 

Carter (1980), in his study of the relationship among 

self esteem, marital communication, and marital adjustment, 

surveyed 227 married people from the metropolitan area of 

Dallas. The subjects had a mean age of 40 and had been 

married an average of 16 years. His findings revealed, in 

agreement with the beliefs of Satir (1967) and Skynner 

(1976), that good self esteem is a salient component of 

marital adjustment. Congruent with the beliefs of Haley 

(1976) and findings of Beavers (1977), Carter concluded that 



the ability to communicate effectively was essential for 

relational well-being. 

Kotler (1985) conducted a study on a cross sectional 

sample of 60 married individuals, equally divided between 

males and females, who were unrelated to each other. This 

investigation looked into the relationship between marital 

quality and personal intimacies. High marital quality, the 

results indicated, was associated with a sense of taking 

part in a joint enterprise where responsibilities were 

equitably shared and where there was a balance between 

separateness and connectedness. 

Imberman (1983/1984) investigated the relationships 

between intimacy, identity, and marital adjustment. Her 

subjects were 20 male and 26 female volunteers. They were 

in the 20 to 28 year age range, .childless, and had been with 

their partner for at least one year. Her study supported 

the hypothesis that there is a significant positive 

association between overall intimacy level, identity, and 

marital adjustment.for both males and females. 

And finally, research conducted by Heidt (1984/1985) 

looked into the relationships between self-disclosure, 

trust, and marital adjustment to determine whether higher 

levels of self-disclosure and trust were predictive of 

greater levels of marital adjustment. His subjects were 51 

couples who were given test instruments to assess the three 

target areas being studied. Results indicated that more 



adjusted couples scored significantly higher on their levels 

of trust than less adjusted couples. A correlational 

analysis of the data, furthermore, revealed that trust was 

the element most highly related to marital adjustment. 

Psychological Types 

The concept of psychological types was first introduced 

by Carl Gustav Jung in 1921 (Gray & Wheelwright, 1945; Jung, 

1923). He hypothesized, as a result of his clinical work, 

that human behavior, rather than occurring randomly, was 

specifically influenced by basic differences in an 

individual's attitudinal preference to life. To describe 

these variations, he posited three bipolar dimensions of 

preference. The first of these involved two fundamental 

orientations toward the world, which he labeled introversion 

and extraversion. Although both of these attitudes are in 

all individuals to varying degrees (Ellenberger, 1970), 

there is a tendency early in life to favor one over the 

other. Introverted (I) individuals are motivated by inner 

subjective factors, while extraverted (E) ones are motivated 

by forces external to themselves. In addition to the 

fundamental orientation, Jung posited four functions, or 

mental processes. The first pair relates to perceptive 

preferences and the next deals with preferred modes of 

judgment. Of the perceptive preferences, sensing (S) 

describes the process of becoming aware of things through 
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the five senses, while intuition (N) refers to the inception 

of awareness through indirect perception usually by means of 

unconscious ideas or associations tacked on to information 

coming from outside. Regarding the two modes of judging, 

thinking (T) is a logical, impersonal process aimed at 

following a premise through to its conclusion (Rychlak, 

1981), while feeling (F) is a subjective process which seeks 

to evaluate things on the basis of personal value. 

Isabel Myers and Katharine Briggs, in producing the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), added a fourth dimension 

to Jung's typology (Myers, 1962). This pair of opposites was 

designed to distinguish between two types of attitudes 

toward the outer world. One of these they labeled perceiving 

(P), that process of becoming aware of people, things, 

occurrences, or ideas. Its polar alternate was named judging 

(J), the process of coming to conclusions regarding what has 

been perceived (Myers, 1980). 

From the four dimensions described above come 16 

categories, each representing a specific personality type. 

Individuals are described as having the psychological type 

of the category into which they fit. This schema provides a 

basis for understanding the reasons behind the wide 

variations of behavior displayed by humans and allows these 

differences to be conceptualized as falling within the scope 

of normalcy. Being cognisant that divergent conduct is 

rooted in disparate goals and motivations, the legitimacy of 
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heterogeneity could be accepted and movement towards mutual 

recipience rather than recrimination becomes normative. 

Marital Adjustment & M Psychological Types 

btudies of psychological type and marital adjustment or 

marital satisfaction using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

have been undertaken by a number of researchers. Lindner 

(1972/1973) looked at personality dimensions as they related 

to variables of interpersonal understanding. In the 21 

marriages (H = 42) studied, he discovered that mid-range 

values of personality similarity (rather than extreme scores 

on similarity or dissimilarity) were associated with the 

greatest reports of marital happiness. Feelings of being 

understood were likewise positively associated with 

relationship happiness. He also found a small but 

significant tendency for the length of marriage to be 

positively affiliated with homogeneous personality match-

ups . 

Gosse (1978/1979), in his study of the relationship 

between Jungian psychological type and marital adjustment, 

studied 117 couples. He failed to find any correlation 

between their level of dyadic adjustment and their 

preference for any single dimension of psychological type. 

Furthermore, there was no evidence that a significant 

relationship existed between dyadic adjustment and 

personality similarities across all four dimensions of 

psychological type. As a result of clinical interviews with 
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his subjects, however, he did report observing a connection 

between type and marital adjustment. He surmised that the 

styles of relationship and the stresses involved appeared to 

be type related. 

Wentworth (1980/1981) also sought to determine whether 

a correlation existed between Jungian psychological type and 

marital adjustment. She studied 89 couples, of which at 

least one spouse was a university student. Her research 

concurred with Gosse's findings that the level of marital 

adjustment was not predicated on the amount of similarity of 

psychological preference. Neither was the report of marital 

adjustment higher for any one of the 16 types over any of 

the others. She did report, though, that there was a 

tendency to choose mates who were neither totally similar 

nor dissimilar in type to the one doing the selecting. 

Also, there was evidence that couples who were similar on 

the judging-perceiving dimension of the MBTI were more 

likely not to experience difficulties related to that area 

of type, judging individuals desiring closure and structure 

while perceiving ones value openness and spontaneity. 

Lacey (1984) studied the ways couples with divergent 

personality types achieved high marital adjustment. Her 

subjects were six married couples who had different MBTI 

types and who had scores on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

which were considered high. She discovered that these 

couples had the following characteristics in common: a 
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capacity for caring and concern, a commitment to being 

married, allowed the spouse to have independent interests, 

shared in some common activities and leisure time interests, 

displayed humor, were able to give and receive affection and 

express empathy to one another, and experienced growth which 

pulled them together. She concluded that the ability to 

adapt to personality differences and to view these as 

positive and reinforcing to the marriage enabled couples 

with variant psychological types to experience significant 

positive marital adjustment. 

Beer (1986) studied 86 married individuals from a La 

Maz class and a local community college in his investigation 

of the relationship between Jungian personality type and 

marital satisfaction. The data revealed that 17 of the 28 

significant correlations in his study were associated with 

the sensing/intuitive psychological type. He concluded that 

this dimension of the MBTI was the most highly correlated 

with marital satisfaction. He found that intuitive persons 

preferred less traditional role relationships with their 

spouses while sensing individuals held a more idealised view 

of their marriage. Also, significant correlations existed 

between intuitive persons and reports of dissatisfaction in 

leisure time, finances, and global views of the marriage. 

On the judging-perceiving dimension, there was indication 

that perceptive persons, when compared to judging ones, 

experienced more global marital distress. 
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Faroilv-of-Ori gin Research 

Throughout history the family has been viewed as the 

institution through which the individual receives 

nurturance, develops values, and learns the socialization 

process. In recent years, investigations have yielded 

empirical support for many of these beliefs which had 

previously been intuitively accepted. 

Acock and Bengtson (1978) examined the 

intergenerational similarity of 653 father-mother-youth 

triads in several areas, including political and religious 

orientations. Their subjects, gathered from a large western 

metropolitan area, had an average age of 46 years for the 

parents and 18 years for the youth. Relatively high 

predictability from parent to child was found (with R 

ranging up to .67) and mothers were consistently more 

predictive of their children in most areas. These findings 

are consistent with the writings of Bandura (1969), Kohlberg 

(1969), Lewis (1973), and Mischel (1970) who also noted that 

children learn their roles from parents, through 

instruction, observation, and interaction with them. 

Filsinger and Lamke (1983) looked at the lineage 

transmission of interpersonal competence. The subjects were 

105 undergraduate college students and their parents from a 

large Southwestern university. The results indicated that 

general relationship competence (versus intimate 

relationship competence) is passed on from parent to child. 
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Filsinger and Lamke also found "that parents who are anxious 

and socially withdrawn tend to bring up children who 

likewise mirror these characteristics. 

Snyder (1979) assessed marital satisfaction in a sample 

of 190 couples, 150 selected at large and 40 chosen from 

clients undergoing therapy. He found a significant 

correlation between low dyadic adjustment and a history of 

family distress. 

Greenberg and Nay (1982) studied the intergenerational 

transmission of marital instability. They investigated 

the commonly accepted hypothesis that children from divided 

homes tend themselves to have higher rates of divorce later 

in their own marriages. Their sample consisted of 397 

college students, 199 of whom came from broken homes. The 

results of this study confirmed that students from families 

where parents had separated were less inhibited about 

considering divorce as an acceptable alternative to living 

in a bad relationship. The findings of this research are in 

agreement with those previously done by Bumpass and Sweet 

(1972), Mott and Moore (1979), and Pope and Mueller (1976) 

who also found that individuals brought up in broken homes 

tend themselves to have higher rates of marital disruption. 

Hollebeek (1984), using a sample of 281 young adults 

from a Southwestern university, likewise studied attitudes 

toward marriage, children, and divorce. His investigation 

also confirmed the view that young adults from divorced 
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homes held more favorable attitudes toward divorce and less 

favorable ones toward marriage and children. 

Parish and Boyd (1983), using a college population of 

778 students in their locus of control study, found that 

individuals from divorced families displayed greater 

external locus of control than did their peers from intact 

families. Flaherty and Richman (1986), with data from a 

study undertaken on 153 first year medical students, found a 

significant relationship between perceived parental 

affectivity in childhood and the amount of social support 

one obtained as an adult. Bowlby (1979), along this same 

line, had earlier argued that strong and consistent support 

for a child along with encouragement and respect from 

parents is necessary for the development of the capacity to 

form adult relationships. 

Brigham (1985) examined the effects of early attachment 

experiences on an individual's relationship with his or her 

spouse. His study included 22 males and 28 females who were 

married and between the ages of 24 and 40. The data 

suggested that marital cohesion and satisfaction were 

significantly related to the security of the parent-child 

relationship. There was also evidence that the overall 

quality of marital adjustment was most influenced by the 

security of this early attachment. 

Summary of literature review 

A survey of the literature reveals that a number of 
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factors contribute to the process of adjusting to the 

marital relationship, including psychological type or 

certain aspects of type. The literature review also reveals 

that early socialization experiences exert an influence on 

the perceptions an individual has and the actions he or she 

takes later in life. 

Procedures 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There is a relationship between the temperament 

type of one partner in the marriage and the temperament of 

his or her spouse. 

2. The relationship between husbands' marital 

adjustment scores and their psychological temperaments vary 

with their wives' particular temperament type. 

3. The relationship between husbands' marital 

adjustment scores and their wives' psychological 

temperaments vary with the husbands' particular temperament 

type. 

4. The relationship between wives' marital adjustment 

scores and their psychological temperaments vary with their 

husbands' particular temperament type. 

5. The relationship between wives' marital adjustment 

scores and their husbands' psychological temperament vary 

with the wives' particular temperament type. 
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Research Questions 

Due to the exploratory nature of this investigation of 

family-of-origin socialisation experiences and the 

experimental nature of the Socialisation Background 

Questionnaire, the following questions were also examined: 

1. Are any of the items in the Socialisation Background 

Questionnaire related to husbands' marital adjustment? 

2. Are any of the items in the Socialisation Background 

Questionnaire related to wives' marital adjustment? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have restricted meaning for this 

study. 

Attitude is a person's preferred orientation towards 

focusing on the external world of people and objects, termed 

extraversion, or towards focusing on the internal world of 

ideas, labeled introversion. For this study, attitude will 

be the scores an individual obtains on the E-I dimension of 

the MBTI. 

Fanuly-of-origin is the biological family into which an 

individual is born. In cases of adoption, family-of-origin 

indicates the family in which an individual was brought up 

during the formative years of development. 

tlarlta 1—ad.iustfflsnt is the idea of a goal, a process, or 

an evaluation of a relationship between two people who are 

involved in an intimate, legal marriage relationship. 
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Differences, satisfaction, interpersonal tensions, cohesion, 

and consensus are all taken into account. (Spanier & Cole, 

1976). For this study, marital adjustment will be the score 

an individual obtains on the DAS. 

Psychological temperament, is the combination of 

differing polarities of the MBTI. The four temperaments 

are: Sensing-Judging (SJ), Sensing-Perception (SP), 

Intuitive-Thinking (NT), and Intuitive-Feeling (NF). For 

this study, psychological temperament will be the score an 

individual receives when combining psychological types. 

Psychological type is the particular combination which 

an individual obtains on the four indexed Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator preferences. Altogether, there are 16 types. 

Subjects 

The subjects in this study were 179 married couples 

(H = 358) from 12 churches in a North Texas metropolitan 

area. They were volunteers who responded to announcements 

and invitations made through their church regarding research 

on personality temperaments and marriage adjustment. No 

restriction was placed on age or length of marriage. The 

only requirements for involvement in this research were that 

couples be legally married and willing to jointly 

participate in the investigation by responding to the 

instruments. 

Information on the study was provided (see Appendix A), 

and participants were informed that their answers would be 
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included in a dissertation research looking into the 

relationship between marriage adjustment and temperament. 

All who participated were asked to sign a consent form (see 

Appendix B), 

Data from 25 respondents were not included in this 

investigation either because only one spouse participated or 

due to incomplete responses by one or both partners. 

Instruments 

The instruments used in this study were the Myers-

Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (Myers, 1962), the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale (DAS) (Spanier, 1976), and the 

Socialization Background Questionnaire (Church, 

unpublished). 

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is designed to identify 

from self-report the basic preferences people have for 

perception and judgment (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). It was 

built upon the foundation of Jung's psychological typology, 

indicating four dichotomous dimensions which yield 16 

personality categories. These four dimensions are: 

Extraversion-Introversion (EI), Sensing-Intuition (SN), 

Thinking-Feeling (TF), and Judgment-Perception (JP). 

According to the theory of type, people prefer one of the 

polarities in each dimension over the other. The outcome 

results in a dynamic relationship between the preferences 

which then becomes characteristic of those who fit in that 
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particular category. For example, an individual who scores 

on the MBTI are, E=26/I=3, S=4/N=19, T=23/F=5, J=0/P=45 

would be classified as an ENTP. The 16 possible type 

combinations are as follows: 

ISTJ ISFJ INFJ INT J 

ISTP ISFP INFP INTP 

ESTP ESFP ENFP ENTP 

ESTJ ESFJ ENFJ ENTJ 

These 16 types can be divided into four main categories 

which are labeled temperaments (Keirsey & Bates, 1984). 

Temperaments result from combining the way individuals 

perceive the world, either through sensing (S) or intuition 

(N), with the manner in which they deal with the world. 

Sensing individuals take action based on judging (J) or 

perception (P), while intuitive persons do so as a result of 

the thinking (T) or feeling (F) process. The resulting four 

temperaments are: Sensing-Perception (SP), Sensing-Judging 

(SJ), Intuitive-Thinking (NT), and Intuitive-Feeling (NF). 

In 1942, after 20 years of studying Jung's 

Psychological Types, Myers and Briggs began the initial 

construction of the MBTI (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Today, 

after several revisions and updates, there are three forms 

available for use: F, G, and AV (Abbreviated Version). Form 

F consists of 166 items, 38 of these included for research 

purposes. Form G, published in 1977, was developed through 

normative studies with the dual intent of rechecking the 
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validity of the original items and of shortening the 

instrument. Correlations above .975 have been established 

for both these forms. Form AV contains the first 50 items 

of Form G and was designed for group situations where time 

constraints preclude the administration and scoring of 

either Form F or G (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Details on 

the comparison of Form AV with Form G are reported by 

Macdaid (1984). Form G of the MBTI will be used in this 

study because of the shorter length of time it takes to be 

completed. 

Reliability data was gathered through split-half and 

test-retest measures (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Split-half 

coefficients, gathered from samples of the MBTI data bank, 

indicate that Form G samples range from .77 to .84 for 

EI, .73 to .90 for SN, .78 to .86 for TF, and .84 to .92 for 

JP. Test-retest data gathered in samples from seventh grade 

to American medical school students show a coefficient range 

of .73 to .93 for EI, .69 to .93 for SN, .48 to .91 for TF, 

and .60 to .89 for JP (Myers & MaCaulley, 1985). 

The validity of the MBTI has been demonstrated through 

extensive correlations with other instruments that measure 

such variables as personality, academic ability, and 

interest. Myers and McCaulley (1985) have recorded the 

correlations of specific items on the MBTI with a 

representative sample of 30 instruments. They also report 

studies being undertaken to determine the validity of the 
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MBTI by comparing it with the Jungian Type Survey. In one 

of these studies the correlation between the two instruments 

ranged from .68 (n<.01) to .23 (a<.05). In another study, 

Carskadon (1982) compared the MBTI with self-estimates of 

type and found that his 118 subjects were able to correctly 

choose their type from a description of types 50% of the 

time (pc.OOl). In another study (Thorne, 1983), 

behavioral differences among the types were studied. Forty 

subjects were given five-minutes notice to prepare a five-

minute talk before six judges. The results indicated that 

those labeled extraverts stood closer to the judges (E.<.05), 

were not as silent (R<.01), and remembered more of the 

judges' names (p<.001). A record of these and numerous 

other investigations which give support to the validity of 

the MBTI are kept at the Center for Applications of 

Psychological Type, based in Gainesville, Florida. 

Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Scale (1976) is designed to 

measure dyadic adjustment. This intrument yields one global 

score of relational adjustment and scores for each of the 

four subscales: affectional expression, dyadic cohesion, 

dyadic consensus, and dyadic satisfaction. It is coded 

according to interval continuums ranging from zero to less 

than the number of fixed choices. The range of total 

possible scores is 0-151 points. Spanier (1976) indicated 

that there is no exact cut-off point but that higher scores 

indicate good marital adjustment. 
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This instrument was derived from initially combining 

300 items, chosen from all the scales used to measure 

marital adjustment. All duplicate items and those judged 

not to have content validity were then eliminated, while a 

number of others were added to the pool. After 

administering the items to various populations and using 

factor analysis on the ensuing data, 32 items remained to 

make up the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. Four subscales, 

identified as components of dyadic adjustment, were 

recognised and are as follows: affectional expression, 

dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, and dyadic satisfaction. 

Content validity for the DAS was evaluated by three 

judges with the criteria that each item relevantly measure 

dyadic adjustment, be consistent with the definition of 

adjustment as presented by Spanier and Cole (1976), and be 

worded explicitly with legitimate fixed choice responses 

(Spanier, 1976). Concurrent validity was supported by 

results gathered from administering the test to married and 

divorced individuals. There was a significant difference 

between the scores of the divorced sample as compared to 'the 

scores of the married sample on each item (EK.001) when a 

t-test was used to assess the variation between sample 

means. The mean total scale scores (out of a possible 151) 

for divorced and married samples were 70.7 and 114.8 

respectively (significant at the .001 level). To evaluate 

construct validity, the DAS was compared to the Locke-
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Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale and the results indicated 

a .86 and a .88 correlation between the two scales for 

married and divorced respondents respectively (p<.001). The 

correlation for the total sample was reported to be .93 

(B<.001). Furthermore, factor analysis of the 32 items 

found four interrelated components to be present, these 

making up the four categories of the scale. 

The reliability estimates of the DAS were measured by 

Cornbach's Coefficient Alpha. The scores for the subscales 

were as follows: dyadic consensus .90, dyadic cohesion .86, 

dyadic satisfaction .94, and affectional expression .73. 

The reliability for the total scale was .96. 

This instrument has been widely used in the measurement 

of marital adjustment. Brigham (1985) used the DAS in his 

study of 50 married individuals, examining the effects which 

their early attachment experiences had on their relationship 

with their spouse. His study suggested that marital cohesion 

and satisfaction were significantly related to the security 

of the relationship between parent and child. 

Filsinger and Lamke (1983) also used the DAS in their 

examination of the lineage transmission of interpersonal 

competence. Their subjects included 105 college students 

and their parents. Results from this study indicated that 

general relationship competence is passed on from parent to 

child. 

Gosse (1978/1979), in his research on the relationship 
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between Jungian psychological type and marital adjustment, 

administered the DAS to 117 couples. He did not find any 

correlation between dyadic adjustment and a preference for 

any single dimension of psychological type. 

In yet another study of psychological type and marital 

adjustment, Wentworth (1980/1981) administered to her sample 

of 89 couples the DAS along with three other instruments. 

Her study also found that marital adjustment was not 

dependent on the amount of similarity of psychological type. 

Lacey (1984) used the DAS in her research into 

personality differences and marital satisfaction, a study 

involving six couples. Her investigation revealed that the 

ability to adapt to differences of personality was 

positively associated with adjustment in marriage. 

Imberman (1983/1984), studying the relationship between 

intimacy, ego identity and marital adjustment, had as her 

sample 46 young adults. She administered the DAS along with 

two other instruments to gather data for her study. This 

investigation supported the belief that intimacy level, 

identity, and marital adjustment are positively associated. 

Heidt (1984/1985), investigating the relationship 

between self-disclosure, trust, and marital adjustment, also 

used Spanier's DAS with the 51 couples in his study. His 

research indicated that more adjusted couples scored higher 

in trust levels than less adjusted couples. 

The Socialization Background Questionnaire (Church, 
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unpublished) contains 19 multiple choice items and is a 

general assessment instrument used with individuals. It is 

designed to get at a person's socialisation content so as to 

understand his or her socialisation dynamic. In 

consultation with Nathan Church, eight questions (see 

Appendix C) which were thought to be relevant to this study 

were chosen from this instrument. These questions were 

included in this study so as to determine whether any of the 

items were related to marital adjustment. Church reported 

(personal communication, April 3, 1987) that the 

questionnaire is in the process of being normed on a 

population of 500 college students. Permission for its 

inclusion in this study is shown in Appendix D. 

Data Collection 

The researcher contacted ministers of area churches to 

describe to them the nature of the research project and to 

.inquire as to their willingness to have their church members 

participate. They were informed that couples who completed 

the questionnaires would be given feedback on their Myers-

Briggs profile. Those ministers who consented to have their 

church members involved were asked to set up two one-hour 

meetings at their churches so that couples could fill out 

the instruments during the first session and receive 

feedback on their Myers-Briggs scores during the second 

gathering. The ministers were also asked to advertise these 

meetings in their own congregations, specifically stating 
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that this research required married couples, and that both 

members of the couple needed to participate. 

During the first meeting at each church it was 

explained to the participants that this was a study of the 

relationship between personality temperament, marriage 

adjustment, and socialisation experiences among typical 

couples. They were informed that their data would be 

included with that of about 150 other couples, and that 

confidentiality would be strictly kept. 

Couples were requested not to discuss their answers 

with each other while in the process of responding to the 

instruments as it was each individual's personal response 

that was desired. Furthermore, they were informed that 

there were no "right or wrong, good or bad" answers. At 

that point, the consent form, demographic sheet (see 

Appendix E), and the three instruments (Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator, Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Test, and the 

Socialization Background Questionnaire) were distributed. 

The subjects were asked to sign the consent form first and 

then to proceed with the demographic sheet and the 3 

instruments. Upon completion, the forms and instruments 

were handed back to the researcher. 

During the week following the first meeting, the 

researcher scored the instruments and transferred the 

MBTI scores to a handout, sheet (see Appendix F) which was 

used by permission of Nathan Church (see Appendix G). 
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The second meeting was held at each church one week 

after the first. The MBTI profile handouts were returned to 

each participant during this time and the interpretation of 

the scores were given to them as a group. At the 

conclusion, time was allotted for questions. 

The first session at each church, for gathering the 

data, lasted 40 minutes while the second meeting, for 

purposes of feedback, lasted 50 minutes. Altogether, it 

took 15 weeks to collect the data for this research. 

Results and Discussion 

Analysis of Data 

Hypotheses 1 was tested by a Chi-square statistic to 

determine whether a relationship existed in mate selection 

among the various temperaments. 

Hypotheses 2 through 5 were each tested by two two-way 

analysis of variance. Each two-way ANOVA, one for the 

husbands and the other for the wives, attempted to determine 

whether marital adjustment was related to either males'" or 

females' temperament. 

And finally., one-way analysis of variance was run 

for both male and female subjects' responses to the eight 

questions regarding socialization backgrounds to determine 

whether any relationship existed between the items on the 

Socialization Background Questionnaire and the respondents' 

marital adjustment. 
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Demographic Information 

There were 179 couples (H. = 358) who completed all 

the instruments for this study. They came from 12 different 

churches in the North Texas area. The churches ranged in 

theological stance from liberal to conservative, and 

represented the continuum from established main-line 

denominations to independent-charasmatic groups. Appendix H 

summarises the various demographic descriptors. The 

percentage representation by temperament in this study is 

given in Table 1. The percentage of each temperament in the 

general population is given by Keirsey and Bates (1974). 

Table 1 

Temperament Representation bv Percentage 

Temperament % in 
Population 

Total % 
in Study 

% Males 
in Study 

% Females 
in Study 

SP 38.0 17.6 20.1 15.1 

SJ 38.0 53.6 52.0 55.3 

NT 12.0 9.2 • 15.6 2.8 

NF 12. 0 19.6 12.3 26.8 

The age span of the participants varied from 20 years 

to 73 years with mean ages of 35.3 and 33.6 years for 

husbands and wives respectively. The length of marriage 

ranged from 4 weeks to 50 years, averaging 10.1 years. 
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Sixty-five of the couples were childless while 114 had 

from 1 to 5 children. The mean number of children for this 

latter group was 2.28. Educationally, 72% of the male 

subjects (E - 129) and 60% of female subjects (H. = 107) had 

received their college degree or education beyond that. The 

median income bracket of those who participated in this 

research fell in the $40,001 to $55,000 catagory. The 

results indicate that 57% (H = 102) of the couples reported 

income in excess of $40,001, and that 29% (E = 52) signified 

income of over $55,000. 

The mean, standard deviations, and range obtained by 

the subjects on Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment Scale are 

provided in Table 2. The unweighted means for each 

temperament are reported in Appendix I and J. 

Table 2 

Means. Standand Deviations, and Ranges for the Dvadln 

Adjustment Scores 

Sex Mean £22 Range 

Male 111. ,55 13.74 62, .00 - 139. , 00 

Female 111. , 14 16.58 46, .00 - 146. ,00 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 stated that there was a relationship 

between the temperament type of one partner in the marriage 
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and the temperament of his or her spouse. Table 3 shows the 

distribution of partners by temperament. 

Table 3 

Distribution of Couples bv Temperament 

Husbands Wives Row 
Total 

SP SJ NT NF 

SP 5 22 1 8 36 
20.1 

SJ 12 52 3 26 93 
52.0 

NT 7 15 0 6 28 
15.6 

NF 3 10 1 8 22 
12.3 

Column 
Total 

27 
15.1 

99 
55.3 

5 
2.8 

48 
26.8 

179 
100. 0 

A Chi-square of 5.275 (9 df) with a significance level 

of 0.8097 was indicated among the various temperaments. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. There is no 

relationship in mate selection. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that the relationship between 

husbands' marital adjustment scores and their psychological 

temperaments would vary with their wives" particular 

temperament type. The results of the two-way analysis of 

variance are reported in Table 4. 
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The data indicates that there were no significant 

interactions at the .05 level between husbands' marital 

adjustment and their psychological temperaments when 

compared to the various temperaments of their wives. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Table 4 

Two-Way ANOVA for HusbandfT Marital Adjustment ^ 

Temperaments Compared to Wives' TfimpftramAnta 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

EE Mean 
Square 

£ E 

Within 31764.64 164 193.69 

Wives' 
Temperament 772.30 3 257.43 1.33 .267 

Husbands' 
Temperament 
Within SP Mates 312.53 3 104.18 .54 .657 

Within SJ Mates 220.74 3 73.58 .38 .768 

Within NT Mates 201.20 2 100.60 .52 .596 

Within NF Mates 95.58 3 31.86 . 16 .920 

Hypothesis 3 stated that the relationship between 

husbands marital adjustment scores and their wives' 

psychological temperaments would vary with the husbands' 

particular temperament type. Table 5 shows the results of 

the two-way ANOVA. 

The data indicates at the .05 level of significance no 
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interactions between husbands' marital adjustment scores and 

their wives temperament type when compared to the husbands' 

temperaments. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. 

Table 5 

Two-Way ANOVA for H u s b a n d ' Marital Adjustment Snores 

Wives' Temperaments Compared to Hn«h*ndF.' 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

m Mean 
Square 

E E 

Within 31764.64 164 193.69 

Husbands' 
Temperament 363.43 3 121.14 .63 .600 

Wives' 
Temperament 
Within SP Mates 353.10 3 117.70 .61 .611 

Within SJ Mates 762.63 3 254.21 1.31 .272 

Within NT Mates 76.53 2 38.27 .20 .821 

Within NF Mates 433.92 3 144.64 .75 .526 

Hypothesis 4 stated that the relationship between 

wives marital adjustment scores and their psychological 

temperaments would vary with their husbands' particular 

temperament type. Results of the two-way ANOVA are given in 

Table 6. 

None of the interactions between wives' marital 

adjustment score and their temperament type when compared to 

the various temperaments of their husbands were significant 
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at the .05 level. Hypothesis 4, therefore, was not 

supported. 

Table 6 

Two-Way ANOYA for Wives' Marital Adjustment. ^ 

Temperaments Compared to Husbands' Temperaments 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

EE Mean 
Square 

E E 

Within 46056.66 164 280.83 

Husbands' 
Temperament 422.21 3 140.74 .50 .682 

Wives' 
Temperament 
Within SP Mates 601.05 3 200.35 .71 .545 

Within SJ Mates 1066.84 3 355.61 1.27 .288 

Within NT Mates 550.70 2 275.35 .98 .377 

Within NF Mates 280.13 3 93.38 .33 .802 

Hypothesis 5 stated that the relationship between 

wives' marital adjustment scores and their husbands' 

psychological temperament would vary with the wives' 

particular temperament type. Results of the two-way ANOVA 

are shown in Table 7. 

None of the E values are significant at the .05 level; 

therefore, hypothesis 5 is not supported. The relationship 

between wives marital adjustment scores and their husbands' 

temperament types do not vary according to the wives' 
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Table 7 

—Way—MQVA for—Wives—Marital Adjustment Snores and 

Husbands—Temper anient s—Compared to Wives' Temperament..̂  

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

DE Mean 
Square 

E E 

Within 46056 .66 164 280 .83 

Wives' 
Temperament 1202 .75 3 400 .92 1.43 .237 

Husbands' 
Temperament 
Within SP Mates 171 .77 3 57, .26 .20 .894 

Within SJ Mates 397 .88 3 132. ,63 .47 .702 

Within NT Mates 357 .20 2 178. 60 .64 .531 

Within NF Mates 551 .88 3 183. 96 .66 .581 

Research Questi on« 

Two research questions were also investigated. 

Question 1 asked whether any of the items in the 

Socialization Background Questionnaire related to husbands' 

marital adjustment. The results of the ANOVA for Question 1 

are recorded in Table 8. 

The data revealed only question eight ("Coming out of 

your family, which of the following comes closest to 

describing how you...feel about yourself?") is related to 

the marital adjustment of the male subjects at the .05 level 
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of significance. 

Table 8 

Analysis of Variance for Socialization Background Quaat.inns 

as Related to Husbands' Marital Ad in Pitman *. 

Source Sum of 
Squares 

D£ Mean 
Square 

Question 1 
Between 2 49 .84 2 124 .92 
Within 33368 .40 176 189 .59 

Question 2 
189 .59 

Between 1701 . 12 4 425 .28 
Within 31917 . 13 174 183 .43 

Question 3 
183 .43 

Between 863 .28 3 287 . 76 
Within 32754 .97 175 187 . 17 

Question 4 
187 . 17 

Between 855 .48 4 213. . 87 
Within 32762. .77 174 188, .29 

Question 5 
188, .29 

Between 716. .32 4 179. .08 
Within 32901. .92 174 189. ,09 

Question 6 
189. ,09 

Between 396. 13 2 198. 07 
Within 33132. 37 175 189. 33 

Question 7 
33 

Between 335. 65 2 167. 83 
Within 33192. 84 175 189. 67 

Question 8 
189. 67 

Between 1732. 75 3 577. 58 
Within 31885. 50 175 182. 20 

.66 

2.32 

1.54 

1.13 

.95 

1.05 

.88 

3. 17 

.519 

. 059 

.206 

.341 

.438 

,353 

415 

026 

Because a significant E. was found, a Tukey procedure 

was utilized to compare the differences between the means of 

those responding to each of the choices in question eight. 

The results of the Tukey indicate that the mean marital 

adjustment scores of husbands who choose answer 3 ("I have a 
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pretty negative view of myself...and see my family 

as... partially responsible...") were lower than those who 

picked answer 1 ("I have a pretty positive view of 

myself...and see my family as helping me accomplish this.") 

Table 9 shows the mean, standard deviation, and standard 

error of the Tukey multiple comparison procedure applied to 

husbands' responses to question eight. 

Table 9 

»—Standard Deviation I—and Standard Error for HnKhanHg' 

Responses to Social, i.zation Background Question Eight 

Response 
Number 

a Mean sn ££ 

1 101 113.22 13. 03 1.30 

2 51 111.69 14.80 2.07 

3 21 103.24 13.53 2.95 

4 6 111.50 7.63 3.12 

Question 2 asked whether any of the items on the 

Socialization Background Questionnaire were related to 

wives' marital adjustment. The results of the one-way 

analysis of variance of these questions are summarised in 

Table 10. 

No relationship significant at the .05 level exists 

between the adjustment scores of the wives and any of the 

eight questions on the Socialisation Background survey. 
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Table 10 

AnalYSIS Of Variance for Socialization Bankgronrid Quest, i r>n« 

as Related to Wives' Marital Adjustment 

Source Sum of 
Squares 

W Mean 
Square 

E. E 

Question 1 
Between 382.35 2 191.17 .69 .502 
Within 48571.15 176 275.97 

.69 .502 

Question 2 
275.97 

Between 2049.30 4 512.32 1.90 . 112 
Within 46904.21 174 269.56 

1.90 . 112 

Question 3 
269.56 

Between 513.58 3 171.19 .62 . 604 
Within 48439.92 175 276.80 

.62 

Question 4 
276.80 

Between 1138.53 3 379.51 1.39 .248 
Within 47814.98 175 273.23 

1.39 .248 

Question 5 
273.23 

Between 999.92 4 249.98 .91 .461 
Within 47953.58 174 275.59 

.91 .461 

Question 6 
275.59 

Between .34 1 .34 .01 .971 
Within 48953.16 177 276.57 

.01 .971 

Question 7 
Between 1422.19 2 711.10 2.46 .087 
Within 47531.29 175 271.61 

2.46 .087 

Question 8 
271.61 

Between 1565.39 3 521.80 1.93 . 127 Within 47388.11 175 270.79 
1.93 . 127 

Related Findings 

Due to the fact that there were no NT females married 

to NT males among the subjects in this study, there existed 

one empty cell in the distribution of couples. As a result, 

in the process of running the Chi-square statistic, a 

warning appeared stating that the empty cell might affect 
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the statistical results. To determine whether the empty cell 

significantly altered the statistical outcome, the data from 

the five NT women and their mates were excluded from the 

group data and another Chi-square was run. The results were 

not substantially altered (Chi-square of 4.122 (6 si£) with 

R 0.6602). Two-way ANOVAs were also rerun on Hypotheses 2 

through 5 while excluding the data from the NT wives and 

their mates to insure against any statistical error due to 

the missing cell. The initial findings were supported; none 

of the hypothesis were significant at the .05 level. 

With regard to the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, the E. score 

for husbands on the Cohesion subscale was significant at 

the .041 level as related to men's temperament. The 

significance of the husbands' E. score, when related to their 

wives temperament, fell to .248. Table 11 presents the 

distribution of means for husbands' Dyadic Cohesion scores 

(the maximum achievable points being 24). 

Table 11 

Unweighted Means—for Husbands' Dyadic Cohesion Related to 

Their Temperamftnt.fi 

Temperament 

SP SJ NT NF 

13.69 14.94 14.26 17.89 
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Although none of the other subscales of the Dyadic 

Adjustment. Scale had F scores significant at the .05 level, 

there were two Fs significant at the .10 level in one of the 

subscales (see Appendix K). The Expression subscale had 

results significant at the .063 level for husbands and .077 

level for wives as related to wives' temperament. The 

significance of the F scores drop to .709 for men and .703 

for women when the scores were related to the husbands' 

temperament. Table 12 includes the means of the scores for 

the Expression subscale (the maximum available point is 12). 

Table 12 

Unweighted Means of Dyadic Kxpr^sinn f o r Hn«h*nrig 

Wives as Related to Wives' Tftpperamftnt Type 

Spouse Wives' Temperament 

SP SJ NT NF 

Husbands 8.49 8.49 6.55 7.48 

Wives 7.85 8. 50 6.44 7.34 

Although only one Socialization Background question for 

husbands was significant at the .05 level, another one, 

question 2, was significant at the .10 level. Table 13 

shows the means, standard deviations, and standard errors of 

the one-way ANOVA for husbands' responses to question 2. 

A Tukey multiple comparison procedure revealed that a 
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difference existed between husbands who picked the third 

answer ("[My family] had reasonable expectations [for me] 

but never seemed happy with what I did") as compared with 

those who chose either the second answer ("[My family] had 

high expectations [for me] but seemed happy with what I did 

regardless of how well I did") or the fourth one ("[My 

family] had reasonable expectations [for me] and seemed 

happy regardless of how well I did"). 

Table 13 

One-Wav Analvfiifl of Variance for Hn«banris' t.n 

Socialisation Background Question T»n 

Response 
Number 

a Mean sn ££ 

1 12 109 .75 14.42 4.16 

2 86 112, .60 14.72 1.59 

3 16 102. , 19 14.12 3.53 

4 55 113. .22 10.69 1. 44 

5 10 110. 50 15. 06 4.76 

Discussion 

This study examined the influence of psychological 

temperament and family-of-origin socialization experiences 

on relationship adjustment in marriage. One hundred 

seventy-nine couples from a North Texas metropolitan area 
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completed three instruments to provide the data used in this 

research, 

A majority of the subjects in this research appeared to 

be above average both socio-economically and in educational 

achievement. This might have been due to the fact that 63% 

of those involved (R = 113) came from the three churches 

with the largest participation. These three congregations 

were located in affluent neighborhoods and were attended by 

professional individuals. Thus, the subjects of this study 

cannot be held as representative of the general population. 

Another difference seems to exist between the 

participants of this study and the larger population. Only 

254 of people in general score on the Introvert dimension of 

the MBTI scale (Keirsey & Bates, 1984; Myers & McCaulley, 

1985) while 52 % (H = 187) of the subjects in this research 

fit into that catagory. Explanations as to whether this 

could be due to the private nature of religion, to the fact 

that contemplations regarding transcendent matters and their 

implications would generally be more congruous with 

characteristics associated with introversion, or any other 

rationale cannot at this time be stated with certainty. It 

is beyond the scope of this study to determine the reason 

for this discrepancy. 

According to Keirsey and Bates (1984), SPs and SJs each 

compose 38% of the population while NTs and NFs each make up 

12%. As a group, there was greater representation of SJs 
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and NFs and an under representation of SPs and NTs among the 

subjects of this study. However, by gender, only male SPs, 

and female bPs and NTs were under represented. Whether this 

situation is representative of church populations in general 

or specifically characteristic of the churches involved in 

this study needs to be determined by comparison with future 

studies on the same type of population. The possibility 

that the results of this research are more typical of a 

volunteer group must also be kept in mind. 

The findings of this study do not support the 

hypothesis that mate selection is related to temperament. 

There was no evidence substantiating the notion that 

particular temperaments tend to be more attracted to one 

type over another. This finding is in line with the earlier 

findings of Gosse (1978/1979) and Wentworth (1980/1981) who 

failed to find any correlation between dyadic adjustment and 

preference for any specific dimension of psychological type. 

From this research, there is no validation found for the 

concept that the selection of a spouse is either consciously 

or unconsciously done on the basis of the temperaments of 

the individuals involved. 

The results from this study indicate that relationship 

adjustment in marriage is not dependent on temperament. This 

finding also tends to support earlier research in the area 

of adjustment and Type (Gosse, 1978/1979; Beer, 1986; 

Wentworth, 1980/1981) which found that various combinations 
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of Type were not predictive of higher levels of marital 

adjustment. Based on the results of this research, neither 

the temperament of the mate under consideration nor that of 

his or her spouse can be used to predict what level of 

adjustment a particular couple will experience. Indeed, as 

ascertained by previous investigations (Wentworth, 

1980/1981, Lacey, 1984), individuals with either similar or 

different psychological Types can mutually achieve high 

adjustment in the marital relationship. Laceyrs research 

(1984) of couples with different Types and high marital 

satisfaction scores seems to indicate that learned skills 

are the important variables in achieving positive marital 

adjustment. 

Although the overall relationship adjustment level is 

not dependent on temperament type, there is some evidence 

which indicates that constituent parts of adjustment are 

temperament related. Dyadic expression for both genders 

seems to be associated with wives' temperaments but not 

husbands , while for men, their own temperaments appear to 

be an important factor in their dyadic cohesion subscore. 

On the Expression subscale, the mean scores for husbands and 

wives were lower when associated with female NTs as compared 

to either SP or SJ wives. This finding may suggest that 

husbands married to NT wives, and NT wives themselves, have 

lower levels of expressive interactions within the dyad as 

compared to couples with SP or SJ women. Caution is 
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necessary, however, in formulating any interpretation based 

on data which includes only five NT females. 

The results gathered from the Cohesion subscores 

indicate that husbands with SP temperaments generally have 

lower cohesion scores than NF men. This idea is consonant 

with the description of temperaments given by Keirsey and 

Bates (1974). They depict SPs as spontaneous, having a 

penchant for impulsivity, and valuing their freedom. Those 

with an NF temperament are seen as greatly valuing and 

investing in relationships, and being demonstrative of their 

affections. This finding might suggest that SP husbands, 

looking for new experiences, have more difficulty in 

establishing cohesion in their relationships as compared to 

NF men who view relationships as being of primary 

importance. 

Men in this study who had a positive self-perception 

and viewed their family-of-origin as supportive tended to 

have higher relationship adjustment scores than did their 

counterparts who had lower self-concepts and saw their 

family background as partly accountable for this situation. 

Also, men who received encouragement during childhood 

reported higher marital adjustment scores than did those who 

seemed unable to please their parents. These findings are 

in accordance with that of Carter (1980), Keith (1984), and 

Price (1984/1985) who reported positive self-regard as 

aosociated with satisfaction in the marriage relationship. 
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The findings also concur with those of Bowlby (1979), 

Flaherty and Richman (1986), and Brigham (1985) which 

indicated the importance of support and encouragement in a 

child s life for the development of the capacity to form 

fulfilling adult relationships. These findings might be 

indicative of the need, particularly in premarital 

situations, to deal with the issue of self-concept and 

family background issues. They also appear to suggest that 

the relational aspect of human interaction is of fundamental 

importance in the shaping of offsprings' lives. Goals that 

are set, or hopes which are extended, seemingly occupy a 

subordinate position to the subjective element of perceived 

acceptability in the development of a capacity to form 

satisfying relationships. 

The findings of this research did not support the 

hypothesis that relationships exist between marital 

adjustment and spousal temperament. However, evidence was 

discovered that suggests components of adjustment are 

temperament related, particularly in the area of expression 

and cohesion. Further research into these areas could yield 

fruitful results in understanding the nexus between specific 

temperaments and associated attributes. The abstraction of 

particular temperaments is also functional in the process of 

comprehending and elucidating general characteristics of 

groups of people. However, instrumentally it remains 

ineffective as a means of predicting satisfactory 
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relationship adjustment. 

Numerous studies, including this one, offer varying 

degrees of evidence to the fact that early background 

factors have an ongoing impact on current functionings, 

including that of the most intimate of human relationship, 

marriage. Arguably, one of the more important of these 

influences occurs in the formulation of self-esteem through 

interactions with significant others during the incipient 

phases of life. Men who saw their families as supportive of 

them regardless of achievement, and those who characterized 

their families as assisting them in gaining self-confidence 

were the ones who scored higher in their own relationship 

adjustment. 

The concept of temperament is helpful in the process of 

conceptualizing, understanding, and accepting people. As 

such, it is deserving of further research. It would be 

useful, however, for such studies to have a greater 

specificity of focus. Looking at particular areas of 

adjustment, such as different modes of expression among the 

temperaments, or the various effects specific background 

influences have on the temperaments would increase our 

insight into the underlying dynamics of intimate human 

inteiaction. Concentrating on areas of tension and strength 

between specific temperaments would also yield beneficial 

information towards our understanding of relationships. 

Although the concept of temperament goes back to the 
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time of Hippocrates, to date, our objective knowledge 

regarding it is limited. Therefore, further research into 

all aspects of this construct would be beneficial. 
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TO: Research Participants 

FROM: H. Peter Germann 
Doctoral Candidate in Counseling 
North Texas State University 

I am conducting a study to determine the relationship 
between personality temperaments and marriage adjustment. I 
hope that the results of this study will be useful in 
helping married people improve their relationships. 

Your involvement in this study is greatly appreciated. 
The signing of a consent form allows me to include the 
information from your questionnaire with that of about 300 
other people to form a data base. Your response will 
remain ANONYMOUS and CONFIDENTIAL. 

filling out the questionnaire, please follow these 
instructions: 

1. There are no right or wrong responses. Answer each 
question as accurately as possible. It is advisable not to 
spend too much time thinking over any one question — 
generally it is best to put down the first answer that comes 
to mind. 

2. The answers you give should be your own. Therefore, 
as you are responding to the questions, do not discuss your 
answers with your spouse. 

3. Make sure you respond to all the questions. 

**4. Please sign the consent form. 

5. When you finish recording your responses, return the 
questionnaire. 

Your help is greatly appreciated. Thank you! 

Sincerely, 

H. Peter Germann 
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CONSENT FORM 

I agree to have H. Peter Germann, a doctoral candidate 

in Counseling at North Texas State University, include the 

data I provide in his dissertation research on marital 

adjustment and psychological type. I understand that only he 

will see the results of the questionnaires unless I 

specifically give him permission otherwise. I realize the 

information gathered will be included with that of others in 

the reporting and that my identity will be kept completely 

anonymous. I also understand that should I have any 

questions concerning the procedures they will be addressed 

and that I am free to withdraw from this study at any time. 

I have read and understand the procedures described 

above and agree to participate in the study. 

Signature 

Witness 

Investigator 

H. Peter Germann 
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Socialization Background Questionnaire 

1. Which of the following most accurately describes the type 
of discipline that you received at home? (Choose only one 
response.) 

A. I was given a set of rules that were not 
explained to me and I was not allowed to 
question the rules or to have any significant 
input into them. 

B. I was pretty much left alone to handle 
situations the way I thought was best. I could 
discuss things but was seldom told what to do. 

C. I lived with rules that were explained to me 
and that I understood pretty well. I was able 
to ask questions about the rules and although 
the rules sometimes remained the same my input 
was still taken into consideration. 

2. Which of the following was most accurate about the 
expectations that your family held for you? (Choose only 
one response.) 

A. Very high expectations; they never seemed to be 
happy. 

B. High expectations but they seemed to be happy 
with what I did regardless of how well I did. 

C. Reasonable expectations but they never seemed 
to be happy with what I did. 

D. Reasonable expectations and they seemed to be 
happy regardless of how well I did. 

E. People in my family had very different 
expectations of me making me always feel torn 
between pleasing one person and making someone 
else unhappy with me at the same time. 

3. Which of the following is most accurate in describing 
your childhood environment? (Choose only one response.) 

A. Everyone freely expressed their feelings, 
without any special reason, even if this 
involved crying; it was okay to hug or be 
hugged, held, or kissed. 

B. It was okay to express your feelings but not 
too much and it was okay to be hugged, held, 
and kissed but these things were done only on 
special occasions or kept to a minimum. 

C. Expression of feelings was not encouraged and 
you were not allowed to cry except when you 
were physically hurt; touching and hugging 
rarely, if ever, occurred except with infants 
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or young children. 
D. Expression of feelings or crying was simply not 

allowed and touching, hugging, or kissing was 
not tolerated. 

The following four descriptions make reference to 
different thinking styles. Please read through them to 
decide which style is more like each of your parents or 
guardians as will be asked in the next two questions. 

A. This type of person has a very definite desire 
for tidiness and cleanliness; they do not^like 
clutter. They have a clear idea of "right" and 
"wrong" or "good" and "bad" and they want to do 
the right thing. They seldom challenge things 
and don't like it when things change a lot. 
They enjoy making others happy but they may 
be irritable or upset when even minor things 
don't work out the way that they think they 
should. 

B. This kind of person is an almost continual 
source of surprise, energy, and spontaneity 
resulting in either fun, activity, or 
disruption. They are usually pretty happy-go-
lucky but often run away from stressful 
situations and sometimes others may question 
just how responsible or consistent they can be. 
They are often quite good with tools, musical 
instruments, or the artist's paint brush 
typically with little training. They tend to 
work in bursts of energy and concentration but 
before long they move on to something else. 

C. This person is a thinker or problem-solver. 
They are geared towards figuring things out. 
Often you may catch them drifting off into the 
world or schemes in their minds. They may be 
pretty absentminded at times. It is very 
important to them to be good at things they do 
and you may see them being impatient with 
themselves or others that are trying to learn 
something. Although they may seem to be cold or 
impersonal at times you can usually count on 
them to be logical and objective if they are 
deciding about something. You would want them 
to be on your side in an argument. 

D. This person is usually quite aware of what is 
going on "inside" the people around them. They 
may get pretty excited about things that others 
are not so interested in, like music, or 
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novels, a new way to think or act or improve 
oneself. They may be a little inconsistent at 
times, one minute they may be pretty demanding 
and the next minute they may be really 
sensitive to the needs of others. Often they 
want others to follow their ideas of how 
something should be done although others may 
not really be sure what it is that this person 
is talking about. They are usually very easy to 
talk to because they are good listeners. 

4. Which type of person above comes closest to describing 
your mother or female guardian? Choose either A, B, C, 
D> or 

E. I didn't have a mother or female guardian or 
didn't live with her enough to describe her. 

5. Which type of person above comes closest to describing 
your father or male guardian? Choose either A, B, C, 
D, or 

E. I.didn't have a father or male guardian or 
didn't live with him enough to describe him. 

Use the following two descriptions to answer the two 
questions that follow them regarding your parents or 
guardians. 

A. This kind of person is outgoing, gregarious, 
and talkative. They tend to get energised or 
become active when there are people around. 
They tend to know quite a few people and have 
lots of friends though they may have few really 
close friends. They tend not to insist on much 
privacy; thus they enjoy visitors as well as 
parties, social gatherings, and meeting new 
people. 

B. This kind of person is a pretty private person; 
they do not like lots of visitors in the home 
and become a little anxious when visitors are 
around. They insist on keeping some things as 
family matters or secrets that should not be 
shared with others. They may find new 
situations that call for meeting new people as 
a burden. Although they may actually enjoy 
visitors or going to parties this tends to take 
a lot out of them. They will tend to have a few 
close friends. 

6. Which of the above descriptions comes closest to 
describing your mother or female guardian? Choose either 
A, B, or 
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C. I didn't have a mother or female guardian or 
didn't live with her enough to describe her. 

7. Which of the above descriptions comes closest to 
describing your father or male guardian? Choose either 
A, B, or 

C. I didn't have a father or male guardian or 
didn't live with him enough to describe him. 

8. Coming out of your family which of the following comes 
r.losest to describing how you have come to feel about 
yourself? (Choose only one response.) 

A. I have a pretty positive view of myself, a lot. 
of self-confidence and see my family as helping 
me to accomplish this. 

B. I have a pretty positive view of myself, a lot 
of self-confidence and feel that I have largely 
accomplished this in spite of my family. 

C. I have a pretty negative view of myself, not 
much self-confidence and see my family as at 
least partially responsible for this. 

D. I have a pretty negative view of myself, not 
much self-confidence but I see myself and 
circumstances other than those involved in my 
family situation as being largely responsible 
for this. 
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April 1, 1987 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have given H. Peter Germann permission to use the 
Socialization Background Questionnaire for his dissertation 
research on the relationship between marital adjustment, 
psychological temperament, and family-of-origin 
socialization experiences. 

/s/ Nathan Church 
Nathan Church, Ph,D. 
Associate Professor of Sociology 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 
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The following questions are needed "to collect demographic 
data. This informationn will be used only for group^ 
statistical purposes and will be kept strictly confidential 

Your age: 

Your sex (circle) 1. M 
2. F 

years 

Family income: 

Level of education: 

1. under 10,000 
2. 10,000 - 25,000 
3. 25,001 - 40,000 
4. 40,001 - 55,000 
5. over 55,000 

1. high school 
2. some college 
3. college graduate 
4. some graduate school 
5. graduate degree 

Have you ever been divorced? 1. Yes 
2. No 

How many children do you have? 

How many children live at home now? 

How many years have you been married? 
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PLEASE NOTE: 

Copyrighted materials in this document 
have not been filmed a t the request of 
the author. They are available for 
consultation, however, in the author's 
university l ibrary. 

These consist of pages: 

64-66 

University 
Microfilms 

International 
300 N. ZEEB RD.. ANN ARBOR. Ml 48106 (313) 761-4700 
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MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE INDICATOR REPORT 

Prof i le f o r : 

Form: D® ê Taken: 

Your p ro f i l e taken from your completed Myers-Briggs Type Indicator test is: 

Letter [ Number 

These le t ters and numbers w i l l not make much sense to you. This is your 
c l in ica l p ro f i l e that you may wish to keep on f i l e as i t w i l l be of use to you 
i f you choose to work with a career counselor, consultant, or another mental 
health professional at a la ter date. 

I t is only as we understand what our basic strengths are that we begin to be 
able to develop to our f u l l e s t potent ia l . This instrument is designed to help 
you discover th i s . Knowing your own preferences and learning about other 
people's preferences can help you understand where your special strengths are, 
what kinds of work you might enjoy and be successful doing, and how people 
with d i f ferent preferences can relate to each other and be valuable to 
society. I t is from th is point of view that you can begin to grow in your own 
strengths and be more accepting of others as they grow in the i rs . 

What follows is a description of your personal p ro f i l e , together with comments 
concerning four (4) sets of opposite preferences upon which i t is based. 

This report w i l l help you to understand the results of your test . You should 
be aware, however, that th is is a se l f - repor t . This means that i t is based 
upon the accuracy of your responses about yourself. Therefore, i t is accurate 
to the degree that your responses have been candid evaluations of your own 
preferences. 

Also the strength of your preferences are important in assessing the degree to 
which th is p ro f i le is accurate in describing your part icular tendencies in 
perception and behavior. 
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MYERS-BRIGGS TEMPERMENT INDICATOR 
PROFILE ANALYSIS 

• ( 7 5 % ) 
( 2 5 % ) I 

outward-Focused V n w a r d ~ F o c u s e d 

5 1 4 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 5 7 

Talks i s sues out Sorts things out in terna l ly 
Energized when around groups . . . . . . Drained when around groups of 

of people people 
Open and d i sc los ing Privacy and boundaries 
Easy to get to know d i f f i c u l t to get to know 
Recharges with people Recharges alone 
Interest in external events . . . . . . . Interest in internal reaction 
Mul t ip l i c i ty of re lat ionships Limited re la t ionships 
External Internal 
Expenditure of energies Conservation of energies 

* ( 7 5 % ) 
( 2 5 % ) _ N _ 

Concrete 1 "" "* - A b s t r a c t 
6 7 6 0 5 0 4 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 0 5 1 

Practical Conceptual 
Procedures Theories 
Down-to-earth Head-in-the-clouds 
Fact Idea^ ^ ^ 
A c t u a l i t i e s P o s s i b i l i t i e s 
Rea l i s t i c Speculative 
Sensible Imaginative 
P r a c t i c a l i t y . . . . . Ingenuity 
U t i l i t y Meaning 
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Myers-Briggs Temperment Ind i ca to r 
Page Two 

J _ . (501) <5 0 I> - E - * 

Logic (males) 1 "" - I n t u i t i o n 
65 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 39 

Logic (females) 1 — " " - I n t u i t i o n 
65 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 43 

Evaluation Appreciation 
0b j ec t i Subj e c t i ve 
Categories Harmony 
Assessment . . . . Awareness 
Thinking Feeling 
Analysis Sympathy 
Cr i t ique • Appreciate 
J u s t i c e . . . . . . . . . . Humane 
Cr i t e r ion Intimacy 
Pr inc ip le s . . Values 

* (50*) <50*) - L * 

Closure /St ruc ture — — — — — — — — | — — — — — - — — Openness/Spontanei ty 
55 40 ,30 20 .10 0 10 20 30 40 50 61 

Closed Open 
Black or white Gray areas 
Decided Gather more data 
Se t t l ed Pending 
Plan Ahead Adapt as you go 
Run one ' s l i f e " Let l i f e happen 
Routines Excitement 
Rules Live and l e t l i ve 
Decisive . . . . Tenta t ive 
Assess Enjoy 
Planned Open ended 
Decision-making • Treasure hunting 
Wrap i t up now Something wil l turn up 
Deadline! What deadl ine? 

NOTE: * E i s taken from Ext ravers ion . I i s taken from In t rove r s ion . 
S i s taken from Sens ing . N i s taken from i N t u i t i o n . 
T i s taken from Thinking. F i s taken from Feel ing. 
J i s taken from Judging. P i s taken from Perce iv ing . 



APPENDIX G 

67 



68 

April 1, 1987 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have given H. Peter Germann permission to use the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator Report for his dissertation research 
on the relationship between marital adjustment, 
psychological temperament, and family-of-origin socilization 
experiences. 

/s/ Nathan Church 
Nathan Church, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of Sociology 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 
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Table 14 

nomograph-i p. Data for Sub jects 

22 - 73 
35.3 

20 - 73 
33.7 

Descriptor & Years 

Couples Involved 179 

Churches Involved 12 
1 - 1 0 Couples 7 
11 - 20 Couples 2 
21 - 50 Couples 3 

Age Range 
Males 

Average 
Females 
Average 

Family Income 
10.000 or less 1 
10.001 - 25,000 23 
25,001 - 40,000 53 
40,001 - 55,000 50 
55,001 or more 52 

Education 
High School 27 
Some College 95 
College Graduate 132 
Some Graduate Studies 50 
Graduate Degree 54 

Divorced 39 

Children 
0 65 
1 21 
2 56 
3 27 
4 4 
5 6 

Years Married 
10 or Less 113 
11 - 20 32 
21 or More 31 
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Table 15 

nnweighted Dyadic Adjustment. Scores for Husbands According 

tn Male anH Female Temperaments 

Male 

Female SP SJ NT NF 

SP 110.20 109.67 109.00 120.33 

SJ 111.09 114.60 112.07 113.90 

NT 93.00 102.00 0 113.00 

NF 107.75 110.46 108.50 107.12 

Table 16 

nnwftjghtftri Dvadin Adjustment Scores for Wives According 

to Male and Female Temperaments 

Female 

Male SP SJ NT NF 

SP 108.80 112.82 89.00 109.37 

SJ 108.00 114.13 98.00 110.58 

NT 112.71 108.87 0 100.00 

NF 114.67 115.80 115.00 108.12 
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Table 17 

TTngftight.ftH Hftans for Dyadic Adjustment Scores for Spouses 

Affording to Male Temperaments 

Temperament 

Spouse SP SJ NT NF 

Husband 105.51 109.18 109.85 113.59 

Wife 105.00 107.68 107.19 113.40 

Table 18 

Unweighted Means for Dyadic Adjustment Scores for SPOUSES 

According to Female Temperaments 

Temperament 

Spouse SP SJ NT NF 

Husband 112.30 112.91 102.67 108.46 

Wife 111.04 112.90 108.64 107.02 
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Table 19 

Comparison of F Score and Probability for Dyadic Adjustment. 

for Men and Women With 3. 164 n.F. 

Variable 

Men Women 

Total Score 
By Male Temperament .69 .557 .80 .496 
By Female Temperament 1.36 .257 1.50 .215 
Male by Female 
Temperament .34 .951 .42 .909 

Consensus 
By Male Temperament .48 .659 .91 .439 
By Female Temperament .65 .584 1.83 .144 
Male by Female 
Temperament .54 .823 .49 .862 

Expression 
By Male Temperament .46 .709 .47 .703 
By Female Temperament 2.48 .063 2.33 .077 
Male by Female 
Temperament .28 .973 .35 .944 

Satisfaction 
By Male Temperament .45 .718 .68 .567 
By Female Temperament 1.08 .358 1.04 .377 
Male by Female 
Temperament .34 .948 .59 .784 

Cohesion 
By Male Temperament 2.81 .041 1.91 .130 
By Female Temperament 1.39 .248 .15 .927 
Male by Female 
Temperament .74 .659 .54 .824 
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