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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

With social changes placing heavier demands on the marital rela-
tionship, marital happiness has become in recent years a prime concern
of many social scientists. According to Bowman (1974, p. 25) ". ..
there is much less emphasis upon the institutional aspects and much moré
upon the personality aspects."

A factor favoring success in marriage is the uniting of two people
who are."in tune" with each other. Klemer (1970, p. 474) suggests that
". .. marital adjustment may depend more on a 'fitting' of the two
personalities than on the personalities themselves." Marital disillu-
sionment frequently is intrapsychic in nature. Levinger (1966) found
divorce applicants concerned with psychological and emotional interac-
tion problems. Dahms (1974, p. 91) also views divorce ". .. as the
failure to evolve and/or maintain emotional intimacy."

Since the divorce ratio has increased from one out of 12 in 1900
to approximately one out of three today (U. S. Census Bureau, 1975), the
engagement period is becoming an important function as a period of test-
ing how successful the relationship between the pfospective spouses will;
actually be. Williamson (1972, p.‘309) has stated, '"The engagement

period enables the indivigual to discover his relationship to the other



party and to determine their potential of interplay with fairly wide
social universe.'" Relationships that emerge during gourtship and
engagement can serve as predictors of marital adjustment (Landis, 1975).
With a considerable measure of realism, individuals then can project
themselves into the future and consider the engagement period as a
rehearsal for marriage.

If the engagement period is to be a testing period for the future
marital success, it becomes imperative that this period be subjected
to closer scrutiny. LeMasters (1959, p. 81) states in a‘concise way:
'"We need some way to measure the depth and intensity of courtship rather,
than just its duration in time." |

If ithe potentials of pre-marital counseling are to be fully
realized,vcouples must receive greater assistance in counseling; In
support of this position Winch (1971, p. 541), has stated:

Where so ﬁuch of the individuals happiness is expected to

come from the marital relationship, it is necessary to have

some technique for testing interpersonal relationships

before contracting one of such paramount importance.

One important aspect of the engagement period is the extent to
which engaged couplgs feel psychologically comfortable with each other.
Reiss (1960) theorizes love as a progression starting with rapport
(being relaxed and feeling at ease witﬁ each other). Hindman (1972)
defines psychological comfortableness in interpersonal relationships as
a process in which people become aware that in the presence of a partic-
ular person they feel "at home'" and secure, and feel a sense of under-
standing or emotional atunement. For those who have relationships in
whiph they can relax and simply be as they are, life requires little

effort when they are together because little time is spent in attacking,



defending, demanding, attempting to frustrate or be destructive of each
other (Coutts, 1973).

Haun and Stinnett (1974) have found prediction of marriage success
to be significantly and positively associated with the degree to which
engaged couples feel psychologically comfortable with each other. It
seems logical that the degreé to which ; couple feels psychologically
comfortable is a very important factor contributing to their marital
success; however, very little is known concerning the factors that are
related to the degree of psychological comfortableness a couple expe-
riences with each other. It appears logical that personality character-
istics, as well as the degree of religious orientation which research
indicates to be significantly assoéiated with marriage success (Kelly,
1974), might play an important role in determining how comfortable
engaged persons feel with each other; however, no research has been
done to examine such relationships.

The importance of choice in mate selection can hardly be over
emphasized as it is apparent marital happiness rests to an appreciable
degree on a '"good" choice. This possible choice bears careful thought.
Gaining greater knowledge concerning the factors that are related to
the degree of comfortableness that a couple experiences with each other,
especially the factors of personality traits and religious orientation
could be of benefit in pre-marital counseling situations. Coﬁples can
be assisted in examining their relationships as to possible interac-
tions of personality characteristics that can be detrimental to their
relationship.

Research in the prediction of happiness or failure in marriage may



be reached with a greater degree of reliability as more significant

items indicative of comfortableness are isolated. Such research would

do much toward improving our knowledge in the whole area of in

interpersonal relationships and would benefit not only those planning

to marry but also provide valuable information for those working in the

area of marriage and family

Purpose of the Study

The general purpose of this study was to determine the relationship

of psychological comfortableness orientation of engaged couples to

selected personality characteristics and religious orientation.

The specific purposes of this study were:

1.

To determine the relationship between the respondent's

self rating on the Couples Comfortableness Orientation

Scale and the respondent's self rating on each of the 14

personality characteristics included in the Burgess

Personality Scales (Burgess, Locke, Thomas, 1963).
To determine the relationship between the respondent's

rating of the fiance(e) on the Couples Comfortableness

Orientation Scale and the respondent's rating of the

fiance(e) on certain personality characteristics.
To determine the relationship between the respondent's

self rating on the Couples Comfortableness Orientation

Scale and the respondent's self rating on his or her degree

of religious orientation.

To determine the relationship between the rating of the



fiance(e) on the Couples Comfortableness Orientation

Scale and the rating of the fiance(e) concerning the

degree of religious orientation.
Definition

Couples Comfortableness Orientation: refers to '"the degree to

which the individual is inclined to help his fiance(e) feel secure,

unthreatened, and respected" (Hindman, 1972).



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Research has found that prediction of marriage success is related
to various personality traits and religion. Some research (Haun and
Stinnett, 1974) has also indicated that pfediction of marriage success
is correlated with the degree to which engaged coubles feel psyého—
logically comfortable wifh each other. The following review of
literature includes the areas of: (a) personality traits, (b) religion,
(¢) elements of psychological comfortableness, and (d) psychological

comfortableness and marriage prediction
Personality Traits

In any marital situation two personalities must harmonize. The
personality traits of the engaged couple must be understood and
accepted by each partner if there is to be continued success in their
relationship. Character orientations are important in the psycho-
dynamic formulation of marriage because they determine the nature
of the needs and expectations a person brings to the marriage
(Crosby, 1973).

The pre-marital pairing experience preceding marriage which
emphasizes recreation, leisuré, and romance may give a distorted per-

spective of the prospective mate's personality since the individual's



observable behavior may represent only a small portion of his total

personality. There are subtlé interactions among mahy phases of the
total personalify. Individuais planning marriage should look ahead

and consider if the person they have chosen to marry has the kind of
" personality they can live with the rest of thei?'life.

Various studies concerning personality traiis indicate certain
elements contribute to positive interpersonal relationships. An
individual 's personality is a complex comBinationxof traits which are
more or less flexible within a psychological milieu; therefore, it is
difficult to isolate the functioning of any one trait. However, Himes
(1949) concludes that the personality is the chief determiner of
successful and happy marriages. In his classic study, Terman (1938)
has found numerous elements of marital .un-happiness associated with
personality traits. He has found unhappily married.women are charac-
terized by emotional tenseness and unhappy husbands are inclined to be
moody and somewhat neurotic. General studies have consistently shown
that certain personality characteristics is associated with marriage

success (Hicks and Platt, 1970).

Responsibility .

Responsibility denotes care and concern. A responsible person
feels responsible for his fellowman as he feels responsible for himself
(Fromm, 1956). Shared responsibility in marriage is desirable. If one
partner has to carry more than a normal share of the responsibilities
the marital adjustment may be affected. The results of Luckey's (1964)

empirical study showed satisfied married couples viewed their spouses .



~as responsible. Locke (1951) also found marital adjustment is
positively associated with a sense of responsibility.

In looking at the reasons for marriage breakdown, Palmer (1971)
concluded the couples were characterized by an unreadiness for the
responsibilities of marriage. Marriage requires a‘mature_person,

capable of and assuming responsibility (Peterson, 1971).

Dominance

With the emancipation of women today marriage is characterized by
more sharing and cooperation on the basis of equality. Studies indi-
cate the general trend is toward democrétically functioning marriages
with both the husband and wife involved in all decisions affecting the
family (Blood, 1960; Johannis, 1956; McCary, 1975). However, an
exploitative orientation (people who constantly need to maintain a
feeling of being 'one-up' in all relationships) cannot tolerate equality
with others and in a#tempting to maintain control they become manipula-
tive (McCary, 1975). Bowman (1974, p. 291) obsérves:

An individual who makes marriage a power struggle because he

insists upon exercising masculine authority or she has as a

personality need to dominate is seeking to get his or her own

way rather than to contribute to the success of marriage.

If a power struggle becomes the focus of the marriage, the marriage
may not survive (Fullerton, 1972). '"People who reveal marked
tendencies to dominate threaten the happiness of any relationship, and
certainly a marriage relationship!(Crosby, 1973, p. 18). Landis (1968)
reported in his study of 3,000 marriages that the democratic marriages
are more often happy than those where either spouse was definitely

dominant. Other studies have confirmed similar findings. Luckey (1964)



found that satisfied husbands and wives saw each other as moderate in
dominance; whereas, those dissatisfied reported one partner being

extremely dominating.
Leadership

To achieve a position of leadership and to gain the admiration of
one's associates, certain qualities must be displayed that would also be
beneficial to the marital relationship. Locke (1951, p. 181) reported:
"Leadership is positively associated with marital adjustment and its
absence with marital maladjustment."

Among the qualities that tend to earn for the person who

possesses them the respect and admiration of his associates

can be included: Attractive appearance...cheerfulness...a

sense of humor; good sportsmanship; sincerity; trustworthi-
ness; cooperation; modesty;...and ability to keep confidence

(Crow, 1969, p. 145).

Ability to Make Decisions Readily

Much of family discord can'be attributed to the inability of family
members to make decisions. A well-adjusted person organizes his thinking
processes and attacks problems objectively without atfempting to dodge
issues or resort to tricks or subterfuge. Building a decision-making
process in which one can have confidence is an important task for all
couples, regardless of the particular decisions they will have to make
(Schulz and Rodgers, 1975). Ignoring the difficulties and retreating
only make subsequent problems increasingly difficult to solve.

Happily married men and women in Locke's (1951) study has rated
their mates' ability to make decisions readily as. "markedly'" and

"considerably" in contrast, divorced men and women rated their former



10

mates' ability as "a little'" and 'not at all'.

4

Easily Influenced by Others

According to Luckey (1964) many dissatisfied, married subjects
claim their.spouses are too passive (too easily influenced). The
research of Locke (1951) found that marital adjustment correlated with
the absence of being easily influenced by others. Similarly, the find-
ings of Terman's (1938) classic studyindiéétedhappilymarriedwomen were

not unduly concerned about the impressions they make upon others.

"Gives in" in Arguments

To succeed in interpersonal felationships depends on the flexi-
bility of the personality. A rigid personality characterized by the
trait of "stubbornness'" is detrimental to any rela£ion5hip aﬁd particu-
larily to the marital relationship. In marriage one is required to
adjust to conflicting facets of the two personalities. Kieren and
Tallman (1972) found the personality characteristic of adaptability to
be strongly associated with marriage success. Burgess and Wallin (1953,
p. 623) call attention to the factor of adaptability as a highly sig-
nificant factor in the success of the marriage relationship. They
define adaptability as: ". .. the capacity of a person to change ...
his attiﬁudes and his behavior to adjust to those of the other person
or to a new or modified situation." In comparing happily and unhappily
married persons Landis and Landis (1973) have found the ability to give

or change play an important part in the success of marital relationships.
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Anger

A study bvaalmer (1971) revealed that low frustration tolerance,
and rebellion appear to be specific reasons for marital failure.

It is to be expected that hostile feelings will be generated in an
emotionally charged atmosphere that is created between husband and wife;
however, it is important that tempers be held under control as things
that lower self-esteem and pride which'aré said in anger are often
detrimental to a relationship. 'Sélf—control under trying circumstances
can be highly constructive as '". . . the ability to express, channel and
discharge tensions in marriage is as‘important as the ability to express
affection (Fullerton, 1972, p. 380)."

Some people may choose a marriage characterized by habitual con-
flict (Cuber and Harroff, 1965) but most seek some democratic or
equalitarian balance. Even though one has to take the initiafive, both
partners must be able to control hostile feelings. Lack of self-control
has been found to be associated with marriage failure (Hicks and Platt,
1970). If an argument is to be constructive and helpful it does not
end where it begins; instead, compromises and solutions.replace the
hostility (Kelly, 1974).

Solutions to problems and reconciliations are delayed if married
partners have the tendency to stay angry. Locke's (1951) findings
indicate that those who get over anger quickly are a better marriage

risk.

Affection and Demonstrativeness

The ability to demonstrate affection has been found to be
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positively associated with marriage success (Hicks and Platt, 1970).
Levinger (1964) found that both husbands and wives ranked affection
equally with companionship as the two most impértant goals for a good
marriage and for the fulfillment of social-emotional roles.

In a study on marital maladjustment, Matheﬁs and Mihanovich (1963)
found lack of affection as one of the top five prbblems distinguishing
the happy and the unhappy. Deburger's (1967) datg suggest that poor
affectional relations were one of the major probiems among seriously
disturbed couples. '"Since approval and acceptance are vitally impor- .
tant to any love relationship, withholding approval and acceptance can
be as devastating as aggressive shouting and yelling--if not more so
(Klemer, 1970, p. 195).

When studying preferred traits in marriage partners, Hewitt (1958)
finds the trait of affection regarded as crucial.by more than 80
percent of both men and women. In summing up how vital emotional
:xchanges are in successful interactions McCary (1973, p. 293) states:

When men and women recognize that free expression of affec-

tion is certainly nothing to fear, nor a barometer of

weakness . . . all their human relationships ... will be much

fuller and happier.

Being demonstrative means expressing special care through actions
hat show consideration, acceptance, approval or appreciation for

1other (Coutts, 1973).

Mathews and Mihanovich (1963, p. 302) in explaining marital prob-
'ms among unhappy marriages state: !'"Neglect, lack-of affection,

derstanding, appreciation and companionship are the lot of the
happy." Other investigations corroborate this. For example, Blood

960) has found a wife's happiness is clearly associated with the

i
B

L P e
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amount of attention given her by her husband.
Sociability '

Picford, Signori and Rempel.(1966) propose tﬁat sociability pro-
motes marital happiness. Locke's (1951) findings support the conclu-
sion that sociability is a positive factor in marital adjustment.

Many studies have found affiliation with church, relatives,
friends and the community at large aids marital cohesiveness and acts
as é restraint on marital dissolution (Ackerman, 1963; Blood, 1962).

In a study of 4,452 households in Alamédaitounty California,; Renne
(1970) concludes that the correlation between the number of intimate
associates and marital satisfaction suggests thatvpeople invelved in
unhappy marriages are unable to maintain satisfactory relations outside
the ﬁarriage and tend to withdraw. From his study of alienation and
marital adjustment, Gerber (1968) maintains that social and self-
estrangement are related negatively. to marital adjustment. Palmer
(1971) concludes that social inexperience characterized couples whose
marriages had failed.

Among an individuals social needs is the need to earn the esteem
and respect from associates in organizétions. To be an effective member
he has to adapt himself to the gréups attitudes. '"Participation in
organized or informal group activity is a test 6f an individual's power
to adjust his own attitudes and interest to the interest, needs, or
rights of other people" (Crow, 1969, p. 12).

When Burgess and Cottrell (1939) investigated the extent of member-

ship in organizations and adjustment in marriage they found the number
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of organizations of which the married pair were members or regular
attendants was positively correlated with marital adjustment. Both
married men and women gave significantly higher ratings on their mate's "'
interest in belonging to organizations;than did those who were divorced
in Locke's (1951) study.

Good relationships are promoted by being sensitive to thoughts and
statements of others. Various research studies support this position by
finding unhappy husbands and wives often are inconsiderate and disregard

the feelings of others (Hicks and Platt, 1970).

Sense of Humor

Humor is usgful in relie&ing tensions. As Wright (1935, p. 161) so
aptly remarked, ". .. it is a gentle pouring of oil on the agitated
waters." It is much gentler to call attention to a conflict through |
humor than through an angry confrontation. Coser's (1956) and Locke's
(1951) findinés stress the fact that successful marital adjustment is
associated with a sense of humor. Over 75 percent of the subjects in
Hewitt's (1958) study ranked a sense of humor as "erucially importént”

to themselves in their selection of dating and marriage partners.
Religion

Although contribution to the individual personality will vary from
religion to religion and from individual to individual, there are cer-
tain contributions which religion typically makes to a personality. The
social function of religion brovides continuity to the community or a

social group through fellowship activities. The moral religious system
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gives support to developing such personality traits as kindness,
cooperation, humility and fidelity. Religion produces the type of
personality structure which is productive of marital happiness as it
shifts theﬁattention from the self to others. It is a binding force
which can contribute to the stability of marriage.(Blood, 1969).

Religious people internalize values and beliefs that further
marital success. These values and beliefs contribute fo family integra-
tion, family growth, and family happiness. The findings of Bufchinal
(1957) indicéte_statistically the importance of religion to family life.
His study reported consistently higher marital satisfaction scores for
church members than those who were not church members. Numerous research
studies have consistently found religious orientation and participation
to be positively associated with marriage success (Blood, 1969;

Peterson, 1964; Landis, 1960; Burgess and Cottrell, 1939).
Elements of Comfortableness

The review of literature has indicated that certain qualities of
behavior contribute to comfortableness in interpersonal relationships.
Among these qualities are: Empathy; Spontaneity; Trust; Interest-Care;

Respect; and absence of Criticalness-Hostility.
Empathy

Empathy involves the ability to recognize another's feelings
thoughts and behavior as similar to our own (Smith, 1966). Blood (1969)
and Katz (1963) define it as being the recognition of the other person's

"inner position.'" Allen and Martin (1974) maintain it is a prerequisite
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to intimacy because empathetic people tend to withhold judgment out of

simple respect for other's differences and weaknesses.
Spontaneity

Spontaneity is defined as being free and open in the expression of
feelings without extreme concern of what ”others.might think'" (Maltz,
1960). If we are too consciously concerned about what others think we
become inhibited, or as Coutts (1973, P 191)'says: "Those who censor
all their potential responses to be sure they will gain acceptance and
approval come off in interpersonal relationships as if they are pre-
recorded.”" A full relationship cannot exist when one is living to please .
others (Satir, 1964). It is only as we become aware of the small and
subtle aspects of another's behavior that we begin to feel we truly know

them.

Trust

Baldwin (1955) maintains trust is a confident attitude that: comes
from feeliné life is pleasant and manageable. ''When trust'is missing
from a relationship one or both of the persons involved may tend to feel
isolated and anxious - in a sénse, uncomfortable' (Hindman, 1972, p. 7).
Schultz (1967) has found directness and trust deepens and enriches

interpersonal relationships and promotes feelings of closeness.

Interest-Care

Fromm (1956) maintains genuine care of one person for another is

a major component of a loving relationship. It is unconditional and
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there is a genuine desire to promote the happiness of the other person
(Jourard, 1958). When behavior is perceived as uncaring and dis-

interested, feelings of defensiveness and uncomfortableness are aroused.

Respect

Studies have found respect to be an important characteriétic of
successful marriage (Stinnett, Collins and Montgomery, 1970; Lederer
and Jackson, 1968). Fromm (1956) depicts respect as one of the major
components of.a loving relationship. He defines respect as the ability

to see a person as he is and to accépt his unique individuality.

Criticalness-Hostility

Criticalness-hostility destroys relationships with people-whether
they are friends, members of a family or partners in marriage (Hindman,
1972). Williams and Smith (1974) describe hostility as a behavior trait
that is intentional in nature and results in injury or destruction. It
can result from suppression of emotions and losing touch with the real,
underlying self (Rogers, 1961). People learn to keep their distance
or keep up defensive facades. As it surfaces it can be harmful to an
individual and those around him. Probably the most serious damage
that can result from criticalness to others is ”lﬁw—self—esteem”

(Dobson, 197L).
Comfortableness and Marriage Prediction

Very little research has been done to examine relationships between

psychological comfortableness orientation and marriage success. To the
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investigators knowledge only one such study has been conducted.

Haun and Stinnett (1974) developed the Couples Comfortableness

Orientation Scale in order to measure psychological comfortableness

orientation. They correlated Couples Comfortableness Orientation

Scale scores with Marriage Prediction Scale scores and found the

following:

1. Individual's responded most positively to the items of
trust and spontaneity and least positive to the items of
hostility and criticalness.

2. A significant correlation at the .001 leyel was found
between the respondent's CCOS self-rating and his or her

score on the Marriage Prediction Scale. Those who rated

themselves favorable on the CCOS tended also to receive

a favorable score on the Marriage Prediction Scale, while

those who rated themselves unfavorably on the CCOS tended
to receive unfavorable marriage prediction scores.

3. The respondent's marriage prediction scores correlated
significantly (.001) and positively with the fiance(e)'s
CCOS rating.

4. A significant (.001) positive relationship was found to
exist between the individual's marriage prediction score
and his or her rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS.

5. All reépondents in the study tended to rate themselves

- higher than their fiance(e) in comfortableness orientation.
Mean subscores indicated that females gave themselves and
their fiance(e)g a more favorable comfortableness rating

in all six areas than did the males.



CHAPTER IIT
PROCEDURE
Selection of Subjects

The subjects for fhis study consisted of 143 couples who were
engaged and had announced their plans to marry publicly. Tﬁe names were
selected by examining the Women's or Social Sections of 71 local Okl ahoma
newspapers, printed over approXinately a five week period in the spring
of 1974,

The newspapers selected for examination included all that are re- -
ceived in the Department of Journalism and the Office of Public Infor-
mation at Oklahoma State University and compose approximately 30 percent
of the total numbers of 264 newspapers printed within the state of
Oklahoma (Weis, 1973). (See Appendix A for a listing of the newspapers
used in the sample selection.)

Every couple listed in fhe newspaper, who's address was given or at
least one of the parents, were included in the sample. A total of 510
couples were located and contact was attempted by letter. Of the number
contacted, questionnaires were completed and returned from 29 percent
(143 couples).

The percentage of return was probably actually higher than the 29
percent as bulk mailing was used to distribute the questionnaires, which
meant that the letter would not be forwarded if the address was lacking

essential information. One hundred and fifteen of the selected couples

19
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did not have a complete address given in their engagement announcement.
For example, the address would be listed simply as Miss Judy Harmon,
Cameron University, or Miss Judy Harmon, Lawton, Oklahoma. - Those with
incomplete addresses were included and several letters were returned as
undeliverable (though this is not the usual post office policy).
Follow-up of the non-returned questionnaires was not attempted for
several reasons: (a) Since a number of the engaged couples were
planning a spring wedding it was felt that if the couple were unwilling
to complete the first questionnaire mailed, then the chances were great
that they would also ignore a second letter, arriving even.closer to
the wedding date and the hectic 1ast—minute arrangements. (b) If the
original letters were undelivéred beéause of an incomplete address, a
follow-up with the same address would be futile. (c¢) And finally; the
decision was made that a failure to return a questionnaire could very
well be due to wedding preoccupation or lack of posfal delivery rather

than any effecting bias.
Instrument

The questionnaire used in this study was developed and reported by
Haun and Stinnett (1974). It consisted of three sections (see Appendix
B for a sample of the questionnaire form used). The first portion of
the questionnaire was designed to obtain background information such as
age, religious preference, and social class. The McGuire-White Index
of Social Status (1955) was used to determine the level of income,

occupation and education as indicators of social status.

The second portion of the questionnaire contained questions adapted
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from the Marriage Prediction Scale developed by Burgess (Burgess,'Locke,

and Thomas, 1963). Predictive factors of six major studies published

in the area of marriage and family life were incorporated into the scale.

Couples Comfortableness Orientation Scale

The third aspect of the questionnaire was the Couple Comfortableness

Orientation Scale developed by Haun and Stinnett (1974) which was

designed to measure the degree of psychological comfortableness the
couple felt with each other. This scale copsisted of 36‘statements
representing six differént gqualities contributing to comfortableness in
interpersonal relationships. These 36 statements were characterized by
‘five degrees of responses ranging from "very often'" to "very seldom'.
Eighteen of the 36 questions were designed to determine the degree to
which the individual's behavior was oriented toward making the fiance(e)
feel psychologically comfortable and the remaining 18 questions were
designed to assess the respondent's evaluation concerning the degree
to which the fiance(e)'s behavior was oriented toward makiﬁg the
respondent feel psychologically comfortable.
Six qualities were identified as playing an important part in
interpersonal comfortableness. These qualities were:
1. Empathy- defined as involving the ability to recognize
the other person's inner position by interpreting and
appreciating their feelings, thoughts and behaviors.
2. Spontaneity- The ability to be open, natural, warm and
free from extreme concern of what "others might think".

3. Trust- Implies a sense of truthfulness in dealing with
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others to the extent that behavior is dependable and
predictable.

4, 1Interest-Care- Deep concern for the happiness and
welfare of the other.

5. Respect- Acceptance of another's unique ind%viduality
and allowing him to develop and grow as he is.

6. Critiéalness—Hostility- Constant, intentional, destructive
behavior which can cause serious damage to the individual's
self-esteem or to relationshipé with other people.

When the Chi-square test was empléyed in an item analysis of the

CCOS, as a measure of validity, Haﬁn and Stinnett (1974) found that

all of the items in Section_l and Section 2 of the CCOS were signifi-
cantly discriminating at the .001 level, with the exception of one item
which was significant at the .01 level. The validity of the self-

rating on the CCOS was supported by the finding of a significant positive
relationship between individual;s self-rating on the CCOS and the CCOS
rating given the individual by the fiance(e). The split-half reliability
coefficients were .88 for items in Section_g and .77 for items in

Section_l.

Burgess Personality Scales

Another section of the questionnaire used in the analysis of the
data consisted of the personality scales used by Burgess, Locke and
Thomas (1963). These personality scales consist of fourteen personality
traits: (a) Takes responsibility willingly, (b) Dominating, (c) A

leader in school jor other group, (d) Able to make decisions readily,
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(e) Easily influenced by others, (f) "Gives in" in arguments, (g) Gets
angry easily, (h) Gets over anger quickly, (i) Affectionate, (j)
Dempnstrative, (k) Sociable-makes friends easily, (1) Likes belonging to
organizations, (m) Cares what people say and think, (n) Has a sense of
humor. Locke (1951) found that for both men and women, 12 of the above
traits had chi square values of better than the .00l level of signifi-
cance and two were at the .01 level in differentiating bétﬁeén_haﬁﬁily
married and divorced individuals.

The subjects in the present study were asked to rate both them-
selves and their fiance(e) on each of the fourteen personality traits on
a five point continuum ranging from possessing the personalify trait

"very much" to "not at all'',
Analysis of Data

A percentage and frequency count was_used‘to analyze various
background characteristics of the subjects.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used to
examine the following null hypotheses:

1. There is no significant relationship between the

individual's self rating on the Couples Comfortableness

Orientation Scale and the individual's self rating on

each of the following personality characteristics:
(a) Takes responsibility willingly

(b) Dominating

(c) A leader in school or other group

(d) Able to make decisions readily

(e) Easily influenced by others
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(f) "Gives in" in arguments
(g) Gets angry easily.

(h) Gets over anger quickly

(i) Affectionate

(j) Demonstrative

(k) Sociable-makes friends easily

(1) Likes belonging to organizations

(m) Cares what people say ahd think

(n) Has a sense of humor

There is no significant relationship between the individual's

rating of the fiance(e) on the Couples Comfortableness

Orientation Scale and the individual's rating of fiance(e)

on each of personality characteristics listed in Hypothesis
1.
There is no significant relationship between the individual's

self rating on the Couples Comfortableness Orientation Scale

and the individual's self rating on his or her degree of
religious orientation.

There is no significant relationship between the rating of

the fiance(e) on the Couples Comfortableness Orientation

Scale and the rating of the fiance(e) concerning the degree

of religious orientation.



CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS
Description of Subjects

A detailed description of the 286 subjects who participated in this
study is presented in Table I. Forty-nirne pgrcent of the fespondents
were male, and 51 percent were female. The respbndents rénged in ages
from 14 to over 29, with the largest number falling in the 23-24 year
category (59.32%). The great majority, 71.78%, were between the ages
of 19-24, while the smallest group, less than one percent of the
respondents, were under age 17.

The majority of the respondents (47.90%) reported themselves to be
moderately religious. Thirty-five percent of the respondents indicated
that they attended church services fou or more times a month while
2k percent reported that they usually did not attend at all. The smal-
lest percentage (5.94%) indicated religion was unimportant in their lives.

The largest proportion of the subjects (45.96%) stated that their
engagement period was between six and 11 months in length while 18 per-
cent had an engagement of a year or more.

The subjects were predominantly (79.30%) from the middle class
social level, largely (98.60%), reported a feeling of comfortableness
with their fiance(e) and ;eported little jealousy (75.53%),_or conflict

(62.59%).

25
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TABLE 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SUBJECTS

Variable Classification No. %
Sex , Male ' 139 48.60
Female . 144 51.40
Age 14 and under ‘ 1 .25
15 - 16 1 . <25
17 - 18 30 7-39
19 - 20 : .79 19.46
21 - 22 : 92 22.66
23 - 24 35 29.66
25 - 26 9 7.63
27 - 28 » 6 5.09
29 and over 8 6.78
Degree of Very much Lo 14.69
Religiosity Much 90 31.47
Moderately Religious 137 L47.90
Very little, if any 15 5.2k
Anti-religious 2 .70
Frequency of No times ‘ 69 ok, 21
Monthly Church Once L3 15.09
Attendance Two or three times 71 24.91
Four or more times 101 35.44
Length of Less than a month 2 .70
Engagement 1 to 5 months 102 35.79
6 to 11 months 131 45.96
12 months or more 50 17.54
Degree of Self- Highly satisfied 52 18.25
Satisfaction With Satisfied 189 66.32
the Kind of Person Undecided ' 33 11.58
He or She 1Is Dissatisfied 11 3.86
Highly dissatisfied ) 0]
Educational Elementary (8th grade) 0 0]
Level High school 75 26.32
Two years of college 103 36.14
College graduate 81 28.42

Graduate work 26 9.12
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Variable Classification No. %
Degree of Very happy 95 33.33
Parental Happy 102 35.79
Happiness Average 53 18.60
Unhappy 19 6.67
Very unhappy 16 5.61
Social Class Upper Class 23 8.07
Upper Middle 121 42,46
Lower Middle 105 36.84
Upper Lower 32 11.23
Lower Lower L 1.40
Degree of Always very comfortable 191 67.02
Comfortableness Usually comfortable 90 31.58
Felt With the Uncertain 2 .70
Fiance(e) Usually uncomfortable 1 .35
Always uncomfortable 1 .35
Degree of None L7 16.43
Conflict Within A little 179 62.59
the Couple Moderate 52 18.18
' A good deal 8 2.80
Very great 0] 0]
Degree of Very happy - 105 36.71
Childhood Happiness Happy 120 L1.96
Average L4g 17.13
Unhappy 11 3.85
Very unhappy 1 .35
Frequency of Very often 10 3.50
Jealousy With Often L1 14 .34
the Fiance(e) Uncertain 19 6.64
Seldom 100 34.97
Very seldom 116 L0.56




Examination of lypotheses

Hypothesis I. There is no significant relationship between the

individual's self-rating on the Couples Comfoértableness Orienta-

tation Scale and the individual's self-rating on each of the

following personality characteristics: (a) Takes responsibility

willingly, (b) Dominating, (c) A leader in school or other

group, (d) Able to make decisions readily, (e) Easily influ-

enced by others, (f) "Gives in" in arguments, (g) Gets angry

easily, (h) Gets over anger quickly, (i) Affectionate, (i)

Demonstrative, (k) Sociable-makes friends easily, (1) Likes

belonging to organizations, (m) Cares what people say and

think, (n) Has a sense of humor.

This hypothesis was examined using the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis
of variance. The following variables were not found to be signifi-
cantly related to the self—réting on the CCOS:

1. A leader in school or other group

2. Able to make decisions readily

3. "Gives in" in arguments

4., Likes belonging to organizations

5. Cares what people say and think
Those variables that were found to be ;ignificantly related to the

individual's rating on the CCOS are presented below:

Hypothesis I (a). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, takes responsibility willingly.
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Examination of this hypothesis indicates that there was a signifi-
cant relationship between the individual's self-rating on the person-

ality characteristic, takes responsibility willingly and self-rating on

the CCOS. As shown in Table II, an H score of 14.98 was obtained,
indicating a significant relationship at the .01 level. Those respon-’

dents who rated themselves very much so on the personality characteristic

of taking responsibility willingly expressed significantly more favor-
able CCOS scores than did respondents who rated themselves as having

lower degrees of responsibility.

TABLE II

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, TAKES RESPONSIBILITY

WILLINGLY
Average Level of
Degrees of Responsibility No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 122 163.14
Considerably 112 128.60
Somewhat : 43 118.07 14.98 .01
A Little _ 5 150.60

Hypothesis I (b). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self—ratihg on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic of dominance.
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The relationship between the individual's CCOS and their self-
rating on dominance was significant at the .05 level. An H score of
9.64 was obtained as shown in Table III. Those respondents who rated

themselves a little or not at all on the personality characteristic of

dominance reported the most favorable CCOS scores. ‘With one
exception, the lower the degree of self-rating on dominance the

higher the self-rating on the CCOS.

TABLE III

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON DOMINANCE

Average Level of
Degrees of Dominance No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so L 137.66
Considerably 84 134 .43
Somewhat 81 129.44 9.64 .05
A little 52 167. 14
Not at all 22 166,41

Hypothesis I (e). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic of being easily influenced by others.

When this hypothesis was examined, an H score of 12.48 was obtained
indicating there is a significant difference in the individual's self-

rating on the CCOS according to the degree to which the individual
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perceives himself as being easily influenced by others. The difference

was significant at the‘.Oz.level as illustrated in Table IV. Those
respondents who rated themselves as beiné influenced by others as not
at all, also rated themselves significantly more favorably on the CCOS
than did those rating themselves as being 'influenced by others to a

greater degree.

TABLE 1V

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, BEING EASILY INFLUENCED

BY OTHERS
Degree to Which Individual Average Level of
Is Easily Influenced by Others No. Rank H - Sig.
Very much so .9 133.56
Considerably 54 124.65
Somewhat 73 124.33 12.48 .02
A little 110 155.47
Not at all 38 167.36

Hypothesis I (g). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, gets angry easily.

Table V indicates that when the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of
variance was utilized in determining the relationship between an

individual's self-rating of comfortableness orientation and their
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self-rating on the personality characteristic, gets angry easily, an H

score of 25.45 was obtained. . This represents a significant differcnce
at the .001 level. Those respondent's who rated themselves as nol at

all on the personality characteristic, gets angry easily, expressed the

most favorable rating on the CCOS. Those who rated themselves

considerably on this personality characteristic rated themselves

least favorably‘on the CCOS.

TABLE V

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, GETS ANGRY EASILY

Degree to Which a Average Level of
Person Gets Angry Easily No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 18 124.72
Considerably 45 103.52 .001
Somewhat 77 129.68 25.45
A little 110 154.50
Not at all 32 188.09

Hypothesis I (h). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, gets over anger quickly.

The examination of this hypothesis revealed an H score. of 12.33

which was significant at the .02 level as shown in Table VI. Those
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respondents who rated themselves very much so on the personality charac-

teristic, gets over anger quickly expressed the most favorable CCOS

self-rating. Those who rated themselves a little on this personality

characteristic rated themselves least favorably on the CCOS.

TABLE VI

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, GETS OVER ANGER QUICKLY

Degrees to Which a Person Average Level of
Gets Over Anger Quickly No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 101 159.70

Considerably 91 1L3.86

Somewhat 58 118.45 12.33 .02

A little 22 113.30

Not at all 11 145.73

Hypothesis I (j). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, is affectionate.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance revealed an H score
of 42.83 as illustrated in Table VII. This represents a significant
relationship at the .001 level between the persoriality characteristic,

is affectionate, and the individual's self-rating on the CCOS. Those

respondents who rated themselves as having the highest degree of being
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affectionate also rated themselves most favorably on the CCOS, while
those respondents who rated themselves lowest on their personality

characteristic also rated themselves most unfavorably on the CCOS.

TABLE VII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON THE CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, IS AFFECTIONATE

Average " Level of
Degrees of Being Affectionate No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so © 167 167.00
Considerably 86 118.65
Somewhat 26 82.15 42.83 .001
A little 5 48.30

Hypothesis I (j). There is no significant relationship between the

individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the person-

ality characteristic, demonstrativeness.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance indicated a signifi-

cant relationship between ah individual's self-rating on the CCOS and

self-rating on the personality characteristic, demonstrativeness. As
indicated in Table VIII an H score of 25.01 was obtained which was
significant at the .001 level. Those respondents who rated themselves

very much so on demonstrativeness expressed'the most favorable CCOS
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scores. These results indicated that the higher the degree of demon-

strativeness, the more favorable were the CCOS scores.

TABLE VIII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON DEMONSTRATIVENESS

Average Level of
Degrees of Demonstrativeness No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 72 177.76
Considerably 90 137.05
Somewhat 87 119.14 25.01 .001
A little 22 104. 14

Hypothesis I (k). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, sociable-makes friends easily.

Examination of this hypothesis indicates that there was a signifi-

cant relationship between the individual's self-rating on the person-

ality characteristic, sociable-makes friends easily and self-rating on

the CCOS. An H score of 23.36 was obtained,

indicating a significant

relationship at the .001 level as shown in Table IX. Those respondents

who rated themselves very much so on this persohality characteristic

expressed significantly more favorable CCOS scores than did respondents

who rated themselves as having lower degrees of sociability. This
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finding indicated the higher the degree of sociability, the more favor-

able are the CCOS scores.

TABLE IX

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP‘BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON THE PERSONALITY
CHARACTERISTIC, SOCIABLE-MAKES FRIENDS EASILY

, Average Level of
Degrees of Sociability No. Rank . H Sig.
Very much so 102 169.78
Considerably : 95 138.99
Somewhat 6L 120.85 23.36 .001
A little 18 102.56
Not at all 5 . 77.30

Hypothesis I (n). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's self—ratiﬁg on the CCOS and self-rating on the

personality characteristic, has a sense of humor.

The results indicated a significant relationship existed between an
individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-rating on the personality

characteristic, has a sense of humor. As Table X shows an H score of

27.85 was obtained which was significant at the .001 level. Those
respondents who rated themselves very much so on this personality

characteristic also expressed the more favorable CCOS scores.
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TABLE X

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-
RATING ON CCOS AND SELF-RATING ON SENSE OF HUMOR

Average Level of
Degrees of Sense of Humor No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 136 164 .88
Considerably 113 130.59
Somewhat 29 86.29 27.85 .001
A little L 109.50

Hypothesis II. There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and

rating of the fiance(e) on the following personality character-

istics: (a) Takes responsibility willingly, (b) Dominating,

(c)} A leader in school or other group, (d) Able to make decisions

readily, (e) Easily influenced by others, (f) "Gives in" in

arguments, (g) Gets angry easily, (h) Gets over anger

quickly, (i) Affectionate, (j) Demonstrative, (k) Sociable-

makes friends easily, (1) Likes belonging to organizations,

(m) Cares what people say and think, (n) Has a sense of

humor.
This hypothesis was examined gsing the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis
of variance. The following variables were not found to be significantly
related to the rating of fiance(e) on the CCOS.

1. "Gives in" in arguments
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2. Likes belonging to organizations
3. Cares what people say and think
Those variables that were found to be significant to the rating of

fiance(e)s on the CCOS are presented below.

Hypothesis II (a). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, takes

responsibility willingly.

When this hypothesis was examined an H score of 23.78 was obtained
which was significant at the .001 level. The results, as illustrated
in Table XI, indicate that individuals who rated their fiance(e) very

much so on the personality characteristic, takes responsibility willingly,

gave their fiance(e) the most favorable CCOS rating.

TABLE XI

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S
RATING OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND THE RATING
OF FIANCE(E) ON THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC,
' TAKES RESPONSIBILITY WILLINGLY

Average Level of
Degrees of Responsibility No. Rank . H Sig.
Very much so 145 166.06
Considerably 99 121.34 23.78 .001

Somewhat 37 114.28
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Hypothesis II (b). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic of dominance.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance indicated alsignificant
relationship existed between the.individual's rating of the fiancel(e)

on the CCOS and the rating of the fiance(e) on the petrsonality charac-
teristic of dominance. As Table XII illustrates,an H scoré of 13.09

was obtained which was significant at the .02 level. Those respondents
who rated their fiance(e) on dominance as not at all gave their fignce(e)

the most favorable CCOS rating.

TABLE XII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCCS AND THE
RATING OF FIANCE(E) ON DOMINANCE

Average Level of
Degrees of Dominance No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 41 118.80
Considerably . 63 135.37
Somewhat 88 142,26 13.09 .02
A little 52 141.97

Not at all 22 184.56
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Hypothesis II (c). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating of

the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, leadership.

The examinétion of this hypothesis révealed £ﬁere is a significant
relationship between the rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and the
rating of fiance(e)»on the personality characteristic, leadership. An
H score of 22.49 was obtained which was significant at the .001 level
as illustrated in Table XIII. Those respondents who rated their
fiance(e) as very much so on the characteristic of leadership reported
the most favorable scores for their fiance(e) on the CCOS. Thdse

respondents who rated their fiance(e)_g little or not at all on this

personality characteristic gave their fiance(e) the least favorable

rating on the CCOS.

TABLE XIII

H SCORE REFIECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF FIANCE(E) ON
THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC LEADERSHIP

.Average Level of
Degrees of Leadership No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 67 178.64
Considerably 66 144,93
Somewhat _ 68 _ 136.98 22.49 .001
A little 53 111.55

Not at all 30 123.63
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Hypothesis II (d). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

°  of "the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, able to make

decisions readily.

The results indicated that a significant relationship existed
between the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and the

rating of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, able to make

decisions readily. As Table XIV shows, an H score of 19.90 was obtained

which was significant at the .001 level. Those respondents who rated
their fiance(e)'s degree of ability to make decisions readily as very
much so gave their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOST
Those respondents who rated their fiance(e) as not at all

gave their fiance(e) the least favorable rating..on the CCOS. These

results indicate that the higher the degree of ability to make decisions,

the higher the rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS.

TABLE XIV

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF FIANCE(E)
ON THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC, ABLE
TO MAKE DECISIONS READILY

Average Level of
Degrees of Decision Making . No. Rank ’ H Sig.
Very much so 76 163.99
Considerably 112 ~ 153.02
Somewhat 59 121,44 19.90 .001
A little 29 113.00

Not at all 9 79.11
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Hypothesis II (e).. There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic of being

easily influenced by others.

The examination of the hypothesis revealed a significant relation—
ship between the individual's rating of fiance(e) on the CCOS and the
rating of fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, easiiy

influenced_hl others. An H score of 11.98 was obtained, indicating

significance at the .02 level as illustrated in Table XV. This finding
indicates that those respondents whd rated their fiance(e) on this
personality characteristic as not at all also gave their fiance(e) the
most favorable CCOS rating, while those who rated their fiance(e) as
Vvery much so on this characteristic gave théir fiance(e) the least

favorable CCOS rating.

TABLE XV

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF THE FIANCE(E)
ON THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC, BEING
EASILY INFLUENCED BY OTHERS

Degrees to Which an Individual Average Level of
Influenced by Others No. Rank H Sig.

Very much so : 13 104.08

Considerably . 24 127.27

Somewhat 79 125.41 .11.93 .02

A little 107 155.65

Not at all 62 157.83
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Hypothesis II (g). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, gets angry

easily.
When this hypothesis was examined, an H score of 37.8L was obtained,
indicating a significant relationship between the individual's rating of

fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, gets angry easily, and the

rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS. The relationship was significant
at the .001 level as illustrated in Table;XVI. Those respondents who
rated their fiance(e) as not at all on this personality characteristic
gave their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOS, while those
who rated their fiance(e) as very much so gave their fiance(e) the

least favorable CCOS scores.

TABLE XVI

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF THE FIANCE(E)
ON THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC, GETS ANGRY EASILY

Degrees to Which an Individual ‘ Average Level., of
Gets Angry Easily No. Rank H Sig.

Very much so 20 89.15

Considerably 19 119.71

Somewhat 60 103.29 37.84 . 001

A little 117 152.38

Not at all 65 177.49
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Hypothesis II (h). There is no significant relationship belween

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, gets over

anger quickly.

The relationship between the individual's rating of fiance(e) on
the CCOS and rating of fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, gets

over anger quickly, was significant at the .001 level. An H score of

25.87 was obtained as shown in Table XVII. Those respondents who rated
their fiance(e) on this personality characteristic as very much so gave
their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on tﬁe CCOS. Those respon-
dents who rated theif fiance(e) as not at all gave their fiance(e) the
least favorable CCOS scores. ‘These results indicate that the higher the
degree of being abie to get over anger quickly, the more favorable were

the CCOS scores.

TABLE XVII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING OF
THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE
PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC, GETS OVER ANGER QUICKLY

Degrees to Which an Individual Average Level of
Gets Over Anger Quickly No. Rank H Sig.

Very much so - 93 172.75

Considerably 89 146.33

Somewhat 59 115.38 25.87 .001

A little 33 112.08

Not at all 11 105.45
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Hypothesis II (i). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, is

affectionéte.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way anaiysis of variance revealed an H score
of 28.39 as illustrated in Table XVIII. This represents a significant

relationship at the .001 level between the rating of the fiance(e) on

the personality characteristic, is affectionate and the rating of the
fiance(e) on tﬁe CO0S. Those respondents who rated their fiance(e) as
having the highest degree of being affgétionate also rated their
fiance(e) most favorably on the CCOS, while those respondents who rated
their fiance(e) lowest on this personality characteristic also réted

their fiance(e) least favorably on the CCOS.

TABLE XVIII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF FIANCE(E) ON
PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC, IS AFFECTIONATE

AVerage Level of
Degrees of Being Affectionate No. Rank H : Sig.
Very much so 197 160. 11
Considerébly v 66 112.21
Somewhat 17 104. 15 28.39 .001

A little 5 50.10
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Hypothesis II (j). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on demonstrativeness.

The results indicated a significant relationship existed between
the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and the rating of

fiance(e) on demonstrativeness. As Table XIX shows, an H score of

17.13 was obtained which was significant at the .01 level. Those respon-
dents who rated their fiance(e) on dembnstrativenesé as very much so
gave their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOS. Those
respondents who ratéd their fiancel(e) as not at all gave their fiance(e)
the least favorable rating on the CCOS. These results indicate that

the higher the degree of demonstrativeness the higher the rating of the

fiance(e) on the CCOS.

TABLE XIX

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL+S RATING
OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF
FIANCE(E) ON DEMONSTRATIVENESS .

Average Level of
Degrees of Demonstrativeness No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 82 168.45
Considerably 80 . 138.30
Somewhat 79 124.96 17.13 .01
A little 25 114.66

Not at all 13 111,15
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Hypothesis II (k). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, sociable-

makes friends easily.

The examination of the hypothesis revealed a significant relation-
ship between the individual's rating of fiance(e) on the CCOS and the

rating of fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, sociablé-makes

friends easily. An H score of 19.75 was obtained, indicating a signifi-
cant relationship at the .001 level as illustrated.in Table XX. . This
finding indicates that those respondents who fated their fiance(e) on
sociability as very much so also rated their fiance(e) significantly
more favorable on the CCOS. As indicated by the average rank scores,
the lower the degree of rating on this personality éharacteristic the

lower the rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS.

TABLE XX

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDIVIDUAL'S
RATING OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF
FIANCE(E) ON THE PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTIC,
SOCIABLE-MAKES FRIENDS EASILY

Average ‘ Level of
Degrees of Sociability No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 147 157.18
Considerably 71 144,51
Somewhat L8 128.01 19.75 .001

A little 19 80.50
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Hypothesis II (n). There is no significant relationship between

the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating

of the fiance(e) on the personality characteristic, had a sense

of humor.’
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance indicated a sig-

nificant relationship existed between the individual's rating of the

fiance(e) on the CCOS and the rating of the fiance(e) on sense of humor.
As Table XXI illustrates, an H score of 37.78 was obtained which was
significant at the .001 level. Those respbndenfs who rated thei;
fiance(e) on sense of humor és very much so gave their fiance(e) the
most favorable rating on the CCOS whiie those respondents who rated

their fiancef(e) as a little and somewhat gave their fiance(e) the

least favorable CCOS rating.

TABLE XXI

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE INDIVIDUAL'S
RATING OF THE FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND RATING OF
FIANCE(E) ON SENSE OF HUMOR

Average Level!of
Degrees of Sense of Humor No. Rank H Sig.
Very much so 157 164,12
Considerably 98 130.05
Somewhat 23 67.48 37.78 .001

A little 5 77-60
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Hypothesis III. There is no significant relationship between the

individual's self-rating on the CCOS and the individual's self-

rating concerning degree of religious orientation.

The results indicated there was no significant relationship between
an individual's self rating on the CCOS and the sélf-rating on religious
orientation. As shown in Table XXII, an H score of 7.74 was obtained

which was not significant.

TABLE XXII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'S SELF-RATING
ON CCOS AND INDIVIDUAL'S SELF-RATING ON RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION

Average Level of
Degree of Religious Orientation No. Rank H Sig.
Very much Lo 167.08
Much 90 147-59 )
Moderately religious ‘ 137 131.54 7.7k N.S.
Very little, if any : 15 154.47

Hypothesis IV. There is no significant relationship between the

individual's rating of fiance(e) on CCOS and the rating of

fiance(e) on religious orientation.

The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance indicated that a
significant relationship existed between the individual's rating of

fiance(e) on CCOS and the rating of fiance(e) on religiqus orientation.
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Table XXIII reveals that an H score of 17.25 was obtained which was
significant at the .001 level. Those respondents who rated their
fiance(e)'s degree of religious orientation as very much gave their
fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOs. Thoée respondents who
rated their fiance(e)'s degree éf religious orientation as very little,

if any also gave their fiance(e) the least favorable rating on the CCOS.

TABLE XXIII

H SCORE REFLECTING THE RELATIONSHIP BEIWEEN THE INDIVIDUAL'S RATING
OF FIANCE(E) ON THE CCOS AND THE INDIVIDUALS RATING OF
FIANCE(E) ON RELIGIOUS ORIENTATION

Average Level of ,
Degrees of Religious Orientation No. Rank H Sig.
Very much 56 183.04
Much 85 139.35
Moderately religious Co117 129.18 17.25 .001
Very little, if any 27 131.30

Further Analyses According to Sex of Respondent

Additional analysis was performed to determine if sex differences
existed in the respondent's self-rating and respondent's rating of
fiance(e) concerning each of the 14 personality characteristics examined
in this study. Further analysis was also conducted to determine if

significant relationships existed within each sex group between the
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respondent's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and rating of the

fiance(e) on each of the 14 personality characteristics.

When the chi-square test was used to determine if sex differences

existed concerning the respondent's rating of the fiance(e) on each of

the 14 personality characteristics in the Burgess Personality Scales

it was found that significant differences existed between the males and

females concerning their rating of the fiance(e) on each of the follow-

ing personality characteristics:

" (a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

Takes responsibility willingly (.01). Twice as many males

(18.8%) as females (7.5%) rated their fiance(e) as somewhat
on this personality characteristic. A greater proportion of
females (59.9%) than males (41.3%) rated their fiance(e)

as very much so.

Dominance (.0l1). Twice as many males (68.6%) as females
(31.4%) rated their fiance(e) as not at all on the person-
ality characteristic of dominance; while a higher proportion
of females (27.2%) as males (16.8%) rated their fiancel(e)

as considerably on this characteristic.

Able to make decisions readily (.001). Three times as many

males (31.7%) as females (10.3%) rated their fiancel(e)'s
ability to make decisions as somewhat. Also, almost three
times as many females (39.0%) as males (13.7%) rated their
fiance(e)'s ability to make decisions as very much so.

Easily influenced by others (.03). Over three times as many

males (76.9%) as females (23.1%) rated their fiance(e) as
very much so on this personality characteristic, while nearly

twice as many females (27.2%) as males (15.9%) rated their
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fiance(e) as not Ez.all.

Gets angry easily (.03). Twice as many females (30.1%) as

males (15.9%) rated their fiance(e) as not at all on this
personality characteristic, while a greater proportion of
the males (26.8%) as females (16.1%) rated their fiance(e)

as somewhat on gets angry easily.

Demonstrative (.0l1). More than twice as many of the males

(6.7%) as females (2.8%) rated their fiance(e) not at all on
the personality characteristic, demonstrativeness. A larger
proportion of females (36.8%) than males (21.5%) rated their
fiance(e) as very much so on this personality characteristic.

Cares what people say and think (.001). More than three times

as many females (21.4%) as males (6.5%) rated their fiance(e)

alittle on the personality characteristic, cares what people

say and think. More than twice as many of the males (40.6%)

as females (16.6%) rated their fiance(e) very much so on this

characteristic.

When the chi-square test was used to determine if sex differences existed
concerning the respondent's rating of the fiance(e) on each of the 14

personality characteristics in the Burgess Personality Scales, it was

concerning the self~rating on each of the following personality
characteristics:

Dominance (.003). Almost three times as many of the females

(26.5%) as males (9.6%) rated themselves a little on the
personality characteristic of dominance.

Easily influenced by others (.01). More than twice as many of

existed between the males and females-
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the males (19.6%) as females (7.5%) rated themselves as not
at all on this personality characteristic ana mofe than three
times as many females (4.8%) as males (1.4%) rated themselves
very much so on being easily influenced by others.

Affectionate (.02). Almost three times as many males (13.9%)

as females (4.8%) rated themselves as somewhat on the person-

ality characteristic, affectionate.

Likes belonging to organizations (.02). Almost twice as many

females (21.8%) as males (11.7%)’rated themselves as very
much so on this personality characteristic.

Has a sense of humor (.02).. A larger proportion of females

(47.9%) than males (31.4%) rated themselves considerably on

the personality characteristic, has a sense of humor.

The investigator conducted additional analysis to determine if a

significant relationship existed within each sex group between the

respondent's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and the respondent's

rating of the fiance(e) on each of the 14 personality characteristics.

When the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was applied a

significant relationship was found to exist between the females' rating

of the fiance on the CCOS and their rating of the fiance on each of the

following personality characteristics:

(a)

(b)

Able to make decisions readily (.05). Those who rated the

fiance as very much so on this personality characteristic
also rated the fiance most favorably on the CCOS while
those who rated the fiance a little on this characteristic
rated the fiance the least favorable on the CCOS.

Gets angry easily (.001). Those who rated the fiance not
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at all on this personality characteristic also rated the
fiance most favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the
fiance as very much also rated the fiance the least
fa&orable on the CCOS.

Gets over anger quickly (.05). Those who rated the fiance as

very much so on this characteristic aiso.rated the fiance

most favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the fiance as
not at all on this personality characteristic rated the fiance
the least favorable on the CCQS.

Demonstrative (.001). Those who rated the fiance as very much

S0 on this personality characteristic also rated the fiance
most favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the fiance
as not at all rated the fiance the least favorable on the CCOS.

Has 2 sense gi_humor (.01). Those who rated the fiance as

very much so on this personality characteristic also rated the
fiance most favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the
fiance as not at all rated the fiance the least favorable on

the CCOS.

When the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was applied a

significant relationship was found to exist between the males' rating of

the fiancee on the CCOS and their rating of the fiancee on each of the

following personality characteristics:

(a)

(b)

Responsibility (.001). Those who rated the fiancee as very

much so and considerably on this personality characteristic

also rated the fianceevmost favorable on the CCOS.

Leadership (.05). Those who rated the fiancee as very much so

on this personality characteristic also rated the fiancee most
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favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the fiancee as
g_little also rated the fiancee the least favorable on the

CCOS.

Able to make decisions readily (.05). Those who rated the

fiancee as very much so on this personality characteristic also
rated the fiancee most favorably on the CCOS while those who
rated the fiancee aé g:little also rated the fiancee the least
favorable on the CCOS.

Easily influenced by others (.001). Those who rated the

fiancee as é_little on this personality characteristic also
rated the fiancee most favorably on the CCOS while those who
rafed the fiancee as somewhat alsobrated the fiancee the least
favorable on the CCOS.

"Gives in" in arguments (.05). Those respondents who rated

the fiancee as a little on this personality characteristic
also rated the fiancee most favorably on the CCOS while those

who rated the fiancee as considerably also rated the fiancee

the least favorable on the CCOS.

Affectionate (.02). . Those respondents who rated the fiancee

as very much so and considerably on this personality character-

istic also rated the fiancee the most favorable on the CCOS.
Sociable (.02). Those respondents who rated the fiancee as
very much so on this personality characteristic also rated the
fiancee most favorably on the CCOS while those who rated the
fiancee as a little also rated the fiancee least favorable on
the CCOS.

Has a sense of humor (.001). Those respondents who rated the
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fiancee as very much so on this personality characteristic
also rated the fiancee most favorably or the CCOS while those
who rated the fiancee as somewhat also rated the fiancee the
least favorable on the CCOS.

The results 6f this analysis showed that there were differences by
sex concerning personality factors which were significantly associated
with how favorable the respondents rated their fiance(e)s on the CCOS.
Personality characteristics which were sigriificant for the males, but not
the females, were: (a) Takes responsibility.willingly, (b) A leader in
school or other group, (c) Easily influenced by others, (d) "Gives in"
in arguments, and (e) Affectionate.

Those personality characteristics which were significant for the
females but not for the males were: (a) Gets angry easily, (b) Gets
over anger quickly, (c) Demonstrative, and (d) Has a sense of humor.

These differences provide interesting pbssibilities for future research.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

The genefal purpose of this study was to determine the relation-
ship of psychological cdmfortableneés orientation of engaged couples
to selected personality characteristics and religious orientation. The
sample was composed of 143 engaged couples who had publicly announced
their engagement, and future marriage plans. The couples were selected
from the Social and Women's Sections -of 71 local Oklahoma newspapers in
the spring of 1974. The members of the sample were primarily between
the ages of 19 and 24 and were predominately middle class.

The questionnaire utilized in this study consisted of: (a) a'back—
ground information section; (b) questions adapted from the.the Marriage
Prediction Scale, developed by Burgess (Burgess, Lbcke, Thomas, 1963),

(c) the Couples Comfortableness Orientation Scale (CCOS) designed by

Haun and Stinnett (1974) which was designgd in two sections to assess:
(1) the attempt of each individual to make his or herifiancete) feel
comfortable, and (2) the degree of effort that each individual felt the
fiance(e) gave in making him or her feel comfortable, and (d) Burgess

Personality Scales (Burgess, Locke and Thomas , 1963).

The Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was used to examine the
relationship between the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and
self-rating on religious orientation and on each of the 14 personality

iraits included in the Burgess Personality Scales. Also, the Kruskal-

57
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Wallis analysis of variance was utilized to:determine the relationship
between the individual’s rating of fiance(e) on the CCOS and the rating
of fiance(e) on religious orientation and the same 14 personality traits
previously mentioned.
1. The‘results indicated a significant relationship existed
between the individual's self-rating on the CCOS and self-

rating on the following personality characteristics:

a. Takes responsibility willingly (.01). Those respon=
dents who rated themselves XSiX.EESE.EQ on this
personality characteristic expressed significantly
more favorable CCOS scores than did requndents who
rated themselves as having lower degrees of
responsibility.

b. Dominance (.05). Those respondents who rated themselves

a little or not at all on this personality characteristic

reported the most favorable CCOS scores.

c. Easily influenced by others (.02). Those respondents who

rated themselves as being influenced by others as not at
all also rated themselves significantly more favorably
on the CCOS than did those rating themselves as being

influenced by others to a greater degree.

d. Gets angry easily (.001). Those respondents who rated.

themselves as not at all on this personality characteris-

tic expressed the most favorable rating on the CCOS.

Those who rated themselves considerably and very much so on

- this trait rated themselves least favorably on the CCOS.
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e. Gets over anger quickly (.02). Those respondents who

rated themselves very much so on this personality char-
acteristic expressed the most favorable CCOS self-rating.
Those who rated themselves a little on this characteris-

tic rated themselves leést favorably on the CCOS.

f. Is affectionate (.001). Those respondents who rated
themselves as having the highest degree of being
affectionate also rated themselves most favorably on the
CCOS, while those fespondent; who rated themselves lowest
on this trait also rafed themselves most unfavorably on
the CCOS.

g. Is demonstrative (.001). Those respondent's who rated

themselves very much so oﬁ this personality characteristic
expressed the most favorable CCOS scores. The results
indicated tnat the higher the degree of demonstrativeness,
the more favorable were the CCOS scores.

h. Sociable-makes friends easily (.001). Those respondents

who rated themselves very much so on this personality
characteristic expressed sigﬁificantly more favorable CCOS
scores than did respondents who rated themselves as having
lower degrees of sociability. This finding indicates the
higher the degree of sociability, the more favorable were
the CCOS scores.

i. Has a sense of humor (.001). Those respondents who rated

themselves very much so on this personality characteristic

also expressed the more favorable CCOS scores.
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There were no significant relationships between individual's
self-rating on the CCOS and each of the personality character-

istics; leadership, able to make decisions readily, '"gives in"

in arguments, likes belonging to organizations or cares what

people say and think.

The results indicated a significant relationship existed between
the individual's rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS and the
rating of the fiance{e) on the following personality
characteristics.

a. Takes responsibility willingly (.001). The results indi-

' cated that individuals who rated their fiance(e) very much
S0 on this personality characteristic gave their fiance(e)
the most favorable CCOS rating.

b. Dominance (.02). Those respondents wﬁo rated their
fiance(e) on dominance as not at all gave their fiancel(e)
the most favorable CCOS rating.

c. Leadership (.001). Those respondents who rated their
fiance(e) as very much so on this characteristic repgrted

“the most favorable scores for their fiance(e) on the CCOS.
Those respondents who rated their fianée(e) a little or
not at all gave their fiance(e) the least favorable rating
on the CCOS.

d. Able to make decisions readily (.001). Those respondents

who rated their fiance(e)'s degree of ability to make
decisions readily as very much so gave their fiance(e) the

most favorable rating on the CCOS. Those respondents who
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rated their fiance(e) as very little, if any gave their

fiance(e) the least favorable rating on the CCOS. These
results indicated that the higher the degree of ability
to make decisons, the higher the réting of the fiance(e)
on the CCOS.

Easily influenced by others (.02). The findings indicated

that those respondents who rated their fiance(e) on this
personality characteristic as not at all also gavé their
fiance(e) the most favorable CCOS rating, while those
who rated their fiance(e) as very much so on this charac-
teristic gave their fiance(e) the least favorable CCOS
rating.

Gets angry easily (.001). Those respondents who rated

their fiance(e) as not at all on this characteristic gave
their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOS,
while those who rated their fiance(e) as very much so
gave their fiance(e) the least favorable CCOS scores.

Gets over anger quickly (.001). Those respondent's who

rated their fiance(e) on this characteristic as very much
so gave their fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the
CCOS. Those respondents who rated.their fiance(e) as not
at all gave their fiance(e) the least favorable CCOS

scores. The results indicated that the higher the degree

.of being able to get over anger quickly the more favorable

were the CCOS scores.

Is affectionate (.001) Those respondenfs who rated their

fiance(e) as having the highest degree of being affectionate
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also rated their fiance(e) most favorably on the CCOS,
while those who rated their fiance(e) lowest on this
chéracteristic also rated.their fiance(e) least favorably
on the CCOS.

Ei demonstrative (.01). Those respondents who rated their .

fiance as very much so on this characteristic gave their
fiance(e) the most favorable rating on the CCOS, while
those who rated their fiance(e) as not at all gave their
fiance(e) the least favorable rafing on the CCOS. The
results indicated that the higher the degree of demon-
strativeness the higher the rating of the fiance(e) on the
CCOs.

Sociable-makes friends easily (.001). The findings indi-

cate that those respondents who rated their fiance(e) as

very much so on this characteristic also rated their

fiance(e) most favorable on the CCOS. The results indi-
cate that the lower the degree of rating on sociability,
the lower the rating of the fiance(e) on the CCOS.

Has a sense of humor (.001). Those respondents who

rated their fiance(e) on sense of humor as very much so
gave their fiance(e) the most favoréble rating on the
CCOS, while those who rated their fiance(e) as a little
and somewhat gave their fiance(e) the least favorable

CCOS rating.

There were no significant relationships between individual's

rating of fiance(e) on the CCOS and the personality character-

istiecs "gives in'" in arguments, likes belonging to organizations
gives 1in 1n 3 ging to g
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and cares what people say and think.

5. There was no significant relationship between individual's
sélf—rating on the CCOS and self-rating on religious
orientation.

6. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysié of variance indicated
that a significant relationship (.001) existed between the
individual's rating of fiance(e)'bn‘CCOS and the rating of
fiance(e) on religious orientation. Those respondents‘who
rated their fiance(e) as very much concerning the degrée of
religious orientation gave their fiance(e) the most favorable
rating on the CCOS, while those who rated their fiance(e)'s

degree of religious orientation as very little, if any gave

their fiance(e) the least favorable rating on the CCOS.

Discussion

The findings that the personality characteristic, takes responsi-

bility willingly, was significantly related to both the individual
self-rating and rating of the fiénce(e) on the CCOS are supported by
Luckey's (1964) and Locke's (1951) findings that happily married couples
view their mates as being more responsisle'than do unhappily married
couples., Similarly, Palmer (1971) found unreadiness for the responsi-
bilities of marriage as a factor in the breakup of marriages. The
present results also coincide with a study by Stinnett, Hall and
Walters (1973) which found that readiness for mafriage among highschool
youth was significantly and positively related to the degree to which

their parents had emphasized the values, '"a genuine concern and
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résponsibility toward others'" and "accepting the responsibility for the
consequences of one's actions 1

The finding that those respondents who rated themselves and their
fiance(e) as having a low degree of dominance coinéides with Coutts!
thesis (1968) that intimate relationships are often prevented frpm
developing by coersion and domination. The findiﬁg is also supported
by Landis's (1968) and Luckey's (1964) research which found happier
marriages wére characterized by a democratic form of problem solving.
Aller (1962) found dominance in wives threatened the self-concepts of
husbands and affected the marriages adversely. In another study,
Sporakowskiv(1968) found students with democratic family authority
patterns had relatively higher preparedness for marriage. Various
other studies have indicated the marriage relationship is adversely
affected when either spouse is extremely dominant (Bell, 1971).

The affectionate function of marriage has increased as American
society has become depersonalized and individuals entering marriage
assume their future mates will bring into marriage expressive capabili-
ties that will make the relationship work (Balswick and Peek, 1971).

Therefore, the findings that affection and demonstrativeness were

significantly related to high CCOS scores for both the self—ratiﬁg of
individuals and the ratings given their fiance(e)s was not surprising.
Numerous studies (Levinger, 1964; Mathews and Mihonovich, 1963;

Westley and Epstein, 1960) have found these personality characteristics
are important to marital happiness and satisfaction. Further, Nevran
(1967) found that happily married couples make more use of supplementary

non-verbal techniques of communication.



As Schulz and Rodgers (1973, p. 42) explain

To communicate with another person is to make contact with
him or her. 1In intimate partnerships, actual physical
touching is an important part of the way the couple communi-
cates, but in a sense any two people who try to communicate
with each other are trying to touch.

The finding that individuals who are sociable and make friends

easily had significantly more favorable CCOS scores supports the research
done by Renne (1970) who found marital satisfaction correlated with the
number of intimate associates individuals had outside of marriage.
Likewise, both Gerber (1968) and Palmer (1971) concluded that.social
estrangement characterized marital maladjustment.

The results would seem to indicate that sociability is not neces-

sarily related to the personality characteristic, likes belonging to

organizations as it was found that there was no significant relationship
between the self-rating or the rating of the fianée(e) on this charac-
teristic and the CCOS scores. Corroborating evidence comes from one
recent research study (Whitehurst, 1968) where it was found tﬁat lower
marital adjustment was associated with intensive peer-group sbcialization
before marriage. It can be hypothesized that family oriented individ-
uals have less need to belong to organizations yet may easily possess

the traits of sociability.

Self-ratings on the characteristic of leadership were not signifi-
cantly related to the CCOS scores, yet a significant relationship was
found to exist between this personality characteristic and CCOS ratings
for the fiance(e). One plausible explanation is that the respondents
in this study may have desired that their fiance(e) possess the quality

of leadership; perhaps they wanted their fiance(e)s to take the
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initiative in certain areas. Their perceptions that their fiance(e)s
did in fact express leadership qualities may have made them feel more
secure and comfortable about the relationship. The quality of leader-
ship has been found to be positively associated with marital adjustment
(Locke, 1951).

The finding that £he rating of the fiance(e) on the personality

characteristic, able to make decisions readily was significantly related

to high CCOS scores coincides with the results of Strauss (1947) who
found one of the 10 most frequently listed personality needs which the
' respondents wanted their marriage partners to fulfill was heip in
making important decisions. This finding also coihcides with the pre-
viously discussed finding that a significant relationship existed be-
tween the rating of fiance(e) on the personality characteristic of
leadership and CCOS for the fiance(e)'s.

In view of the findings on decision making it was not surprising
to find the CCOS scores were significantly related to both the indi-
vidual self-rating and the rating of the fiance(e) on the characteris-

tic, easily influenced by others. Luckey's research (1964) lends

credence to this finding as her results indicated that dissatisfied
married subjects claimed their spouses were too easily infléenced by
others. Further, psychoanalyst Ernest Schachlel (1961) has observed
clients suffering from what he calls ”over—adaptation” or being overly
concerned about what others think.

It was found that those who received a lower sélf—rating and gave
their fiance(e) a low rating on the personality characteristic, gets

angry easily had the most favorable CCOS scores. Likewise, those who
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received the high self-rating and rated their fiance(e)s as
having a high degree of the personality characteristic, gets over

anger quickly received the more favorable CCOS scores. Emotional

stability has been found to be positively correlated with marital
happiness in many studies (Dean, 1966 and 1968; Cattell and Nesselfoad,
1967; Palmer, 1971). Udry(1967)fouﬁdengagementswerelikelytoﬁw broken
if one perceived the spouse as emotionally unstable. Locke (1951)

found those who get over anger quickly are better marriage risks.

Perhaps the findings that a sense of humor.was significantly
related to high CCOS scores for 5oth the individual's self-rating and
the rating of the fiance(e) coincide with various studies which indi-
cate a 'sense of humor' contributes to social accéptance at all ages
(Coleman, 1961; Cunningham, 1962; Gessell and Ames, 1956). . As Coutts
(1973, p. 174) sayé: "You can dare to be open with those who can
laughingly overlook your mistakes and for the same reason, they can be
open with you." The‘present findings are similar to other research
evidence (Coser, 1956; Locke, 1951; Hewitt, 1958; Lantz and Snydef, 1969)
indicating a sense of humor is positively associated with successful
marital adjustment and the selectién of marriage partners.

The findings indicate that a positive relationship exists between
high CCOS scores and the rating of the fiance on religious orientation.
The results agreed with some of the relevant findings of marital success
studies (Burgess and Cottreli, 1939; Landis, 1960; Burchinal, 1957)
which have found a positive association’between religious orientation
and marriage success. It was interesting that there was a significant

relationship between rating of fiance on religious orientation and the
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ccos rating for fiance(e) but no significant relationship wés found to
exist between the individual self-ratings on religious orientation and
ccos. Perhaps the perception of the fiance(e) as having a high degree
of religious orientation contributes to a feeling on the part of the
individual that the fiance(e) is committed to the relationship and to
promoting the welfare of the individual. This possible explanation is
supported by the fact that religion has traditionally emphasized
values such as commitment, respect, mutual support, and fesponsibility
for needs and welfare of others (Bloodj 1969). The individual who
perceives the fiance(e) as possessing_the;e type; of values would tend

to feel comfortable in the relationship.
Conclusion and Recommendations

In analyzing the personality characteristics, nine out of 14 on the
self-rating and 11 out of 14 on the rating of the fiance(e) were found
to be significantly related to the psychological comfortableness among
engaged couples. Also, a significant relationship was found to exist
between the rating on religious orientation of the fiance(e) and the
rating of the fiance(e) on psychological comfortableness. Thus, the
results have demonstrated that psychological comfortableness orientation
among engaged couples is significantly related to certain personality
characteristics and religious orientation.

The findings of the study suggest that the CCOS could be a valuable
tool in premarital counseling as.a supplement to traditional marriage
prediction instruments and personality tests. Couples could be helped

to examine the compatibility of their relationship with respect to both
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their degree of psychological comfortableness with each other and their
personality characteristics. In the counseling process their perceptions
of eaéh other in these areas could be clarified and major incompatibili-
ties could be determined.

The CCOS appears to have good potential as a counseling teol helping
a couple identify those areas in which they feel most and least confort-
able with each other. Awareness and discussion of the areas in which a
couple does feel least comfortable may help to avoid or minimize futuré
problems (Haun and Stinnett, 1974). |

One implication suggested by the results of this study is the
challenge to family life education to emphasize the importance of feel-
ing psychologically comfortable with each other as weli as determining
the compatibility of individual personality characteristics in mate ’
selection. Perhaps more effective mate selection as well as more
positive interpersonal relationships could be promoted by family life
educators place more emphasis on the types of behavior which contribute
to psychological comfortableness. The CCOS could be helpful as an
instrument in marriage and family life classes. After responding to the
scale the students could discuss the importance of psychological
comfortableness in relationships and the types of behavior which promote
or retard it (Haun and Stinnett, 1974).

A longitudinal study of the couples included in this study would
reveal valuable evidence concerning the relationship among personality
variables, religious orientation and psychological comfortableness over
a period of time extending from the engagement period through several

years of marriage.
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Ada Evening News
Ardmoreite

Atoka Co. Times
Bartlesville Examiner Enterprise
Beaver Co. Democrat

Big Pasture News

Bixby Bulletin

Black Dispatch

Blackwell Journal Tribune
Blanchard News

Boise City News

Cherokee Messenger and Republican

Claremore Progress
Cordell Beacon

Daily and Sunday Oklahoman
Dewey News Record
Drumright Derrick
Drumright Journal
Duke Times

Duncan Banner

Duncan Eagle

Edmond Sun and Booster
El Reno American
Eldorado Courier

Elk City News

Enid Morning News
Fredrick Daily Leader
Harper Co. Journal
Harshorne Sun

Hinton Record

Hominy News-Progress
Hughes Co. Times
Kingfisher Free Press
Kingfisher Times
Kiowa County Democrat
LaFlore County Sun

Latimer County News-Tribune
Lawton Community Guide
Lawton Constitution
Lincoln Co. News
Lindsay News

Logan Co. News _
McAlester News-Capital
Medford Patriot Star
Miami News Record
Mountain View

Pauls Valley Democrat
Pawhuska Journal Capitol
Pawnee Chief

Ponca City News

Pond Creek Herald
Poteau News and Valley
Purcell Register
Sapulpa Daily Herald
Sayre Sun ‘
Seminole Producer
Sequoyah County Times
Shawnee News-Star
Stillwater News-Press
Tipton Tribune

Tonkawa News

Tulsa Daily World

Vici News

Wagoner Record-Democrat
Wagoner Tribune
Watonga Republican
Waurika News Democrat
Weatherford Daily News
Wewoka Times

Woodward Co. Journal
Yale News
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ARGUND YU
Exarnle:
Ars gew e 2

« Tour zex
3. Male
b. Ferzle

As a child, ¢ié your perents encouragze
you to resgect the feellngs of others?

a. Often
b. ioderately
c. Rareix

n

. D

w
S

you consider yourzelf to be 2

c. .;lcce:ately religious
d. Very 1iiile, if any
e. Amti-relisious

4. Do you corsider your siance(e) to be
a religlcus person?

as Very much

t. Much

c. Moderateiy religlous
d. Very little, 1f any
e, Anti-rell-ious

5. Rate the degree of your own determin-
ation to make your marrlage endure.

a. I am geing to have my naxriage
eriure even though I experience
gr=at unhappiness

b. I a0 golng to have my marxlage
eréure even though I experience
sore urhappiness

c. 1 an» going to have nmy marriage
encure only if it gives me
satisfaction

d. I =n undszided

6. Rate the de
would be
marriaze

He/she would be determiped to

have our narriags endure even

though %e/she experiences great
urhapplness

roined to make the
dure.

a,

b. He/she would be determined to have

our marrisge endure even though
he/she experiences some
urhacciress

c. He/she would b2 determined to

have our marriagze endure only if

it gives him/her satisfactiocn
d. I an undecided

se you feel your fiarce(e)

,» royalities, T
conmissions (rezular,
monthly, or yearly)

e. Ymrly wases, weekly checks
£, 053 jchs, szeazoral work
g, I~:izlle relief or charity
Whai is ihe occupation of the gsrircizal

earrer i your presemt family?

What 1 highest educational
atiainment of the principal earner
of your present family?

a. Less than grade 8

b Completed grade 8, but did no%
attend beyond grade 9

c. Attended high school, complet

d.
e.

fer 2 or more years
f. Sraduated from U-year college
2. Completed graduate work for
rrofession

10: Please rate how comfortatle you feel

with your flance(e).

a. I 2luays fesl very confortalle
w4tk nin/her

b. I usually feel comfortable with
him/her

2. I am not sure

€. I usually feel uncomfortable
with him/her

e. I alwayc feel uncomfortable
with him/her

11. Raie how comfsriable you think your

fizrce(e) is with you.

He/she always feels very com-

fortable with me

He/she usually feels comfortatle

with ne

¢. I am not sure

d. He/she usually feels uncemfor-
table with me

e, He/she always feels uncomfor-

table with me

a

b

12. What do you think the length of time

w111 be between your engagement and
marriage?

a. Less than a month

b 1 to 5 meaths

¢ 6 to 11 months

d. 12 months or more

13. How much conflict 1s there between

You and ‘your fiance(e)?
a. None
b A little
¢s Moderate
ds A good deal
e. Very great

14. Rate your degres of satisfaction

with the kind of person you are.

a. Highly satisfied

b. Satisfied

¢+ Undecided

d. Dissatisfied

e. Highly dissatisfied

15. Do you and your fiance(e) both deaire

to have children during marriage?

& Yes
b. Ro

ice now nappy woula you rate your

chiléhood?

a. Very happy
b. Happy

c. Average

ds Unhappy

e. Yery unhappy

17. Dc you feel that the strength of yoiur

irterest in sex, as compared with
that of your fiance(e) ist

a. Yery much greater

t. Much greater

c» About the same

d. Much less intense

e¢. Very much less intense

your marriage? .

a. There are very many changes I
will try tc mﬁ(e

b. There sre many changes I will
try to make

"c. I am undecided

G. There are few changes I will
try to make

e. There are no charges I will
try tc marxe

Are there rractices and opinions of your
flance(e) that you hope o change afte:

19. VWhat was the cesr . .irpiness of
your parent's tax

2. Very happy
b. Happy

c+ hverage

€. Unhappy

e. Very unhappy

20. What 1= the highest leve. cf education
you will have completed by the time
of your marriage?

& Elementary (6th grade)
b. High school

¢. Two years of college
d. Ccllege gracuate

e. Sraduate work

21. Is your flance(e) jealous of you?

a. Very often
be Cften
c. I am not sure
d. Seldom
. e. Very seldom

22. Are you jealous of your fiance(e)?

a. Very often
b. Often

¢. I am not sure
d. Seldom

e. Very seldom

23. What is the church affiliation of
You and your fiance(e)?

. a. Only one of you is a church
member
t. lieither belongs to a church
¢ Betih belong to same church
de Belong to different churches

2h. What i= the frequency of your
monthly church attendance

a Yc times

t. Once

c. Two or three times a month
d. Four or more times

25. Do you think you have rractices and
criniorc that your fiznce(e) will
try to change after vou arc married?

a: There are very many chanres
he/she w11l t= to make

b. There sre mar; changez he/she
W1l try te

c. I am undect

d. There are ¢
will try

e. There are
will try ¢-

» s-manges he/she
€.
zryes he/sne

o+

Zf. Flease write veo .

6.



RATE YOURSELF IN THE FOLLOWING TRAITS BY CIRCLING THE PROPER LETTER,
ANSWER SELECTIONS:

(Very often: VO), (Often: 0), (Undecided: ?), (Scldom: S), {Veny Seldom: VS;
Example: "1 think of my fdiancele) .... 0?7 S VS
1+ T try to see things from my fiance(e)'z point of view, even
on occasions when our views differ seeeseavssssrsnsesanseseressss VO O 7 Z V3
2. I try to understand my fiance(e)'s feelings when he/she
becomes ANETY With Me seesscstsessnsssesssanssasacnnsnasrssesess VO O 2 5 V3
3. I try to express to my fiance(e) that I recognize his/her
feellngs cvieenrererioasensinorsneassrreansiasasisiasstasesansns Yo 0 ? £ VS
4. I feel free to be open in expressing inner feelings or
emotions when with my fiance(e) veesessscscsasssesronnarsensesss VO 0O 2 I VE
5. I feel free to express differences of opinion with my fi_nnce(e)- Vo 0 ? = V5
6. T feel I an putting on an act cr a front when with my fiance(e). VO 0 7 £ W3
7. I discuss with other friends perconal problems my fiance(e) }
has revealed to me in confidente seesesssessssrcrsanssrsssssessa VO 0 ? 2 VS
B. T am honest with my fiance(e) esssses R 1+ T I T
9+ I trust my fiance{e) seavasesiesnsasaroansrnsesrissnericonnasesses YO O 2?2 5 Vs’
10. I have a2 difficult time being interested in things my
fiance(e) finds imteresting tesssrseresssssansrsarsinsorss Y0 0 7 S VS
11. I am committed to promoting the welfare of my fiance(e) even
when we are unhappy with each other ..iscessncecssscnsvesssovess VO Q 2?2 5 VS
12. I question the motives behind things my fiance(e) sa}"s or does . YO O T S VS
13. T recpect the wishes of my fiance(e) when making important
declisiorns . e emserrerencruraeeneetetartatrr v ionnatnus YO 0 ? £ VS
14, T am considerate of my fiance(e)'s feelings seeesssserssnssssees YO O % S V3
15. I see "faults™ in my fiance(e) «veeresviesrisesvancrinessesesssss VO 0 ? 5 VS
16, I say or do things which may tend to "pui down" my fiance(e) ... VO 0 2 § Vs
17. I feel hostile toward my fiance{e) when he/she does not
act as I feel he/she Should ersesessnresssrsscassivsecsasssessss VO O 2 5 V3
RATE YOUR FIANCE{E) IN THE FOLLGWING TRAITS
USTWG THE TAYME CHOICES A5 ABOVE
My flance(e) vveeses
1. «ostries to see things from my point cf view, even on
occasions when our viewe diffeT veevervsesersscrsscascsacssssesn VO O ? £ VE
Ze ssetries tco underctand my feelinzc when I become angry
wlth him/her ...~ F S T T T TET T o < 4
3+ «.slets me know he/che 15 aware of My 1€ellivs seeeerrrecnscesee VO O 7 I VI
L. ...fcels free to openly express hin/her inner feelings or
emetions when with ME seacaecasesnersnnarcnsanssssessarsrinsesas Yo 0 I VI
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My fiance(e) ceeenen

S+ seaTenls Tree Lo express diferens of opiricr he/ he
has “ith Me sessentvnrtartritiecnseesaessoesarasnnrsarsrrosnassns 0 0 7 o UZ
6. ..v.puts on an act or front aher. WAth Me ciieiiesarserseniiieeses VO O 2 V3
7+ +vitells otherz persenal proxlems I zhare with him/her
in confldence «svsrsssnernuirnesnesssettacacatcasistcinasearnness YO O 7 3 I3
8¢ «e.1z honest with me v.vawe seeveersrsersrensarsanssrenessse YO O 2 C VS
e veotrusts Me cavereitsartittirintiiatiiretiaiiiteiarearenrinsanas VO @ ? 5 Vs
10. ...has a difficult time beinz interested in things that
Interest Me seecciunnritateriiteaiae st retaitetanr ntetiterrrranas Yo 0 ? = V35
11. ...is committed to promoting my welfare, even when we
are unhappy with each other secvaesss sestsessisresssanes VO O 7?7 3 WS
12. ...questions the motives behind what I 53y OF dO susessssssasses YO Q 2 35 V3
« veirespects my wishes when making important decizions ceeevessss VO 0 ? S Y3
14, ..ois cornsiderate of my f@elingS eeecesssnensvsonsennsceasacsans YO 0 ? 3 ¥3
15. ss.Sees "aulta” I M8 esvssiienceiiianssesasssaiicainseressasas VO O 7 5 VS
16+ «..says or éoes things which tend to make me feel that T -
have been “put doWn” cecsenicvsriasrsseesecnionncairacorinnsronas VO 0 7 3 VS
17+ ...expresses ha‘stiu..ty toward ne when I do not att-as
he/she thinks T should «sescacssssvesstses ciisieressiisesss V0 0 7 5 VS
CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE CHOICES AS YCU JUDGE THEY APPLY TO YOU AND YOUR FIANCE(E}
Choices: Very much 80 . ., . . .1
Considerably . P
Somewhat . . ., . ...}
Afittle . o 000 L4
Notatall . .. ... ,?5% .
Trait My Fiancele) | Myse|t
1. Takes resronsibtility willlingly 1234 12 3 & 5
2. Dominating 12 34 s@1 2 3 4 5
3. A leader in school or other group 1 2 3 4 5801 2 3 4 g5
L, Able to make decisions readily 1 2 3 4 581 2 3 4 5
5. Easlly influenced by sthers 1 2 3 4 581 2 3 4 5
6. "Gives in" in arguments 1 2 3 4 581 2 3 4 5
7. Gets angry easily 1 2 3 & 5@1 2 3 4 5
8. fets over anger quickly 12 3 4 581 2 3 &4 §
9. Affectionate 1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5 ,
10, Demonstrative 1 2 3 4 5881 2 3 4 5
11. 3ociable -~ makes friends easily 12 3 b4 51 2 3 4 5
12, Likes belonging to organizations 1 2 3 4L 5®1 2 3 4 5
13. Cares what people say and think 12 3 4 12 3 4 5
14, Has a sense of humor 12 3 4 1 2 3 L 5
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